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ALGARNN HFE AEF2ARe] XA, & o 1 T EYAIL £
AN e A$E o d7lA 2 solh wgeelo] HFELUAE o|F2 &
ol aix Fdeds 71’% e A, Py o *1%%%17‘12 o=
gajol g Qlel dajA digdEE -9-'_1LSPL AL, Ha 2ol NFELUAE o]
2 FAR daiA "‘%ZJ'EHJZ] < Adste A%, YA AREYA
g o2 w3 daM AFE s7e AF-E & F Atk o] JheH
& TN e AR AEFRATY A - BYA 7L LA F 23t
of EAAEE A+ v, 2 T e TPy FAAAA EAAH
= A folth

o] 3 AEAFAIA T o] HAE = ASF2UT] AFLXAA g A
dg 9o o3 AL & it F AEFEA AV 6 - #HE
& AlgAA o ALE-E FAAYZA(trade terms)e] S I n g FA}
A2k A glo] elZo] gl AE, AAE AFLY o LAY o
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BastA wdsln QA L A ANE AF B3 Zeel e
A Ao ol @ MEIL AANEA g2 B, ALFA FAFEL] S
o AAE ME 0|99l H|At71A A3 (non-fraud circumstance)E U4
ozn e8o] AFAAR AL ALF FE/Z ELA Afflel 2 7]
o] ARG AL, ANE MF AlLF Aoz Hole BAXJ} I, ¢

sa)o)g)olzte) mAAT, B NFEF, e A
2 NEFYE Adste 2% 52 F F A%
A 27 olgd XA ZAS sfdsted sl 1 JELBA dEIAY

913 (doctrine of strict compliance)? 3E 2218 93 (doctrine of substantial
compliance)d 18] Z7AF JPUX9 W= (doctrine of qualified strict com-
pliance)d¢ A&3td gt a2t MFIAA Betd 2de A FAAAS
z3 wal 239 § dE ‘9L A (strict compliance), ‘&3] (substantial
compliance) 1813 ‘Z2A % §A LA (qualified strict compliance)7t 2zt 7
Aoz ol MR MFUNA GRS AT § YA 2 71E0 BEd
AL oAt

oy TP e

flo AL o fr ox W

o2t
L
T
T

i

1) James J. White & Robert S. Summers, Uniform Commercial Code, 3rd ed.,
West Publishing Co., 1988, pp.834~835 .

2) Glencore International A.G. and another v. Bank of china, (1996) 1 Lloyd's Rep.
135 Airlines Reporting Corp. v. Norwest Bank, (1995) N.A, 520 NW. 2d
449(Minn. Ct. App.); Mueller Co. v. South Shore Bank, (1993) 991 F 2d 14 (Ist
Cir.) ; Banco Do Brasil, S.A. v. City National Bank, (1992) 609 So. 2d 689 (Fla.
Dist. Ct. App.); Alpargatas, S.A. v. Century Business Credit Corp., (1992) 583
NY.S. 2d 441 : Lease America Corp. v. Norwest Bank Duluth, (1991) N.A,, 940
F2d 345(8th Cir.); N & C Properties v. AmSouth Bark, (1990) NA, 558 So. 2d
906(Ala.) ; Occidental Fire & Casualty Co. of N. Am v. Continental Bank,
(1990) NLA., 918 F2d 1312(7th Cir.).

3) Mount Prospect State Bank v. Marine Midland Bank, 459 N.E.2d 979 (1983)
(M. App. Ct);Tosco Corp. v. FDIC, (1983) 723 F.2d 1242 (6th Cir) ; First
Arlington Nat’l Bank v. Stathis, (1981) 413 N.E2d 1288 (. App. Ct.) ; First
Arlington Nat’l Bank Stathis, (1980) 90 M. App. 3d 802, 413 N.E. 2d 1288;
First Nat’l Bank of Atlanta v. Wynne, (1979) 256 S.E.2D 383 (Ga. Ct. App.).
Carolyn Hotchkiss, “Strict Compliance in Letter-of-Credit Law : How Uniform Is
the Uniform Commercial Code”, Uniform Commercial Low Journal, Vol. 23,
1991, pp.295~297. Brown v. United States Nat’l Bank of Omaha, (1985) 371
NW. 2d. 692 (Neb.); Mercantible Safe Dep. & Trust Co. v. Baltimore County,
(1987) 526 A. 2d 591 (Md.); Beyene v. Irving Trust, (1985) 762 F. 2d at 7 (2d
Cir) 37)2(Hotchkiss) @FE 7jRHoz2e ¢dudx9 97g HEadA, I8
Az 0 2RE 9 AlA(minor)3tAY F838 3 %&(immaterial) °lgE ¥ &3E
HEAAL geusoer 235 999U (qualified strict compliance)ete &1&
AR gleh ole]l wEwW, o]go] ‘insignificant, ‘obvious and immaterial’,
“inconseguential'Ql A $olE Aoz 3EstA drt

4



EARkEET —BEte R0 B 53

oldl wa} A o) FAAN I Y& B NI LAY e H2WH, &
dUgA e 9, 42dAe] 93 2eln 23R dLLAY 47 T 0
Aol AEE FUE 494 2AE 2t YT AA, X BD Sl
gzt Axe A4 ARARE AAAL & ot & 28] A{FA
zAste A oulg 2 FLAMRARE Brbsto{op gtd FRE o2
A3} A& WFE AFLA R sheAel EATT A, 4TdAY 24
2 guge 280 2%Add A2 F e AFE U F Ut
z BEAFo WE 279 KA Brisked o LN LY Tk &
989 v &g, HEH oz 484E 53 AAE Pote A AV A
olth. A, A43e 44 g AF W SN AR A4 3o
A gAtAe 25 239 4o dEdn e HE 0E 432 HEYn

AFELXA 7123 Bdstd AE4F5IdFFdME 2P A& 13
2uAd AeAzAT A8 Q7Y diE #ds7] 4
71€¢d Artstaiol sta, - MF 5 ERELE B
Aggel AzA B BYAF Aoz
21 v EYAHANGME ‘A58 A 109 2 A &
@0}1 alu 73%—% xﬂﬂﬁz, el o ARAZAI Y4 EHE 97
A A ste MAF7 AAEE AFSchn #8sn 57
o] o FAHM BHXo], A4FZAL XA AF7H ZdFolof & 8

oo
02i

AozA ALATATFAL AF7 2R3 A8F2A Aok s =
& AF 33 2ol glolof g, a8 T FEEAAM e AR
A7 Wiol 288 44 dX e AFAANE 44 F4sa Ao F
2 A4AEAFHY T TIAFAGAE AN FIL ALF2A LA
T JEA Rd B8 d 22 JES ARARE AT, BEY AL o}
Yzl g2d olo] &M 2E BA7E $3 483 HFddue @A ¥
flot.

