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The Institute of International Banking
Law & Practice continued its Annual
Survey of LC Law & Practice conference
series as virtual events in 2021 as the
world continues to grapple with the
effects of the global pandemic. The
conference examined negative forces
hampering trade including unsettling
developments in commodity financing
and avenues for optimism including an
acceleration of efforts toward the
digitalization of trade. Significant court
cases, notable outcomes from ICC
Opinions, and the new ISDGP were
probed with respect to their practical
implications for industry specialists.
Panelists also discussed LC use from the
corporate perspective and updates were
offered regarding impending SWIFT
changes, evolving sustainability issues,
and the ever-changing sanctions

landscape.
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	1.6.8. Bank α was informed on February 8, 2021 by the Applicant, Company δ, that a local Court of Justice had, since December 11, 2020, issued a precautionary measure against Bank β with the “PROHIBITORY INJUNCTION AND INHIBITION OF EXECUTING the Guar...
	1.6.9. On February 11, 2021, Bank α sent a SWIFT message indicating it would not pay the counter-guarantee because the instructions of the Court of Justice were in effect. They issued a precautionary measure against Bank β with the “PROHIBITORY INJUNC...
	1.6.10. The prohibitory injunction under the national law means the performance bond is aimed at keeping a certain reality from changing for the sentence or final ruling to be effective. It must also be considered that this precautionary measure canno...
	1.6.11. On February 22, 2021, Bank α received a SWIFT message from Bank β. They requested payment according to the SWIFT message received by Bank α on February 2, or extend the validity of both the standby and the local guarantee as indicated in the m...
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	1.6.13. On March 3, 2021, Bank α answered the Swift message indicating that Bank β, cannot renew or execute the local guarantee because have to fulfill with the precautionary measure order. Besides, Bank α have been acting timely in the whole claims.
	1.6.14. Finally, on April 16, 2021, Bank β stopped collecting the counter-guarantee, but insisted on extending it until July 27, 2021.
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