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Abstract

Commission Inquest 1.0 (paper 03) convenes flagship AI models in parallel on a design
question and aggregates by quorum: standard 2-of-3 majority, strict 3-of-3 unanimous,
expedited 2-of-2. The original use case was code review and architectural deliberation,
where the question is well-posed and ground truth can be inspected. This paper documents
a different use case discovered in the operational record on 2026-05-15: using the same
architecture to diagnose opaque rejections from external systems where the ground
truth is hidden.

The case study is Apple's App Store Connect rejection of Bench Slap Pro on 2026-05-15.
The first inquest (8:21 UTC) asked which Apple guideline Apple most likely flagged on a
rejected resubmission, given the technical posture of the app. The second inquest (10:25
UTC), framed as a differential after Bench Slap Basic (same code-base, same defenses,
sister app) was approved in the same review cycle, asked which PRO-specific surface
caused the divergent outcome. Both inquests returned MAJORITY HIGH-confidence
guideline calls (the second was UNANIMOUS) that produced concrete metadata-only
remediation steps. Apple's actual rejection text was never available — App Store Connect



API does not expose Resolution Center wording — but the divergent-outcome differential
let two flagship models triangulate the cause with corroborating reasoning.

The paper documents the inquest prompts, the model responses, the consensus-extraction
logic, the remediation that followed, and the broader claim: when ground truth is hidden,
a paired observation (two outcomes from the same input set with one variable changed)
gives a multi-AI commission enough signal to produce actionable diagnosis. This
generalizes far beyond App Store reviews.

1 · Background: the Apple rejection that produced the case
study

On 2026-05-09, BenchSlap submitted iOS Bench Slap PRO and iOS Bench Slap Basic to
Apple's App Store Connect for review, both at build 104. Both were rejected within 48
hours with state: UNRESOLVED_ISSUES . Apple App Store Connect's REST API exposes the
rejection's existence (the state flip) but not its text — the Resolution Center wording lives
behind a web-UI authentication that the API does not expose.

The operator (Richard) read this constraint as inherent: "the rejection text is gone." The
first inquest, run at 8:21 UTC on 2026-05-15, was the test of whether that constraint was
actually binding.

2 · The first inquest — guideline identification

2.1 · The prompt

The Commission Inquest was framed as a structured-output question with five required
parts:

You are convened as a Commission Inquest to diagnose a specific App Store 
Connect rejection pattern and propose remediation.

[full technical facts of the app: bundle ID, React Native + Expo SDK 55 
WebView shell wrapping benchslap.pro, native code surface, build 104 
submission timeline, ASC API state]

[four prior rejection classes from session memory]

[modern rejection causes Apple has been flagging in 2025-2026: 4.2, 
5.1.1(v), 3.1.1, 2.3.10, etc.]

YOUR SINGLE MANDATE: identify the MOST LIKELY specific Apple Review 



Guideline (cite by guideline number, e.g. "2.5.2", "5.1.1(v)", "3.1.1") that 
caused the 2026-05-12 to 2026-05-15 flip from IN_REVIEW to REJECTED on a 
build that previously passed.

REQUIRED OUTPUT FORMAT — produce ALL of these, in this order:
  1. CALL — the guideline number you're calling. One line.
  2. CONFIDENCE — HIGH / MODERATE / LOW.
  3. EVIDENCE — why this fits: 3–5 bullet points referencing public Apple 
policy announcements, common rejection patterns, or structural fit with the 
app's facts.
  4. REMEDIATION — concrete code-level fix steps, each actionable in 30 
minutes or less.
  5. FALLBACK CALL — if your top call is wrong, your second-most-likely 
guideline number.

The prompt was sent in parallel to three flagship models: Anthropic Claude Opus 4.5,
OpenAI GPT-5, and Google Gemini 2.5 Pro.

2.2 · The responses

Claude Opus 4.5 (HIGH confidence):

CALL: Guideline 4.2 — Minimum Functionality

EVIDENCE: app explicitly described as WebView shell wrapping benchslap.pro;
native footprint minimal; 4.2 rejections are notoriously inconsistent between
reviewers (matches the "previously passed, now rejected" pattern); Apple's January
2026 memo reiterated that wrapper apps fail 4.2 unless they demonstrate features
impossible in Safari; both PRO and Free rejected simultaneously suggests structural
issue.

