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1. The Parties 

1.1 The Claimant 

1. Mr. Jamon Gordon is a professional basketball player (hereinafter “the Player” or “the 

Claimant”).    

1.2 The Respondent 

2. Galatasaray Spor Kulübü Dernegi is a professional basketball club in Turkey 

(hereinafter “the Club” or “the Respondent”).   

2. The Arbitrator 

3. On 23 March 2015, Prof. Richard H. McLaren, the President of the Basketball Arbitral 

Tribunal (the "BAT"), appointed Mr. Quentin Byrne-Sutton as arbitrator (hereinafter the 

“Arbitrator”) pursuant to Article 8.1 of the Rules of the Basketball Arbitral Tribunal 

(hereinafter the "BAT Rules"). Neither of the parties has raised any objections to the 

appointment of the Arbitrator or to his declaration of independence. 

3. Facts and Proceedings 

3.1 Summary of the Dispute  

4. On 23 July 2012, the Club and the Payer entered into an Agreement (the “Agreement”) 

whereby the Club undertook to pay the Player compensation in the amount of 

USD 1,400,000 for each of the 2012/2013 and 2013/2014 seasons, to be paid in 10 

monthly instalments of USD 140,000 between September and June. 

5. Section 2.1 of the Agreement provides that  
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“… the Player has to send written notice to the Club and if the Club does not fulfil 
financial obligations towards the Player in total within 7 days, the Player’s performance 
obligations shall cease. Player shall have the right, at Player’s option, to terminate this 
Agreement and accelerate all future payments required under this Agreement and Player 
shall be free to leave Turkey with his FIBA Letter of Clearance to play basketball 
anywhere in the world Player chooses, but the duties and liabilities of Club under this 
Agreement shall continue in full force and effect”  

and section 4.1 provides that:  

“The Agreement is fully guaranteed for all salary payments for injury and illness, lack of 
skill, death, mental disability and other circumstances”.  

6. The Player contends he was entirely paid for the first season but only a total amount of 

USD 829,725.60 during the 2013/2014 season, leaving unpaid compensation in an 

amount of USD 570,274.60, relating to the salaries which became due between 

February and June 2014.    

7. The Player also argues that, in accordance with section 3.9 of the Agreement, he is still 

owed a total amount of USD 40,000 in bonuses, relating to the 2013/2014 season 

Turkish league finals (USD 15,000) and the Euroleague top 8 (USD 25,000). Section 

3.9 of the Agreement stipulates that any bonuses owed shall be paid free of tax and 

within 20 days from the last game of the Club. The five potential bonuses listed include 

an amount of USD 15,000 for “Reaching final of Turkish play off” and an amount of 

USD 25,000 for “Reaching final game of Euro Cup”.  

8. Furthermore, the Player claims he was never reimbursed for the rental cost of his 

housing as stipulated in the Agreement and is therefore owed USD 35,000 in that 

connection.  Article 3.3 of the Agreement provides that:  

“The player shall rent his own house. The Club is obliged to pay the Player the rental fee. 
Nevertheless in case the monthly rental cost exceeds $1,750 (One Thousand seven 
hundred and fifty US Dollars), the exceeding fee shall be paid by the Player. The Club’s 
rental fee payment obligation is limited to maximum $1,750 (One Thousand seven 
hundred and fifty US Dollars) during the duration of this agreement …”.      

9. As a result of the foregoing situation and of prior late payments, the Player sent a 

series of notice letters to the Club between October 2013 and August 2014. 
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10. The notice letters of 1 April, 3 July and 13 August 2014 concern the amounts being 

claimed in these proceedings as unpaid salaries and housing costs but do not contain 

any mention of bonuses owed.  

11. The notice letter of 3 July 2014 invokes the late payment of part (USD 41,000) of the 

Player’s March 2014 salary instalment and of the entire amounts of his April, May and 

June 2014 salary instalments (USD 140,000 each).  

12. The final notice letter of 13 August 2014 no longer claims any salary for March 2014 

and claims part (USD 81,000) of the April 2014 salary together with the full salaries for 

May and June 2014 (USD 140,000 each) as well as allegedly non-reimbursed housing 

costs.        

13. These notice letters not having resulted in complete payment from the Club, the Player 

decided to file a request for arbitration.        

