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Breakdown Between CIETAC Central Authority and Sub-
Commissions Prompts Another Look at Dispute Resolution 
Strategies in China  

BY JOE PROFAIZER, ANANDA MARTIN & DAVID LIVDAHL 

In December 2012, the China International Economic and Trade Arbitration Commission’s central authority 
located in Beijing (“CIETAC”) ended the year with a bang when it discharged its largest weapon to date in 
its ongoing dispute with the CIETAC Shanghai Sub-Commission and the CIETAC South China Sub-
Commission: It revoked the authority of the Sub-Commissions to accept and administer arbitration cases.1  

Throughout this ongoing dispute, the breakaway Sub-Commissions have continued to return fire, jointly 
declaring that they were open for business and authorized by their respective local judicial administrative 
authorities to operate independently.2  In August 2012, CIETAC Shenzhen officially changed its name to 
“South China International Economic and Trade Administration Commission” (or its concurrent official 
short name “Shenzhen Court of International Arbitration” (“SCIETAC” or “SCIA”)) and adopted new rules 
effective as of December 1, 2012.  In April 2013, CIETAC Shanghai likewise renamed itself the “Shanghai 
International Economic and Trade Arbitration Commission” (or its concurrent official short name the 
“Shanghai International Arbitration Centre”)(“SIETAC” or “SHIAC”)) and promulgated new institutional 
rules in effect beginning May 1, 2013.3 

On May 7, 2013, the risks envisioned by many following this CIETAC/SIETAC/SCIETAC dispute 
materialized for two when the Suzhou Intermediate People’s Court held an arbitration award issued by 
SIETAC unenforceable (as discussed further below).4    

No doubt in an attempt to remedy these increasing risks, according to our sources, on May 17, 2013 the 
Supreme People’s Court began circulating for comment a draft notice (the “Draft Notice”),5 which attempts 
to answer many of the questions arising from the dispute. However, parties hoping to avoid PRC courts by 
choosing arbitration may be surprised that the Draft Notice provides PRC courts with jurisdiction to 
determine the application of party-selected arbitration rules and the authority of the sub-commissions to 
accept and administer cases under existing PRC law. In addition, assuming that the independent authority 
of the breakaway Sub-Commissions is confirmed, parties will still want to think twice about entrusting 
their disputes to what are essentially new organizations with new rules and procedures and no established 
track record. Accordingly, even if the Draft Notice is adopted in its current form, parties to agreements 
subject to “CIETAC” arbitration still face significant uncertainty going forward. 

These latest developments continue to highlight the risks and uncertainties regarding dispute resolution in 
China. They also present an opportunity for foreign companies operating in China 6 to reassess their 
options and recalibrate their dispute resolution strategies. Given the lack of recognition of ad hoc 
arbitration in China and the fact that, at present, CIETAC administered arbitration may be practically 
unavailable offshore,7 the conflict and its purported resolution should prompt foreign parties, whenever 
possible, to consider alternatives to onshore arbitration in China. 

http://www.paulhastings.com/professionals/details/joeprofaizer
http://www.paulhastings.com/professionals/details/anandamartin
http://www.paulhastings.com/professionals/details/davidlivdahl
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Background of CIETAC Dispute 

The revocation marks the new nadir of a dispute that arose in May 2012, when CIETAC issued new 
arbitration rules (“CIETAC’s New Rules”).8 Under CIETAC’s prior rules, the parties to a dispute had the 
right to decide which body would administer a case – CIETAC in Beijing or one of its sub-commissions – 
while the secretariats of the sub-commissions were vested with the power to administer these cases. 
According to CIETAC’s New Rules, the sub-commissions are newly deemed “branches” of CIETAC, which 
“accept arbitration applications and administer arbitration cases with CIETAC’s authorization.” This change 
effectively mandates that cases be administered by the Secretariat of CIETAC, unless the parties have 
clearly agreed to the administration by a sub-commission. In other words, a dispute arising from an 
agreement that simply provides for “CIETAC arbitration” will result in a proceeding administered by the 
Commission’s Beijing headquarters. 

