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I. Facts of the case 

 

1. On 1 June 2008, the player R (hereinafter: the Claimant) and the club A 

(hereinafter: the Respondent) signed an employment contract and an additional 

agreement, each valid as from the date of signature until 31 May 2009. 

 

2. According to the employment contract, the Claimant was entitled to receive, inter 

alia, a salary in the amount of EUR 20,000, to be paid in ten equal instalments of 

EUR 2,000, each payable as from 30 August 2008 until 30 May 2009.  

 

3. According to the additional agreement, the Claimant was entitled to receive, inter 

alia:  
 

- EUR 60,000 as salary to be paid in ten equal instalments of EUR 6,000, each 

payable as of 30 August 2008 until 30 May 2009;  

- EUR 10,000 as a sign-on fee;  

- EUR 10,000 after passing the medical test;  

- EUR 10,000 as a bonus in case the player is the top scorer of the league;  

- accommodation and a car;  

- one family air ticket C – B – C.  

 

4. On 27 April 2009, the Claimant lodged a claim in front of FIFA against the 

Respondent based on an alleged breach of contract without just cause and 

claimed payment of the total amount of EUR 68,259 plus 5% interest p.a., made 

up of the following amounts:  

 

- EUR 40,000 as outstanding salary for October 2008 until February 2009  

(i.e. 5 x EUR 8,000);  

- EUR 3,000 for accommodation for October 2008 until February 2009; 

- EUR 600 penalty for the early return of the accommodation; 

- EUR 659 for the costs arisen from the change of reservation of the flights  

- EUR 24,000 as compensation for the salaries for March until May 2009  

(i.e. 3 x EUR 8,000). 

 

5. Furthermore, the Claimant requested the total amount of 1,952.96 plus 5% 

interest p.a. for four one way air tickets city B – city S in the amount of 996.48 and 

for four one way air tickets city S– city P in the amount of 956.48.  

 

6. In addition, the Claimant requested to ban the Respondent from registering any 

new players, either nationally or internationally, for two registration periods.  
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7. The Claimant provided a copy of his rental agreement valid for the period of 8 

December 2008 until 7 May 2009, according to which the monthly rent amounted 

to EUR 600. Furthermore, according to said agreement, the Claimant had to pay 

EUR 600 as a deposit, which was not refundable in case the Claimant would leave 

his apartment before the end of the contracted period.  

 

8. In his arguments, the Claimant pointed out that since the end of 2008, the 

Respondent had allegedly no longer been interested in his services and had 

separated him from the activities of the team so that he could no longer 

participate in trainings. Likewise, the Claimant alleged that he had never been 

provided with a visa. Therefore, the Claimant, allegedly, had to return to country 

B and pay for his and his family’s air tickets from country C to their final 

destination, i.e. city P. In addition, the Claimant stated that he had to pay the fee 

for rescheduling the flights.  

 

9. The Claimant presented a letter sent to the Respondent on 12 January 2009, in 

which he informed the Respondent about the arrears of payment in the amount 

of EUR 26,400 for outstanding salaries for October, November and December 2008 

as well as about outstanding monies for the accommodation. Subsequently, on 22 

January 2009, the Claimant reminded the Respondent about its arrears of 

payment in the amount of EUR 34,500, since the salary of January 2009 was also 

due.  
 

10. On 23 January 2009, the Respondent sent a draft for a mutual termination 

agreement to the Claimant, according to which the Respondent would have paid 

to the Claimant the amount of EUR 34,500 in five instalments of EUR 6,900 as from 

February until June 2009. The Claimant replied by means of a letter dated 28 

January 2009, in which he approved the financial basis of the draft for the mutual 

termination agreement, but insisted on receiving a guarantee for the fulfilment of 

those obligations. Therefore, the Claimant drafted a counter-offer, according to 

which a penalty clause of 20% would apply in case of non-fulfilment by the 

Respondent.  
 

