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o] ol 93t 4pmEksk ¥ a9 FALE HfhFkee @Al MY
oz gheh, Y BV AL EAKS M —Heteior @ Iy
SRS ERKS ol A= AEAA] G tofo} sheA BHI SEE
o] Aol AA W7l HEol BFEEEM $Ao] Hol sinh ojHd
piEELS Sl Asty] stel UCP 50091M € Xk &8s —ik BT #IHy
o A Al WY EEREESTEE Bethe BdE =AY,
o £ Rsges 48 gREUgke EAS o

mebA] A& ZoAE UCP 500914 ERAKAN 878 RERIT FRK
s ol= BEMA LAl sheRle] Koz =T BRRERITR
oo AT BEe —HiE AEEES FAEA o] At 18U
o 4IfIE FHo2 EHIAH.

I. BE2EaTIEE Y MAs) 2 &E

1. ‘BIRMRBESBRATIHE S M

UCP 500 %13 #1T0] #TEHE Fasted N XAk
SRS AT R 5l RTE & Rl Y ERSERTREN
ge’n A Utk o] #HEE UCP 5009 WEMES F93tsd ICC
SRATH - BI5%E B4 (Commission on Banking Technique and Practice: LAT
ICC BATERE S B KEMEEM(Working Group)$t Kozolchyk & 3%
Bo ERKTHY HMREY AL FHse] AFE #Haolthy

o7\ ‘BSEAERTIEE Yl &%l dE dvle EEMRoz del JdF
go] 9w lon, EARk FREEEE e FFEH & ®EBG T,

1) Boris Kozolchyk, “The Best Practices Approach to The Uniformity of
International Commercial Law : The UCP 500 and The NAFTA Implementation
Experience”, Arizona Journal of International and Comparative Law, Vol. 13,
1996, p. 446; EHa, “EHke Ao T A0 BHIEEAERITIREY B
Brge, f-bE S5RE S, MUME KB, 1998, 12 M.

2) UCP 500 #2#olNE HES B e 3, #1719 FIEL ol fiTo =R
nzdctn gEstn Uk ARG A2 & BERA e HEHRITY AFE E
= HE Mo AdE BEMNY Rt
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BRI TEE S BITEE S 1 3oz s Ut ol AL EARER:
BATol FAo| Hn HFHoE AAHE B —BH Sl |7 F
HEREY gl st HEsr] W&ol

o9} 7L BIREHFITIEGS FAZHE Fudd HAFH e AL o
Ux, ER%SE—REE WEY it BHete sl & HHHY ®IT
FIE oulgthd o] R ‘EAY W XELE —BH BREE #IEE yo
A gshe BHEWTS 9ndn o

ICCY M E BRMEEGTIEZR A2 B (arbitrary)o] AW B
18 (neglect) Al ¥ 3 TIEH (dishonest)st] ol @, 714 EESIZ 2 @}@ﬂ
ol glom, o BRATHT BB +4d€ HHS Jrlste “HANY BIT
o BEFE Juigtt n Fojth o] R HiTe BHEXEEV RnENE &
e wo o]y d FAAY KA ABA FFL RA/E wst] T
Esteiol gtte A& Yuidct

2. ERMEHERATIHE Y WERE

UCP 500 & 1316 (a) 3o “& #ifyo) e (reflected in these Articles)
olgle XEL ERAKKE—MAIY IRl B Bl /REE FYs] 4
3 BIRRERITIREY 9T fbEes AR Ao AL F UGS
aeu A RS BEEE Y E R ol Y BIRRERITRE] Ao, B
O igEe] AgRoz wWakstn gi7] wiEel UCP 5000] wg=A ol B
IBRESATEEE A9 AT o7lM K R FkE BAESHA WH@Q

ASol e, BHBHMY BRE w2 BB &b HEMNSE YA F UA
A A& (Emol A BB EREETIEES Feke, UCP 5000 #3E R
frEm e olya), oA UCP 5009 W= ¥e HEBE Bfdte A= B
£ Aol vy sty

3) WhilFrss, Tokdop g, 28 1371 3%, 1993, 35 M.

4) ICC Document No. 470-37/4, 1991. 5. 27 ; A -&Hef¥kbE 1996. 9. 12. &, 9271
19434 Pl B E o] it e et alc}

5) John F. Dolan, The Law of Letters of Credit, Supp. No. 1, 1995, SA-22,

6) Joseph D. Gustavus, “Letter of Credit Compliance under Revised UCC Article 5
and UCP 500", 114 Banking Law Journal 1, 1997, p. 62.
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webd EREERTRECR JAHE @EE O UCP 5009 #H, @
UCP 500¢] A1 sl4sHe ICCS A%M @ ICC RAEAFY #Ed R
M9 ® ICCH% AT WD ERGSTHES R D RET 2FM0 O
10Ce o2l e [EARKE B3 HLT o H¥Y HMFS BE L R
R2Z TS TR HGRE ol AFHCLI

M. £59 —%H ke

1. BE—3it RAel EHA

UCP 500 13l e ‘Bie HFAEE (the standard for examination of
documents)o] 2t HEHOZ B RETE B4 HiEd #sd A% 3
t}. UCC #5-108 (a) f&x BAERACIA “XH L BE—%ele RrEHE %
M2 o}ty FASL 9 w8, UCP 500 % 131 alAL “ERMRA
MED RS BIS ALY EFEWE d8td, EMAKY G (he terms and

7) Joseph D. Gustavus, ibid

8) ICC, Documentary Credits: UCP 500 & 400 Compared, Publication No. 511, 1994
; ICC, Guide to Documentary Credit Operations, Publication No. 515, 1994. The
New Standard Documentary Credit Forms, Publication No. 516, 1994 o] old
&g gt

9) olel& ICC, Opinions of the ICC Banking Commission 1984-1986; ibid.,
087-1988 ; ibid., 1989-1991; ibid, 1995-1996; Case Studies on Documentary
Credits, 1989 ; ibid, 1991 ; Case Studies on Documentary under UCP 500, 5]
ojo} &|etattH(Boris Kozolchyk, “Towards New customs and Practices for
Documentary Credit : The Methodology of the Proposed Revision”, Commercial
Law Annual, 1991, p. 380).

10) USCIBl A B FIst= “White Book”ol ol slggrh.

11) John F. Dolan, The Laws of Letter of Credit : Commercial and Standby
Credits, Warren, Gorham & Lamont, 1996, pp. 4-42; Joseph D. Gustavus, op.
cit., p. 67.

12) James E. Byrne, “UCP 500 Explored : The Standard of Care in Documentary
Examination”, 7 Letter of Credit Update 6, 1991, p. 12.