3.2 The Proceedings before the BAT  

14. On 18 February 2015, the Player filed with the BAT a Request for Arbitration dated 

17 February 2015 and on 26 February 2015 he paid the non-reimbursable handling fee 

of EUR 5,000.    

15. The Player paid his share of the Advance on Costs and substituted for the Club’s, 

amounting to a total of EUR 12,000.  

16. On 28 April 2015, the Club filed its Answer.  

17. By Procedural Orders of 7 and 18 May 2015, the Player was requested to clarify 

several points of his claim, which he did.   

18. By Procedural Order of 26 May 2015, the Club was invited to comment on the Player’s 

clarifications, which it did.   
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19. By Procedural Order of 8 June 2015, given that the Club’s comment’s included various 

new submissions/allegations, the Player was invited to make observations thereon, 

which he did.     

20. By Procedural Order of 25 June 2015, the exchange of written submissions was closed 

and the Parties were invited to file their accounts of costs, which they did.   

21. By Procedural Order of 3 July 2015, the Parties were invited to make any comments on 

each other’s statements of costs, however neither did so.   

4. The Positions of the Parties 

4.1 The Claimant’s Position 

22. The Player submits in substance that the Club breached the Agreement by not paying 

the salaries and bonuses being claimed which became due according to the terms of 

the Agreement; and that consequently such amounts are contractually owed together 

with interest for late payment.  

23. In that connection, the Player invokes that the Club has acknowledged during these 

proceedings that the bonus payments are due. 

24. In addition, the Player argues that the Club’s accounting in these proceedings of what it 

paid to the Player is inaccurate and does not include: “… any evidence of the 

remaining payment amounts that were underpaid for season 2012/2013”. Therefore, 

the Club’s accounting is contested.  

25. With regard to amounts the Club argues must be set off against the Player’s claims – 

i.e. a contractual reimbursement (USD 26,875) due for housing costs paid for the 

Player, the non-reimbursement of a plane ticket (USD 2,586) paid by the Club on 

2 September 2013 and the non-payment of a fine dated 3 September 2013 (USD 

70,000) linked to the Player’s late arrival at the Club as well as the non-payment of 
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another fine dated 19 November 2013 (USD 20,000) linked to a breach of disciplinary 

rules – the Player contends he paid back the balance owed for the housing costs, that 

the Club had consented to pay for the flight in question (the Club being aware that the 

Player needed to arrive slightly late due to a legal obligation retaining him a few days in 

the USA) and agreed no fine would be claimed as a result of his late arrival. 

Furthermore, the Player contends he was never informed at the time of any other 

disciplinary sanction/fine as invoked by the Club in these proceedings, and cannot 

therefore be deemed responsible for its payment.  

26. The Player’s Request for Arbitration of 17 February 2015 included the following 

Prayers for relief:  

“Claimant requests payment totalling $698.001.60 USD based on the following: 

1. $10,274.60 USD to Mr. Gordon for the February 15th, 2014 salary payment 

2. $140,000 USD to Mr. Gordon for the March 15th, 2014 salary payment 

3. $140,000 USD to Mr. Gordon for the April 15th, 2014 salary payment 

4. $140,000 USD to Mr. Gordon for the May 15th, 2014 salary payment 

5. $140,000 USD to Mr. Gordon for the June 15th, 2014 salary payment 

6. $52,727 USD to Mr. Gordon for 5% interest fee on past due salary payments 

7. $15,000 USD to Mr. Gordon for the 2013/2014 Turkish finals bonus 

8. $25,0000 USD to Mr. Gordon for the 2013/2014 Euroleague Top 8 bonus 

9. $35,000 USD for apartment rent for the 2012/2013 and 2013/2014 seasons 

For the Claimant, costs of this action plus attorneys fees.” 

27. On 21 May 2015, the Player withdrew his claim relating to housing costs and updated 

his Prayers for relief as follows:  

“Claimant requests payment totalling $663.001.60 USD based on the following: 

1. $10,274.60 USD to Mr. Gordon for the February 15th, 2014 salary payment 
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2. $140,000 USD to Mr. Gordon for the March 15th, 2014 salary payment 

3. $140,000 USD to Mr. Gordon for the April 15th, 2014 salary payment 

4. $140,000 USD to Mr. Gordon for the May 15th, 2014 salary payment 

5. $140,000 USD to Mr. Gordon for the June 15th, 2014 salary payment 

6. $52,727 USD to Mr. Gordon for 5% interest fee on past due salary payments 

7. $15,000 USD to Mr. Gordon for the 2013/2014 Turkish finals bonus 

8. $25,0000 USD to Mr. Gordon for the 2013/2014 Euroleague Top 8 bonus 

For the Claimant, costs of this action plus attorneys fees.” 