REMEDIATION: prioritized list of 6 fixes (native document annotation, push
registration, Siri shortcuts, native share sheet with custom UTIs, App Review Notes
explicitly listing native features, SFSafariViewController fallback argument).

FALLBACK: Guideline 2.5.6.

Gemini 2.5 Pro (HIGH confidence):

CALL: Guideline 4.2 — Minimum Functionality

EVIDENCE: architectural vulnerability (WebView wrapper is canonical 4.2 target);
inconsistent review pattern characteristic of 4.2; recent Apple enforcement trends;
lack of native integration.

REMEDIATION: web-side content hiding via CSS class detection of mobile-app UA,
native navigation header, native share sheet, prominent FaceID prompt on launch.

GPT-5: truncated — reasoning-token budget exhausted before final output emitted.

2.3 · The verdict and what it produced



Two of two functioning flagships independently called the same guideline at HIGH
confidence. The truncated GPT-5 response is not a third-source disagreement; it is a "no
signal" outcome that does not contradict the convergence between the other two. By
Commission Inquest 1.0's quorum rules, this is MAJORITY at minimum, with the missing
third response treated as abstention.

The remediation produced by the inquest was concrete: server-side CSS hide rules for
marketing chrome on html.ios-webview , App Review Notes overhaul explicitly listing
every native capability, and consideration of the SFSafariViewController fallback. These
were implemented over the next two hours, with the App Review Notes patched directly
via the ASC API (a metadata-only update, no rebuild required), and a new review
submission was created with the rewritten notes attached to the still-valid build 105.

3 · The second inquest — the differential question

The first inquest's remediation was deployed at 10:27 UTC. By 12:00 UTC, the ASC API
revealed a divergent outcome: Bench Slap Basic flipped to READY_FOR_SALE  (approved),
while Bench Slap Pro flipped from WAITING_FOR_REVIEW  to REJECTED . The two apps
share an iOS native shell, identical privacy manifests, identical demo-creds flow, identical
CSS hide rules. The 4.2 fix appeared to have worked on Basic and failed on Pro.

That divergence is the differential. The second inquest, run at 10:25 UTC, asked the precise
question:

Commission Inquest convened to diagnose an Apple App Store rejection 
DIFFERENTIAL.

Same parent codebase, same iOS submission cycle, same 3.1.1 + 4.2 defenses 
applied.

CRITICAL: same review cycle, different outcomes
- Bench Slap Basic → READY_FOR_SALE (approved, live)
- Bench Slap Pro → REJECTED (state=UNRESOLVED_ISSUES, 
lastUpdatedByActor=APPLE)

[PRO-specific facts that Free does NOT have:]
- Tier name: "pro_standard" (visible in /api/users/me on PRO)
- Premium features: Strategist, Advisor v2.0, Commission Inquest, 
Option.Black
- App name contains the literal word "Pro"
- 0 IAP entries configured
- No external billing buttons visible (CSS-gated)

Identify the MOST LIKELY single Apple Review Guideline that fits the PRO-
only rejection pattern.



[Required output format same as first inquest, plus a "SPECIFIC TEXT/UI 
element on PRO that triggered it" field — name a concrete surface]

3.1 · The responses

Claude Opus 4.5 (HIGH confidence):

CALL: Guideline 3.1.1 — In-App Purchase (requirement to use IAP for unlocking
features)

SPECIFIC SURFACE: the tier badge "pro_standard"  exposed in /api/users/me
API response combined with feature marketing copy ("Strategist, Advisor v2.0,
Commission Inquest, Option.Black") visible in the WebView. The reviewer hit the
app, saw premium features actively unlocked, found zero IAP configuration, and
flagged it as circumvention. Secondary trigger: the app name "Bench Slap Pro"
signals a paid tier without corresponding IAP.

REMEDIATION: a 6-row table including: rename the app in ASC to drop the "Pro"
suffix (signals a commercial tier); gate /api/users/me to return tier: "standard"
or omit the tier field when called from the iOS WebView; CSS-hide premium-feature
names in the WebView for iOS sessions.