13) UCC iF 5 fize g FHKRE—RS REEERITHES E‘?Jﬁ}r‘:—_tﬂ NI A
WFEE D BEHES AN AL I Bigel $UF RBEERTHES °
249 907 W&ol

14) ©8) Lvizto) = ‘reasonable care’ol thaEl Egel] uwlel ‘SEM R EE HED
nEEZ kEsln douy, HED EE 7 AR el
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conditions)'9T T F(on their face)!® —Bi(in compliance with)!? EE
gelstajol @tk n AT Sith o] F BIAS vlwshHE, UCP 5009 ##E
HiEe UCC $5mIE 28 S Al 3 —%i AT5E 49dn
= Aolth. wekA UCP 5009 #FFr#kiEe UCC %540l 14 3te SRR
o —#cike] @A O Bste] meistA @yl WEd 2 #EZH UCC
Ho5# Bt gaste

ATl AAE EES EARY feiETe —HiE Sl RTERY 2B
nEd AAE FERKRREY BT BR dd FaF Higo] . g
A AT AXEE RE EE EARY 4T ELE 978 —3eto ok
sho), wheF o EAVL SRR A @l 443 YAEA o A fel
B, #470] 1 B SME Eislelol @19 F, RITS RTEMUL BR
kel et 4§ Bl Bt REXHY FHES YT & slde 43
& W0 FEREEK LY RERBEFHRY EAKS L 344 Bl
BRjo 2 spy] uwlBel BAE ERARKY KET BIESHA I Fodol dte A
< FAjlez st gith2)

ol mmE—ucEe] RADE ERRS B - iM% KRR A A

15) {7 kel A fERkH—RS Hlrsog Addstn e A= ERAKY &
ol {5 HRM - BLAIE Fagch uebd BE FANRY HEaT —HHE #
HE EH%LEY P9AR G 2 ok BAEY e 9std FAAAFERERIT,
5 &7 AN, fE2 BoAt, 1996, 121 ).

16) “ifi "elgkE & ojd okl 7h o] A& UCP 500 #5315 2 H4tke] wAE
o] gl {ZHke) BT - hhgtEe] BFIS O KBOR J|&d Ro2MN fiTS
LY 2 ndsa ohatn BEY AETS 1 AFdcde RAE gnE
o, wabA o 7lell A ‘face’shE RS BES ‘#mol g ‘HiEgelelE Mekst oF
Y eHICC, Documentary Credits: UCP 500 & 400 Compared, p. 39); 22|14 *
g Aol T& ‘on their face’ol 3= wFeol fivkxn rH(Raymond Jack, Doc-
umentary Credit, Butterworths, 1994, p. 143); %% J(HE L o] olvle EH
o} {FHIRS fEfEabe) Bt RE Wk ohvel AX® BE AR HERMAA
trste Aot weld AAIE (HEE AAEA FE - St BE HERMC F
o] giolok @THICC, Decisions of the ICC Banking Commission 1975-1979, p. 23).

17) UCP 4007}%) ‘in accordance with'®) REETH ¥ gt & 5 Ak

18) Joseph D. Gustavus, op. cit, p. 63.

19) First Commercial Bank v. Gotham, 64 N. Y.2d 287, 486 N.Y.S.2d 715 (1985).

20) Clive M. Schmitthoff, Export Trade, Sth ed.,, Stevens & Sons, 1990, pp. 404-405.

21) E.P. Ellinger, Documentary Letter of Credit, University of Singapore Press,
1970, p. 279;ICC Documents No. 470/328, 470/390, 1978. 4. 14; Matti Kurkela,
Letter of Credit under International Trade Law;UCC, UCP and Law Mer-
chant, Oceana Publications Inc., 1985, p. 298.

22) UCP 5002 “B# -8 ehe KBS HAsT A 21 ith ol R kbl —#
Mo PgEs Ao R i fiKs ke BRezRE vEd A ALE, BB
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hEFe 74 712A A F3Eo|t}. XB9 Bailhache #1355 English, Scottish
and Australian Bank Ltd. v. Bank of South Africa B2 “EARo 2
AFT F e AL EARKE A HEste Bt BRARKRY K4S BB
3 F4etx gow ek = shAA R BT ol S RERUL &
kS {5t BARSHAl D3R o ata, ERR 71 &8t AT AlAE
ol 2o 5% -FiES oY Fhe US BY ohdE, 13 A= 9
ga $IRsA T

83 Equitable Trust Co. of New York v. Dawson Partners Ltd. %4424
A= #E EKFESY Summer S “RAE B A E—3dAY, B
A9 FEZ Rolete &ite gtk & AHSRZE KKRE GAHSA AP
Z kg a 2ReAT o #iRe WS LS EEHs SRR &
#3} [G@—3%(same) RololoF 310 A [Fl—(almost same)dtd A& A Fesst

= RS d¥o2 KHatn o

& Rayner(JH) & Co., Ltd v. Hambros Bank Ltd EH425 & ERRK
9] ¥fm%ol ‘Coromandel groundnuts’e] #i#E41E ‘machine shelled
groundnut kernels'©2 #itH ol ATk ol Lord Justice Mackinnon $1%
AN v 2o E BV AR R4S BE—BEkA €od €
XY ort g FURsIAH.

38 EBNME Lamborn v. Lake Shore Banking Co. 420X & &
Hikbgel Smith #1HBE “ERAMR 7125t #el & 43 HFE 7 &
FExE ERARY BHS F3A EFdtodobtt It I HHES EFcte &
#Ho 2 EA%ke] o497 wFolth wek 7t FRMKSY BHES E9A of
Ugthd 8170 29 ko] 29l F1%- TS EisldE av RITS U=
RS AZE & gidh s #IReHR T

Hptel e FHKS Wizt RS @, —~&KH BEES FhS=d A
MITE B loET fEslael ok FAlIKA BEd Aojgke A olth(Henry
Harfield, Bank Credit and Acceptances, 5th ed., Ronald Press, New York, 1974,
pp. 70-73; Rovert M. Rosenblith, “Letter of Credit Practice: Revisiting Ongoing
Problems”, Uniform Commercial Law Journal, Vol. 24, 1991, p. 121).

23) 13 LI. L. Rep. 21 (1922).

24) 27 L1. L. Rep. 49 (1927).

25) (1942) 73 LI L. Rep. 32;(1943) LI L. Rep. 10(C.A).

26) 196 App. Div. (N.Y.) 504, 188 N.Y.Supp. 162 (1st Dept. 1921).
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KiEfEN M= 1985. 5. 28. B, 84th7H697 #ldol A HEAS st A
YkiEfES ‘SEOUL KOREA©Iou, AMAIR #ERRAE ‘Kyeong Gi-Do
Korea &2 ®7]5o] AUAh ool 1 MERRS EARY G A—8d
3 giRstAd

kA TS BHE £ Tl HES PR HET EEE Yot
#pfutel] 7)xste] 2 B ERAKS GBS XELE X TS AASH ok
& FHHE7F don, v FHEEE LE EFHE AR GRS XA A
stodol & FHIE ATk o FARERANA FATANA B BAET F
HHREES BEA D AT s as, o #d FiEde XE L ERAMRGE <
AaeA g gdste o vl WRH FARE WS ov|sie], 23 BHAEC
U Rohol 2% BEE FARBAANE TFEA oo

0. BE—sckE RIS EFE

(1) BEe —HMel FBEE

UCP 500 %5 1316 aJHo) “FA 9 B8 X@LE EARY e —8uk

& K HAlol wdso] Uy BREREGTERI wet 2Rk dd. g
FRD Qe AL B —BM HEY slErRES gt & 3
o} 2 #Eo] MREBMY HE FEEA ol dwA MEE 4FFe
2 gx ¥, TS Bl v B XEE BigsHA 4R A dHsE o8 £

e 5 ke Aotk E HUREMC EARY B A—8@ BIH -
gt aRo] EiEAY Iﬁl‘iﬁﬁ’]ﬂ RololA, AAE BTN RE FHMK 9
T3lE BAL 2E2AZ 4§ e ASde, BT o9 SHE EEE & 2
e Aolth, ol &3 MHE—HMKS JRAV(the doctrine of substantial
compliance) E¥ BiE—#MHES EHM(softening the rigors of strict
compliance)2} 1. #§gc}.28

27) Continent)al National Bank v. National City Bank of New York, 69. F. 2d 312 at
317 (1934).

