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Impact of the Giant Light Case in China – 
PRC Court Recognized Singapore 
Supreme Court Judgment 

Introduction 
 

This is a follow-up legal update on the impact of the case of Giant Light Metal Technology (Kunshan) Co Ltd v 

Aksa Far East Pte Ltd [2014] SGHC 16 (“Giant Light”) more than two years after the decision. As you would 

recall, Rebecca Chew and Paul Tan from Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP successfully represented Giant Light 

Metal Technology (Kunshan) (“GLMT”) in what is believed to be the first instance of a Singapore Court enforcing 

a judgment from the People’s Republic of China (“PRC”). 

 

The case of Giant Light concerns the recognition and enforcement of a judgment obtained from the Suzhou 

Intermediate Court, Jiangsu Province, in the PRC dated 16 December 2010 (the “PRC Judgment”). The PRC 

Judgment relates to a claim by GLMT that two generator sets purchased from the Defendant, Aksa Far East Pte 

Ltd (“Aksa Singapore”), contrary to the agreement between the parties, (i) were not brand new; (ii) did not 

originate from England, UK; and (iii) were incapable of use. The claim before the PRC Court was against Aksa 

Singapore, as well as Shanghai Yates Genset Co. Ltd (“Shanghai Yates”) which was a sub-distributor of Aksa 

Singapore in China at the relevant time. 

 

Aksa Singapore resisted the recognition and enforcement of the PRC Judgment in Singapore on several bases, 

including: 

 

(i) The PRC Court did not have “international jurisdiction” in the private international law sense because: (i) 

there was no voluntary submission to the PRC Court; and (ii) the Defendant was neither resident nor 

present in the PRC at the relevant time. 

 

(ii) The PRC Judgment cannot be enforced because it is a judgment other than for a fixed or ascertainable 

sum of money. 

 

Giant Light was discussed in detail in our last update in February 2014, which can be read here. In this update, 

we would wish to share how Giant Light has impacted the recognition and enforcement of a Singapore Supreme 

Court Judgment in China.   

 

Enforcement in PRC  
 

On 9 December 2016, in Kolmar Group A.G. v Jiangsu Textile Industry (Group) Import & Export Co., Ltd. (2016) 

Su01 Assisting Foreign Recognition No 3  (the “Sutex Case”), the Nanjing Intermediate People’s Court (“Nanjing 

Court”) issued a decision in a case filed by Kolmar Group AG (“Kolmar”), a company based in Switzerland for 

recognition and enforcement of a Singapore Supreme Court judgment against a Chinese entity known as Jiangsu 

Textile Industry (Group) Import & Export Co., Ltd. (“Sutex”).   

 

http://eoasis.rajahtann.com/eoasis/gn/at.asp?pdf=../lu/pdf/201402_Singapore_Court_Enforces.pdf&module=LU&topic=LU000824&sec=b
https://www.linkedin.com/company/rajah-&-tann
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Kolmar had obtained a default judgment in the Singapore Supreme Court on 22 October 2015 (“O13 Judgment”) 

against Sutex pursuant to a Singapore exclusive jurisdiction clause. This means that Sutex did not enter an 

appearance in the Singapore proceedings and did not raise any objections before the Singapore Court prior to the 

issuance of the O13 Judgment. As Jiangsu did not effect payment of the O13 Judgment debt, Kolmar took the 

case to the PRC and filed a claim against Sutex at the Nanjing Court. 

 

Before the Nanjing Court, Sutex defended the claim filed and asserted that as Singapore and the PRC have no 

bilateral treaty for mutual recognition and enforcement of their respective judgments, the Nanjing Court should not 

recognize the O13 Judgment. Kolmar argued that even though the PRC and Singapore have no bilateral treaty, 

under Articles 281 and 282 of the PRC Civil Procedure Law, the Nanjing Court can still recognize and enforce 

foreign court judgments on the principle of reciprocity provided they do not violate basic principle of PRC laws, 

state sovereignty, security or public interest.  

 

What is evident from the Sutex Case is that the principle of reciprocity is not dependent on the existence of a 

bilateral treaty agreed between at least two contracting states for mutual recognition and enforcement of foreign 

judgments. In the Sutex Case, the Nanjing Court relied on the fact that the Singapore Supreme Court had first 

recognized and enforced a decision of a PRC Court in 2014 as their basis for applying the principle of reciprocity. 

