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Abstract	

All	cases,	after	 the	whole	process	of	 trial	and	 investigation,	will	 finally	enter	 into	 the	
procedure	 of	 enforcement,	where	 great	 difficulties	will	 be	 encountered	 in	 practice.	
Therefore,	 difficulties	 in	 enforcement	 in	 China	 has	 become	 an	 important	 issue	 for	
discussion	and	research.	The	first	step	to	be	taken	for	solving	this	problem	shall	be	the	
determination	 of	 enforcement	 jurisdiction	 for	 initiation	 of	 enforcement	 procedure.	
Given	 the	 incomplete	 legislation	 in	 respect	 to	 the	 territorial	 jurisdiction	 in	 civil	
enforcement,	dilemma	for	trans‐regional	enforcement,	and	indiscrimination	of	trial	and	
enforcement	in	theory,	the	territorial	jurisdiction	system	in	civil	enforcement	shall	be	
reconstructed	 for	 the	purpose	of	overcoming	 the	difficulties	 in	enforcement	by	 three	
measures:	first,	improving	the	connection	and	cooperation	among	different	jurisdictions,	
unifying	 the	 territorial	 jurisdiction	system,	and	reconstructing	 the	basic	principles	of	
jurisdiction	 in	civil	enforcement;	second,	entitling	the	parties	concerned	to	make	free	
choice	 among	 courts	 of	 concurrent	 jurisdiction;	 and	 third,	 establishing	 enforcement	
network	platform	and	quasi‐executive‐provision	system.	
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1. Analysis	of	Problems	in	the	Territorial	Jurisdiction	System	of	China	in	
Civil	Enforcement	

The	territorial	jurisdiction	in	civil	enforcement	refers	to	the	separation	of	powers	and	duties	of	
the	people’s	courts	at	the	same	level	in	different	regions	in	the	jurisdiction	over	specific	civil	
enforcement	case.	The	territorial	jurisdiction	in	enforcement	is	no	doubt	the	foundation	and	
precondition	for	civil	enforcement,	since	the	enforcement	procedures	may	start	only	after	the	
people’s	court	 to	carry	out	enforcement	of	effective	 legal	documents	being	determined,	and	
realize	 the	 ultimate	 purpose	 of	 protecting	 the	 parties’	 legitimate	 rights	 and	 interests.	 The	
territorial	 jurisdiction	 in	 enforcement	 means	 to	 determine	 the	 specific	 people’s	 court	 to	
exercise	jurisdiction	from	the	perspective	of	territory	and	region,	and	it	is	also	the	basic	rules	
for	the	people’s	courts	of	different	regions	to	determine	their	respective	scope	of	enforcement	
jurisdiction	and	authority.	
Though	it	only	reviews	the	division	of	authorities	of	people’s	courts	in	enforcement	from	the	
aspect	 of	 territory,	 the	 territorial	 jurisdiction	 in	 civil	 enforcement	 is	 the	 allocation	 of	
enforcement	power	in	nature.	The	civil	enforcement	power	is	one	of	the	national	public	power	
exercised	by	the	mandatory	enforcement	measures	to	by	civil	enforcement	organs,	with	a	view	
to	compelling	 the	person	subject	 to	enforcement	 to	 fulfill	 the	payment	obligation	under	 the	
effective	 legal	 document	 and	 realizing	 the	 legitimate	 rights	 and	 interests	 of	 the	 creditor.	
However,	currently	there	are	some	problems	in	the	territorial	jurisdiction	in	civil	enforcement	
in	China,	the	major	of	which	are	listed	and	discussed	below.	
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1.1. Weak	Legislation	and	Scattered	System	
Given	 the	 currently	 existing	 legislation	 and	 judicial	 interpretations,	 most	 provisions	 on	
territorial	 jurisdiction	 in	enforcement	are	scattered	 in	the	Civil	Procedure	Law,	Opinions	on	
Certain	Issues	in	Application	of	Civil	Procedure	Law	and	Rules	on	Certain	Issues	in	Enforcement	
formulated	 by	 the	 Supreme	 People’s	 Court,	 and	 other	 interpretations	 on	 certain	 issues	 in	
application	of	enforcement	procedure	under	civil	procedure	law.	Besides,	the	civil	procedure	
law	has	been	under	revision	and	modification	 for	 the	 last	 thirty	years,	while	 the	provisions	
concerning	 territorial	 jurisdiction	 has	 few	 major	 changes.	 Since	 the	 enactment	 of	 civil	
procedure	law,	the	only	change	of	territorial	 jurisdiction	in	enforcement	is	that	the	scope	of	
jurisdiction	of	the	legal	documents	made	by	the	people’s	courts	has	been	expanded,	namely,	the	
people’s	court	at	the	same	level	of	the	place	where	the	property	subject	to	the	enforcement	by	
the	people’s	court	of	the	first	instance	locates	shall	also	have	jurisdiction.	However,	the	other	
legal	documents	 to	be	enforced	by	 the	people’s	 courts	are	 still	under	 the	 jurisdiction	of	 the	
people’s	court	of	the	place	where	the	person	subject	to	enforcement	resides	or	the	property	
concerned	locates.	Making	a	general	survey	of	all	laws	and	regulations	concerning	enforcement	
jurisdiction	and	we	may	find	there	is	only	one	provision	in	respect	to	territorial	jurisdiction	in	
enforcement.	The	fact	that	all	the	complicated	jurisdiction	procedures	are	subject	to	one	single	
provision	and	that	there	are	no	more	than	twenty	provisions	in	total	even	counting	the	relevant	
judicial	interpretations	and	other	regulations	suggests	that	China	is	lack	of	a	reasonable	and	
orderly	 system	with	 rigorous	 provisions,	 and	 the	 current	 legislative	 situations	 can	 neither	
provide	 a	 clear	 systematic	 basis	 for	 enforcement	 activities	 nor	 determine	 the	 enforcement	
jurisdiction	in	specific	case	in	a	reasonable	manner.	