28) Dolan #Fs Bi%ol =S oA Wsicid, #1170 B—8Me FRIE B-F3
Z gotrhE olfhE I FHAlE Y8sty ES‘E‘J £ ﬂ°"1 £ HE REYAG
= AL #Ystads wEY AT s FFE 5 %l‘;h: Zolt}l. Dolan #
&7} e FAS $EEEA RAY = BRIAAT TE REXB
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olg} Ze ME—HMe FAE EARGEN Fht ri2RE odse
AE Hestn o 22 HME AVIS olH Hie] BREREY v
of FHEENT BEERSe/® Be 1 A/t SHEEEE 2R 5l
28 #HE< WA sdderl oldd 1 A3t BHEEREAA HES
AR ETto)Th0 =3 o3 2L Hiel FolAT ERARY KRB KR
S EZEI Fo EHRY KBS FoloR FEse Ao FEAAEe
UrE A7, olo delolF #FERE Crocker commercial Services
Inc. v. Countryside Bank B30 BHEAL/ BHE AAIES DA
O EHEY gtk BAE FE—¢ @ite] SE&EVL AN EME AM
Aol IEED7I HMEBAA, kb “BFEst B—st7] W&o gits
e HEE e FAPY ostd AR gerhEn #hRsko.

gk e

2 FEUS —Muel AELS T—H

R o199 RE FH LA M EARY MRAMSE FEEA of
ysle —MAEZ AE & Ao dAd EARY HaEfe  “Clock
Movement ‘O.K. BRAND QUARTZ CLOCK MOVEMENT WITH SWIT-
CH"Z "9Also] glou, BARITI AAE MEEHGER, MHRES, &9
MM+ “OK.’ BRAND QUARTZ CLOCK MOVEMENT WITH SWIT-
CH’Z #7159 ‘Clock Movement 7} A2 o} 9AthA, UCP 500914 T—
e A tete B dstd, ICCAME ¥Rk o199 Hih Eol=

MREeE FHEEA ol duigdz XKEE & U7 wWEd ‘Clock
Movement & X 59 ##2 Fa3A otk webd i FH LA ‘Clock
Movement 7} A RS F—#HE HF3A Fevtn AigFEA

old] & PIHIE = Laudisi v. American Exchange National Bank F4433

A%o)] ol e BEREFRFRELT AVIHE A EEENolH(Boris
Kozolchyk, “Strict Compliance and The Reasonable Doxument Checker”,
Brooklyn Law Review, Vol. 56, 1990, p. 70).

29) Datapoint Corp. v. M & I Bank, 665 F. Supp. 722, 724 (W.D. Wis. 1987).

30) First National Bank of Atlanta v. Wynne, 149 Ga. App. 811, 817, 256 S.W.2d
383, 387 (1979) ; Flagship Cruises Ltd v. New England Bank, 569 F.2d 699, 705
(1st Cir. 1978).

31) 538 F. Supp. 1360 (N.D. I11. 1981) ; Boris Kozolchyk, ibid, p. 69.
32) ICC, Opinions of the ICC Banking Commission, 1995-1996, p. 31.
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M EAKkIE ‘Alicante Bouche grapes’ &2 WAlH o] U1, AAE 2
ol & ‘Alicante Bouche grapes22 EHUou, fiffESHoe G
‘grapes’ 8t % FLikE O] AN Hbrd AL R FHsttn HIRSA

1831 Bank of Nova Scotia v. Angelica-Whitewater, Ltd B35 A 7l
Uth kb —BEe AdE st 24 B4 & NER FAHHA F
43 HRYe AuEA FAs2 AE A e 2 e HE —E@dx
RSt o

8 Kb FEEA ol dwtd AR e Zkbre “Sum b ks
9 grZolv RES Mol fle AE duigte Aoz, FEHA gede
Mad 4% Tt —89 #eEd e /49 FkE Ushlle Aoz &
th et $IReEsd oh.30)

(3) e FF Lol MEB2 QUSH F—H

ER%KER YoIX AFAe HEBMe EHRY Eifd L= ojok &
oh. 23U HS8Est SRR G —BEladol sitte AL #E F
7} £2 A —#Etd ol "ok 9nle oy, Fad ¥z EZRIL ddn
srgts HES EES deld 2 2RV 8HE AozA XE LY vl
HERE A LE Ao olYm, E FARY S EFte Fo] obdS XML
dol 2 £ Qe Afode 1.:.)%%—4 et A8ele 2o Bojop Frhdn

o Ad] ‘#&4>(minor) & Yﬁ%’—_}:—J B|E'71 UCP 5009 13k atloll A FA—3K
2 2bE et HEdA a) SEEY HATLe BEIZ=I 2056'UE ¥

ﬂ:

33) 239 N.Y. 234, 146 N.E. 347 (1924).

34) TES S ?:ﬁ%ii%ﬂﬁi}% =2y @A Ao fEREtE Aol e, ERAY ¥
B CE ERAL FHI ERAEY AT UL dAMAAE €A RIE
2, miaEs Lol 71711‘{ Wihe WMl BERRECE e UNEQd KBS
AlgElE ZAC gtk AzE

35) (1987) 1 SCR 59, 99.

36) AikbiE 1985, 5. 28. €, 84t171696 Ak R 697 FlIR.