Citing their refusal to apply CIETAC’s New Rules, on August 1, 2012, CIETAC announced that it had 
suspended its authorization to the Shanghai and Shenzhen Sub-Commissions to administer arbitration 
cases.9 Members of the international arbitration community who had hoped that the various factions would 
resolve their differences swiftly were disappointed when at the end of 2012, CIETAC terminated the sub-
commissions’ authority to administer cases. 

The announcement came at a time when CIETAC had been striving to establish itself as a credible 
alternative to such dispute resolution fora as the Hong Kong International Arbitration Centre (“HKIAC”) 
and the Singapore International Arbitration Centre (“SIAC”). However, the internal breakdown casts doubt 
on the viability of historical agreements that specify CIETAC for dispute resolution, undermines CIETAC’s 
traditional appeal as a service provider going forward, and creates risks for parties choosing CIETAC, 
SIETAC, or SCIETAC as their arbitral institution. 

Stalemate Casted Doubt on Existing Arbitration Agreements 

Parties to existing contracts providing for CIETAC arbitration administered by the Shanghai or Shenzhen 
Sub-Commissions have found themselves in an ambiguous situation. On the one hand, if they submitted a 
dispute to one of the de-authorized sub-commissions, they ran the risk that the resulting arbitral award 
could be challenged and possibly denied recognition and enforcement on the basis that it lacked 
jurisdiction over the case.  

This was precisely the situation recently faced by an applicant for enforcement before the Suzhou 
Intermediate People’s Court.10  On May 7, 2013, the Court held unenforceable an arbitration award issued 
by SIETAC based on a dispute resolution clause specifying the “[CIETAC] (Shanghai Sub-Commission).” 
The court held that, since declaring its independence, SIETAC was “no longer the arbitration institution 
jointly chosen by the parties” and therefore “[lacked] jurisdiction over the case.”11 

On the other hand, parties that had previously agreed to arbitration before the Shanghai or Shenzhen 
Sub-Commissions and subsequently submitted their disputes to CIETAC headquarters also faced significant 
uncertainty. When the parties previously agreed to arbitration administered by the Shanghai Sub-
Commission, they could not have foreseen the current stalemate. Accordingly, whether the arbitration 
agreement should be interpreted as specifying CIETAC (as the central authority claims) or the breakaway 
sub-commission (as SIETAC maintains) was ambiguous. 

This has significant ramifications for parties to agreements with such clauses who find themselves in a 
“CIETAC” arbitration, as the losing party may later argue in court that “CIETAC” lacked jurisdiction to 
administer the case or that the award is invalid because the parties agreed to arbitration by the Shanghai 
Sub-Commission rather than “CIETAC” itself.  For example, a party might be able to argue against 
enforcement of such an award under Articles V(1)(a) or V(1)(d) of the United Nations Convention on the 
Recognition and Enforcement of Foreign Arbitral Awards of 195812 and applicable Chinese law.13   
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The Draft Notice attempts to resolve these issues by establishing the circumstances under which CIETAC, 
SIETAC, and SCIETAC may accept and administer cases: 

1. With respect to a valid arbitration agreement entered into before May 1, 2012, based on 
which the parties agreed to submit any dispute to CIETAC, SIETAC, or SCIETAC, a people’s 
court must determine the authority of an arbitration institution to accept a dispute 
pursuant to the CIETAC Arbitration Rules, effective as of May 1, 2005. However, if the 
parties agreed to submit any dispute to CIETAC for arbitration by referencing either of the 
two CIETAC model arbitration clauses14 in their contract and later either party claims that 
SCIETAC or SIETAC lack the authority to accept their disputes commencing from August 4, 
2012,15 a people’s court must uphold such claim. 