1.2. The	Overwhelming	Dilemma	In	Trans‐Regional	Enforcement	
When	carrying	out	trans‐regional	enforcement,	the	people’s	courts	in	China	generally	adopts	
two	methods:	enforcement	under	entrustment	and	cross‐jurisdiction	enforcement.	The	former	
method	refers	to	the	act	that	people’s	court	responsible	for	the	enforcement	of	the	effective	
legal	document	would,	in	case	the	person	or	the	property	subject	to	the	enforcement	is	in	any	
other	jurisdiction,	entrust	the	people’s	court	in	such	jurisdiction	to	carry	out	enforcement,	in	
respect	of	which	 it	 is	expressly	stipulated	 in	Article	29	of	 the	Civil	Procedure	Law	that	 “if	a	
person	or	property	subject	to	enforcement	is	in	another	jurisdiction,	the	people's	court	in	that	
jurisdiction	may	be	entrusted	with	the	carrying	out	of	the	enforcement.”	
The	 system	 of	 enforcement	 under	 entrustment	 is	 designed	 to	 solve	 the	 problems	 in	 trans‐
regional	 enforcement.	 In	 practices,	 the	 court	 accepting	 the	 application	 for	 enforcement	 is	
always	not	in	the	same	jurisdiction	as	where	the	person	or	property	subject	to	enforcement	
locates,	therefore	if	there	only	concerns	the	jurisdiction	of	the	people’s	court	of	first	instance,	
there	is	a	high	possibility	that	the	competent	people’s	court	of	the	enforcement	and	the	people’s	
court	that	actually	carries	out	the	enforcement	are	two	different	courts.	In	the	following	text	
the	main	problems	in	practices	will	be	discussed.	
1.2.1. The	Cross‐Jurisdiction	Enforcement	Exists	in	Name	Only	
Cross‐jurisdiction	 enforcement	 refers	 to	 the	 activity	 that	 a	 people’s	 court	 finds	 the	 subject	
matter	of	enforcement	determined	in	relevant	effective	legal	document	is	not	in	its	jurisdiction	
and	has	to	go	to	another	jurisdiction	for	enforcement.	The	biggest	merit	of	jurisdiction	in	other	
jurisdiction	 lies	 in	 that	 the	 people’s	 court	 in	 charge	 of	 enforcement	may	 directly	 solve	 the	
problem	 of	 trans‐regional	 enforcement.	 However,	 the	 lack	 of	 legal	 procedures	 in	 practices	
imposes	great	uncertainties	in	cross‐jurisdiction	enforcement,	such	as	no	necessary	support,	
unlawful	enforcement	procedures	and	uncivilized	enforcement	process,	and	even	occurrence	
of	 conflicts	 and	 adverse	 effects	 on	 social	 order.	 Maybe	 due	 to	 the	 aforesaid	 problems	 in	
practices,	the	Supreme	People’s	Court	issued	the	Rules	on	Certain	Issues	in	Enforcement	under	
Entrustment	in	April	2011	and	provided	in	Article	1	therein	that	“where	the	people’s	court	in	
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charge	of	enforcement	 finds	upon	due	 investigation	 that	 there	 is	no	property	owned	by	 the	
person	subject	to	enforcement	for	enforcement	within	the	jurisdiction	thereof	and	there	are	
other	properties	 thereof	 in	any	other	province,	autonomous	region,	or	municipality	directly	
under	the	central	government,	the	people’s	court	shall	entrust	the	people’s	court	at	the	same	
level	 of	 such	 province,	 autonomous	 region,	 or	 municipality	 directly	 under	 the	 central	
government	with	the	enforcement”.	Such	provision	suggests	all	trans‐regional	cases	shall	be	
subject	 to	 enforcement	 under	 entrustment	 and	 the	 cross‐jurisdiction	 enforcement	 exists	 in	
name	only.	
1.2.2. Poor	Effects	of	Enforcement	under	Entrustment	
Compared	 with	 the	 cross‐jurisdiction	 enforcement,	 the	 enforcement	 under	 entrustment	
relieves	the	economic	burden	of	parties	and	is	conductive	to	the	prevention	of	corruption	in	
enforcement	work,	and	can	to	some	extent	avoid	the	occurrence	of	resistance	to	enforcement	
by	 violence	 which	 might	 occur	 in	 cross‐jurisdiction	 enforcement.	 Notwithstanding	 the	
aforementioned	 merits	 thereof,	 the	 enforcement	 under	 entrustment	 has	 encountered	 new	
difficulties	in	practice.	On	the	one	hand,	due	to	the	limited	power	of	the	entrusted	court,	any	
disputes	arising	out	from	or	in	connection	with	the	enforcement	may	only	be	handled	with	by	
the	 entrusting	 court,	 which	may	 cause	 the	 case	 be	 delayed	 and	 therefore	 affect	 the	 timely	
settlement	of	case.	On	the	other	hand,	the	specific	provisions	concerning	enforcement	under	
entrustment	are	not	complete.	In	addition,	the	local	protectionism	is	another	important	factor	
that	may	influence	the	effects	of	enforcement	under	entrustment.	
1.2.3. Limited	Effects	of	Alternative	Jurisdiction	
As	 stated	 in	 the	 preceding	 paragraph,	 the	 trans‐regional	 enforcement	 does	 not	 work	 as	
expected	and	such	situation	directly	worsens	the	existing	dilemma.	In	China,	the	people’s	courts	
still	prefer	to	treat	the	court	of	first	instance	as	the	primary	court	with	territorial	jurisdiction	
in	most	 cases.	Moreover,	 the	parties	 concerned	also	 ideally	make	 sequence	 for	 the	people’s	
court	 of	 first	 instance	 and	 the	 people’s	 court	 of	 the	 place	 where	 the	 property	 subject	 to	
enforcement	 locates,	and	will	generally	prefer	 to	choose	 the	people’s	court	of	 first	 instance.	
Obviously	 such	 thoughts	 rooting	 in	 people’s	 minds	 will	 inevitably	 affect	 the	 effects	 of	
enforcement,	 as	 the	parties	will	 choose	 the	people’s	 court	 of	 first	 instance	where	 the	other	
people’s	court	is	available	and	alternative,	in	such	case	if	the	property	concerned	is	outside	the	
jurisdiction	of	the	people’s	court	of	first	instance,	the	people’s	court	of	first	instance	has	to	carry	
out	either	cross‐jurisdiction	enforcement	or	enforcement	under	entrustment	and	falls	into	the	
cycle	again.	