37) KB 1992. 2. 25. ¥4k, 91t130026 #i#k ; KtkB 1985. 5. 28. H&, 84171696 #
ik 2697 Pl 3““ 4>‘~ Hped e UCP 400 i 41 5 ¢ HH(UCP 500 283714 ¢
yi)=}h i 43 9% b Fi(UCP 500 5}"%390" b ;5%9 RE FAEKF)S TAZ 7, fu
HARHE Al TEASGE RS ¢4 5 Aok

38) ICC, Opinions of the ICC Banking Commission, 1995-1996, p. 32; iEF 9] &Z
df Wigt PHE= New Braunfels National Bank v. Odiorne, 780. W.2d
313(Tex.Ct.App. 1989) ¥kl A FRAEMEBHZ) ‘86-122-5'¢1d] '86-122-S'2 71 A&
X5 ; Tosco Corp. v. Federal Deposit Insurance Corp., 723 F.2d 1242(6th Cir



640 TR BIFHEHR) £134 Q000 2), H3E BERRSRE

kel ‘0256’2 E#E ] U3, b) AWBLOE REXS ol ‘Chan'eZ
st oF et ‘Cha'Z #E O deH, 282 ¢) AWBLAE R&EH
o] {£Fr Holl ‘Industrial Park'gtz FE#S 1ok shedl ‘Industrial Parl 2 ZL#
go] A ojdl ICCE, 4 a)e $UI=E BA HEM|7] Wil i
o £i7l 2 ¢ 2z, b Y HHYAGgE AAZ ‘Chai'ghe %S 71
FE7E g F ol BEE op1¥ & U7l Wi, EeEd 2 £ A
o 283 o) AAZE £l Industrial Parl'2 93 G4 ¢l7] Wi,
olgl g /HE EAAe #;Fety e FA—HZ AFHA derh WA
UCP 500 %1316 (a7 #HiaHEh7E e AL b) Rt

a9 kbt 1996. 7. 11. E, 937F850708 #lkel X & “FEMEHEA 7]
A" Ado)l By #TPHU432841/4#385003 MR, BEHME 2 ik
zmaro] 7| AE Pelolu FyEQ #TPHU4392841/#385003' & 2|9, o] &
S RITZ AT Ao 2A, 22 ERRY KiFE FAE Aol g A
S XHEE v ¢ F denz FARY B F—8T Aol ot."En
FI7Rsk 3 o},

o71M T £ e HES 22T Lo REYV B o] Y o
2 oulg B Waekel de Jtee AL ¢ F Ao

@) Reve! EHAHR L -

BAL e EBHEFESE AT F—Hd daMe A8 Efz L5
A et dAd F R #3Ut HE e B wHEF § XEX &
WA A/E/EES w34 BRI B/A/EES 2L At F,
07/08/95%F 8/07/%5% & FiLHRolge Aol FHe] He 2ot 42
o BAE 07/08/95° olMel RTF BFol MKEFIH 08079522 E7|E
A$-olth. olo] W&l ICCe Mol MAE ©2A #HMbC XL HFE
95/08/07(1995 4 8 A 7 B)% Zo] 23lo] EERCIE KBRIE oUW HE
BRolE Mol F—& BFE 9nlste &, UCP 500 % 131k (a) Y fEMGE
Bzt HA ¥evhe REE ST

1983} 4 L'& 1" 2, ‘Number' & ‘No'2 i@ Rl dis] izl E &% K
% 4ieholl A Lo FRE v ok
39) ICC, Opinions of the ICC Banking Commission, 1995-1996, p. 33.
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(5) 45t fimMeyl Bk Lol A —H

dAW FEMHFEHENAN BHME ‘Incheon’'22 H7ISIA ofY3tn
‘Busan, Incheon'# #Zo] %#3¥ A$E O£ HFRE ATHAYGE A o
2o, F—#rt olate Rolth. 1 e Byl A3 1 FHe FAH
A ThiolA, ML L FHE Mfel AR Bt oA HEE
de AL ofyr] fio|rt

o 2 H3RbEM S Glenncore International, A.G. v. Bank of China 44
ol Al EAH Lo REMZE ficte An O EFHbd FET mavie &
B oEE I id dd 2mERe] gt Ade @8] TEEd R FIRs
Atk e 2 Lo ¥RHME aT7sA FREedE, 2 BV KiLHAS
W, ol AL FARY etk dX e Rolth

6) Hfh 17

B R 4R T8 o) A about, approximately, circa 59 #Blo] AHS=H 2 A
= ASdE EHKESHE BE 2 EE HIAM 10% oY BFAES &
3 Y3, £ ol d £Iol UiE BRHRESHS EEsHA de BRiHFS
2 5%LIRS BARS 8881 e RS mis—sike] KRl fEts
Bostn gon & 4 Aok £HY #bE BAR—Be] FRRIGAM e
FHrmez Aat g@isel 7he Mol ot

3. EAREAE UCPY {&IHC] Mils = 2+

BEEE {FREkel UCP 5009 ##gxrSel edl= Bk e Bnikdf
o] UCP 50034 FEHE A 47t Atk ojsk & Beole It o s “RiHE
o] HkiEIRe —MRiEFC FAR e e Filel A&= ) FERKkLEd 58

40) 1ICC, ibid,, p. 20.

41) Court of Appeals, Nov. 8 1995. Counsel has advised that the matter is on
appeal to the House of Lords(Joseph D. Gustavus, op. cit, p. 65).

42) UCP 500 Art. 39.
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3 BAIE f&fFol UCP 5000 $Asctn A€ 1 olf& FARLY S
3 HAE BEe EEEV 4L A2 NEFHLE THT BRI |
o, BEEE7L $515 FEsAne AZ4HA g UCP 5000 $-Addte A
< Zdsttty Azt ] g otk

olol 8| Royal Bank of Scotland pic. v. Casa di risparmio delle
Provincie Lombard B4 A Mustill I “--{ERARE—HA B 8
Mate AL oA & HEol HorEke Hid FAste AL ohge A
o oA stedol @} ERAKEK—RIE BITH BHE AR AolH, EH
R EEEE A RIS 982N o =4 F71 Aok oy}
olfdllM EFG HFEE T EHFHSE #HAsE v oM e, T i
weo 2 By AL EEEM FAZQA Foojch. T EEEIL o
fEiEel HAR ez oAy, 1 o} BAZ d8vt gich ERRE—R
Bl Kale oW #AE EEES AR FBE/F $4d07] gt 2
g BEES Hg sl Fo7t e Al EARE—HE E53A
o <tdth Z EHMRY FHAZXPo] HAH UtH 2 2] Hif4
BEHD Aol %‘4. gla iRt

g A2 EARA JEEHGEMG BAIHY d, 2 EAMke] UCP
5008 £&3EE Hol e Aol FEHEMT UCP 500 % 134 c A
ol o] At e Mg/ 2AYT. oBAHoEE EHEEI 5E3
MEid TR o) —AKIEIES) UCP 500 Ruix $AsA Ed. a3y 4%
Bx7 FAsE AANY o] Afd EEHNHA AP o2 FRRE RS
&HEotojol i BRAE ElgAol Uk weby EHEEI woA] JEEHR
BHe Aestna ste A$E A2 UCP 500 & 1316k c THE Al st of
ok 2RA IobE EEEY 7L BHEy] o o JEEMRM] S48
HHE EHE Aol

43) 1 A.G. Guest, General Editor, Chitty on contract, General Principles, paragraphs
826 and 833 (26th ed. 1989); ¥im B8, H WG|, AAXFLEG ML, 1998, 259 .

44) (1992) 1 Bank L R 251, 256.