2. With respect to a valid arbitration agreement entered into on or after May 1, 2012, based 
on which the parties agreed to submit any dispute to CIETAC, SIETAC, or SCIETAC, the 
arbitration institution explicitly chosen by the parties has the authority to accept the 
dispute. If either party claims that CIETAC lacks the authority to accept disputes that the 
parties have agreed to submit to SIETAC or SCIETAC, or if the parties claim that SIETAC 
and SCIETAC lack the authority to accept disputes that the parties have agreed to submit 
to CIETAC, a people’s court must uphold such claim. 

3. With respect to any dispute that the parties agree to submit to SIETAC or SCIETAC but 
was finally submitted to and accepted by CIETAC between August 1, 2012 and the date of 
the final version of the Draft Notice, if, after the arbitration award is made, any party to 
the dispute applies to a people’s court for revocation or non-enforcement of the award on 
the basis that the parties have agreed to submit disputes to SIETAC or SCIETAC and 
CIETAC lacks the authority to accept dispute, a people’s court must not uphold such claim. 

A final version of the Draft Notice is expected to be released in the coming months. Paul Hastings will 
monitor the comment process and report on further developments. 

Options for New Arbitration Agreements   

Given the complexity of the proposed resolution to the CIETAC impasse, when negotiating new arbitration 
agreements, (non-Chinese) foreign parties who could avail themselves of an offshore arbitration institution 
(as discussed below) but might have considered CIETAC as a reasonable compromise should carefully 
consider the alternatives. Although each transaction involves unique factors and considerations, when 
weighing the available dispute resolution options in China, we believe that companies generally should 
keep in mind the following principles. 

Options When PRC Law Governs 

Due to their general lack of familiarity with the Chinese legal system and its perceived procedural 
deficiencies, historically, the majority of foreign companies doing business in China have preferred to 
settle disputes abroad. However, unless they meet the requirements for a “foreign-related” contract, 
agreements involving Chinese parties must be governed by PRC law 16 and disputes arising therefrom 
settled by onshore litigation or arbitration.17 Conversely, contracts between a Chinese and foreign entity 
with a “foreign element” allow the parties to choose a non-PRC governing law and a non-PRC dispute 
resolution mechanism. Generally speaking, under PRC law, contracts with a “foreign element” arise only 
where one or more of the following conditions are met: 

1. One or both parties to the contract are foreign nationals, stateless persons, or foreign legal 
persons; 

2. The subject matter of the contract is located in a foreign country; or 

3. The act that gives rise to, modifies, or extinguishes the rights and obligations under the 
contract takes place in a foreign country.18 (For example, a contract for the sale of goods 
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in China between two Chinese individuals that is executed in a foreign country might 
satisfy this condition.) 

The performance of certain types of contracts within the territory of the People’s Republic of China must be 
governed by Chinese law, even if “foreign-related”: 

1. Contracts for PRC-foreign equity joint ventures; 

2. Contracts for PRC-foreign contractual joint ventures; 

3. Contracts for PRC-foreign cooperation in the exploration or exploitation of natural 
resources; 

4. Contracts for the transfer of shares in a PRC-foreign equity joint venture, PRC-foreign 
contractual joint venture, or wholly foreign-funded enterprise; 

5. Contracts for the operation by a foreign natural person, foreign legal person, or any other 
foreign organization of a PRC-foreign equity joint venture or a PRC-foreign contractual joint 
venture formed within the PRC; 

6. Contracts for the purchase by a foreign natural person, foreign legal person, or any other 
foreign organization of share equity held by a shareholder in a non-foreign-funded 
enterprise within the PRC; 

7. Contracts for the subscription by a foreign natural person, foreign legal person, or any 
other foreign organization to the increased registered capital of a non-foreign-funded 
limited liability or company limited by shares within the PRC; and 

8. Contracts for the purchase by a foreign natural person, foreign legal person, or any other 
foreign organization of assets of a non-foreign-funded enterprise within the territory of the 
PRC.19 

It is worth noting that even in cases where a contract is technically “foreign-related,” if the counterparty is 
a PRC government entity, foreign parties are likely to meet resistance to dispute resolution options outside 
the PRC. 