1.3. Indiscrimination	of	Trial	and	Enforcement	
Though	trial	and	enforcement	both	fall	within	the	duties	of	the	people’s	court,	the	purposes,	
nature	and	procedures	thereof	are	different	from	each	other.	Therefore,	the	civil	enforcement	
shall	be	put	in	the	same	legal	status	as	civil	trial,	the	idea	of	separation	of	trial	and	enforcement	
and	clear	distinction	therebetween	shall	be	established,	and	the	specific	laws	and	regulations	
thereof	 shall	 be	 completed,	 to	 solve	 the	 existing	 difficulties	 in	 enforcement.	 Besides,	
indiscrimination	 of	 trial	 and	 enforcement	 also	 has	 strong	 adverse	 impact	 on	 territorial	
jurisdiction	in	enforcement.	

2. Principles	for	Reconstruction	of	Territorial	Jurisdiction	in	Civil	
Enforcement	

In	our	civil	procedure	law	system,	the	legal	documents	based	on	which	enforcement	is	carried	
out	have	been	categorized	as	legal	documents	enforced	by	court	and	legal	documents	issued	by	
other	 institutions,	 and	 different	 enforcement	 courts	 are	 determined	 therefor.	 The	
discriminated	provisions	will	not	only	cause	inconsistency	in	jurisdiction	principles,	but	also	
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will,	in	the	long‐term	application	thereof,	lead	to	judicial	personnel’s	discriminated	treatment	
for	the	two	categories	and	eventually	cause	their	negative	attitude	towards	the	legal	documents	
made	 by	 other	 institutions.	 In	 order	 to	 improve	 enforcement	 efficiency	 and	 maintain	 the	
judicial	 authority	 in	 civil	 enforcement,	 it	 is	 necessary	 to	 eliminate	 such	 dual	 territorial	
jurisdiction	system,	and	unify	 the	provisions	on	territorial	 jurisdiction	 in	enforcement.	With	
respect	 to	 the	 justification	and	basis	 for	enforcement,	no	distinction	shall	be	made	between	
different	 issuing	 institutions,	 and	 a	 general	 principle	 shall	 be	 established	 together	 with	
exceptions	 for	 the	 subject	 matters	 of	 enforcement	 of	 different	 nature,	 in	 other	 words,	 to	
establish	 a	 general	 principle	 for	 territorial	 jurisdiction	 in	 enforcement	 supplemented	 with	
exceptions.		