2aode AEF2A dAste MRt ZFojor @ FAY 8710824

5) Ibid., pp.299~300.
6) UCP, 1993, Article 13-a.
7) UCC, 1995, §5-108 (a).
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= 984, 374 193 IAHeR FEEe oF ¥ BAE FHo=
pagosd ARE Adste A845ARY YA E HFE WAkshe
o

P9 YN MFLXNAE BAse d o] AL AFdnA ot

I. T4 24

5249 AgA5dA7 28 A AR SA7] daAe A8
F A 2FHR Y& BE AF/ AAE 87t Ud8 d& &9, Donald
H. Scott & Co., Ltd v. Barclays Bank Ltd, A9 4, 21 873-& 3% d&
ANalZzdAe 878tn YAAT FAA7 259 FRASFAE AARAY,
Schweibish v. Pontchartrain State Bank, AtZ3100|A N &73& )& 87
3n AUSANE FUAT} o] & AAGA Fe& Ao ol 23 d +
glg & e Aot

ol 9He YutAoz AL YE AoBA J|EMF ®% ol
71229 E B EF JoAMFiE HLo] HY. dE EW, Anglo-South
American Trust Co. v. Uhe AAAMNA M, A4 HAAZHNE TE3= Al
HNEE a78n YA Ly AAZHANE 2t e Be AFE
Felatg AT wegogde 1 £38S A Hee 2RE F9T A
2 HAEA

a2y olge g %S A #aEst o

A, Bank of New York & Trust Co. v. Atterbury Bros. Inc. Apd12¢l 4,
ALAe 8 FH L Yv BE AMF7L 232 AAHUES dFstn e
zu A2 235k, ANFY ANE 87t AT 28V AR a9 22
2 E AAEA G347 2o dPAq e NFFE S AASRAAL, ¥
4L e RE AFIF AAZ ANHAY Q&) o] FHAE £UL},

8) EP, Ellinger, Documentary Letters of Credit, a comparative study, 1970, pp.293~294.
9) (1923) 2 KBI, (1922) 12 LL.L. Rep. 502.

10) (1980) 389 So.2d 731, 30 UCC 645, 651-53 (La.App.).

11) (1933) 261 N. Y. 150, 184 N. E. 741

12) (1929) 226 App. Div. 117, 234 N. Y. S. 442.
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B 270l ANEA FE AL BAY 974 gete AXNE wAHA.

1

28y o] BA YA Rl AE # Qo9 wedoeiE AR
o 24 Wd VY & Yk 9P Wl ABe) RE AFE 290
A5e AL et AR7t 878D JE A%, 2% 2 AR 2P

S A L
oA glo] FoeHA grim dAdd & gloh Al DA, APl
AHAFE o78te R A7 2 AF7E 2oA ol T8 A S Uz
Atz & 4 ot 718 w3ielgle] A 3AA EFS Awistz 2 AUt
E NFG Aol oplg, EFFTHAM G Ao Z AFY AL FYse A
E AZY £ 9& Aot £ FEFBAM EAStT I Wi FAEY

Ao 1 Fad daiA Hahelle] it E ATE e BFE
AdE & A
£, Richard v. Royal Bank of Canada At319& glete gl F7HA M&F

b @A NFE AL AU o] AN A8HFLE FAEH, TF
Z%A 5% 27 AN AA FFTHME ANAA FRAT THED

ol

ol FFol 71N AAUZ, & FFFHAE FHIES AFE A7t 2 TF
S $98n YA YLL o AS FHFHAE AR ANT doE oG
3 BAsA
oz sl daAME FAY 4 A& Aol ot FHF2Y B
SNF7E BAS AN EA A% E 188 9T & o WS A
A1 5 MAFI7E AA$R - FHFHAC T AF)S v =

13

ll‘

ozl A o] Egel Eohme HEA T & U2 ol ol

A3ANA BE L AdEA FFFEAE LHete AMFY AA
1S 7%, BP9 de HEMFE AAsHE Ao FHYE =rle B+
Qg Aotk dvkstd AuwelA A mwjidF S dele AL, 8
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13) E.P., Ellinger, op. cit, p.29%

14) (1928) 23 F. 2d 430 (2nd Cir.).

5) o} GAME T ohE oA, AeFe Wil THIAN, HAAZHEA R FTHF
A9 AANE 8T8 9.1‘2111"" FdRte 479 MFES AAHoR ‘ETZ]??}"’
A & 54 AF(sE- 23 4 el EAZFHAMeta EA7} %l A)g AT AEt
AT} o] AlAM = °] 73%"1#7} 2718 NgAzA xR EHE’H’W =
Aol sigich olo] WA HUEe 21 £ M7/ AdAHoR 47 % ‘%"‘1E
HAEsle o] &oldA I’Jr‘* ]% 3 ol& FAsAor drtn "J%E}“‘H 8%
ZA9 e PR &S BA }?iﬁ}(ﬁﬁ)?'rfz‘ik 19844 4 A 268 Flk, SHEE
% 374 1 %% 39 ).
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oo Boldg YT ¢ W] Wil E Foe A4F2BE
g3 9l7] W&ol W £43517] ol FHo] ALFd XFHA AT, F
gz ol thalx 2AMAL SFstdol gth a1 E Bstn FYavt
23973 8784 getd ASMFE HET ol fre it