The Nanjing Court made specific reference in the decision to Giant Light and declared that given the decision of 

the Singapore Supreme Court in recognizing and enforcing the Suzhou Intermediate Court judgment, the Nanjing 

Court could apply the principle of reciprocity in an appropriate case. 

 

However, the Nanjing Court did not go on to elaborate on the ambit and scope of Articles 281 and 282 of the PRC 

Civil Procedure Law. In particular, it did not explain how the principle of reciprocity as enunciated in these articles 

could be applied i.e. whether there must be actual recognition and enforcement by the foreign court and the 

qualifications or exceptions in the application of the principle. Further, the Nanjing Court did not consider the 

following questions:- 

 

(i) Is the principle of reciprocity only applicable in the case where there is evidence of actual recognition 

and enforcement of a foreign judgment by the foreign court i.e. the Singapore Court? Is it not enough 

simply for the foreign court to adopt the principle of reciprocity when considering the issue of recognition 

and enforcement of a foreign judgment?  

 

(ii) Would the principle of reciprocity still apply if the foreign court that issued the foreign judgment does not 

adopt the principle of reciprocity when considering the issue of recognition and enforcement of a foreign 

judgment? 

 

Sutex, in defending the action by Kolmar before the Nanjing Court, did not appear to have raised these issues.  

They also did not appear to have examined the reasoning of Justice Andrew Ang in Giant Light. Notably, the 

principle of reciprocity as applied by the Nanjing Court in the Sutex Case would not be a relevant consideration as 

far as the Singapore Court is concerned. In Giant Light, the learned judge did not consider Article 282 of the PRC 

Civil Procedure Law in supporting his decision to recognize the decision of the Suzhou Intermediate Court. As 

mentioned in the legal update for Giant Light, the Singapore Court would only consider whether the foreign 

judgment is capable of recognition at common law if (i) it is final and conclusive; (ii) the Court issuing the 

judgment had international jurisdiction; and (iii) there is no defence to the recognition of the judgment. As seen in 

the legal update, the concept of reciprocity does not form part of the consideration. 
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Concluding Words 
 

In the view of the author, there is insufficient clarity from the Nanjing Case as to the ambit and scope of the 

application of the principle of reciprocity in the PRC. The case represents an important move by PRC Courts to 

embrace a broader concept of reciprocity and to demonstrate how such a concept may be applied. The author is 

keen to see how this issue develops further in the PRC and whether the principle of reciprocity will continue to be 

reinforced in later PRC Court decisions.  It would be interesting to see the reaction of the PRC Court should there 

be a subsequent decision of the Singapore Supreme Court dismissing an application to recognize and enforce a 

judgment of a PRC Court as it fails to fulfil the conditions as set out in Giant Light.   

 

In any event, it is still the author’s firm opinion that in commercial contracts, parties should always agree on the 

appropriate dispute resolution process i.e. by way of a properly drafted jurisdiction clause or by way of an 

agreement to resolve such disputes by way of arbitration. This would reduce the extent of the dispute relating to 

the jurisdiction of the adjudicating court or tribunal. 

 

This article serves to give an update on further developments following Giant Light. Should there be any 

questions, please feel free to contact the author.    
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Rebecca Chew 

Deputy Managing Partner 
 
D (65) 6232 0416 
F (65) 6428 2002 
rebecca.chew@rajahtann.com 

 

 

Yu Zheng 

Partner 
 
D (65) 6232 0613 
F (65) 6428 2079 
yu.zheng@rajahtann.com 

   

 
 

  

Please feel free to also contact Knowledge and Risk Management at eOASIS@rajahtann.com 

 
ASEAN Economic Community Portal 

The launch of the ASEAN Economic Community (“AEC”) in December 2015, businesses looking to tap the opportunities 
presented by the integrated markets of the AEC can now get help a click away. Rajah & Tann Asia, United Overseas Bank and 
RSM Chio Lim Stone Forest, have teamed up to launch “Business in ASEAN”, a portal that provides companies with a single 
platform that helps businesses navigate the complexities of setting up operations in ASEAN. 
 