2.1. General	Principle	of	Territorial	Jurisdiction	in	Enforcement	
As	discussed	above,	instead	of	making	distinction	between	the	legal	documents	in	accordance	
with	the	issuing	institutions	thereof,	a	general	principle	shall	be	established	for	the	territorial	
jurisdiction	in	enforcement	of	such	legal	documents,	which	requires	a	common	junction	point	
to	 be	 found	 considering	 the	 purpose	 and	main	 characteristics	 of	 enforcement.	 The	 subject	
matters	of	enforcement	are	mainly	divided	as	property	and	act.	
In	case	the	subject	matter	of	enforcement	is	any	property,	the	applicant	makes	application	to	
the	court	for	enforcement	of	property	for	the	purpose	of	realizing	his	or	her	creditor’s	rights	
and	 protecting	 the	 legitimate	 rights	 and	 interests	 thereof.	 Therefore,	 the	 key	 point	 of	 the	
enforcement	in	such	case	is	to	realize	the	property	rights	stated	in	relevant	legal	document,	and	
the	location	of	the	subject	matter	of	the	enforcement,	i.e.	the	property,	is	the	most	important	
factor.	As	the	people’s	court	of	the	place	where	the	property	locates	always	has	advantages	in	
geography	and	time	for	control	over	and	enforcement	of	such	property,	the	general	principle	
that	takes	such	court	as	the	competent	court	for	property	enforcement	cases	is	quiet	reasonable.	
And	if	the	subject	matter	is	money,	it	is	an	established	practice	in	many	countries	to	take	the	
court	of	the	place	where	the	property	locates	as	the	general	enforcement	court.	
In	case	the	subject	matter	of	enforcement	 is	any	act,	 that	 is,	 requiring	the	person	subject	 to	
enforcement	to	do	certain	act	or	omission,	the	opposite	party	of	such	act	or	omission	is	usually	
the	applicant,	therefore	the	place	of	performance	of	such	act	or	omission	is	generally	the	place	
where	 the	applicant	 (the	plaintiff,	 in	most	 cases)	 resides	or	 the	place	 there	 the	property	 in	
relation	to	the	applicant	locates.	However,	the	general	principle	for	determination	of	litigation	
jurisdiction	is	the	actor	sequitur	forum	rei	doctrine,	which	means	the	competent	court	of	the	
first	 instance	 is	 normally	 the	 people’s	 court	 of	 the	 place	 where	 the	 defendant	 resides.	 In	
accordance	 with	 the	 existing	 provisions	 and	 the	 influence	 of	 indiscrimination	 of	 trial	 and	
enforcement,	 the	 people’s	 court	 of	 first	 instance,	 in	most	 cases,	 has	 to	 either	 go	 to	 another	
jurisdiction	to	require	the	person	subject	to	enforcement	to	carry	out	certain	act	or	omission	
or	entrust	another	people’s	court	with	such	enforcement.	But	again,	as	discussed	above,	neither	
cross‐jurisdiction	 enforcement	 nor	 enforcement	 under	 entrustment	may	 have	 good	 effects.	
Thus,	 in	 order	 to	 solve	 this	 problem	 from	 the	 source,	 it	 is	 required	 to	 formulate	 express	
provisions	to	empower	the	enforcement	jurisdiction	with	the	people’s	court	of	the	place	where	
the	act	is	to	be	performed.	
With	respect	to	the	provisions	in	relation	to	grade	jurisdiction,	there	is	no	substantial	difference	
in	legislative	intent	or	enforcement	practices	between	the	territorial	jurisdiction	and	litigation	
jurisdiction	 in	 civil	 enforcement.	 Therefore,	 the	 existing	 provisions	 shall	 be	 retained	 by	
reference	 to	 the	provisions	on	 litigation	 jurisdiction	and	empower	 the	people’s	 court	at	 the	
same	 level	as	 the	people’s	 court	of	 first	 instance	of	 the	place	where	 the	property	subject	 to	
enforcement	locates	or	the	act	subject	to	enforcement	is	to	be	performed.	
In	general,	the	general	principle	of	territorial	jurisdiction	in	enforcement	to	be	established	shall	
focus	 on	 the	 place	where	 the	 subject	matter	 of	 enforcement	 locates.	 In	 drafting	 of	 specific	
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provisions,	the	jurisdiction	shall	be	held	by	the	people’s	court	at	the	same	level	as	the	people’s	
court	of	first	instance	of	the	place	where	the	property	subject	to	enforcement	locates	in	case	
the	subject	matter	of	enforcement	is	property,	or	be	held	by	the	people’s	court	at	the	same	level	
as	the	people’s	court	of	first	instance	of	the	place	where	the	act	is	to	be	performed	in	case	the	
subject	matter	of	enforcement	is	act.	In	addition,	as	a	supplement	to	the	general	principle,	if	the	
location	of	the	property	concerned	or	the	performance	place	of	the	act	concerned	is	unclear	and	
hard	to	be	confirmed,	the	enforcement	jurisdiction	shall	be	held	by	the	people’s	court	of	first	
instance.	