45) Raymond Jack, op. cit, pp. 149-150.
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V. B85 —3che) JErRR
NGRS

(1) Y& Ba48

UCP 500 % 37 cMHol & “F¥Rik Eel HRMs SRR Mt
prg—ietoiol AT 1 9 Hih RE B bAA ¥MHS SRR i
Mol FEHAA opdste AR AT & dckgx #Asn Yok @
g BAR—Ete RAIS A&sted oA e FmERKI 1 o9 B
L gau & #¥Eik(commercial invoice)2 BEZ Al HEAA 453t
M mE 2 RAeFEREY WAEHEEA Tl AFde 28] BEA HAH
AAgstd HEANA $R3te A Folzl W Mol dg XF
Fhjol ol 271 7A EAKS 4T BE—8E o7t Uk AFT ZFE
ERKk S HREM 2 7 23 Je BREEA Aok ddn FF
ot 2y SaEE RRKERA mEwA odn, FHS EAKLY Maw
Mot —HHES WERRS FERIEE XA Ao

o\ 7AWl National City Bank v. Seattle National Bank F{F4D A BARRRAT

i

uh
cu
[
rlo

fAr b

ofN

46) John F. Dolan, op. cit, p. 6-04; Accord Samuel Rappaport Family Partnership
v. Meridian Bank, 26 UCC Rep. Serv. (Callaghan) 474(Pa. Super. 1995), i&ikel
A o) aauins SRR Lol aaniet U stojol ks RIS oFTte] ojd e
ogx)7b gk aElv EHIE B BikedMY WEE JleFolA oy F Ut
Astro Exito Navegacion SA v. Chase Manhattan Bank NA, (1986) 1 Lloyd's
Rep. 455 (QB), Skl M= Ay ejdantolojol dtn, I MANE “lINe=
T itg|ojo &u, sk otAslA fidist HEEHR Potol ok Eln HEH AT
olof A HWipre QLY UEL WRUM dRPo] ohryn, 1 Kkl
3 e A -HF @R okveln AR}, Integrated Measure-
ment Sys., Inc. v. International Commercial Bank of China, 757 F. Supp. 938
(ND Il 1991), RikolM AL EZ o2 MaMMme KB 719 Detail per P/O
No. 120288'8t= ¢ H& AT Hast glvka #URSAT. 18 2 Axxess, Inc v.
Rhode Island Hosp. Trust Nat'l Bank, 15 UCC Rep. Serv. 2d (Callaghan) 1011
(D. Mass. 1991) BN e HEYMss Brd ’kEe Bvd XES
A -5 gwuko] obetan RSy, 28U Sunlight Distribution, Inc. v. Bank
of Communications, 94 Civ. 1210 (SDNY Feb. 7, 1995) Hffol A B2 B
of M I %7 BERERY BYY By REKrt ds Wt 29
g Rne -EsER Qe gikelstn AR
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o “Metd el A9 T AFH® R2AY = FHRS ol&dte &
FExd st 43 A ¥k Wby FRAREE 28 mEs dolok &
FLE S4TAA FFAINA Fedtn #URsAS. JH. Rayner & Co. v.
Hambros Bank, Ltd. B9 E HEERS EAMK] B39 fEs &
stegts, 2 EAKRE “EEHA oA omF ERdE #AEA 471" Q| E
of “3FS Fksle EEEESY BB WRLA et R &
bre fERke Batee ERlY wel o 8¢t Hle BEERSE B
Acka Fbtisk ot

e ZRkANA (1) ‘California Whites Petaluma extras’'S S73l <,
UKL ‘Petaluma Ranch extras’'22 EHEIADO (2) EAKRE ‘ladies
sweaters, dresses, pants and skirts'& ST EH, FERS  ‘woolen
knitwears &2 F#EIA AT (3) FAKRS 100% acrylic yarn's 8F3AE
), 24%& ‘imported acrylic yam' S22 BREAES A Fol(REHMET &
e BKE Ml els)s? Bk EARY K4S TRANA Xddn
#1578}, Davideraft Corp. v. First National Bank B9 &kt 58
Yol A S 52 ceiling fan' o2 #Ed L Y=, 52+ ceiling fan’2 2 FL
#HEol Jdv FHEEe g2k A—EEidta #RsAT

2) HfhEIR

UCP 500 %37 (@& E/Ake fligel fiEel e &, &RE Biax
KBNS 4RE A= olok 30, F 3%t obd FAMKAAN B E Z&EE
£#E wysolol Jb aeln FL£ES BRE oA Kevh BT FRM
3715 (DN E RKEHS AR BRE 25 BT & USES stz

47) National City Bank v. Seattle National Bank, 121 Wash. 476, 209 P. 705 (1922).
48) Ibid, at 482, 209 P. at 707.
49) JH Rayner & Co. v. Hambros Bank, Ltd., (1942) 2 All ER 694 (CA).

50) Portugues-Am. Bank v. Atlantic Nat’l Bank, 200 AD 575, 575-576, 193 NYS
423, 423-424 (1922).

51) Oriental Pac. (USA), Inc. v. Toronto Dominition Bank, 78 Misc. 2d 819, 820,
357 NYS 2d 957, 958 (Sup. Ct. 1974).

52) Courtaulds N. Am., Inc. v. North Carolina Nat’l Bank, 528 F2d 802, 803 (4th
Cir. 1975).

53) Davidcraft Corp. v. First National Bark, No. 83 C. 5481 (ND Ill. Jan. 6, 1986).
54) 22 o] #ifjol #s7F glch UCP 500 Art. 48 ()] #gfsesmae]l 13 ot
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k. diAY Oriental Pacific (US.A.), Inc. v. Toronto Dominion Bank %
el A Hibre ERRAEES USD37,91941 ©]glev, USD39,206.262-2 &
e RS A—#Ea RSt e}, Oriental Pacific E4lA Z&EE ]
L7155 &S BET 28I e KSR FAd. F, Kol £
BRI 2L £Foldo, o9 2] BREWE ol &8 B
Zch. @A o] Z & UCP 4009 o3t #a@¥el T—%% #7771 9o

a3y EfgIfEe] &KIESe] UCP 500 £ 37 (b)®dA = #1TL ERk
A #4H fFEY £ BRstd FAE BRE GEHET F o a2
T B7eta, BRI BRERATOl 3149 ERAREES 2%t AFHA &
T, BIRRATOIA 1 @ke] £EE §43). Oriental Pacific 4414 B
FHATOl FRARETE 238 Kol &S AFsHA &kohd, UCP 5009 et
HARATS O RS ZEE AU/ e ERE AUV AT HEES 7t
7‘:]_\:}-.57)

EF figlel <A mEERK v Hit e MY BT Bdsiq B
S FkpyQ RIEECY D AslAT. AW Key Appliance, Inc. v. First
National City Bank B8 X = ERAMKAA REACl HEAS EiR FE2
E4E BRI g2, HEAYL LA Bt HZALS #R
E4S AR = denz JEAC EAKEMSD —8AE + A He B
74 ok wEks BEEHMKIRAQ H Aol ZMBEIL44 S TR o=l E
o] giA At aHo = EF33 Key Appliance B Bl M e Sk
E ZA%ke o dAAAL ok weM BRMKIBAL Bol v B

55) Oriental Pacific (US.A.), Inc. v. Toronto Dominion Bank, 78 Misc. 2d 819, 357

NYS2d 957 (Sup. Ct. 1974).