11. Since the Respondent did not reply to the Claimant’s last letter, the Claimant sent 

another reminder on 4 February 2009, in which he reminded the Respondent that 

the air tickets were also due and that he would only accept to mutually terminate 

the employment contract if the entire amount due was paid immediately. The 

Respondent replied on 5 February 2009 that it could only offer the Claimant an 

amount of EUR 34,500, of which an amount of EUR 6,900 would be payable 

immediately, the reminder by means of four cheques of EUR 6,900 each. On 9 

February and 3 March 2009, the Claimant stated that he did not agree with the 
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Respondent’s last offer and asked the Respondent to immediately pay the 

outstanding amounts. 

 

12. On 4 March 2009, the Claimant terminated the employment contract with 

immediate effect, since the Respondent had not complied with the Claimant’s 

request to pay five months of outstanding salary and six months of outstanding 

rent. 

 

13. In its reply to the claim, the Respondent rejected the claim and explained that the 

Claimant had, in January 2009, orally agreed to settle for the amount of EUR 

34,500. The Respondent alleged having, for this reason, drafted an offer on 24 

January 2009, in which it agreed to pay the Claimant the amount of EUR 34,500. 

Since the Claimant had requested a guarantee, the Respondent agreed to issue 

five monthly cheques of EUR 6,900, which it considered a sufficient guarantee, 

since not paying a cheque was allegedly considered as a serious criminal offence in 

country C. Therefore, the Respondent offered to find an amicable settlement in 

the amount of EUR 34,500 and to pay EUR 2,000 for the player’s expenses.  

 

14. In his replica, the Claimant maintained his previous position and pointed out that 

no amicable settlement between the parties could be found, because the 

Respondent had not offered a sufficient guarantee by issuing cheques to the 

player. Moreover, the Claimant stressed that the parties never signed an 

agreement and that he did not accept the offered amount of EUR 34,500, because 

it had not increased since February 2009. 

 

15. Furthermore, the Claimant stated that he had not signed an employment contract 

with another club in the period from March 2009 until 31 May 2009. 

 

16. In spite of having been invited by FIFA to do so, the Respondent failed to respond 

to the player’s replica. 

 

 

II. Considerations of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 

 

1. First of all, the Dispute Resolution Chamber (hereinafter also referred to as the 

Chamber or the DRC) analysed which Procedural Rules were applicable to the case 

at hand. In this respect, it took note that the present matter was submitted to FIFA 

on 27 April 2009. Consequently, the Rules Governing the Procedures of the Players’ 

Status Committee and the Dispute Resolution Chamber, edition 2008 (hereinafter: 

the Procedural Rules), are applicable to the matter at hand (cf. article 21 of the 

Procedural Rules).  
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2. Furthermore, the Chamber analysed which regulations were applicable as to the 

substance of the matter. In this respect, it confirmed that in accordance with art. 

26 par. 1 and 2 of the Regulations on the Status and Transfer of Players (editions 

2010, 2009 and 2008), and considering that the present claim was lodged on 27 

April 2009, the 2008 edition of said regulations (hereinafter: the Regulations) is 

applicable to the matter at hand as to the substance. 

 

3. Subsequently, the members of the Chamber referred to art. 3 par. 1 of the 

Procedural Rules and confirmed that in accordance with art. 24 par. 1 in 

combination with art. 22 lit. b) of the Regulations, the Dispute Resolution 

Chamber is competent to adjudicate on an employment related dispute between a 

player and a club.  

 

4. The competence of the DRC and the applicable regulations having been 

established, the Chamber entered into the substance of the matter. In this regard, 

the members of the Chamber started by acknowledging the above-mentioned 

facts and documentation contained in the file.  

 

5. In doing so, the Chamber first of all noted that it was undisputed that the parties 

had signed, on 1 June 2008, an employment contract as well as an additional 

agreement valid as from the date of signature until 31 May 2009.  
 