2.2. Special	Territorial	Jurisdiction	in	Enforcement	
The	general	principle	of	territorial	jurisdiction	in	enforcement	is	a	recapitulative	and	general	
guidance,	as	well	as	a	universal	basis	for	determining	the	territorial	jurisdiction	in	enforcement,	
which	cannot	cover	all	currently	existing	problems	in	territorial	jurisdiction	in	enforcement.	To	
be	specific,	in	some	special	cases,	due	to	the	particularity	of	the	subject	matter	concerned,	the	
application	 of	 the	 general	 principle	 cannot	 achieve	 the	 efficient	 enforcement,	 and	 adequate	
changes	are	required	to	be	made	in	accordance	with	actual	situations.	
In	this	aspect,	we	can	use	the	provision	of	other	civil	law	countries	on	territorial	jurisdiction	in	
enforcement	for	reference,	that	is,	to	determine	the	jurisdiction	junction	point	in	accordance	
with	 different	 enforcement	 subject	 matter.	 Take	 the	 civil	 enforcement	 law	 of	 Japan	 as	 an	
example.	It	is	provided	in	Japan	that	if	the	subject	matter	of	enforcement	is	any	real	estate,	the	
enforcement	 jurisdiction	 shall	 be	 held	 by	 the	 local	 court	 of	 the	 place	where	 the	 real	 estate	
concerned	 locates;	 if	 the	 subject	matter	 is	 any	 creditor’s	 right,	 the	 enforcement	 jurisdiction	
shall	be	held	by	the	local	court	of	the	place	where	the	residence	under	general	judgment	of	the	
debtor	locates;	where	the	debtor	has	no	residence	under	general	judgment,	the	enforcement	
jurisdiction	shall	be	held	by	the	local	court	of	the	place	where	the	creditor’s	right	concerned	is	
to	be	set	off.	In	Germany,	if	the	subject	matter	of	enforcement	is	any	real	estate,	the	enforcement	
jurisdiction	shall	be	held	by	the	inferior	court	of	the	place	where	the	real	estate	locates;	if	the	
subject	matter	of	enforcement	is	any	creditor’s	right	or	any	other	property	and	the	debtor	has	
a	residence	under	general	judgment,	the	enforcement	jurisdiction	shall	be	held	by	the	inferior	
court	 of	 the	 place	where	 the	 residence	 under	 general	 judgment	 locates;	 where	 there	 is	 no	
residence	under	general	judgment,	the	enforcement	jurisdiction	shall	be	held	by	the	inferior	
court	of	the	place	where	the	residence	under	special	judgment	locates.	
Express	provisions	shall	be	 formulated	by	means	of	explicit	 illustration	 in	specific	design	of	
legislative	provisions.	In	China,	the	competent	court	shall	be	identified	in	accordance	with	the	
specific	subject	matter	of	enforcement	and	the	special	territorial	jurisdiction	that	needs	to	be	
illustrated	mainly	includes:	in	case	of	enforcement	of	any	real	estate,	the	people’s	court	of	the	
place	where	the	real	estate	locates	shall	have	jurisdiction;	in	case	of	enforcement	of	any	aircraft,	
the	 people’s	 court	 of	 the	 place	where	 the	 aircraft	 locates	 at	 the	 time	 of	 auction	 shall	 have	
jurisdiction;	 in	 case	 of	 enforcement	 of	 any	 watercraft,	 the	 marine	 court	 nearest	 to	 the	
watercraft	 at	 the	 time	 of	 auction	 shall	 have	 jurisdiction;	 in	 case	 of	 enforcement	 of	 any	
arbitration	document,	the	people’s	court	of	the	place	where	the	arbitration	agency	locates	or	
the	people’s	court	of	the	place	where	the	property	subject	to	enforcement	locates	shall	have	
jurisdiction;	 and	 in	 case	 of	 enforcement	 of	 such	 special	 subject	 matter	 as	 securities	 and	
intellectual	property,	 the	people’s	 court	of	 the	place	where	 the	 registration	authority	of	 the	
subject	matter	locates	shall	have	jurisdiction.	
The	general	principles	and	exceptions	of	territorial	jurisdiction	shall	be	determined	by	unified	
implementation	of	legislative	system	of	territorial	jurisdiction.	The	competent	courts	shall	not	
be	 limited	 to	 the	 people’s	 court	 of	 first	 instance,	 the	 people’s	 court	 of	 the	 place	where	 the	
property	 subject	 to	 enforcement	 locates,	 the	 people’s	 court	 of	 the	 place	 where	 the	 person	
subject	to	enforcement	resides	and	the	people’s	court	of	the	place	where	the	property	subject	
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to	enforcement	locates.	The	people’s	court	of	the	place	where	the	act	is	to	be	performed,	the	
people’s	court	of	the	place	where	the	real	estate	locates,	the	people’s	court	of	the	place	where	
the	 arbitration	 agency	 locates	 and	 the	 people’s	 court	 of	 the	 place	 where	 the	 registration	
authority	of	subject	matter	locates	shall	be	added	for	determination	of	jurisdiction,	with	a	view	
to	adapting	to	the	current	trend	of	high	mobility	in	manpower,	money	and	subject	matter	and	
figuring	 out	 the	 existing	 difficult	 problem	 of	 enforcement	 under	 enforcement	 and	 cross‐
jurisdiction	enforcement.		