FHIKA Bgel HaEo] g ¥ HITe FHR 989 JLd £ES s

eHies AR l’ﬁﬁ%é}ﬂ\“ 71@@ ;sl‘:} g% s, faﬂi%ﬂ@ﬂ i%ﬁ

EXH W, oLy 51% £+ BASES FHid @5’:41"] ZL?—Wl 2iRE

= 7“1’—°ﬂ~, a ﬁﬂﬁ—"% RES RE BHEH#E WEIT G, 1 @E{T°l f‘}gﬁﬁk"ﬂ

Al B8 RS 299 @feR °]“] k6, B R, RS 31% B

HASHA gkctes AL = FcHUCP 500 Art. 37 (b))

57) State v. Morganstein, 703 SW2d 894 (Mo. 1986)oM B FERMREFS =5
3 o] e A Rl SRS 8 UCP 500 8 40 ks ERARAA
el g BT BEikstA ohYdte 3, BHERITS FHNREH 29 HA 439
B oolegx FiY —’F Acka BFES) ﬁ"éﬁ}ﬂ e},

58) Key Appliance, Inc. v. First Nat’l Gty Bank, 46 AD2d 622, 359 NYS2d 836 (1974).

59) Coporation De Mercadeo Agricola v. Mellon Bank Int’l, 608 F2d 43, 45 (2d
Cir. 1979); Astro Extio Navegacion SA v. Southland Enter. Co., (1983) 2 All
ER 725 (HL).

56
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S AAT AL ThiEe EhvE ddn #RsA

Kelly-Springfield Tire Co. v. Dakota Northwestern Bank, N.A 44600
¥ ‘Hoffman and Mosbruckers EZALE 3t ¥R 7IEdte 2K
o739tk a8y 5% ‘Mosbrucker/Dakota Tire Co/ & EZASLE 3
B B%kS A oo kxS ERARY KM WAt Azsdd
FaFdA ZIEMS QA AT

Fina Supply, Inc. v. Ablene National Bank B89 bz (MR
HERKS FRe v, RERRS #Rste AL T—83 Ao #IR
a9 th. a8 Borg-Warner Acceptance Corp. v. Tascosa National Bank
FQ N e AR BRE 2784 olUd A e 2RSS A
A gart gtz #Rs AT

Ward Petroleum Corp. v. FDIC B8990 ERAKRS &7 ‘balance
proper and past due'® REd BHEEZS 9FAoU, HEEE BRI ‘the
now known balance proper and past due’'S 2 BEE FHAEE AU
olo] BAZXHUTES BHVF 9A8A Fethe o|fF2 HMIEMHIAT. Ward
fre 1 HEEe B it BF HFol ohdet Al oMY FHiKe
SR filrsted ZEAStA T
WEE] eI e AT BEBAELE %67/ BHE FESHAoF 3
o8¢ kiRl EmaET o9 B FHRRE 875k A Fods
EEREE BOAATHD ERARKS BXE Aot wets BHEXE 7
7t dxsidn AAeE kiEe 1 hiES welop do HES EARKS

L3t BREFEE Z PRKEA, 28EE BARERE BHlfLaA o
goz A oprlEe TS FEstdor dthe FE& BAlstodol oo

o

[e]

—

60) {(elly—Spr)ingﬁeld Tire Co. v. Dakota Northwestern Bank, N.A, 321 NW2d 516
ND 1982).

61) ¢ Texpor Traders, Inc v. Trust Co, Bank, 720 F. Supp. 110 (SDNY 1989):
Atlanta fEF7 Ao BREKIEA Y Lyons, Georgia® o] 83 &K (EAT
o] Qoj A BELEFWEES AgFsln, MiEE R AFH e PFEKEAL EHL
o] g Wime BFY 2RE Ao

62) Fina Supply, Inc. v. Ablene Nat'l Bank, 726 SW2d 537 (Tex. 1987).

63) Borg-Warner Acceptance Corp. v. Tascosa Nat'l Bank, 784 SW2d 129 (Tex.
Ct. App. 1990).

64) Ward Petroleum Corp. v. FDIC, 903 F2d 1297 (10th Cir. 1990).

65) Bankers Trust Co v. State Bank of India, (1991) 1 Lloyd's Rep. 587 (QB),
appeal dismissed, (1991) 2 Lloyd’'s Rep. 443 (CA).
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Ultra Scope International, Inc. v. Extebank BAEDA e HiH
ol Mol FERKS IiRsldol sln, O FEERRKE B ARE F Ud=s
ojm & IffEne A HA FEvin FURSATT.

2. ol &

UCP 500 % 9 ool 93 K&#HKIL old th& HEe 2k FHNR
o] o]&9 £ Atk 2AY ERARAA H#olSE BRIGE LHE EBM
ol #AHZ #Rstodol drh 2¥A FE Ao T—HT 7/t 0
Al Bounty Trading Corp. v. S.E.K. Sportswear, Ltd 4690 A, thbr-e #
T Letter’0E o] So] ohy7) w &, Rtk #IRstgch ¢4,
Chase Manhattan Bank v. Equibank B4 A& ‘please remit'ste XS
T YE 92 —ER Rl SE 27T EAMRY B4 TEALH
1 2RS4}, First State Bank v. Shuford Mills Inc B4 gifx2 8
Ukl A Heol ol AR o2 e siolo Aot BREIA ohF
ASolE, FREE TEATRY Kol 2S AAte AR 7Hesitt $IRst
pa=

ERMRNA £3] “#o] &0} First National Bank L/C No. 123 uie} &3
Ak ele A 2L wEY X£ILE STFHT ZREI oY ZLEIIE
AR A AR e ASde ool wEy. oA Tosco Corp. v.
FDIC B4R A ERHKS 23 2& XY XiLE ITste Kol g 8
7ttt 2, “[Dlrawn under Bank of Clarksville Letter of Credit Number

66) UCP 500 Art. 5 (a) (i).

67) Ultra Scope International, Inc. v. Extebank, 599 NYS2d 361 (Sup. Ct. 1992),
appeal denied, 622 NE2d 304 (NY 1993).

68) UCP 500 Art. 43.

69) (B(éungy Trading Corp. v. SEK. Sportswear, Ltd, 48 AD2d 811, 370 NYS2 D 4
1975).

70) BASYTONA BHRMRIT o g mEE W Aol gEel HARK, S8, §
HIK R, BRE, MREEA, F--80FH 5 EAEES 2 280 fHdek KR
ik BE HHRE YURE Relth

71) Chase Manhattan Bank v. Equibank, 394 F. Supp. 352 (WD Pa. 1975).

72) First State Bank v. Shuford Mills Inc., 716 SW2d 649 (Txt. Ct. App. 1986).