In circumstances where the parties decide to (or must) arbitrate in China, they should ensure that all 
formalities of the arbitration clause, particularly the designation of the complete and correct name of the 
arbitral institution, have been strictly fulfilled. Given the multiple arbitration institutions now in Beijing, 
Shanghai, and Shenzhen, parties who do not provide the complete and correct name of an arbitral 
institution in their arbitration agreement may well spend significant time and resources correcting 
ambiguities they could have avoided during the drafting of that agreement.20    

Onshore Litigation vs. Arbitration 

Under Chinese law, disputes arising out of contracts that are not “foreign-related” must be resolved either 
through litigation or arbitration in the People’s Republic of China. Here again, one size does not fit all. 

Under certain circumstances, it may be preferable to use litigation instead of arbitration to resolve a 
dispute. Given the clear distinctions in experience and sophistication of the courts and judges across 
jurisdictions, it is difficult – if not impossible – to generalize about the quality of the Chinese judicial 
system. However, as a general matter, intermediate level courts in major cities in the PRC tend to be 
better situated to hear disputes with foreign parties than their counterparts outside major metropolitan 
areas. 
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Any decision to choose litigation in the PRC should be based upon a review of the totality of the 
contractual arrangements. One important factor is the type of agreement; certain types of disputes, such 
as labor disputes and some intellectual property-related disputes, initially fall within the exclusive 
jurisdiction of administrative agencies. Other key issues that merit consideration include, but are not 
limited to: (i) the identity of the parties; (ii) the location of the party’s assets and/or the location of the 
subject matter; (iii) the location where the contract will be performed; (iv) the value/size of the contract; 
(v) whether the foreign entity will hold a secured interest in the subject matter of the contract; and 
(vi) whether intellectual property is involved. 

The following is a comparison of the general advantages and disadvantages of litigation versus arbitration 
in China. 

1. Cost: Arbitration is generally characterized by relatively higher costs, particularly with 
three-member tribunals. However, while the judges in court proceedings are free, a fee 
proportionate to the amount of the claim is required. 

2. Time: In practice, CIETAC arbitration proceedings can move slowly despite the fact that 
CIETAC’s internal rules stipulate that claims should be decided within six months of 
acceptance. Some cases take several years to reach decisions, while court cases frequently 
go to trial within several months. 

3. Experience: Arbitrators involved with international arbitration typically possess a higher 
level of training and greater expertise compared with their counterparts in PRC courts. 
However, in recent years, the quality of the judiciary has improved due to the 
administrative requirement that judges receive law degrees. Here again, judges in 
intermediate level courts in major cities tend to be more experienced than their 
counterparts in smaller venues. 

4. Enforcement: Arbitral awards issued in China must follow PRC Civil Procedure Rules. 
International arbitral awards are enforced either according to the New York Convention on 
the Recognition and Enforcement of Foreign Arbitral Awards or the Hong Kong/China 
Enforcement Arrangement.21 When enforcing judicial judgments, PRC courts do not have 
contempt powers for parties that refuse to follow court orders, which inhibits their powers 
of enforcement. On the other hand, in practice, it is usually easier to obtain temporary 
restraining orders in the course of litigation than in arbitration.22 

Options When PRC Law is Not Mandated 

Foreign Arbitration vs. Litigation 

Where a “foreign element” can be established, parties are free to choose to resolve the dispute via foreign 
arbitration or litigation. Because of its physical proximity to and close business ties with mainland China, in 
addition to its well-established legal system, the favored jurisdiction for agreements with PRC 
counterparties is frequently Hong Kong. 