3. Settlement	of	Jurisdiction	Concurrence	

Jurisdiction	concurrence	usually	takes	place	in	case	of	concurrent	jurisdiction,	which	refers	to	
that	two	or	more	people’s	courts	have	jurisdiction	over	one	case.	The	reasons	for	concurrent	
jurisdiction	shall	be	concluded	as	follows:	firstly,	where	the	person	subject	to	enforcement	and	
the	property	subject	to	enforcement	fall	within	different	jurisdictions,	then	both	the	people’s	
court	of	the	place	where	the	person	subject	to	enforcement	resides	and	the	people’s	court	of	
the	 place	 where	 the	 property	 subject	 to	 enforcement	 locates	 shall	 have	 enforcement	
jurisdiction.	 Secondly,	 where	 multiple	 persons	 subject	 to	 enforcement	 reside	 in	 different	
jurisdictions,	the	people’s	courts	where	each	person	subject	to	enforcement	resides	shall	have	
enforcement	jurisdiction.	Thirdly,	where	each	of	the	properties	subject	to	enforcement	locates	
in	different	jurisdiction,	the	people’s	court	of	the	place	where	each	property	locates	shall	have	
enforcement	 jurisdiction.	 With	 respect	 of	 settlement	 of	 jurisdiction	 concurrence,	 the	
Interpretation	 of	 Enforcement	 Procedure	 has	 made	 provisions	 on	 concurrent	 jurisdiction:	
where	more	 than	 two	people’s	 courts	have	 enforcement	 jurisdiction	and	 the	people’s	 court	
finds	that	the	case	has	already	been	accepted	by	another	competent	court	before	accepting	the	
case,	then	it	shall	not	accept	the	case	repeatedly.	Where	the	people’s	court	has	already	accepted	
the	 case,	 it	 shall	withdraw	 such	 case;	 in	 case	 of	 having	 adopted	 coercive	measures,	 it	 shall	
transfer	 the	 property	 under	 control	 to	 the	 people’s	 court	 accepting	 the	 case	 at	 first	 for	
settlement.	However,	assuming	that	the	court	obtaining	the	enforcement	right	at	first	is	not	the	
court	of	the	place	where	the	main	property	locates,	or	the	person	subject	to	enforcement	has	
already	transferred	the	main	property	subject	to	enforcement	to	other	jurisdictions	or	the	court	
accepting	the	case	is	negligent	in	carrying	out	enforcement	measures,	then	the	right	specified	
in	the	Enforcement	Order	held	by	the	applicant	can	hardly	be	realized.	If	the	aforesaid	general	
and	special	principles	of	territorial	 jurisdiction	concerning	enforcement	in	civil	cases	can	be	
realized,	then	relevant	design	can	be	continued	and	detailed	measures	can	be	improved.	

3.1. Different	Courts	with	Enforcement	Jurisdiction	May	Accept	the	Case	for	
Multiple	Times	

Civil	 enforcement	 depends	 on	 the	 performing	 ability	 of	 the	 person	 subject	 to	 enforcement.	
Taking	the	case	with	property	being	the	subject	matter	of	enforcement	as	an	example,	 if	the	
person	subject	to	enforcement	within	the	enforcement	jurisdiction	has	inadequate	performing	
ability	 or	 the	 enforcement	 cannot	 be	 fully	 realized	 even	 after	 exhausting	 all	 applicable	
measures,	the	civil	enforcement	will	not	be	continued	or	fully	realized.	Moreover,	due	to	the	
fact	that	the	property	subject	to	enforcement	may	scatter	in	multiple	enforcement	jurisdictions,	
single	filing	for	one	case	apparently	will	not	satisfy	the	requirements	for	full	enforcement.	
Therefore,	multiple	 filing	 by	 different	 enforcement	 courts	 shall	 be	 allowed.	 All	 courts	with	
enforcement	jurisdiction	may	accept	the	case	in	accordance	with	the	application	of	the	party	
concerned	and	shall	have	enforcement	power	thereof.	However,	this	does	not	mean	to	ignore	
enforcement	 sequence	 and	 cause	 disorder,	 but	 to	 simultaneously	 provide	 that,	 for	 one	
application,	 only	 one	 court	 shall	 be	 entitled	 to	 accept	 a	 case	 and	 carry	 out	 corresponding	
enforcement.	 Only	 when	 the	 court	 concerned	 has	 not	 enforced	 all	 properties	 or	 measures	
available	or	failed	to	achieve	all	enforcement	objects	after	exhausting	all	applicable	measures,	
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the	applicant	may	be	authorized	to	apply	to	another	enforcement	court	for	enforcement	and	
the	former	court	concerned	shall	withdraw	from	the	enforcement	of	this	case	 in	a	complete	
manner	simultaneously.		
Therefore,	 the	 court	 can	 force	 the	 person	 subject	 to	 enforcement	 to	 perform	 his	 or	 her	
obligations	 within	 his	 or	 her	 performance	 ability	 to	 the	 largest	 extent,	 which	 is	 not	 only	
conductive	to	the	realization	of	legitimate	rights	and	interests	of	the	party	concerned,	but	also	
conductive	to	the	 improvement	of	enforcement	efficiency,	reduction	of	accumulation	of	civil	
enforcement	cases	and	settlement	of	difficulties	in	enforcement.	

