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ABSTRACT

A Study on the important issues of Documents

Examination in the L/C Transactions

Yong-Il Kim*

The purpose of this paper is to examine the Banks‘s Examination of Documents in the 1/C Transactions.
Most of all, this article deals with one of most important aspects of the law on documentary credits,
namely, the compliance of documents presented with the terms and conditions of a letter of credit. In
addition, the general principles of strict compliance will be considered and in the next, the requirements
of specific documents such as invoices, transport documents and insurance policies.

This area of letter of credit law is shaped not only by judge-made decisions but also the articles of
Uniform Customs and Practice for Documentary Credits, the International Standard Banking Practice(ISBP
Publication No.745) prepared by the Banking Committee of the International Chamber of Commerce as
well as the position papers and opinions of the latter.

Whether a document complies with the terms of a letter of credit is essentially a matter of examination
and construction of the document in question against the terms of the letter of credit under which it is
presented, articles of the UCP, ISBP as well as the opinions and statements of the Banking Committee.
Most of all this article was focused on provisions of UCP600. Comparison with provisions of UCP500

have been drawn where appropriate.

Key Words : UCP600, ISBP Publication No.745, Banking Committee, Banks‘s Examination of Documents.
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