4.2 The Respondent's Position 

28. In its Answer, the Club did not contest any of the Player’s claims on the merits, except 

for questioning whether he really paid for the housing costs being invoked.   

29. Instead, the Club submitted the following explanation for outstanding payments to the 

Player: “However, for the past two seasons (since it is obvious from the ongoing BAT 

cases against the Respondent), the Respondent suffering some financial problems due 

to dramatic fluctuations in US currency. Therefore, it [is] true that the Respondent had 

failed to pay some of the salary payments of the 2013/2004 (sic) season to the 

Claimant. We have requested the financial records from the Accounting Office. If we 

receive any evidentiary document showing that the claimed payments were actually 

made to the Claimant, we will submit them immediately”.     

30. In its Answer, the Club submitted no request for relief, except for requesting that the 

Player “… submit documents showing the payments for his house during his stay in 

Istanbul”. 

31. In its second submission, the Club contended it paid a total of USD 984,532 to the 

Player during the 2013/2014 season, corresponding to eleven payments made 

between 8 October 2013 and 14 July 2014, and that the Player has offered no credible 
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explanation to justify why he was claiming USD 361,000 from the Club in his notice 

letter of 13 August 2014 and is today claiming a much higher amount.  

32. The Club argues that it only owes the Player USD 361,000 for outstanding salaries, 

and that various amounts owed to it by the latter must be set off against such debt, i.e. 

a contractual reimbursement (USD 26,875) due for housing costs, the non-

reimbursement of a plane ticket (USD 2,586) paid by the Club on 2 September 2013 

and the non-payment of a fine dated 3 September 2013 (USD 70,000) linked to the 

Player’s late arrival at the Club as well as the non-payment of another fine dated 

19 November 2013 (USD 20,000) linked to the Player’s breach of disciplinary rules.  

33. The Club concludes therefore that a total of USD 119,461 must be deducted from the 

amount owed by the Club to the Player for salaries, leaving a salary debt of 

USD 242,039. 

34. However, the Club acknowledges that the bonuses being claimed by the Player are 

owed.  

35. Finally, the Club argues and requests that 5% interest for late payment should not be 

applied, and submits that if such interest is admitted it should only be applied to the 

sum of USD 242,039 owed.       

5. The Jurisdiction of the BAT 

36. Pursuant to Article 2.1 of the BAT Rules, “[t]he seat of the BAT and of each arbitral 

proceeding before the Arbitrator shall be Geneva, Switzerland”. Hence, this BAT 

arbitration is governed by Chapter 12 of the Swiss Act on Private International Law 

(PILA).  

37. The jurisdiction of the BAT presupposes the arbitrability of the dispute and the 

existence of a valid arbitration agreement between the parties.  
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38. The Arbitrator finds that the dispute referred to him is of a financial nature and is thus 

arbitrable within the meaning of Article 177(1) PILA1. 

39. The Player is invoking the jurisdiction of the BAT over the dispute on the basis of the 

arbitration clause contained under section 11 of the Agreement, which reads as 

follows:  

“[…] Any dispute arising from or related to the present contract shall be submitted to the 
Basketball Arbitration Tribunal (BAT) in Geneva, Switzerland, and shall be resolved in 
accordance with the BAT Arbitration Rules by a single arbitrator appointed by the BAT 
President. The seat of the arbitration shall be Geneva, Switzerland. The arbitration shall 
be governed by Chapter 12 of Swiss Act on Private International Law, irrespective of the 
parties’ domicile. The language of the arbitration shall be English. The arbitrator shall 
decide the dispute ex aequo et bono.”  

40. The foregoing arbitration agreement is in written form and thus fulfils the formal 

requirements of Article 178(1) PILA.  

41. With respect to its substantive validity, the Arbitrator considers there is no indication in 

the file that could cast doubt on the validity of the arbitration agreement under Swiss 

law (referred to by Article 178(2) PILA). 

42. Furthermore, the subject matter of the dispute between the Parties falls within the 

scope of the arbitration agreement and the Club has not objected to the jurisdiction of 

the BAT.  