6. In addition, the Chamber noted that the Claimant claimed that the Respondent 

had breached the contractual relationship without just cause, since the club 

allegedly failed to pay the player’s salaries as from October 2008 until February 

2009 and that the Claimant asked to be awarded EUR 68,259 plus 5 % interest 

p.a., made up of EUR 40,000 as salary, EUR 3,000 as reimbursement for 

accommodation costs, EUR 600 as penalty for the early return of the 

accommodation, EUR 659 for the costs arisen from the change of flight 

reservations as well as EUR 24,000 as compensation for breach of contract, 

corresponding to the salaries for March 2009 until May 2009. Likewise, the 

Chamber noted that the Claimant claimed an amount of 1.952.96 plus 5 % interest 

p.a. for costs related to air way tickets.  

 

7. The Chamber acknowledged that the Respondent, on the other hand, considered 

that the parties had orally agreed in January 2009 to amicably settle for the 

amount of EUR 34,500.  
 

8. Having established the aforementioned, the Chamber deemed that the 

underlying issue in this dispute, considering the claim of the player, was to 

determine whether the employment contract had been unilaterally terminated 

with or without just cause and which party was responsible for the early 
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termination of the contractual relationship in question. The Chamber also 

underlined that subsequently, if it were found that the employment contract was 

terminated without just cause, it would be necessary to determine the financial 

and/or sporting consequences for the party that terminated the relevant 

employment contract.  
 

9. Bearing in mind the aforementioned, the Chamber deemed that, first of all, it had 

to be established whether the parties have mutually concluded a termination 

agreement in relation to their contractual relationship.  
 

10. In this respect, the Chamber carefully examined the documentation on file as well 

as the submissions of the parties. In doing so, the Chamber took due note that, in 

principle, it was not disputed between the parties that the Respondent had sent a 

draft agreement to the Claimant on 23 January 2009, according to which the 

Respondent would have paid the amount of EUR 34,500 to the Claimant. 

However, the Chamber also referred to a letter dated 28 January 2009, by means 

of which the Claimant had approved, in principle, the financial conditions of the 

draft, but insisted on receiving a guarantee. The Chamber noted that, therefore, 

the Claimant had drafted a counter-offer which contained a penalty clause for the 

case of non-accomplishment by the Respondent.  
 

11. Furthermore, the Chamber referred to an additional letter, dated 4 February 2009, 

in which the Claimant reminded the Respondent that payments for air tickets 

were also outstanding and that the Claimant would only accept to mutually 

terminate the employment contract if the entire amount due was paid 

immediately. The Chamber acknowledged that the Respondent replied that it 

could only offer the amount of EUR 34,500, of which EUR 6,900 would be paid 

immediately and four instalments of EUR 6,900 would be paid by cheque. Finally, 

the Chamber noted that the Claimant stated, by means of letters dated 9 February 

2009 and 3 March 2009, that he did not agree with the aforementioned offer.   
 

12. As to the Respondent’s position regarding the aforementioned termination 

agreement, the Chamber took note that the Respondent argued that the parties 

had orally agreed to settle for the above-mentioned amount, which, according to 

the Respondent, was why it had drafted an offer for an agreement.  
 

13. Bearing in mind all of the above, the Chamber was, first of all, eager to recall the 

basic principle of burden of proof, according to which a party claiming a right 

based on an alleged fact shall carry the respective burden of proof (art. 12 par. 3 

of the Procedural Rules). Equally, the Chamber recalled that it was not disputed 

that the parties had signed an employment contract and an additional agreement, 

providing for various payment obligations of the Respondent. Consequently, the 
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Chamber was of the opinion that the Respondent carried the burden of proof as 

regards the alleged conclusion of a termination agreement.  
 

14. In this respect, the Chamber also recalled the general rule according to which, in 

order to validly conclude a termination agreement, an accordance of the will of 

two parties is required and that such will is represented in each party’s signature 

to the respective document. Since, in the case at hand, the Respondent could not 

provide such termination agreement or any other pertinent documentation, which 

would have had to be duly signed by each party, the Chamber deemed that the 

Respondent could not provide sufficient proof as regards the alleged conclusion of 

a termination agreement. In particular, the Chamber was not convinced by the 

mere allegation that the parties had concluded such an agreement orally. 