3.2. Applicant	May	Apply	For	Preservation	in	Enforcement	to	Multiple	Courts	
with	Enforcement	Jurisdiction	

Multiple	courts	having	enforcement	jurisdiction	over	one	case	also	indicates	the	dispersion	of	
subject	matters	of	enforcement	and	existence	of	multiple	subject	matters	or	enforcement	acts.	
In	order	to	achieve	effective	enforcement	of	case	and	prevent	the	person	subject	to	enforcement	
from	transferring	or	concealing	any	property	subject	to	enforcement,	the	applicant	concerned	
shall	be	allowed	to	apply	for	preservation	in	enforcement	to	multiple	courts	with	enforcement	
jurisdiction	 in	 the	 same	 period	 of	 time	 and	 the	 people’s	 court	 concerned	may	 require	 the	
applicant	to	provide	corresponding	security.	Where	the	applicant	fails	to	apply	for	enforcement	
to	 the	 court	 approving	 the	 preservation,	 the	 court	 may	 cancel	 the	 preservation.	 The	
preservation	 in	 enforcement	 shall	 mainly	 be	 limited	 to	 preservation	 of	 properties	 and	
behaviors,	and	the	applicant	can	only	apply	to	the	enforcement	court	that	has	accepted	the	case	
for	 advance	 enforcement.	 That	 is,	 under	 the	 premise	 that	 the	 applicant	 has	 applied	 for	
preservation,	all	courts	with	enforcement	jurisdiction	over	the	case	may	carry	out	preservation	
against	the	properties	or	behaviors	of	the	person	subject	to	enforcement.	
The	 preservation	 in	 enforcement	 against	 properties	 or	 behaviors	 of	 the	 person	 subject	 to	
enforcement	in	different	jurisdictions	by	multiple	courts	at	the	same	time	will	cause	significant	
negative	 influences	 on	 the	 person	 subject	 to	 enforcement,	 therefore	 urging	 such	 person	 to	
perform	obligations	in	a	timely	manner	and	improving	the	enforcement	efficiency.	However,	as	
the	influences	thereof	may	be	of	excess	significance,	the	people’s	court	may,	before	carrying	out	
property	 preservation	 or	 behavior	 preservation,	 require	 the	 applicant	 to	 provide	
corresponding	security	as	the	case	may	be.	The	applicant	shall	compensate	the	person	subject	
to	enforcement	for	any	damage	caused	by	improper	preservation.	
Allowing	 the	 applicant	 to	 apply	 to	 multiple	 courts	 with	 enforcement	 jurisdiction	 for	
preservation	in	enforcement	not	only	can	guarantee	the	realization	of	enforcement,	but	also	
can	urge	 the	person	 subject	 to	 enforcement	 to	perform	obligations	 in	 a	 timely	manner	 and	
improve	the	enforcement	efficiency,	as	well	as	create	conditions	for	such	person	to	apply	to	
other	courts	for	re‐enforcement	in	future.	

3.3. Applicant	May	Apply	to	One	of	the	Courts	With	Enforcement	Jurisdiction	
on	A	Selective	and	Successive	Basis		

Multiple	courts	having	enforcement	jurisdiction	over	one	case	means	that	the	subject	matter	
thereof	locates	in	different	jurisdictions.	Generally	speaking,	the	enforcement	in	cases	of	this	
type	 is	 relatively	 complex	 and	 the	 enforcement	 court,	 due	 to	 certain	 reasons,	 may	 not	
understand	 the	 specific	 situations	 of	 the	 subject	 matter	 of	 enforcement,	 therefore	 causing	
relatively	low	initiative	and	efficiency	of	enforcement.	
Comparing	with	the	enforcement	court,	the	applicant	(usually	the	plaintiff)	usually	has	a	better	
knowledge	 of	 the	 property	 situations	 of	 the	 person	 subject	 to	 enforcement,	 including	 the	
location,	amount	and	otherwise	of	the	property	concerned.	To	some	extent,	the	applicant	is	also	
obliged	to	provide	details	of	the	subject	matter	concerned	to	the	enforcement	court.	In	general,	
the	applicant	will	preferably	choose	the	court	of	the	place	where	the	amount	of	subject	matter	
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therein	is	the	largest	or	the	conditions	for	realization	of	enforcement	behavior	is	most	favorable	
as	the	enforcement	court,	which	is	of	great	significance	for	the	improvement	of	enforcement	
quality	and	efficiency.	In	addition,	as	the	applicant	has	direct	interest	in	the	enforcement,	they	
will	actively	provide	the	enforcement	court	with	relevant	information,	with	a	view	to	promoting	
the	enforcement	of	relevant	cases	in	a	more	active	and	efficient	manner.		