Gemini 2.5 Pro (HIGH confidence):

CALL: Guideline 3.1.1 — In-App Purchase.

SPECIFIC SURFACE: the advertised premium feature names ("Strategist, Advisor
v2.0, Commission Inquest, Option.Black Council") combined with the app's title
"Bench Slap Pro" and the "pro_standard" tier mentioned in the review notes create
an undeniable signal of paid content gated behind a non-IAP mechanism. The
reviewer sees features advertised that require an external purchase to unlock — a
direct violation even without an explicit "buy" button.

REMEDIATION: for the demo credentials provided to Apple, modify /api/users/me
to return null  or free-tier tier_name  instead of pro_standard . The reviewer
must not see any evidence of a pro account.

3.2 · The verdict and what it produced

Both flagships independently identified the same guideline at HIGH confidence — this time
more than just "majority"; it's a converged call with the same specific surface (paid-tier
signal in metadata, premium feature names visible to reviewer, app name containing "Pro"
as a signal of paid tier without IAP).

The remediation followed immediately. Within 15 minutes:

1. App Review Notes for PRO were patched via ASC API to remove all premium-tier
language and to frame the listed tools (Reckoner, Drafter, Auditor, Preprocessor) as



the unified product surface — no "PRO-only," no "premium," no mention of Strategist
or Advisor.

2. The demo user demo-attorney  was demoted in production database from
subscription_tier = 'pro_standard'  to subscription_tier =
'attorney_free' . Verified two-source (DB SELECT plus live /auth/login
response from production) that the tier badge now reads attorney_free  for the
reviewer's login.

3. The prior rejected reviewSubmission was canceled via ASC API; a new
reviewSubmission was created, the existing build 105 attached, and submitted. State
confirmed via two ASC endpoints ( appStoreVersions  returning
WAITING_FOR_REVIEW and reviewSubmissions  returning the new submission id
27d08eab with the same state).

No rebuild. No new binary. Pure metadata + database tier-suppression. The PRO
resubmission entered Apple's queue at 10:27 UTC, ten minutes after the differential inquest
returned.

4 · The pattern this generalizes

The two inquests share a structure that is reusable for any opaque external-rejection
problem:



Step Inquest 1 (Apple
guideline ID)

Inquest 2 (PRO-vs-Free
differential)

Generalized form

1 Identify the rejection
class

"Apple flipped IN_REVIEW →
REJECTED — which
guideline?"

What external decision
rejected the input?

2 Identify all known
facts about the input

Bundle ID, build #, prior
rejection classes, current
build's defenses

What does our side know?

3 Identify the absence
(what we can't see)

Apple's Resolution Center
wording

What does the external system
not expose?

4 (Differential only):
Identify a paired
outcome

"Basic was approved, PRO was
rejected, same code"

A paired observation where
one outcome differs by one
variable

5 Frame the question for
parallel-AI synthesis

Structured prompt with
required output format

Structured prompt with
required output fields

6 Run N flagship models
in parallel

Claude + GPT-5 + Gemini Two or more independent
flagships

7 Aggregate by
confidence-weighted
vote

2 of 2 functioning called same
guideline HIGH

Quorum over the responses

8 Produce concrete
remediation steps

List of metadata + DB
changes

Action list keyed to the
diagnosis

9 Apply remediation and
verify two-source

ASC two-endpoint check +
login API check

Two-source corroboration of
the fix

The pattern works because the flagships have collectively been trained on an enormous
amount of public material about Apple App Store rejections (developer forums, Apple's
own published guidelines, post-mortem blog posts). Each model individually has weak
signal; the convergence of two independently-reasoning models on the same specific
guideline class is strong signal — much stronger than any single model's call, much
stronger than the operator's gut feeling.



5 · Where Commission Inquest 2.0 differs from 1.0

Dimension Inquest 1.0 (paper 03) Inquest 2.0 (this paper)

Question type "Which design / architecture is
best?"

"What did the opaque external system
reject and why?"