By tapping into the professional knowledge and resources of the three organisations through this portal, small- and medium-
sized enterprises across the 10-member economic grouping can equip themselves with the tools and know-how to navigate 
ASEAN’s business landscape. Of particular interest to businesses is the "Ask a Question" feature of the portal which enables 
companies to pose questions to the three organisations which have an extensive network in the region. The portal can be 
accessed at http://www.businessinasean.com. 

mailto:rebecca.chew@rajahtann.com
mailto:yu.zheng@rajahtann.com
mailto:eOASIS@rajahtann.com
http://www.businessinasean.com/
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Our Regional Contacts 

  

Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP 

T  +65 6535 3600   

F  +65 6225 9630 

sg.rajahtannasia.com 

 

Christopher & Lee Ong 

T  +60 3 2273 1919    

F  +60 3 2273 8310 

www.christopherleeong.com  

  

 

R&T Sok & Heng Law Office 

T  +855 23 963 112 / 113    

F  +855 23 963 116 

kh.rajahtannasia.com 

 

Rajah & Tann NK Legal Myanmar Company Limited 

T  +95 9 73040763 / +95 1 657902 / +95 1 657903 

F  +95 1 9665537 

mm.rajahtannasia.com 

  

 

Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP 

Shanghai Representative Office 

T  +86 21 6120 8818    

F  +86 21 6120 8820 

cn.rajahtannasia.com 

Gatmaytan Yap Patacsil Gutierrez & Protacio (C&G Law)  

T  +632 894 0377 to 79 / +632 894 4931 to 32 / +632 552 1977 

F  +632 552 1978 

www.cagatlaw.com 

  

 
Assegaf Hamzah & Partners 

 

Jakarta Office 

T  +62 21 2555 7800    

F  +62 21 2555 7899 

 

Surabaya Office 

T  +62 31 5116 4550    

F  +62 31 5116 4560 

www.ahp.co.id 

 

R&T Asia (Thailand) Limited 

T  +66 2 656 1991    

F  +66 2 656 0833 

th.rajahtannasia.com 

 

Rajah & Tann LCT Lawyers 

 

Ho Chi Minh City Office 

T  +84 8 3821 2382 / +84 8 3821 2673    

F  +84 8 3520 8206 

 

Hanoi Office 

T  +84 4 3267 6127    

F  +84 4 3267 6128 

www.rajahtannlct.com 

 

 

Rajah & Tann (Laos) Sole Co., Ltd. 

T  +856 21 454 239    

F  +856 21 285 261 

la.rajahtannasia.com 

Member firms are constituted and regulated in accordance with local legal requirements and where regulations require, are 

independently owned and managed. Services are provided independently by each Member firm pursuant to the applicable terms of 

engagement between the Member firm and the client. 
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Our Regional Presence 

 
 

Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP is one of the largest full service law firms in Singapore, providing high quality advice to an impressive list of clients.  
We place strong emphasis on promptness, accessibility and reliability in dealing with clients. At the same time, the firm strives towards a practical 
yet creative approach in dealing with business and commercial problems. As the Singapore member firm of the Lex Mundi Network, we are able to 
offer access to excellent legal expertise in more than 100 countries.  
 
Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP is part of Rajah & Tann Asia, a network of local law firms in Singapore, Cambodia, China, Indonesia, Lao PDR, 
Malaysia, Myanmar, Philippines, Thailand and Vietnam. Our Asian network also includes regional desks focused on Japan and South Asia.    
 
The contents of this Update are owned by Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP and subject to copyright protection under the laws of Singapore and, 
through international treaties, other countries. No part of this Update may be reproduced, licensed, sold, published, transmitted, modified, 
adapted, publicly displayed, broadcast (including storage in any medium by electronic means whether or not transiently for any purpose save as 
permitted herein) without the prior written permission of Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP. 
 
Please note also that whilst the information in this Update is correct to the best of our knowledge and belief at the time of writing, it is only intended 
to provide a general guide to the subject matter and should not be treated as a substitute for specific professional advice for any particular course 
of action as such information may not suit your specific business and operational requirements. It is to your advantage to seek legal advice for 
your specific situation. In this regard, you may call the lawyer you normally deal with in Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP or e-mail Knowledge & Risk 
Management at eOASIS@rajahtann.com. 