When deciding between Hong Kong-based arbitration or litigation, parties should consider several factors. 
While China and Hong Kong have a reciprocal arrangement for the enforcement of commercial 
judgments, 23 it is generally more limited in scope than the regime for enforcing arbitral awards. For 
example, certain matters, such as judgments relating to Sino-foreign Equity Joint Venture or Cooperative 
Joint Venture contracts, are reserved for the exclusive competence of PRC courts (whereas a Hong Kong 
arbitral tribunal would not be so restricted). In addition, under the treaty, the grounds for objecting to the 
enforcement of foreign judicial decisions are broader than those for foreign arbitral awards. 

As noted above, a separate bilateral agreement governs the enforcement of arbitral awards between Hong 
Kong and China.24 Here, the grounds on which enforcement of arbitral awards may be denied are limited 
to certain serious procedural issues and principles of public policy. Pursuant to an established reporting 
system, mainland courts at the intermediate level are authorized to order enforcement for foreign awards. 
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Should they refuse, such refusal is subject to a referral procedure to the Supreme People’s Court. This 
system does not apply to Hong Kong judicial decisions. Accordingly, while arbitration in Hong Kong is not 
without its issues, on balance, it tends to be the foreign dispute resolution option of choice. 

It, therefore, comes as no surprise that HKIAC handles the bulk of disputes arising out of “foreign-related” 
contracts.25 Nevertheless, HKIAC, despite its geographic advantage for some parties,26 is not the only 
attractive regional option. In 2012, SIAC experienced a 25% increase in its caseload from the previous 
year, 27  largely driven by disputes involving Chinese parties. 28  International Chamber of Commerce 
arbitration or UNCITRAL ad hoc arbitration with a seat in Hong Kong or Singapore are other common 
alternatives.29 

Conclusion 

Being limited to PRC dispute resolution mechanisms in non-“foreign-related” contracts, like constraints on 
the degree of foreign investment in many domestic industries, has long been one of the hurdles to doing 
business in China. Where foreign parties not limited to onshore options may have considered CIETAC as a 
viable alternative to offshore arbitration in the past, the current controversy, as well as the proposed 
“solution” offered in the Draft Notice, should persuade them to hold out for alternatives farther afield. And 
where such options are ultimately unavailable for commercial reasons, they may be forced to reconsider 
their “avoid at all costs” approach to the PRC judicial system. A thoroughly modernized and 
internationalized Chinese arbitration option would be a welcome addition to the commercial landscape. 
However, the current proposal put forth by the Supreme People’s Court that places key jurisdictional 
issues in the hands of PRC courts, while preferable to the status quo, still leaves many unresolved issues 
that do not bode well for China’s best hope to fulfill that mandate. 

Paul Hastings LLP is a global law firm with offices in Asia, Europe and the United States. Paul Hastings has one of the largest, full-
service, multi-jurisdictional legal practices in Asia with legal professionals in Beijing, Hong Kong, Seoul, Shanghai and Tokyo. 

Please feel free to discuss any aspect of this newsletter with your existing Paul Hastings contacts or any of the partners listed 
below: 

BEIJING 
David Livdahl: davidlivdahl@paulhastings.com 

SHANGHAI 
Ananda Martin: anandamartin@paulhastings.com 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 
Joseph R. Profaizer: joeprofaizer@paulhastings.com 
 
*The authors would like to thank Jia Yan, Jenny Sheng, Chunbin Xu, and Henry (Qiang) Li for their contributions to this alert. 
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1 Available at http://www.cietac.org/index.cms (last visited on 25 June 2013). CIETAC currently runs two offices in Shanghai and in 

Shenzhen (namely the Shanghai Office of CIETAC Secretariat and the South China Office of CIETAC Secretariat). 