73) Tosco Corp. v. FDIC, 723 F2d 1242 (6th Cir. 1983).
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105" 1tk 28y SEgs thed 2L 02 XEL2R BIF #olSS

#rstid. &,

1. ‘Clarksville; th&ol ‘Tennessee'S BHNstA T
2. ‘Letter of Credit;olA *k3rF ‘L’ Al AXFE TE AHESA
3. 283 ‘Number'& ‘No'S. 2 #Eiystd oh.74

Tosco Hbie A—#%e HEH7 HA Zedta #RsiAt otete Ao 2
& WA A8 A7 Fo BBk KA Ede ¥
RIS 28 A 2o 23u B—8iE RATAME o #0132 ¥4
goia B & Utk & B3ty REY Rige RERSBITO FHL 3
' A% mEmd BEs 9x Eide Aoldh BE—BMES RATAA
TS BHIEAREE ‘dried grapes’7t ‘raisins'®} 22 AAAE 4 g 287t
glom, ‘CIR.o| Coromandel groundnutsE Fek3che RS golof & Ug
T gtk diREe o3 MEe MEHKTY fEs REsy] A% Ao
A Bl A ol MRS td A BB FEAle by R
RE HESHA] ¥edd

First Bank v. Paris Savings & Loan Ass'n B0 A S&2&E ol &4
od BEe ERREHES BT &k o9 e koSS —HIHn
RS T o)A FERATIAA B T HBEE 7XA AU Ev FEK
o & FEE7 AR e deEd dkke fEE7F BE—siEd KRR
S SEREHA ¥sitha RS A7)

feo] 3-& EHol R0k Fh7® FEHMRAA BEMSE EKstRo] #

74) Tosco Corp. v. FDIC, 723 F2d 1247 (6th Cir. 1983).

75) UCC(1995)90 M = ks — Bk el IRAIS BRiZstan Qo

76) First Bank v. Paris Savings & Loan Ass’n, 756 SW2d 329 (Tex. Ct. App. 1988).

77) Datapoint Corp. v. M&I Bank, 665 F. Supp. 722 (WD Wis. 1987) Z{fol A ke
& ol &otell HEEE WEY RAE FA—FHF R E HERHITY XRAdFYHL
v oHBH A o)A —EHE BEE ANE F UEE FBEEZ RESA A -BUH
o sl ZiaEAA BsIA ¢ AL I FA—KE FRY EHE /AU
AR Ao

78) Banco Tornquist, SA v. American Bank & Trust Co., 71 Misc. 2d 874, 337
NYS2d 489 (Sup. Ct. 1972) Ffhol N ZR%F7F Rilel AA & ol 3 whzolA|
2, EEE Mmol&e —F3A gede Aoivtk Landmark Bank v. NCUAB,
748 F. Supp. 709 (ED Mo. 1990) FHfkolN FHHEE FHKAAN HLd Llaied
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B3 KkE Ao gt aRln EHEE ol RYAEN B EL
< Brstdo o o AY FRRAIN F REEH7T ML= E FARE
735, & Riggittte] s 4ol FHMRGEME] TRHA gt

Ufitec, S.A. v. Trade Bank & Trust Co. B8 &KL BHRRHRITS
FRBATY RS @RTNA #oj 23 BLYT AL 873 RITEERR
B Ffolt) ol FHITAY BLH RREY REAEL S HBMER A #
ol 29 Efo] AAE ZEE ELoUde Az B8, EEE B
LHiRel atA] G AAGE H#o 5L Bt g3 #iRsA.

3. SEREM

EREME E2HANZ BLMERES BLRYEER, FRZAIER
%, EAEREN AEEREN, HM/RE/AKE EREN BHESEE/ AT
TR ToE FEAL® oU)M = MRS BRY APE PL22

Board of Trade v. Swiss Credit Bank B484A XF ‘full set clean on
board bill of lading’o] MZHERELE THA S szt oiA, B
Hhre BRSBTS THIEHES AANRD, WK KBRS EFESE

£ Lol old Mo T Aol 4FAQ MRAXE SlErse AL
BARRSRATS BHEREA @8 UA ¥ohxn #RSAT 8 iz EARS &

#ol &5 fURSIF o, Fo BT YYo= oSS A AASPRT. oo .

B el AS RS Hol &S O ol AAIR g FEHA gedh o

A ol AAIR Hol L FRARY #HHS wEAIG FRSA T

North Valley Bank v. National Bank, 437 F. Supp. 70 (ND Iil. 1977), #o] & 9]

Wilte BHAEAE KRS IIA 28d. a8 BEREBT 2 #8188 HT

3 RITO B Es P E o] M T Bank of NY & Trust Co. v. Atterbury

Bros., 226 AD 117, 234 NYS 442 (1929), aff'd, 253 NY 569, 171 NE 786(1930),

Uit e ‘A. James Brown'el 9lste} £ P $o1 &2 ‘Arthur James Brown.' o] &

sto] g #olS S ATE FBAREGSE £RAANA £ FRsYH

80) Occidental Fire & Casualty Co. v. Continental Ill, Nat’'!| Bank & Trust Co.,
718 F. Supp. 1364 (1989), aff'd, 918 F2d 1312 (7th Cir. 1990).

81) Ufitec, SA. v. Trade Bank & Trust Co., 12AD2d 187, 249 NYS2d 557 (1964),
aff'd, 16 NY2d 698, 209 NE2d 551, 261 NYS2d 893 (1965).

82) UCP 500 Art. 23~29¢] #EH EHfkd FTEH ok 3o}

83) MHtEE L 1) HFIESE HRES 2 ERLNY BEEEITY

84) Board of Trade v. Swiss Credit Bank, 597 F2d 146 (9th Cir. 1979).

79

=~
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%S BAEsHA ol stodol & BREBATOIA 233 HHEE AEAAME ¢
= P R )

Marine Midland Grace Trust Co. v. Banco Del Pais, S. A., S48 A
B F&#E7) ‘on-board'el A®ILL e MKESHS RREA ¥ ik
S wHEIET. ERAKAME ‘on-board A2HFITE 8PP o, WA £
AdAE 2P BRoZ BEESS IR gede BERE AAsAG. 2
Ay e 1 Bygeol W@ HikES FHE U

The Board of Trade and Marine Midland B{o X ¥RIBZ 23 EH
BhExe FEAlol AZHAT) BIRRITS BATEZC 3T MmEdeREINL
U, s e 2 B dAste EREYA s FLol fithe A8

Laudisi v. American Exchange National Bank BA$899 X = A& 4NA
o WRMMe ERKEY HEBEMY FEHA F= @, EAKLES YatAf
o} vtz dAAZ o+ gldxn $PRstEe. 8 Camp v. Corn Exchange
National Bank B0 X fik#E%S HHE MITS 2 A& EET 2
A& pEsted YoM EFEEAN st ol i FRst T

Voest-Alpine International Corp v. Chase Manhattan Bank, N.A. 449"
o A BB BAEkERITOl 1981 4 1 A 31 BT MABRH RS 2 A s A
e AL Bitstn de BAEHEV FFE Hfolss EIERY A2 4

85) Board of Trade v. Swiss Credit Bank, 728 F2d 1241 (Sth Cir. 1984); Sl
First State Bark v. Diamond Plastics Co., 891 P2d 1262 (Okla. 1995)91 A #:Bx
o AAE B HES 287 dsle KR BHE RAS e AL PIRS
179} Fems7t ohum, FRRCIA FUNTTHES MERESS RS e FRaMR
BEL ANT AL BB BAUE TEANA Rz #URSIECH

86) Integrated Measurement Sys., Inc. v. International Commercial Bank of China,
757 F. Supp. 938 (ND Il 1991), ¥:bie #iEE4s L9 oud W7t WEIN7
) Fol] I AMNIEE S -3 AY Ex= UCP 400 6 34 5o K Bche bR
119 T8RS HASAT

87) Marine Midland Grace Trust Co. v. Banco Del Pais, S. A., 261 F. Supp 834

(SDNY 1966).