Moreover, the Chamber deemed that the correspondence exchanged between the 

parties, the authenticity of which was not disputed, gave very strong indications 

that the parties had tried, but eventually not agreed to conclude a termination 

agreement.  

 

15. Therefore, the Chamber decided that the parties did not terminate their 

contractual relationship by mutual consent.  
 

16. In view of the above, the Chamber deemed it fundamental to establish as from 

when the contractual relationship between the parties came to an end. In this 

respect, the Chamber turned its attention to the letter of the Claimant, dated 4 

March 2009, the validity and contents of which remained undisputed by the 

Respondent. The Chamber noted that, by means of said letter, the Claimant had 

terminated the employment contract with immediate effect.  
 

17. Consequently, the Chamber came to the conclusion that the contractual 

relationship was terminated as of 4 March 2009.  
 

18. On account of the above, the Chamber went on to establish whether there were, 

at the moment of termination, outstanding salaries due to the Claimant by the 

Respondent.  
 

19. Considering the correspondence exchanged between the parties, the Chamber 

noted that, in principle, it was undisputed that there were outstanding salaries, to 

be paid by the Respondent to the Claimant. Consequently, the Chamber went on 

to establish the specific amount of outstanding payments.  
 

20. In this respect, the Chamber examined the amount of salaries which were due to 

the Claimant based on the employment contract and the additional agreement. By 

doing so, the Chamber recalled that the Respondent was obliged to pay to the 
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Claimant a monthly salary of EUR 2,000 (based on the employment contract) as 

well as EUR 6,000 (based on the additional agreement).  
 

21. Furthermore, the Chamber noted that the Claimant had sent a letter to the 

Respondent on 12 January 2009, by means of which the Claimant informed the 

Respondent of the arrears of payment of the salaries for the months of October, 

November and December 2008 as well as of outstanding monies for 

accommodation. Equally, the Chamber took note of another letter, sent by the 

Claimant to the Respondent on 22 January 2009, in which the Claimant reminded 

the Respondent of the outstanding salary payment for the month of January 2009. 

Finally, the Chamber referred to the letter dated 4 March 2009, by means of which 

the Claimant terminated the employment contract with immediate effect, stating 

that the Respondent had not complied with the Claimant’s request to pay five 

months of outstanding salaries and six months of outstanding rent. The Chamber 

highlighted that the validity of these letters was never disputed by the 

Respondent.  
 

22. On account of the above, the Chamber considered it to be established that the 

Respondent had not made payment of the salaries for the months of October, 

November and December 2008 as well as for the months of January and February 

2009. Therefore, the Chamber decided that the amount of EUR 40,000 (i.e. 5 x EUR 

2,000, plus 5 x EUR 6,000) was outstanding.  
 

23. Equally, the Chamber noted that, based on the employment contract, the 

Respondent would provide the Claimant with an accommodation and that, 

according to the rental agreement on file, the monthly accommodation costs 

amounted to EUR 600. Furthermore, the members of the Chamber took into 

account that, according to the rental agreement, the Claimant was not entitled to 

receive his rental deposit in the amount of EUR 600 in case he prematurely leaves 

his apartment.  
 

24. In view of the foregoing, the Chamber deemed it to be established that five 

monthly payments as rental contribution in the total amount of EUR 3,000 (i.e. 5 x 

EUR 600) had also not been made. The Chamber considered that the 

reimbursement of the rental deposit was equally covered by the club’s obligation 

to compensate the player for the expenses related to his accommodation. 

Therefore, the Chamber decided that the amount of EUR 3,600 (i.e. 5 x EUR 600 

plus EUR 600) was also due to the Claimant.  
 