http://www.cietac.org/index.cms
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2 Available at http://www.lawyers.com.cn/info/256fd9e0da704e4fa3d085ff7f11e761 (last visited on 25 June 2013). 
3 Of course, these multiple names increase the potential for confusion  See http://www.cietac-

sh.org/English/Announcement.aspx?nid=460,  http://www.sccietac.org, and http://www.cietac-sh.org (last visited on 25 June 2013).    
4  CSI Cells Co., Ltd. v. Jiangxi LDK Solar Hi-Tech Co., Ltd., Suzhou Intermediate People’s Court of Jiangsu Province, (2013) Su Zhong 

Shang Zhong Shen Zi No. 0004. 
5  Notice of Supreme People’s Court on Certain Issues Relating to Correct Trial on Cases of Judicial Review on Arbitration (Draft), May 17, 

2013. 
6 For the purposes of this article, ‘China’ and the ‘People’s Republic of China’ or “PRC” refer to mainland China, excluding Hong Kong, 

Macau and Taiwan. 
7  The 2012 CIETAC Rules now provide that arbitrations concerning “foreign-related” disputes can be seated outside China, but how often 

Chinese counterparties and CIETAC will permit this to happen remains to be seen.  Perhaps significantly, in October 2012, CIETAC 
announced that it was opening the CIETAC Arbitration Centre in Hong Kong. 

8 See CIETAC Announces Key Changes to Arbitration Rules, Paul Hastings China Matters alert, available at 
http://www.paulhastings.com/assets/publications/2192.pdf?wt.mc_ID=2192.pdf. 

9 Available at http://www.cietac.org/index.cms. 
10 See CSI Cells Co., supra n.4. The Suzhou Intermediate Court observed that SIETAC could have taken steps to avoid this outcome: 

“Following its registration, [SIETAC] should have advised the parties [about the change] and asked the parties whether they would 
choose another arbitration institution, but failed to perform such obligations, thus damaging the information rights of the parties and 
departing from the true intention of the parties regarding the choice of arbitration institution.” 

11 CSI Cells Co., Ltd. v. Jiangxi LDK Solar Hi-Tech Co., Ltd., Suzhou Intermediate People’s Court of Jiangsu Province, (2013) Su Zhong 
Shang Shen Zi No. 0004. 

12 Article V(1)(a) of the “New York Convention” provides that recognition and enforcement of an arbitral award may be refused if the 
arbitration agreement “is not valid under the law to which the parties have subjected it or, failing any indication thereon, under the law 
of the country where the award was made.”  Article V(1)(d) provides that that recognition and enforcement of an arbitral award may 
be refused if “[t]he composition of the arbitral authority or the arbitral procedure was not in accordance with the agreement of the 
parties, or, failing such agreement, was not in accordance with the law of the country where the arbitration took place.”   

13 Article 274 of the PRC’s Civil Procedure Law and Article 70 of the PRC’s Arbitration law set forth the bases for setting aside an 
arbitration award.  Likewise, Article 18 of the Arbitration Law provides that an arbitration agreement shall be null and void if it contains 
“no or unclear provisions concerning the matters for arbitration or the arbitration institution,” provided that “the parties fail to enter 
into a supplemental agreement” in this regard. 

14 Available at http://cn.cietac.org/help/index.asp?hangye=3. 
15 The date when CIETAC Shenzhen and CIETAC Shanghai issued their joint response to CIETAC’s August 1, 2013 suspension. See 

http://www.sccietac.org/main/en/he/T115228.shtml.  
16 The PRC Contract Law (中华人民共和国合同法), promulgated on March 15, 1999 (arts. 126). 
17 The criteria for “foreign-related” disputes are virtually identical to those for “foreign-related” contracts, i.e.: 

(1) One or both parties to the dispute are foreign nationals, stateless persons, or foreign legal persons; 
(2) The subject matter of the dispute is located in a foreign country; or 
(3) The act that gives rise to, modifies, or extinguishes the rights and obligations under the contract takes place in a foreign 

country.  
See Opinions of the Supreme People's Court on Several Issues Concerning the Application of the Civil Procedure Law of the People's 
Republic of China (最高人民法院关于适用《中华人民共和国民事诉讼法》若干问题的意见) promulgated on July 14, 1992 (Art. 304). 