EYAE ALFA 8FHo e BE AR AAH ok drte 93
o] YutR oz AAH T 9t} 2 ol A viste AT EAIH.
ol9} & H A AEAEY 19594 24 19¢ HAo] Qi) o] AA
M Aegol BeFPSHA 258 2751 YUSdE £4AE T F
WA E ] v AAEA] FUAT, HELe e 2 o FE AEFYEFTT
A 1Eneze Ea0n BASAT. F AANMRE Jedoez B
AN&AzAe] BXgAo] WEsts] fid, o] Az e AL 2D EYA
v Fad dalA sEdches Aot

gy o] B2 QA7 gt R, A=RFHAFTEA 28 AAGE
T R 73S AYe A4S o] BHz o EF0] —%XH%*E}
HFE7} AqHo] e 4% A8 FEA/HE 2 MR
g w g U, AdMFE BE57] 93 PR FH ol
otk o] A% EAZ E £ gl AL, W] ol F2
8 7 E BEslen ofoltt o] FAE HEY v
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ol @& &M, Dixon, Irmaos & Co. Ltd. v. Chase National Bank A7 19| Q)
t}. o] Ao E A4 M52A 25 278D YUSAE M55d 1
g3 23y zo] AAHAT. F&F Fgo A LYy A FH
of B4 F£E B3] sl Zﬂ’\]?‘_ LYPRFZFE FRHY o477 Uvn

16) E.P., Ellinger, op. cit., pp.295~296.
17) BGH WM 1960, s. 38 ff.

18) Howard N. Bennett, “The Uniform Customs and Practice for Documentary
Credits : Its Present and Future”, The Korean International Commerce Review,
Korean Academy of International Commerce, 1995, p.53. &} ’\‘%"Jviﬂﬂ
o] 7 ASol zEg BUX7L o} F Y Alad AY Ad® dHgAe A3
slol| Al = ‘?917‘}7} HAFEARANE X Gl AL wiALd. Colorado Nat'l Bank
v. Board of County Comm’rs, (1981) 634 P. 2d 32, 41-42 (Colo.) ; Siderius, Inc.
v. Wallace Co., (1979) 583 S.W. 2d 852, 852 (Tex. Civ. App.); United
Technologies Corp v. Citibank, N.A., (1979) 469 F. Supp. 473, 480 (SD.N.Y.);
Flagship Cruises, Ltd v. New England Merchants Nat’l Bank, (1978) 569 F.
2d 699, 703-04 (1st Cir.); Chase Manhattan Bank v. Equibank, (1977) 550 F. 2d
232, 837 (3d Cir.).

19) 144 F. 2d 759 (2nd Cir. 1944).
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a2y o] #@d A e Hl#e] ¥n ﬁﬁﬁﬁf‘“ﬂk—"- AP el ek e
& A7 BEFPozA AFE £ AT, Agdte Yo EA
°\ 15‘ FF9Y BEHE Festaol ¥ A7 e %i‘l}. Bt ol BEFLE
B AANE N7 344 me 424 BEEXE s A@ vt
1 e d4gn JdA 4ok gyt BLAR ARsele 2
' A9E 3 eolA FEE Asx o7l WEelth 23y
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29 3% iml%lt— oo 29 BEL AEFFAFHNAA AT
2 e 543 FEsdol ¥R

M. ERE R4
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AL 2FHR YE BE N {7 AAHoF st A PR ofy 2t A
AR AFEe A83xAF dxstodop gt} o] BFAAY fdL APSAH

Zol A7t A Fg st of '5‘}i Aol 538 Agsict. AEFEFLTHA
NE 295439 BEAE A4 A dXstefor dvin FH 5
3 gokd gt JEHes "J‘d%"&’%ﬂ 2Ed @ Jed A&
2Rz AU IR stoof a1, Y AEFAN et 2UE Aty 7]
AsAY A449 7R 2eHE Ao 4928 F

d& ZW, Glencore International A.G. and another v. Bank of china A
A200) A, AL E BFo YAAZ ‘Western, excluding India/Egypt' 2
gAlstn dAch 2EY £9AE ‘Any Western Brand-Indonesia (Inalum
Brand'ghe 71A7F 9 A9$AE AAdA XYL oHF ARE
Fe)atd AR, B AHHNFY BYAE o[ f2 AFARS ATt ©
J 919 Exeze UL g waeyo AFAHL £ o

20} Backus & Harfield, “Custom and Letters of Credit: The Dixon, Irmaos Case, 52.
Col. L. Rev. 1952, p.38.

21) UCP, 1993, Article 14-f.

20) A - 32, FISEEHROBIEER, JWKBHKE, 1994, 192~193 .
23) UCP, 1993, Article 37-c.

24) (1996) 1 Lloyd’s Rep. 135 (Com Ct. and C.A)).
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Zo] A&Fe oL HFE £25S AVIAUAT M E o] & IH
2 skr] w2 FasEoh FAA P94 dune F2E JFAY F
A g4 Aol ‘Origin : Western, excluding India/Egypt'ghe 71Ae 444 & A
gAoz FAS Aoz HAEAT 19933 ALFFLTEY A Lo e
o] A4 A% AA$A 71¢9 F8A4E naistd wjujA ol o A&
Z+o] ‘Origin : Western, excluding India/Egypt'2t BAIstn Ygl= 73t
2 Fox7t AAFE A+ Aol ‘Any Western Brand-Indonesia (Inalum

Brand)"»} 2147 AL ol By HAANF EYAE °)FE A
FARL T § Y Aoz BAE dARE L gEdthe AAE BEAT R
ojt}.