UCC(1995) § 5-108()(3) ; UCC(1962) § 5-109(1)(c) ; Marino Indus. Corp. v. Chase

Manhattan Bank, NA, 686 F2d 112 (2d Cir. 1982).

89) Laudisi v. American Exchange National Bank, 239 NY 234, 146 NE 347 (1924).

90) Camp v. Corn Exchange National Bank, 285 Pa. 337, 132 A. 189 (1926);
Cooper’s Finer Foods, Inc. v. Pan Am. World Airways, Inc, 178 So. 2d
62(Fla. Sist. Ct. App. 1965), BHE#RITS FHIMERYERKS G oS
& HAYstA Lipstdor ot #RS

91) Voest-Alpine Int’'l Corp v. Chase Manhattan Bank, NA, 545 F. Supp. 301
(SDNY 1982), aff'd in part, 707 F2d 680 (2d Cir. 1983).

88
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Fatttn #Ret AT 1 ERRE 1A 318 olde HF=2 23d MEES
T 8738k

Beyene v. Irving Trust Co. B4R X b2 FERMATO EEES 2%
7} ‘Sofan’ thAlo] ‘Soran’S. 2 B|F7 971E MEELS XTI AFY AA
of &l TS AL EEscn sRsAth MFFERS & BhddA o
213 ®_BE Eo]Pge HAY ®Bse TEEY. =¥ EREREE 24
—#& Q8] Mr. SofanolFl BT & YUY AT FHASA ¢ + A
= HEel it R

0] Austracan (USA) Inc. v. Neptune Orient Lines, Ltd., B8] A
E kRS BIRRMTES 2 Zit7F MRES LY e i FEdYUE HE
¥R Mol Hiftol 917 B, MKESS EEA st #IR
3t4t}. Pro-Fab, Inc. v. Vipa, Inc, B9 A £2%c 459 FAKS ¥
sEol M BUERMKT Bustd BIRRITES MIEER It MEIHRS AASHA
2@k olo) HKige 2 B AR R R AT Bhrt H7 A
Boll, fiGfEMES A EEsitn fRstdh

Davidcraft Corp. v. First National Bank H49)A {EAKS FOB
vessel, Taiwan Port.’2 3l& #2459 #KESS a73tdd. 23y &&/Ee
‘FOB Baltimore.'& it 2 st MKESS AAFA. &Exe I A
—HE BRKBANA +2F A(favoring) 22 ZHFatAch. weks 1 #fk
w0 R—gatx] gorn #IReIA. Davideraft FEol e #ITS EHE
TEN T8 BE, FHEET £R O m#Ed Bitol de 25T &
Fe—skee) Mol sEAY AT 28} Bank of Nova Scotia v. Angelica
Whitewear Ltd., F40e) A e #24f&M#o] CIF Montreal2 33t S

92) Beyene v. Irving Trust Co., 762 F2d 4 (2d Cir. 1985), ¥:fze Ril¥ 7ba4de]
Qe AL, BE ERKEE S S TEF olEL ER-EKEdor FdEe A
& pAiwelet  #15iEt Rt Barnett Bank, NA v. Westbrook Atkinson
Realtors, 564 So. 2d 570 (Fla. Dist. Ct. App. 1990).

93) Austracan (USA) Inc v. Neptune Orient Lines, Ltd, 612 F. Supp. 578 (SDNY 1985).

94) Pro-Fab, Inc. v. Vipa, Inc, 772 F2d 847 (11th Cir. 1985).

95) Davidcraft Corp. v. First National Bank, No. 83 Civ. 5481 (ND Ill. Jan. 6, 1986)
i cf. Banque Worms v. Banque Commercial Privee, 679 F. Supp. 1173 (SDNY
1988), aff’d per curiam, 849 F2d 787 (2d Cir. 1988), f&MkEE—BNel osia {3
MURol Al HeRE Jskol ther AukA RIMHFS FAMKS IHRENRA BmERA] &
=THUCP 500 Art. 3).

96) Bank of Nova Scotia v. Angelica Whitewear Ltd., 36 DLR4th 161 (Can. 1987).
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= ERARTAAM HBEEOE Vancouver2 T#stT Slv MEAEHS F—XK
stk $RstA e

Westpac Banking Corp. v. South Carolina National Bank E49N A {25
4o MANAR S S ek eh BERRITS ‘inf olete KL/ dle BER
“SIA KRS S A—stta FRE #Estdd. 28U BEke "AEER
£ 2188 RNELSS ERARY Gid —%Tn sIRSAT. BT &kke
Mt 4% Eol ‘loaded-on-Board' gt A8 X2 KEMOE F—HT A7}
o, BIRRRITY XAIEMS] Byl HA Fevhan RS

V. &

o

ERRERELES SARE—HA ABE oF BRERTRY Y714
Ao 2 WAERY —ikib, BRY EFEl, EF@EERY WH 5 B
BRBEEY AR B - BRI Ao 24 ERARER A
AN EHEELEECZA R - BESY & BRERRTRES 422 FHE
#g AAsAted 2 FF o, B Loze offx B 2B A
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ABSTRACT

The Judgment Standard of the Compliance of the Documents in
the International Standard Banking Pratice

Chae, Jin Ik

This article is focused on the review of the judgement standard for
compliance of the documents in international standard banking practice.

Since the establishment of Uniform Customs and Practice for Docu-
mentary Credits, The practices of the Credit transactions has been formed
and developed with the rapidly changing progress of the international trade
environment. but though the international standard banking practice have
meaning to suggest a new examination standard, in practice, there are some
problems on the judgement of the compliance of the documents.

Therefore, for the useful judgement standard for compliance of the
documents, the range of the standard should become concrete and simple so
that all the related parties can forecast. and the opinions and interpretations
published by ICC Banking Committee are recommended to be used,
systematized and activated. and also with the change of the trade
environment, the changed standard practice could be published annually for
the useful use. and it will be necessary to consider to publish the
publications in the form of the “White Book”

Last, it is necessary to accept the changes by the needs of the times as
the international standard banking practice promptly and analysis accurately
its problems for the times of the electronic commerce, so that Credit
systems should be settled and developed continuously as the useful means
of the settlement of the proceeds conquering of the characteristics
originated from the international transactions between the parties concerned.

Key Words : Letter of Credit, International Standard Banking Practice




