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Problems and Perfection of the Limitation of Action for
Environmental Tort Litigation

— A Case Study of “Changzhou Poisonous Land”
GONG Gu, CHEN Yao

Abstract: The main purpose of the limitation of action of tort is to urge the timely exercise of rights and
maintain the stability of social order. Environmental cases require special rules because of their particu-
larity. The “Changzhou Poisonous Land Case” reflects the current deficiencies in the limitation of action
of environmental tort in China, that is, the lack of clear applicable objects, the lack of special rules for
public interest litigation, the unclear rules of the subjective and objective determination of the starting
point, and the undetailed interruption cases, which are not conducive to equity relief, and harmful to
fairness, efficiency and stability. In order to improve the rules of limitation of action, it’s better to ap-
ply different limitation of action to different lawsuit request, establish special statute of limitations for
ecological damage compensation, define the objective aspect of the statute of limitations, which is dam-
age to the rights or environment, as the consequence of the damage rather than the infringement action,
define the subjective aspect of the statute of limitations, which is somebody knows or ought to be aware
of damage, as the subject and the content and extent of the identification, and specify the interruption
cases.

Key words: environment tort; limitation of action; damage compensation; starting point of statute of

limitations; interruption of limitation of action