w3 Sunlight Distribution, Inc. v. Bank of Communications AtZ1250 4 2l
£ = ‘MOTOROLA 8900X-2(ETACS) PORTABLE RADIO TELE-
PHONE°|gt= EE% A7 itk 2y $£Rte 93 AAE g3
2zt ‘S3410A MOTOROLA 8900X-2(ETACS) PORTABLE RADIO
TELEPHONE'Z Yelz U7l Wil A58 ‘S3410A'S F7te &
A& FATTE ol E wPYL AFFeYE AFA ol FdAE
A2%E AZISAAT, HEE AAEHEY EFHAS A433 2R £
A F1 9 AL £AAE ALAd A do] adE EFFAE 7
Adtedol & RAE AFsn HFHALY FooFe Lol 23T &
A& FeteE gPete RE o] Wi FAEFES A EFH £LA
@ Aoz wAsAh

o A4A44e] EEZHAE 20cm pipe-cutting machinery’ o] A% ¢
A7t AR AN AAEAEe EFBAZE ‘two 20cm pipe-cutting ma-
chiness'©] 23 BAIE o] e ASolE oW EFo] TAF & 30 7HE
= (Schmitthoff) TFE ZAPF HAFANE E7atn 282 ol @ ddF
Ae FEstool & AFsan vk 2y ALFEY EFBAHE ‘two
machines 0| A% AA B FFEHE BA ‘machinery' & A JTHE,
ol AAs oo} drt kst o] AF FYEAA] EFHAE A
o 71AZ 9uste Aol7] WEelth

1

25) (1995) 94 Civ. 1210 (S.D.N.Y.).
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o 49| EZ(Schmitthoff) X4+ th-&3 ol AFstn Jrt20
9 NF7F masiotd 8oz O AAe g9l AAlo|th
aed AANE AFE AT 9 232 ZE AS A BEF B
g AUAA 927 g sFe gtk AAY goljA ol
ARG AANE NFEY Bdol 2L gujojn FERAE FAT EA
o 28 O MFE AFERA Lolof dck A Y34 YL FH
94359 AsjoM 23 “ZHEXNYH PFE & AT 449 B HE AEA
o2 Aatstool stm 2159 Bk Agstool ok n AFWstn YA,
AE2 fAstetl glo] LA F4d He e S dn TE ¥
g 4R g7eA deud 232 fEd AdsA 9 Ao

AA5% ol9e AFA Afde 49438 22 dAF FAMEE 85HA

M3l=Ao AL, Laudisi v. American Exchange National Bank, A+71289
+ Alg3 o] ‘Alicante Bouche grapes'® AHE ¢ald L3lE Fd$53
 ‘Alicante Bouche grapes7} YQA1%, A3ZHole T3] ‘grapes’itol 71
Aol AA gtk YL ooz FEITE AXE HAA 2y
AAE M7 HEs] ZF8e et de Adde 492 F o dE
£ AMF Head Sports Wear, Inc. v. Ray Scott’s All-American Sports
Clup, Inc. AWM A &AL olg] 2ol ‘Scottsdale’s) EEUAZE HAS

2 dE AAMFE e7stn Utk 2y AAE AAAFE ddohd
Columbus®] EFUEE Jelz AUk oo WL ARELANE ol /=
3o AFARE FF3ert

HE 7 AAR Weid dxstn otz ddes FH4ES dsta e
ol e HEFE AAse 289 gAcdMe SEARAN BEF AFolvt
Aste AHRHE BEY B4 AELEC ddEe 243 ¢ & 9
7] W Foll, A &% A" EFo] U 7T t2A A E H5FdL &

26) Clive M. Schmitthoff, Schmitthoff’'s Export Trade, 8th ed., 1986, pp.346~347;
Clive M. Schmitthoff, “Discrepancy of Documents in Letter of Credit
Transaction”, The Journal of Business Law, 1987 March, p.97.

27) ICC, Opinion(1980-1981) of the ICC Banking Commission, ICC, Publication No.
399, p.35.

28) (1924) 239 N.Y. 234, 146 N.E. 347
29) (1978) 448 F. Supp. 222 (D.Ariz.).



590 TiUSrHEIgE, 4513 4% (2000. 2), 1 34F BRI S BE

A= 4 gioh

& E9, JH Rayner & Co., Ltd. v. Hambros Bank A}73300eA 2182
2 1,400 ton®] ‘Coromandel groundnuts'®] A& FHsle AdFAS 87
sttt oldl F£YAe AEEAo] ‘machine-shelled groundnut kernels’,
‘Country of Origin, British India’gtz 71432 e A AYstne, 2E
oA Agdzdn dXdte AFE ArH 2y TP VR
o] BT M3FdY 2L ELXRYE o|FE AFAENAI] HE
FdAe 2% AU

AN E =9 F4, = ‘machine-shelled groundnut kernels'e] &t
¥ @2 ‘Coromandel groundnuts'e] WaiA #AY FAEAIZANA FL3HE 7
%0131, w3k MtEAAde ¢971z ‘CRS.& ‘Coros’ ®+& ‘Coromandels’l
2l olo] A Al Untd oz 18 o] olsfE I Utte Aol U
2P )7t s4stAch. 22l Hambros Bank7b a8 23t of
Bk gaAdA nthE(Goddard) BAME T3 Zo] A Hstn

e
otk = “ggo] df7tA nAe AR W AL AAdT JUEHE
Ao W@t 22y 223 T2 WS ede] gAY #EE 3 92

Coromandel groundnuts®] machine-shelled groundnut kernels2 712 A<
du gz o, 2z B Addd glo] 2F A Aojgtne A4 F
gth, 23 9 ALFLYFE AsATtR tE o] QF8tE
upol Zro| H A ol oo st AolojA :A o] ‘Coromandel ground-
nutsS Y3 AEdE Feg dvfn oy, 1 23] Coromandel ground-
nuts o] 99l B g MaFAY A FE Pote AL FIEA Evn A
73 th. ‘machine-shelled groundnut kernels®] Coromandel groundnuts®} %
dEolge AE T g3 e voldhn e FAEA L @ HA ‘x’z}%
t}. - B A7) 9lo] Hambros Bank7} ]9t 2& A#eo] s ¢
AREA AR 24 9ojr}, - EAe 3o 1 A&7 SAHHA Fx
o el ARA F&S PR eA 28R FYAE 2 4ES ol EsUE
Aoltt, AHdezE FYRE o] &S oj&3tA &%’ WEA Hambros