43. For the foregoing reasons, the Arbitrator finds that he has jurisdiction to adjudicate the 

Player’s claims against the Club. 

                                                

1  Decision of the Federal Tribunal 4P.230/2000 of 7 February 2001 reported in ASA Bulletin 2001, p. 523. 
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6. Discussion 

6.1 Applicable Law – ex aequo et bono 

44. With respect to the law governing the merits of the dispute, Article 187(1) PILA 

provides that the arbitral tribunal must decide the case according to the rules of law 

chosen by the parties or, in the absence of a choice, according to the rules of law with 

which the case has the closest connection.  

45. Under the heading "Applicable Law", Article 15.1 of the BAT Rules reads as follows: 

“Unless the parties have agreed otherwise the Arbitrator shall decide the dispute ex 
aequo et bono, applying general considerations of justice and fairness without reference 
to any particular national or international law.” 

46. Furthermore, section 11 of the Agreement includes a sentence providing that if and 

when a dispute between the parties is submitted to the BAT: “The arbitrator shall 

decide the dispute ex aequo et bono”.  

47. Consequently, in keeping with the Parties’ foregoing choice, the Arbitrator shall decide 

ex aequo et bono the claims brought against the Club. 

48. The concept of équité (or ex aequo et bono) used in Article 187(2) PILA originates from 

Article 31(3) of the Concordat intercantonal sur l’arbitrage of 19692 (Concordat),3 under 

which Swiss courts have held that “arbitrage en équité” is fundamentally different from 

“arbitrage en droit”:  

                                                

2  That is the Swiss statute that governed international and domestic arbitration before the enactment of the 
PILA (governing international arbitration) and the Swiss Code of Civil Procedure (governing domestic 
arbitration).   

3  KARRER, in: Basel commentary to the PILA, 2nd ed., Basel 2007, Art. 187 PILA N 289. 
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“When deciding ex aequo et bono, the arbitrators pursue a conception of justice 
which is not inspired by the rules of law which are in force and which might even be 
contrary to those rules.4 

49. It is generally considered that the arbitrator deciding ex aequo et bono receives: 

“the mandate to give a decision based exclusively on equity, without regard to legal rules. 
Instead of applying general and abstract rules, he must stick to the circumstances of the 
case at hand”.5 

50. This is confirmed by Article 15.1 of the BAT Rules in fine, according to which the 

Arbitrator applies “general considerations of justice and fairness without reference to 

any particular national or international law.” 

51. In light of the foregoing considerations, the Arbitrator makes the findings below. 

6.2 Findings 

52. As a preliminary matter, the Arbitrator notes that the Player has withdrawn his claim of 

USD 35,000 relating to housing costs, whereas the Club has admitted the latter’s total 

claim for USD 40,000 in bonuses.  

53. Consequently, no claim for housing costs will be adjudicated and the Player’s claim for 

USD 40,000 in bonuses will be admitted.  

54. Given that the Player did not invoke the payment of bonuses in his notice letters to the 

Club at the end of the 2013-2014 season and that he claimed no interest for late 

payment in that connection in his Prayers for relief, no interest for late payment will be 

applied to the bonuses being awarded.    

                                                

4  JdT (Journal des Tribunaux), III. Droit cantonal, 3/1981, p. 93 (free translation). 
5  POUDRET/BESSON, Comparative Law of International Arbitration, London 2007, N 717, pp. 625-626. 
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55. With respect to the outstanding salaries being claimed, the Club acknowledged in its 

second submission that it owes the Player a principal amount of at least USD 341,000. 

At the same time, the Club argues in essence that the Player has not evidenced the 

existence of unpaid salaries exceeding such amount, i.e. the alleged additional debt 

representing the difference between USD 341,000 and the total amount of contractual 

salaries (USD 570,274.60) he is claiming for the period between February and June 

2014, such difference being USD 229,274.60.   

56. The Arbitrator finds that the Player has established the existence of this additional 

amount owed by the Club, i.e. of its total debt of USD 570,274.60, for a combination of 

the following reasons:  

• Although the Player did not claim this total amount in his final notices, it is credible 

that at the time, given the Club’s regularly late payments in varying amounts (which 

did not correspond to the instalment amounts owed) throughout the prior season 

and the 2013/2014 season, it was not immediately obvious exactly how much 

salary was outstanding at a given moment. 