25. In continuation, the Chamber noted that the Claimant furthermore claimed an 

amount of EUR 659 for the costs arisen from the change of reservation of the 

flights as well as an amount of 1,952.96 plus 5% interest p.a. for four one way air 

tickets B – S and for four one way air tickets S – P. In this respect, the Chamber 
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duly examined the employment contract as well as the additional agreement in 

order to establish whether there was a contractual basis for the reimbursement of 

the aforementioned amounts. The members of the Chamber were of the opinion 

that neither of these documents stipulated a payment obligation of the 

Respondent for costs related to the change of flight reservations or for domestic 

flight tickets within country B. Therefore, the Chamber considered that the 

claimed amounts were not subject to the Respondent’s payment obligation, and it 

decided to reject the respective claims.  
 

26. Taking into account all of the above, the Chamber established the amount of 

outstanding payments at a sum of EUR 43,600 (i.e. 5 x EUR 2,000, plus 5 x EUR 

6,000, plus 5 x EUR 600 as well as EUR 600).  
 

27. With regards to the claimed interests, the Chamber noted that, according to the 

employment contract and the additional agreement, the salary payments, 

including reimbursement for the costs of accommodation, were to be made by the 

end of each month. Therefore, the Respondent was in default with the respective 

payments as from each first day of the following months. Consequently, the 

Chamber decided that the Respondent had to pay default interest at a rate of 5% 

as follows:  
 

- 5% p.a. as of 1 November 2008 over the amount of EUR 8’600; 

- 5% p.a. as of 1 December 2008 over the amount of EUR 8’600; 

- 5% p.a. as of 1 January 2009 over the amount of EUR 8’600; 

- 5% p.a. as of 1 February 2009 over the amount of EUR 8’600; 

- 5% p.a. as of 1 March 2009 over the amount of EUR 8’600.  
 

28. As regards interests on the rental deposit in the amount or EUR 600, which also 

had to be reimbursed, the Chamber noted that since the employment relationship 

had to be considered terminated as from 4 March 2009, the Respondent would 

have had to reimburse the relevant amount together with the salary payment on 

30 March 2009 at the latest. Therefore, the members of the Chamber decided to 

grant default interest at a rate of 5% p.a. on the relevant amount as of 31 March 

2009.  
 

29. Having established all of the aforementioned, the members of the Chamber went 

on to examine whether the player had just cause to terminate the contractual 

relationship, and if so, which were the consequences arising therefrom.  
 

30. In this respect, the Chamber recalled that, in the past, it had on numerous 

occasions upheld the unilateral termination of an employment contract by players 

who had, depending on the particular circumstances of the relevant case at stake, 

not received their salaries for two or more months.  
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31. The Chamber deemed that it was undisputed between the parties that the 

Respondent had not paid the Claimant’s salary for the time period between 

October 2008 and February 2009, i.e. for five months. Equally, it was uncontested 

that the Claimant reminded the Respondent of the outstanding payments on 

several occasions.  

 

32. In this regard, the Chamber concluded that the delay of five months in the 

fulfilment by the Respondent of its financial obligations is already a sufficiently 

long period of time to justify a unilateral termination of the employment contract.  
 

33. Therefore, the Chamber was of the opinion that the club breached the 

employment contract and that, consequently, the player had just cause to 

prematurely terminate said contract, as the latter had done by means of the letter 

dated 4 March 2009.  
 

34. Having established that the player had terminated his employment contract with 

just cause, the Chamber focussed on the financial consequences thereof, in 

accordance with art. 17 par. 1 of the Regulations. The Chamber considered that a 

careful reading of the applicable provision, i.e. of art. 17 par. 1 of the Regulations, 

provided the key to assess the amount of such compensation.  
 

35. In this context, the Chamber focussed its analysis on the amount of compensation 

for the unjustified breach of contract due by the Respondent to the Claimant and 

examined the objective criteria listed in art. 17 par. 1 of the Regulations. The 

Chamber clarified that the criteria listed therein were, however, not exhaustive 

and that each request for compensation for breach of contract had to be assessed 

on a case-by-case basis.  