\-J

30) (1943) 1 KB. 37:74 L1 L. Rep. 10 (1942); Arora, Anu, “The dilemma of an
issuing bank :to accept or reject documents tendered under a letter of credit,”
Lloyd’s Maritime and Commercial Law, Lloyd's of London Ltd., 1984, p.83.
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Banke] AF& AR AL It 4G}

slo} 29 A, Tosco Corp. v. Federal Deposit Insurance Corp., AF713209]
A LAY = ‘drafts Drawn under Bank of Clarksville Letter of Credit
Number 105’¢]&8tx ®AIH o] JYAAIT, AA|E ool ‘drafts Drawn
under Bank of Clarksville Tennessee letter of Credit No. 105.2t= 7147} Q)
Aok BIERES o] g2 L'#H T 2 ‘Number ti4ld] No'& A48z,
“Tennessee & F74tA Tt & & U7 B MFe A&4243 448
3 #ASAT 2y FolFo] AF AAYE FAT A5 F oLy
Ao} AMHol FEIHAY A FAAZA FFHA U Ee JdFHoIE
AMAstedol Felz BTty d@dEFHoIFol AAIR AHd e £UHA
ACECN

o] 47 o]l AR FEHY] MM AL #E H8e AW ol
AN FFE A% %3%-‘?‘-3‘.7&—8— oflrth H|E Fofxt7t 8ol AAIG A
F AMAE ZFA €1 Ue AT AEAEY 7T HYo| &&=
Ao seld = ot

A ANEFFLTEL AR AFEE ZFA £ AF Aoz ol &
HE4E & e B/ 493U FFE s g ole FYA e 9

Ao §848 & Utk & EW, A&Fo] 10089 EF(buk cargo)<
ARG AS SF3tAM 22 EESFo] A& dAstA god tde
BAAA AFol de AT FAAT AR A4 Assddde @A
97 €9 EFo] AAHY do& Yz de AFolch ol Az &

lom

31) w21 (Mackinnon) $ALE U&7 22 AIE E}?S].x_ g} =& ¢ %SgO] Age
g Fe RS AMGAA A gz BE3 BFH 2dd gL @
£ 5 Jdun FFste AL A BrlsEio - 9ok %3§°] 13,71?419] 9w
Wil BdE ZE A FEALE] oig 2] 4o g3ks wojo} "F.“:]'_’ 3, 9999
Ay Hrted Aoy, & 23o] 12 FAlel diE oj" AoRER Y BE
Be R %e Roinh”

32) (1983) 723 F. 2d 1242 (6th Cir.).

33) Armac Industries, Ltd. v. Citytrust, (1987) 203 Conn. 394, 525 A2d 77, 3 UCC
2d 1512, 1515, 1519-20; North Valley Bank v. National Bank, (1986) 437 F.Supp.
70, 23 UCC 93 (N.D.ILL); Waidmann v. Mercantile Trust Co. (1986) N.A., 711
S.w.2d 907, 2 UCC 2d 252 (Mo.App.).

34) Colorado National Bank v. Board of County Comrs., (1981) 634 P.2d 32, 31
UCC 1681 (Colo.); Lamborn v. Lake Shore Banking & Trust Co., (1921) 196
AD. 504, 188 N.Y.S. 162, aff'd other single ground, (1921) 231 N.Y. 616, 132
NE. 911, Atari, Inc. v. Harris Trust and Savings Bank, (1984) 599 F.Supp. 592,
40 UCC 1345 (N.D.IL.).
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P2 olg g NFEE Festojol 3t st o] FFEEZEL ALAFTLTH
20| 3] Lot WAW Aoyl o ¥E FAYE 2AFA X¢ MFRE
AgE A8AxAE 2E3E MFEA AFE #71 e Aotk 2y 2
FERZR Foste FYo] A8 e YrhB
e dax, Aggo] & HARez FAstn YA, 4A FI4A7}
AAF Azt oldd A& & §she #3 2 (transhipment clause)o] 31
= A%olt). oY AL 23 A2 FAFo 2N FEdtodo} @
oh, sukabd o] Ed ALAFTUYFHIo| F4ate AW RAolr] wgo]
o} ey A8ge] 8L FAG L YSodE FAAL AXNG A5F5E £
o Aol o] FolAtie FHF HAEZ vem Ydd ol& AHHe ok
o} A 2oz NE MFE AT o AR ojdd e AL A4
EIAAE AAE 9% gl 2 oF = gich wd 23] ol
ANAE FAstodol & 77l otetn Fod Agdd A A {5
AR2 AR & P& B opded dopri e 28 o ASAANAE
9 7t A Aooh®

coz MF7F wus TS #FA Etz AT Mol °lE FS
32 g2 Aoz ARFTozAN FEdd £t Uth dE EY, Golodetz &
Co. Inc. v. Czarnikou-Riona Co. Inc. The Galatia 423392, Indiadl 3&
kandiaol A Iran 7}x) 2] A etuju)o] #¥ A2 C&F an Iranian port &70]
At} AMEre] AR Bol Mutd] AN S o A7t DS oln] AAE A
kol Aeto] sial o AAY 2 AAE Assy] HE AHEE B A &
AL 9t %A &AL e Age FUA A FFEHAR, AgF5AR
o o]gt e AlAoe] Br1=EQlr}. oo &9l-&3(Chase Manhatten Bank N.A)
& olg e By Qe AaEAL Aunee olf2 FYE AMsATh
g FaAdME goede F4< 7174edA, &d<&(Donaldson)BAL
A=A BE B0l ¥5g Au= AAY F 28T A= 24
sgee AFstn vl W Farn AsFAolete HAE HAFHAY. of

e 3
j=}

35) UCP, 1993, Article 39-b.

36) Clive M. Schmitthoff, op. cit, p.96.
37) UCP, 1993, Article 23-d.