18 Id. 
19 See the PRC Contract Law, supra n. 9; Rules on the Change of Equity Interests of the Investors of a Foreign Invested Enterprise (外商

投资企业投资者股权变更的若干规定) promulgated on May 28, 1997 (Art. 3); Provisions on Contracting Operations of Sino-foreign Joint 
Ventures (关于承包经营中外合资经营企业的规定) promulgated on Sept. 13, 1990; and Rules on Foreign Investors’ Mergers with and 
Acquisitions of Domestic Enterprises (关于外国投资者并购境内企业的规定) promulgated on June 22, 2009 (Art. 22 and 24). 

20 As a result of the Sub-Commissions’ declaration of independence, CIETAC currently does not have any “Sub-Commissions” in Shanghai 
or Shenzhen. However, as of the date of this publication, CIETAC runs two offices in Shanghai and in Shenzhen (namely the Shanghai 
Office of CIETAC Secretariat and the South China Office of CIETAC Secretariat). If parties have agreed to “CIETAC arbitration in 
Shanghai or Shenzhen,” this might result in an arbitration before the Shanghai Office of CIETAC Secretariat or the South China Office 
of CIETAC Secretariat.   

21 Arrangement Concerning Mutual Enforcement of Arbitral Awards between the Mainland and the Hong Kong SAR, signed June 21, 1999, 
effective February 1, 2000 (the “Mutual Enforcement Arrangement”). 

22 Art. 101 of China’s newly amended Civil Procedure Law (effective January 1, 2013) provides, for the first time, that a party may 
directly apply to a competent court for pre-arbitration interim measures. However, the extent to which a party can actually exercise 
such right remains to be seen. 

23 Arrangement on Reciprocal Recognition and Enforcement of Judgments in Civil and Commercial Matters by the Courts of the Mainland 
and of the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region Pursuant to Choice of Court Agreements between Parties Concerned, signed 
July 14, 2006, effective August 1, 2008. 

24 Mutual Enforcement Arrangement, supra n. 13. See also Notice Concerning Questions Related to the Enforcement of Hong Kong 
Arbitral Awards in the Mainland, issued by the Supreme People’s Court on December 30, 2009 ([2009] No. 415.). 

http://www.lawyers.com.cn/info/256fd9e0da704e4fa3d085ff7f11e761
http://www.cietac-sh.org/English/Announcement.aspx?nid=460
http://www.cietac-sh.org/English/Announcement.aspx?nid=460
http://www.sccietac.org/
http://www.cietac-sh.org/
http://www.paulhastings.com/assets/publications/2192.pdf?wt.mc_ID=2192.pdf
http://www.cietac.org/index.cms
http://cn.cietac.org/help/index.asp?hangye=3
http://www.sccietac.org/main/en/he/T115228.shtml
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25 For instance, in 2007, HKIAC handled 82 cases involving parties from mainland China out of a total of 313, and in 2008, it 

administered 188 out of 373, according to HKIAC annual reports for 2008 and 2009 respectively. 
26 For Parties traveling from mainland China, Japan, or the U.S., a flight to Hong Kong is typically three hours less time than a flight to 

Singapore. 
27 See   http://www.siac.org.sg/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=420:siac-comes-to-age-with-the-record-case-

fillings&catid=1:latest-news&Itemid=50. 
28 See 2012 CEO’s Annual Report, available at http://www.siac.org.sg/images/stories/documents/SIAC_Annual_Report_2012.pdf. 
29 While the Article 7 of the CIETAC’s New Rules theoretically permits CIETAC to select a seat in “another location having regard to the 

circumstances of the case,” in practice, this has rarely (if ever) occurred. 
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