 

36. According to art. 17 par. 1 of the Regulations, the amount of compensation shall 

be calculated, in particular and unless otherwise provided for in the contract at 

the basis of the dispute, with due consideration for the law of the country 

concerned, the specificity of sport and further objective criteria, including, in 

particular, the remuneration and other benefits due to the Claimant under the 

existing contract and/or the new contract, the time remaining on the existing 

contract up to a maximum of five years, and depending on whether the 

contractual breach falls within the protected period.  
 

37. In application of the relevant provision, the Chamber held that it first of all had to 

clarify as to whether the pertinent employment contract contained a provision by 

means of which the parties had beforehand agreed upon an amount of 

compensation payable by the contractual parties in the event of breach of 

contract. The Chamber established that no such compensation clause was included 

in the employment contract at the basis of the matter at stake.  
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38. As a consequence, the members of the Chamber determined that the amount of 

compensation payable by the Respondent to the Claimant had to be assessed in 

application of the other parameters set out in art. 17 par. 1 of the Regulations. 

The Chamber recalled that said provision provided for a non-exhaustive 

enumeration of criteria to be taken into consideration when calculating the 

amount of compensation payable. Therefore, other objective criteria may be taken 

into account at the discretion of the deciding body.  
 

39. On this basis, the members of the Chamber highlighted that the Respondent did 

not provide any reason whatsoever for its non-fulfilment of its payment 

obligations, as agreed upon in the employment contract and in the additional 

agreement. The Chamber deemed that it should consider this fact in determining 

the amount of compensation to be paid by the Respondent.  
 

40. Equally, and in order to evaluate the compensation to be paid by the Respondent, 

the members of the Chamber took into account, inter alia, in line with art. 17 par. 

1 of the Regulations, the remuneration due to the Claimant in accordance with 

the contract, the time remaining on the same contract as well as the professional 

situation of the Claimant after the early termination occurred.  
 

41. Bearing in mind the foregoing, the Chamber proceeded to the calculation of the 

monies payable under the terms of the player’s employment contract and under 

the terms of the additional agreement. In this respect, the Chamber 

acknowledged that the player was entitled to receive a monthly salary of EUR 

2,000 until 30 May 2009, a monthly salary of EUR 6,000 until 30 May 2009, a bonus 

in case the player would be top scorer of the league, accommodation and a car as 

well as one family air ticket country C – country B – country C.  
 

42. Furthermore, the Chamber took into account that the player had not signed an 

employment contract with another club in the period from March 2009 until 31 

May 2009.  
 

43. Taking into account all of the above, the Chamber concluded that the amount of 

compensation for breach of contract without just cause to be paid by the 

Respondent to the Claimant was composed of a lump sum of EUR 24,000, which 

was to be considered reasonable and justified as compensation for breach of 

contract.  

 

44. Lastly, the Chamber turned its attention to the Claimant’s request that the 

Respondent should be banned from registering any new players, either nationally 

or internationally, for two registration periods.  
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45. Consequently, the Chamber went on to establish whether sporting sanctions were 

to be imposed on the Respondent based on the latter’s breach of contract. The 

Chamber recalled that art. 17 par. 3 of the Regulations provides for the possibility 

to impose sporting sanctions for a breach of contract which occurs within the 

protected period. In this respect, the Chamber referred to item 7. of the 

Definitions section of the Regulations which defines the protected period as 

“three entire seasons or three years, whichever comes first, following the entry 

into force of a contract, where such contract is concluded prior to the 28th 

birthday of the professional, or two entire seasons or two years, whichever comes 

first, following the entry into force of a contract, where such contract is concluded 

after the 28th birthday of the professional”.  

 

46. On account of the foregoing, the Chamber noted that the aforementioned breach 

occurred in the course of a contract concluded for a duration of ten months, this 

is, irrespective of the age of the player, in any case within the protected period. 

Likewise, the Chamber underlined that, in principle, art. 17 par. 3 of the 

Regulations provides for the imposition of sporting sanctions in case of a breach of 

contract within the protected period.  
 