• With his Request for arbitration in these proceedings, the Player filed a very 

detailed and precise spreadsheet of the amounts of salaries he deemed 

outstanding, which gave the Club the opportunity to double-check in its own 

accounts and bank statements the reality of such alleged debt and to evidence the 

existence of any payments it had made. 

• The onus was thus on the Club to allege and prove what it had in fact paid to the 

Player, i.e. to contradict the Player, especially since in its initial Answer the Club 

stated: “… We have requested the financial records from the Accounting Office. If 

we receive any evidentiary document showing that the claimed payments were 

actually made to the Claimant, we will submit them immediately”.  

• Despite this, in its subsequent brief the Club only submitted evidence (list of 

payments and bank statements) of payment of salaries in an amount of 

USD 340,000, i.e. did not adduce any proof of its payment of the difference of 
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USD 229,274.60 forming part of the Player’s total salary claim of USD 570,274.60.      

57. Thus, the Arbitrator finds that the Player has established the existence of the Club’s 

debt in a total amount of USD 570,274.60 and his corresponding claim for outstanding 

salaries will be admitted, subject to any deductions which should be made.   

58. It remains therefore the question of the alleged debts of the Player towards the Club, 

which the latter is invoking as a set off. 

59. In that connection, the Club has adduced no contemporary evidence of its allegation 

that at the time of the facts the Club deemed the Player should cover the cost of his 

airfare (USD 2,586) due to him arriving several days late at the outset.  

60. However, the Club produced evidence of the fact that on 4 September 2013 it notified 

him via his agents that – based on article 4.2 of the Club’s Disciplinary Code – he was 

being sanctioned with a disciplinary fine of USD 70,000 for missing practice on three 

consecutive days between 26-28 August 2013. Upon commenting on the foregoing 

evidence, the Player simply alleged that he had been entitled to arrive late due to a 

court hearing concerning the custody of his daughter and that “The fine was not agreed 

or approved, and as reflected in Section B above, Mr. Gordon’s absence was due to 

his being required to be in Court (Suppl Exh 6). This delay was approved by Murat 

Ozyer, who also agreed the fine would not be imposed”, while his Exhibit 6 in question 

relates to a court hearing which took place much earlier, i.e. on 28 June 2013, and is 

not therefore directly relevant and he adduced no evidence that Mr. Murat Özyer 

agreed that the fine would not be imposed.  

61. In contrast, the Club adduced no evidence that the Player was subsequently notified of 

another fine, this time of USD 20,000; also allegedly for a breach of the Club’s 

disciplinary rules.   

62. In light of the above allegations and related elements of evidence, the Arbitrator finds 

that: (i) the Club has established that it notified the Player of the disciplinary sanction of 
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USD 70,000 at the time, whereas the latter has not discharged his burden of proof that 

he objected to the fine in question or that Mr. Murat Özyer agreed to not impose it, but 

(ii) the Club has not established that the Player owed it the reimbursement of any 

airfare or the payment of another fine linked to a further disciplinary breach.  

Consequently, in that relation, the Club’s request for set off will be admitted only in an 

amount of USD 70,000.    

63. With respect to the housing costs of USD 26,875 being claimed as a set off by the 

Club, the Arbitrator finds that the Player’s debt is established. In that relation, it is clear 

from section 3.3 of the Agreement that there was a contractual cap on the housing 

costs the Club was responsible for, and although – after the Club submitted evidence 

that it paid an excess in housing costs of TL 71,500 for the Player – he implicitly 

admitted in these proceedings that he owed a reimbursement of USD 32,000 to the 

Club in that respect, the two bank statements adduced as proof of corresponding 

payment by him do not indicate what such payments (one of USD 12,000, the other of 

USD 20,000) relate to, nor their relevance in terms of dates. 

64. For the foregoing reasons, the Arbitrator will admit a set off by the Club of USD 96,875 

(USD 70,000 + USD 26,875) against the total amount in salaries of USD 570,274.60 

being claimed by the Player, meaning the Player’s corresponding claim will be admitted 

in the reduced amount of USD 473,399.60 (USD 570,274.60 - USD 96,875).   