38) Clive M. Schmitthoff, op. cit, p.96.
39) (1980) 1 W.L.R. 495.
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AN JEE U 9ME XD e BE ASFE) AFHoR
AR AgFAe R FE 4 Udde AYA FIEYG HEF AE o A
kA v A=

Y& Westpac Banking Corporation v. South Carolina National Bank A}
40, A8 FAAgA ARARFA L ANE A& 2732 U,
T ALFETYTH A dEre Edo] WAH U 28Y FYzt= w9
L-8)o] ‘B MA(Shipped on Board) 2 ‘&4 2 &' (Freight Pre-Paid)e] &+
B2217F e FHASAE AA AT ddedL ol & Fdtd g &
o wa 28 o] M3lFdo] MAAEFA| ofyge o|{E AFA
d4& st

o] At dA HAMYL3Y $24)8 a4 ALY $4)2
AAH, A5 FU4 BN 2 H2FE 24 Hed 21 83e dsi
Z AAE AdstEdEo] PR ‘MAE A £ MFAA AL AMde|A T,
M APl EAQGAE ‘BAAA o|gte e AstSAY 84 EF
o dAH AAFYQA Ao AFH A Columbus Americadl 1 LA}
o EMAAHREES deblle o] A9sty] o g, F 2 AAE &
o] A3tFAL AN 27 A 2 BAMY AgFAogte Aol

Sl A AHE Golodetz AV AT Westpac AN 52 F Ye AEL,
Bls AAEE ZFA R MFE AAY e A FHAAY A
ol obet HEA BHAM HAs ok i AHdolrt. FAAHE 282
92 FAAJA A AF7E B G oldE o2 AXEA 21, AAEA
ZA HEFCE F23% EYA JeA 5 FHAE Bart g

L2 AAE e AR A4S FAsAoF A 2 &3 A7
A RAAY de e o 9w MR 2R FAAEE 2E Aoz dod
H 5 MFdd 27t de ZAe sdets 23 Y FEstA de
o8 AL ol @ A BAle 929 AFdn FAE AL opyrtM

40) (1986) Lloy'd Rep. 311.

41) B E o] F Aol @A MEFAALe W3 SANE D AT WA
i‘%}?‘} AL NBFAH Qo] 2o AAHE B FFY AR &
QT

42) Clive M. Schmitthoff, op. cit.,, p.99.

43) Gian Singh & Co. v. Banque de !'Indochine, (1974) 2 All ER. 754 (P.C.) A4
olA @AYol BAAAN thFoA AL fzd EFAFFAMoIUG F o] AlA
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el 2s) AgE Rl %‘ Nahdck E 2 HALE Sl FEF dUE
| 2o Aol g ool Hl*l‘ﬂ%‘iﬂ% oo wet 2y MFE F3IUL
4 AR 2 MFe 43 e BF 92 Aok 2P L o] E oJRE &F
& A7) AA T G

KG, JW 1924 S. 2048; 4 7}& HAw4 19749 #4 1 Lloyd's Rep. 6.

44)
45) BGH, WM, 1958, s. 587.
46) Vallenthin, Rechtsgrundlagen des Bankgeschifts, 1974, s. 18L.
47) Rev. de la Banque, 1978, s. 269.
48) WA — B3, i, 182~183 i
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2 43 AZA A= YA Z3E %‘3—-12]7} Jde Aoz HFFY
°]‘4 weta Foatd o3 AAHE BE M7 43 EFS Ve
< B3 AAE Pt Utk ol 4@‘5}@1 NEFE5LTEAME
37t BRdes ReHA EANE AFe AE43Y Axds 29
o2 FEG D AL Ik of AN 8L Y
A Fol 53 Heste, oo g a7 Hdd o ndd
ol A gt e RAd osiME HE3 FHHAL ek
] AAA 87 i AL Bangue de I'Indochine et de Suez S.A
v. J.H Rayner(Hincing Lane) Ltd Ap7i5¢] o8] FH =1 vk o] AldE
Markhor£8 AZ® Aoz 45 Agvud #& RojUudh HiH
(Djibouti)ell e PP du2yo] FAFD IF A2 ETAERE
et £AA Jurt dagPe HAFE AAIFALY F 8= AR
E2UANBE o] fZ Huo the] FERZAF(under reserve)2 A FaFt T
P AFE AT 718 AR QA e A2 ":‘35}9&7]
w Fol, A FUAFE Adsig). oo dnede dudA FREAFZ AF
f3< wds] 2 AL FANAAY, Jart AFFozH o) ‘i—’-_“gsPﬁ‘:}

o] AtAA Y A it AANE AFA AAFT A W
o AFY kA7t AREA o FAq) oldl #@dte] A (Parker) TALE ©]
E AFo ARG BELX 7] gEo Nodol 718 AF7E 7IetA 7o
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49) 28| FaMEy Z1ele] Ao o 43 dAEY s Uk

50) UCP, 1993, Article 13-a.

51) Clive M. Schmitthoff, op. cit, p.101.

52) 2 Lloyd’s Rep. 476; (1983) 1 Lloyd’s Rep. 228 C.A.

53) Banque de I'Indochines AAIF Adez ogx e BYXE AFdHHt O
A nto] "ﬂ?zﬂ’ﬂ'ﬂﬁﬁ-ﬂ 3 AA Mur3AY AYLE FHals SS Co FHAMT
. @ A3EALY  ‘not portmarked vessel not responsible for mcorrect
delivery. Any extra expense incurred in consequence to be borne by con51gness
gt 2] ot @ ANEFde AFdl AF FHo] YW ANEFFAE 2
33l lol® A Fo] FHAE ngoltn FAA YE AL HESIA7E AAH
ojop & 9]”]?}‘:}(5’_?@*1%7} LFE T QA Ggolx) @ “FHZYAM, FAFY
AW ERHAA, %*W 2A % EURL F9M 7147 UoR AFY N8
o) AAEE ARE F ‘Si‘:}
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Mutel $% glon uatA ol WAE OE AR #F Ad £= o

ANEZEAFHANE FH$F 99 71e 28 M F 3ol EFHAE
AeA4e] aRAF BeEHA ofYdhe dutgol(general terms)E Vled F
Atz FAFeEM AAAY NEdE FAFANL Yok 53] FFEAFA
AazAe AL Aurgate] dFegzMe Aol FHF EF g AT
Lo & ARANE 227 Wi A5 LY EF U vl A
AEOE ZHeetAl dubEQ §o2 JiAgd® .