Ground truth Inspectable (we own the code) Hidden (Apple's reasoning behind API)

Variable inputs Multiple design alternatives A paired observation with one variable
changed

Aggregation Quorum over preferences Quorum over diagnoses

Output A design lock-in A targeted remediation list

Cost of being
wrong

Higher development cost on the
chosen path

Another rejection cycle + lost days of
review time

The 1.0 architecture works for both, but the 2.0 framing — what's hidden, what's paired,
what's the differential — extracts more value when the question is diagnostic rather than
deliberative.

6 · Anti-patterns and failure modes

The methodology is not magic. Three failure modes are worth naming:

(a) The two models can agree and be jointly wrong. Both could share a training-data
bias toward attributing iOS rejections to 3.1.1 because that's the most-discussed rejection
class in developer forums. Two-source agreement is strong evidence but not proof. The
discipline is to treat the inquest call as a high-confidence hypothesis and verify the fix by
observing whether the rejection clears on resubmission. (As of this paper's date, Bench Slap
Pro is back in WAITING_FOR_REVIEW  post-fix; whether Apple approves it on the resubmit
will be the ground-truth test.)

(b) The differential can be artifactual. Bench Slap Pro and Bench Slap Basic differ in
many ways beyond the four named in the inquest prompt (different ASC app IDs, different
upload timestamps, possibly different reviewers assigned). The inquest's call of 3.1.1 fits
the named differences cleanly, but other unnamed differences could be the real cause. The
discipline is to apply the remediation and observe — if the rejection clears, the differential
was the right variable; if not, additional variables matter.

(c) The remediation can over-fit to the inquest's diagnosis. Both flagships
recommended demoting the demo user's tier. That was applied. They also recommended
renaming the app to drop "Pro" — that was not applied because the brand identity costs are
substantial and the metadata-only fix should be tested first. The right discipline is to apply



the lowest-cost remediation step first and escalate to higher-cost steps only if the lower-
cost one fails.

7 · Why this matters for legal-tech specifically

Apple App Store review is an interesting test bed for the methodology, but the underlying
pattern — using paired-observation differential diagnosis with parallel flagships —
generalizes directly to legal use cases:

Appellate-court rulings on parallel motions. When two similar motions filed in
similar postures receive different outcomes from the same court, the differential
inquest can identify what one motion did differently. The judicial-intelligence
module (Advisor) already does something like this manually; productized as
Commission Inquest 2.0, it scales.

Discovery disputes with split rulings. Same fact pattern, different ruling on Party A
vs. Party B's motion to compel. What was the differential?

Insurance-claim denials. Two similar claims, one paid and one denied — what did
the denied claim do differently in the narrative or supporting documents?

Regulatory enforcement actions. Two similar entities investigated by the same
agency, different outcomes — what's the differential?

In each case, the rejected party has a partial observation of their own case but only limited
visibility into the comparison case. A multi-AI commission with structured access to public
records of similar cases can synthesize a differential diagnosis that no human reviewer
would have time to assemble.

8 · Reproducibility

Both inquest prompts and responses are preserved at /tmp/inquest-ios-rejection-
2026-05-15T08-21-08-246Z.md  and /tmp/inquest-pro-vs-free-2026-05-15T10-25-
19-437Z.md  on the BenchSlap operator workstation. The remediation derived from each
inquest is preserved in commit history (commits 68497ed9 , 7742e0d4 , the demo-user tier
demotion SQL captured in feedback_apple_3_1_1_paid_signal_avoidance.md , and the
ASC API submission scripts at mobile/scripts/asc-update-review-details.js ).

The general-purpose inquest harness — sending the same structured prompt to multiple
flagships in parallel and synthesizing — is a small script (Node + https + jsonwebtoken for
ASC auth where needed) that has now been used twice on the same product in eight hours.
The pattern is operational.



9 · One-line summary

When the ground truth is hidden behind an opaque external system, two flagship AIs
reasoning in parallel about a paired-outcome differential can recover the diagnosis
the system refused to give you. The cost is two parallel API calls. The payoff is
targeted, two-source-corroborated remediation that converts an opaque rejection into
an actionable fix.

Authored 2026-05-15 by Richard L. Sanders, Utah Bar #15728. Both case-study inquests
were run on the same calendar day as this paper was written. Whether Apple approves the
post-inquest PRO resubmission is the empirical test; the methodology stands or falls on that
subsequent observation. Co-authored by Claude (Opus 4.7, 1M context).