65. In keeping with BAT jurisprudence and as claimed by the Player, interest for late 

payment at 5% per annum from the day after their due date will be admitted for all the 

outstanding salary payments. Given that the Club did not adduce any evidence of 

having put the Player on notice that he owed it a reimbursement for housing costs or 

for late payment of the disciplinary fine, the Arbitrator finds it fair that the corresponding 

amount of USD 96,875 be set off against the final salary instalment owed to the Player 

by the Club and that the interest for late payment be borne accordingly.   
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7. Costs  

66. Article 17.2 of the BAT Rules provides that the BAT President shall determine the final 

amount of the costs of the arbitration. Accordingly, on 19 July 2015 – taking into 

account all the circumstances of the case, including the time spent by the Arbitrator, 

the complexity of the case and the procedural questions raised – the BAT President 

determined the arbitration costs in the present matter to be EUR 8,270.00. 

67. Article 17.3 of the BAT Rules stipulates that:  

“The award shall determine which party shall bear the arbitration costs and in which 
proportion. In addition, as a general rule, the award shall grant the prevailing party a 
contribution towards its reasonable legal fees and other expenses incurred in connection 
with the proceedings and, in particular, the costs of witnesses and interpreters. When 
deciding on the arbitration costs and on the parties’ reasonable legal fees and expenses, 
the Arbitrator shall primarily take into account the relief(s) granted compared with the 
relief(s) sought and, secondarily, the conduct and the financial resources of the parties”. 

68. Given the foregoing rule and the fact that the Player prevailed in a large part of his 

claim whereas the Club only claimed in this proceeding a right to set off, i.e. without 

giving the Player the prior opportunity to consider any set-off claim, the Arbitrator finds 

that the Club shall bear its own legal fees and expenses, the costs of the arbitration 

and the Player’s reasonable fees and expenses.   

69. Given that the Player has paid a total of EUR 12,000 in advances on arbitration costs, 

whereas the Club paid none, as well as a non-reimbursable handling fee of EUR 5,000 

(which will be taken into account when determining the Player’s legal fees and 

expenses), the Arbitrator decides that in application of Articles 17.3 and 17.4 of the 

BAT Rules:  

(i) BAT shall reimburse EUR 3,730.00 to the Player, being the difference between 

the costs advanced by him and the arbitration costs fixed by the BAT President. 

(ii) The Club shall pay to the Player EUR 8,270.00, being the difference between the 

Advance on Costs paid by the Player and the amount that will be reimbursed to 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Arbitral Award  16/17 
(BAT 0667/15) 
 
 

him by the BAT. 

(iii) The Club shall pay to the Player EUR 5,000 (for the non-reimbursable fee) plus 

USD 1,137.50 for his reasonable legal fees representing a contribution to his 

legal fees and other expenses. The total amount awarded does not exceed the 

maximum compensation stipulated in Article 17.4 of the BAT Rules for cases of 

this value. 
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8. AWARD  

 For the reasons set forth above, the Arbitrator decides as follows: 

1. Galatasaray Spor Kulübü Dernegi shall pay Mr. Ja mont Gordon the 
following amounts, net of tax:  

• 10,274.60 USD, as damage for outstanding salary, pl us interest at 
5% per annum on such amount from 16 February 2014 o nwards.  

• 140,000.00 USD, as damage for outstanding salary, p lus interest at 
5% per annum on such amount from 16 March 2014 onwa rds.  

• 140,000.00 USD, as damage for outstanding salary, p lus interest at 
5% per annum on such amount from 16 April 2014 onwa rds.  

• 140,000.00 USD, as damage for outstanding salary, p lus interest at 
5% per annum on such amount from 16 May 2014 onward s.  

• 43,125.00 USD, as damages for outstanding salary, p lus interest at 
5% per annum on such amount from 16 June 2014 onwar ds.  

• 15,000.00 USD, as compensation for a bonus owed for  reaching 
Turkish finals. 

• 25,000.00 USD, as compensation for a bonus owed for  reaching 
the Euro League Top 8.   

2. Galatasaray Spor Kulübü Dernegi shall pay Mr. Ja mont Gordon an 
amount of EUR 8,270.00 as reimbursement of his arbi tration costs. 

3. Galatasaray Spor Kulübü Dernegi shall pay Mr. Ja mont Gordon an 
amount of EUR 5,000.00 and USD 1,137.50 as a contri bution to his 
legal fees and expenses. 

4. Any other or further-reaching requests for relie f are dismissed. 

 Geneva, seat of the arbitration, 23 July 2015. 
 

 
Quentin Byrne-Sutton  

(Arbitrator) 