d& =9 Midland Bank Ltd. v. Seymour AHZA590) A, wa) &8 (H 1 :
Midland Bank)e] &8l gt Al-&44 o+ ‘invoice and bills of lading evidencing
shipment from Hongkong to Hamburg duck feathers-8 per cent clean, 12
bales each weighing about 190 lbs./2be Z7o] Ut a8y $Y7F &
o AT FL5FL FE UF 71g AA G 3AAo] UARNAE, A35A
& @A) ‘12 bales Hong Kong duck feathers'(Z334t 229 12 #u)ge
AT Yeh) A3 7 baled] FFolvt ‘85 per cent clean' (£ 85 %) &
3 AFo| YAk o] AFol s 2P FelstHA, LPFHA(F 2
Seymour)E W3 &8o] Aol AA G 2AE E43A dUdvhe o|FE U
28-S AAstart £ daoloe o] xitHo] HAlstg & A3,
Ak 4 Ad g 2471492 A HU/l W ol2d MFdAS
AAstolol YAche FEE AT

a2z g2 (Deviin) FALE AgA0] 873 R AFd ofd 70
A Az AF AA 71&c] A= AL AF NF B3 Beol
Ads AL Z#Fn Yol FEsTE HRAE e Zo| WAFARN F
“dzz @ NFE ZE /A Eetor 3, 1387 oW 3 HF
= gsa ARMF7E A B2 Aotk 1Y AN - (BRZRe) {7 A

T SA6 AFHE £ A ddol He HASAYY HAY 22 -

54) UCP, 1993, Article 37-c.

55) (1955) 2 Lloyd's Rep. 147. 53] o] At & @A LA AdANN A3 gAY 7l
of dslA AF72] wAs & EF2AYd Atue] wpA g FAARE A Ao
AL, o]2 AR MspFAL 7lgo] AP Iwe) AnARE A FYL 2E

AARY L NLAFIFHA ASA A2 A77F HAS
56) Ibid., at 153.
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NS g1 e 422 8 MFE JMAle, o8 MRe EF
A HAE A8t Ye Aot
v dAAAS BAs FARAIdL FAAANES AWEYE, FF
Wing Hang BankZ %8 “EAFAM7F EEHAE JehA & 34538
o) EZHA Y A gte BAEFE, el $AUI)E Yz o
o]l BYAY Ao 1FY & Yertee 2od itdq BYAT Aoz
FAg F ok 2 olfe AYEAL] LS TABAMY 2R FE
g A7 (sufficient link)7F 947 i &olch EZFAME A&FFLTE A 21
Z(ER8A g TP T AFY W9 FLUdNo7] W Eell, A&7
ol Bdl3 973A & A4S TABAAE AFY ZIAW o] 71E B
g AFY Begx gow a3d ARE AAE dE FYdde JAAE ¢

2
rd

5 o

a8 Ad$de] Aode dE AR ddle AFHA ded dE
£, Courtaulds North America, Inc. v. North Caroline National Bank A}
A A A G2 100% Acrylic Yarn'etal 71 AT F4$% 352 875
AARA g, A7 AR AA G FDEFlE Imported Acrylic Yarn'ghs 7]
AL QAT oo wP L& HFI AEFZA BLA St o] K E &
A4E AANAL, £92E WFFTF25S AVt A Hde g4 4
AEAE 239 -‘?-i—.”& EAR N M (‘Cartons marked : - 100% Acrylic'ghe
ZIA7F Q12)ek @A AHEoH, A4F2AE FEANGE 282 WEA
Bnes)ql waege £l el ojguiFd oA 2 ¥ BF ¢
o] A FE 957t ddte AAE BFEU

a2y o] Bdo] AFE AoAeAE =317 HA e o] A AMd#
Ag F4E 87t dd 4 %7‘0}":}"1]\_ ol 29 ?—:1 v Asgde 23y
dxajstedol ta T ool AXNFOE 5T A < BAs D AU

57) ¢5AF, RAAF 2L 495 o9 NFUt s7HE Afde &AL 29
& qR9) B, MRS B Ex ARUSS Aol Bk A8l 1)
ks ”“17} Q= 7 gl ~‘B° "111’-4 AsW-go] AAE gt BAE MFs
2&elA gow 1% AFE AAE g2 Fegch

58) Query of Wing Hang Bank Ltd, Hong Kong;ICC Document 470/GES,
November 15, 1994,

) (1975) 528 F. 2d 802 (4th Cir.).

) @ &< 100,0001bs. 100% Acrylic Yarn, Packaged Dyed at $ 1.35 per lb,
FOB Buyers Plant, Greensboro, North Carolina Land Duty Paide}it 7] A} gt ""‘{j
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AA AR 19733 89 8Yel P, £A4AY AN T A9 A
Zdo]l BYPHAn BF L IAY 4 A HatFEE F=2T TRYAA
b BREUT 283 BFL 2404 AxE F A AdzFdo] TAWA
A A FARAA FREAQT ol FdAE PR 3T At
4zt IABAME BASAT. A FARE ALBAN 873 TBA,
$o] 2 (029 dale 19739 89 13Y) §& A3 o]2E BE HNFE

Hesrede Ba Baedo] ANsE 89 169 HPeqL Bol g
NANFE £49 G8 ARANE FQAT AR 2947 Yoke A4

al T
& HASIYTHE) 89 20 Yol w2 WP UoA o] BIXHE H3
s SAFE MR T § QA E TASNIAAW, 2P FASL
3 A7 A ARl B2l glo] BELE o]& AAFY & Qvke A
Ao g Byt o §d9d FAE 8Y 27U P23 do 2 100%
Acrylic Yarn'ghe 7147F e 38 4443S 538 225 84 29
d o o] g9 Wzt AHYsATe o|FE AFARLS o RE
75 BrEsAh

d7lols EAANE F de AL ABEA EAZA, #A7 Gy
of AAIE AF7L B AEAZA YA A=A o Foltt o] ALY
A% Aege B3 4 AdEFol 100% Acrylic Yam'ste 7IAE WAE
A a7t YUt AHY ole dHe AdRE fle Holoh aY F£Yt
o ZAd| ostd, a7k AAIF 4] AEERL 1 AR A EFPA
Aol ‘Cartons marked : - 100 % Acrylic'gbe Z1A47F A7 w &, 48349
BERAE A AR e Aok Aol F IFPAXIL FLERA +F
go] 7l Yol 2R AUEFY 4RV Hu BRE AASHL 1 AT
A 7 dAR e s Eojof FriE Aot

gy olgl g F4d daide AERFLTH AN FLEFH 78T

£ 32 @ EZo] NEXHFoZ uj5:9e T AxHtE HAe FHA O
East Coast Port= ¥ ¥ North Carolina®) Adastra Knitting Mills.7} X 8] AH& &
B3 W4 2435 A(Inland Bill of Lading).