47. However, after short deliberations, the Chamber concurred that, in view of the 

positive stance of the Respondent in the case at hand, i.e. in particular of the 

positive attitude as regards the attempted conclusion of an amicable settlement, 

the Chamber considered that it would be disproportionate to impose sporting 

sanctions against the Respondent.  

 

48. On account of all the above, the Chamber decided to partially accept the 

Claimant’s claim and to award him an amount of EUR 43,600 as outstanding 

salaries plus 5 % interest as follows:  
 

- 5% p.a. as of 1 November 2008 over the amount of EUR 8’600; 

- 5% p.a. as of 1 December 2008 over the amount of EUR 8’600; 

- 5% p.a. as of 1 January 2009 over the amount of EUR 8’600; 

- 5% p.a. as of 1 February 2009 over the amount of EUR 8’600; 

- 5% p.a. as of 1 March 2009 over the amount of EUR 8’600; 

- 5% p.a. as of 31 March 2009 over the amount of EUR 600. 

 
 

49. Furthermore, the Chamber decided to grant the Claimant compensation for 

breach of contract in the amount of EUR 24,000.  

 

50. The Chamber concluded its deliberations by deciding that any further claims of the 

Claimant are rejected.  
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III. Decision of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 

 

1. The claim of the Claimant, R, is partially accepted. 

 

2. The Respondent, A, has to pay to the Claimant, within 30 days as from the date of 

notification of this decision, outstanding remuneration in the amount of EUR 

43’600 plus 5% interest p.a. until the date of effective payment as follows: 

 

- 5% p.a. as of 1 November 2008 over the amount of EUR 8’600; 

- 5% p.a. as of 1 December 2008 over the amount of EUR 8’600; 

- 5% p.a. as of 1 January 2009 over the amount of EUR 8’600; 

- 5% p.a. as of 1 February 2009 over the amount of EUR 8’600; 

- 5% p.a. as of 1 March 2009 over the amount of EUR 8’600; 

- 5% p.a. as of 31 March 2009 over the amount of EUR 600. 

  

3. The Respondent has to pay to the Claimant compensation for breach of contract 

in the amount of EUR 24,000, within 30 days as from the date of notification of 

this decision. In the event that this amount of compensation is not paid within the 

stated time limit, interest at the rate of 5% p.a. will fall due as of expiry of the 30 

days’ time limit until the date of effective payment. 

 

4. In the event that the amounts due to the Claimant in accordance with the above-

mentioned numbers 2. and 3. are not paid by the Respondent within the stated 

time limits, the present matter shall be submitted, upon request, to FIFA’s 

Disciplinary Committee for its consideration and a formal decision. 

 

5. Any further claim filed by the Claimant is rejected. 

 

6. The Claimant, R, is directed to inform the Respondent, A, immediately and directly 

of the account number to which the remittance is to be made and to notify the 

Dispute Resolution Chamber of every payment received. 

 

***** 
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Note relating to the motivated decision (legal remedy): 

 

According to art. 63 par. 1 of the FIFA Statutes, this decision may be appealed against 

before the Court of Arbitration for Sport (CAS). The statement of appeal must be sent 

to the CAS directly within 21 days of receipt of notification of this decision and shall 

contain all the elements in accordance with point 2 of the directives issued by the CAS, 

a copy of which we enclose hereto. Within another 10 days following the expiry of the 

time limit for filing the statement of appeal, the appellant shall file a brief stating the 

facts and legal arguments giving rise to the appeal with the CAS (cf. point 4 of the 

directives). 

 

The full address and contact numbers of the CAS are the following: 

 

Court of Arbitration for Sport 

Avenue de Beaumont 2 

1012 Lausanne 

Switzerland 

Tel: +41 21 613 50 00 

Fax: +41 21 613 50 01 

e-mail: info@tas-cas.org 

www.tas-cas.org 

 

For the Dispute Resolution Chamber: 

 

 

 

 

Markus Kattner 

Deputy Secretary General 

 

Encl. CAS directives 

mailto:info@tas-cas.org
http://www.tas-cas.org/