4. Establishment	and	Improvement	of	Enforcement	Network	Platform	and	
the	Quasi‐Executive‐Provision	System	

4.1. Establishment	and	Improvement	of	Enforcement	Network	Platform	
With	 rapid	 development	 and	 widespread	 popularity	 of	 network,	 it’s	 easy	 to	 establish	 and	
improve	 a	 network	 platform	 concerning	 enforcement.	 In	 order	 to	 improve	 enforcement	
efficiency	comprehensively	and	realize	information	disclosure,	such	a	network	platform	shall	
be	 established:	 the	 platform	 shall	 register	 the	 application	 immediately	 upon	 filed	 by	 the	
applicant,	and	identify	and	show	the	competent	court	of	the	first	application	for	enforcement;	
in	the	meanwhile,	the	situations	of	the	parties	concerned,	the	applicant	and	the	person	subject	
to	enforcement,	brief	case	profile	and	enforcement	instruments	shall	be	recorded	in	the	system	
platform	and	be	available	for	reference	at	any	time;	the	enforcement	situations	of	case,	the	on‐
time	enforcement	and	closure	of	case	and	reasons	thereof	shall	be	updated	synchronously	in	
accordance	 with	 the	 actual	 progress	 of	 enforcement;	 and	 the	 party	 concerned	 may,	 in	
accordance	with	the	progress	of	enforcement,	continue	to	apply	to	the	next	enforcement	court	
for	enforcement	and	pay	attention	to	the	updates	of	enforcement	from	time	to	time.	
On	this	platform,	not	only	the	party	concerned	may	file	application	and	pay	attention	to	the	
enforcement	information,	the	court	may	also	carry	out	actions	actively.	Where	the	competent	
court	receiving	the	first	application	from	the	applicant	fails	to	carry	out	enforcement	and	close	
the	case	in	a	timely	manner,	other	courts	with	jurisdiction	may,	through	competitive	bidding,	
put	 forward	 their	 respective	 advantages	 in	 enforcement	of	 the	 case	 for	 choice	by	 the	party	
concerned.	With	respect	 to	complicated	and	 long‐pending	cases,	 special	 secondary	platform	
may	be	established.	Any	court	actively	applying	for	enforcement	and	closure	of	such	case	may	
be	 given	 certain	 rewards.	 The	 enforcement	 of	 case	 and	 performance	 on	 the	 enforcement	
network	platform	will	be	counted	in	the	annual	review	of	court	and	the	work	performance	of	
the	head	of	enforcement	department.	
Meanwhile,	 relevant	 supporting	 systems	 may	 be	 established.	 For	 example,	 combining	 the	
enforcement	 network	platform	with	 the	 online	 judgment	 system	of	 the	 courts;	 establishing	
online	reporting	system	to	enable	the	informants	to	report	relevant	information	concerning	the	
properties	and	behaviors	subject	to	enforcement	of	the	person	concerned	and	giving	reward	to	
informants	providing	useful	information;	connecting	the	enforcement	network	platform	with	
the	 credit	 system	 of	 bank	 and	 credit	 archives	 to	 make	 the	 person	 maliciously	 refusing	 to	
perform	 obligations	 be	 pressed	 by	 social	 opinion	 and	 interest	 considerations,	 forcing	 such	
person	to	evaluate	the	consequences	of	inactive	performance	of	obligations.	
The	 establishment	of	 enforcement	network	platform	can	not	 only	 realize	 the	openness	 and	
transparency	 of	 enforcement,	 improve	 enforcement	 efficiency	 and	 optimize	 allocation	 of	
judicial	resources,	but	also	can	realize	the	“justice	for	people”	and	even	rebuild	the	authority	of	
judicial	enforcement.	

4.2. Establishment	of	the	Quasi‐Executive‐Provision	System	
The	“executive	provision”	refers	to	the	statement	specified	at	the	end	of	the	authentic	judgment	
by	the	court,	which	is	“the	aforesaid	text	is	made	for	the	enforcement	of	XX	(the	Plaintiff)	or	XX	
(the	Defendant)	and	delivered	thereto”.	China	may	refer	to	such	system	and	establish	a	similar	
system:	at	the	same	time	when	the	validity	of	judgment	document	or	other	enforcement	basis	
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is	 identified,	 a	 “Case	 Enforcement	 Form”	 shall,	 be	 issued	 upon	 application	 of	 the	 party	
concerned,	 specifying	 the	 basic	 information	 of	 the	 case	 and	 necessary	 requirements	 of	
enforcement.	The	party	concerned	shall	apply	to	the	court	with	enforcement	jurisdiction	for	
enforcement	with	the	original	enforcement	basis	and	the	“Case	Enforcement	Form”,	and	the	
enforcement	 court	 shall,	 upon	 completion	 of	 enforcement,	 briefly	 state	 the	 enforcement	
progress	 and	 the	 amount	 of	 subject	 matter	 enforced	 for	 this	 time	 on	 the	 Form,	 with	 the	
signature	of	enforcement	personnel	being	singed.	Each	enforcement	court	may	fill	in	the	Form	
successively	in	accordance	with	their	respective	enforcement	progress	till	the	full	enforcement	
and	closure	of	case.	Such	approach	can	not	only	offer	a	clear	overview	on	the	enforcement	of	
case,	 but	 also	 provide	 convenience	 to	 the	 party	 concerned	 and	 the	 successive	 enforcement	
courts,	effectively	avoid	repeated	and	excessive	enforcement	by	other	courts	and	ensure	that	
the	applicant	can	only	apply	to	one	court	with	jurisdiction	for	enforcement	at	one	time,	avoiding	
disorder	of	enforcement.		
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