61) O FAr7F AA TG AdEFel= 100% Acrylic Yamn'8He 714 diAlel€ ‘Im-
ported Acrylic Yam'@&t 7|ZAS o] gt @ Fx}7} 2aste] Ar g ol S
AeidaliE 8¢9 139U ol ALAzAAY 8§49 843 d21, & wrjdx
‘30‘Rida}ys date'2 2852 ¥ ‘60 days from Bill of Lading 8/8/732 7] = o]

919 1]
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of AR WM FR| fosted, B3 AYHA g A AEHFE
A JASA LA stedor gotm BA 4718 "avt Aok A LA
AE Boo Ad$Aclgdn NATE AFTS AA$Fo2N HAFE B
CES TAEAA Y 2L JEMFE AT AEE S3E AX ofd A9
o] % # Ao wa} HFREAME 94 BE L WESIA o] A B
$4e AEFzA AFeA e A2 BAFHAG FAA AFT ¥t
2 Aztsid, o] Al W eao] HaF AL FHe YT AS
ARE A2e g9z AZdE £ U Ao

238\ Exotic Traders Far East Buying Office v. Exotic trading US.A.,
Inc, AR M= AdEdo] BHAE 28 3% e AFSY AAdE A
RAata otk o] AHAGA LA e FOB Seoulolgtn WA AN
U 4927 AA S 494340 E ‘FOB Korea'gt 71A15o] AT 19
o AU5AL AL RE NFEEANZAREE, TARAM, BASEAM,
GEHE2LEH R AAEARLARI R ARV E EF0l AFUS A2l
A AAHQAE Ro] ZIA=] ATt olo) w3} WP e FAF
Aol BAAE o] K2 £ AFLTE AL, HLL A8 A F
gto] AAE AR o] SRS N EF2AY X e AFEAM EPFL
3 2 wgoldle AFARE FF3sIA gsith of AdE FolM EAF
Courtaulds North America, Inc. v. North Caroline National Bank A+31°lA]
o a4 BA] HAE zalsd vl I& & ot

2 & Korr

V. &%

‘o

stgial axto] waslE AS ole AR FYAA A2 FFHA MFE
AANE RAg eFsn Yok o] B FARIE 2Pl AAGE HFH ZE
Aol AedzADG st Joid B £dx EA4E F g 23y
A3k Ax ] FETH ole AFE AALE 23A o EAE o
AN B8 A4ANN B 27 AFAANE &7 AY O 7

62) (1989) 9 UCC Serv. 2d 698, 717 F. Supp. 14 (D.C. Mass).
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AR A BesE AFE ANste 289 QRAME oBle B0l £7
cqe wY Be o HFE A&eA Aselok 37 dEel £t A
Nste ARt A8%EAY B AR 4¥E BN =0l 24T
HHsAol Bt ol2l® BAlE FANGE £ ANSGE AR 42
ovja) glo] AEREAT BYA e Aol U2 ZAND Acke Aol
711,

ANRANE BARGE FA47 A4S 78 71e2 A832AT o
Aste ANFE 298 Bt A & FYAE 2o 9@ ATl BY3
2ol + YES Ao| oAsteior & uE FAHLE HAGu FAY
Bost Atk A4 solAe HRALFTAN LRy ALAUTE A
2w 98 FARCE oW AR AYHD ANl & Ag A BY
o @3 m, & Lw glojof shE PAAlTh oA ulolN WA Fel
2 ASFAA 2FE NEE AR ANSA 2N, 2 HP B
= 71 4 gl AL g

QYoM E AT vhe} 2ol £l Lol AAsE AR 2= 9
ANE A2 OeT 2e 24 2241 Bast Ao

¥

) g X HAd5% o BN SR PES
24 0 SO
AFA )

A A A X

Codd 978 A NS0z 279 x: o784 ¢e [ ] wgcy

A5 Al SRR ARGl AT FFHolok oz, FRA ]
Ase 3¢ Ge ARdel AN AEA e 2 4457 ol
o RE AR A4S gu4el JA8 FFHolok stu, FHYo FUH FF
94 28 wolE 4443 BeuA e AARAN A4l 59 Fs
7t ge,

53 ol AWE wsh 2ol FAFF ASolE FTA, AAEE 9 7]
RARMHSHEAR BEAFY A9 AFATH A, 220 FRYAN
o AEZWA Tt AGNFY AlE 2T AAN AAeo ¥
Hol wASHE A7t Bol MBo| 53 Foz} 279t
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ABSTRACT

Requirements for Compliant Documents with the Terms and
Conditions of the Credit

Lee, Cheon Soo

Beneficiary must present all documents stipulated in the Credit. If the
documents conform in all respects with the terms and conditions of the
Credit, beneficiary has a right to payment from an issuing or confirming
bank. And banks must examine all documents presented by beneficiary for
taking up the documents. If the documents appear on their face not to be in
compliance with the terms and conditions of the Credit, banks may refuse
to take up the documents.

But standard for compliant documents with the terms and conditions of
the Credit in the UCP or Section 5 of UCC is unclear. Because UCP Article
13(a) provides merely that banks must examine all documents stipulated in
the Credit --- to ascertain whether or not they appear, on their face, to be
compliance with the terms and conditions of the Credit. -+ Documents
which appear on their face to be inconsistent with one another will be
considered as not appearing on their face to be in compliance with the
terms and conditions of the Credit. Also UCC Section 5-108(a) provides
merely that. --- an issuer shall honor a presentation that, -+ appears on its
face strictly to comply with the terms and conditions of the letter of credit.
All problems are not resolve with easy by these regulations.

Accordingly, 1 examined requirements for compliant documents with the
terms and conditions of the Credit on the basis of the UCP and cases. To
analyse this, I divided into three requirements; (1) Completeness, (2) Regul-
arity, (3) Linkage.

Key Word: Letters of Credit, Requirements for Compliant Documents.




