
Decision of the  
Dispute Resolution Chamber 

 
passed in Zurich, Switzerland, on 26 October 2006,  

in the following composition: 

Slim Aloulou (Tunisia), Chairman 

Gerardo Movilla (Spain), member 

Joaquim Evangelista (Portugal), member 

Mario Gallavotti (Italy), member  

Peter Friend (Australia), member 

 
 
 
 
 

on the claim presented by the player 

A, X, 
 

as Claimant 

against the club 

B, Y, 
 

as Respondent 

 
 
 
 
 

regarding a contractual dispute between the player and the club. 



I. Facts of the case 

1. On 1 March 2004, the player A from the country X, the Claimant, and the club B 
from the country Y, the Respondent, signed an employment contract that was 
due to run until 15 December 2004. 

 
2. Articles 6.1. and 6.2. of the above-mentioned employment contract establish 

the following remuneration in favour of the Claimant: 

- 12,000 as salary 
- “the club shall have the right to specify different bonus schemes, encouraging 

payments, allowances and other similar payments.”  
 
3. On 11 July 2005, the Claimant lodged a claim against the Respondent in front of 

FIFA claiming that the respondent club did not pay him the total amount of 
2,016,000 for several bonuses at the end of the employment period.  

 
4. According to the Claimant the parties signed three further documents in 

connection with the above-mentioned employment contract: an “Appendix 1”, 
a “Supplement to Appendix 1” and an “Appendix 2”. In this respect, the 
Claimant presented copies of the said documents.  

 
5. According to the “Supplement to Appendix 1”, the Claimant is entitled to 

receive in case he played 0% to 20% of the relevant match inter alia the 
following bonuses: 

- 12,000: for a match won on home field, 
 - 18,000: for a match won on foreign field and 
 -   9,000: for a match with equal score on foreign field. 
 
6. Furthermore, the Claimant is entitled to receive according to the above-

mentioned “Supplement to Appendix 1” and in case he played for change 50% 
of the relevant match inter alia the following bonus: 

- 30,000: for a match won on home field.  
 
7. Finally, the Claimant is entitled to receive according to the above-mentioned 

“Supplement to Appendix 1” in case he played at least 25% of the relevant 
matches the following bonus: 

- 375,000: for winning the Cup in 2003/04 of the country Y. 
 
8. According to point 2 of the “Appendix 2”, the Claimant is entitled to receive “in 

case of settling the assignment and entry in the higher league…payment in the 
amount of 1,500,000 pursuant of the labour rules of the association of the 
country Y”.  
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9. In light of the above, the Claimant demands 2,016,000, in particular:  

- 48,000 (4 x 12,000; cf. point I.5) for four matches won on home field on 4 
September, 4, 7 and 24 October 2004, 

- 54,000 (3 x 18,000; cf. point I.5) for three matches won on foreign field on 10 
and 24 September and 10 October 2004,  

- 9,000 (cf. point I.5) for the match with equal score on foreign field on 17 
October 2004, 

- 30,000 (cf. point I.6) for the match won on home field while having played for 
change 50% of the match on 7 September 2004, 

- 375,000 (cf. point I.7.) for winning the Cup in 2003/04 of the country Y having 
played 25% of the relevant matches and 

- 1,500,000 (cf. point I.8) according to the point 2 of “Appendix 2” for the entry 
of the club B in the higher league.  

 
10. The Claimant explained that the Respondent terminated the employment 

relation by means of a letter dated 9 September 2004 according to which the 
club committed itself to fulfil the terms and conditions of the employment 
contract until its expiry. In this respect, the Claimant presented a copy of the 
said letter. Consequently, the Claimant demands the above-mentioned 
bonuses until the end of the contractual period, i.e. 15 December 2004, even 
though he already went to X on 20 September 2004.  

 
11. The Respondent answered that the Claimant participated 36% of the total 

amount of matches when it had issued an order to leave the club on 25 August 
2004 due to his descending performance. The respondent club added that the 
Claimant had been allowed to train in X after his leaving. The Respondent 
further explained that the Claimant was entitled to receive in addition to his 
salary of 12,000 the following payments: 3,900,000 in accordance with labour 
rules of the association of the country Y (i.e. for travelling to the workplace), 
payable as follows: 

- 1,500,000 until 15 March 2004, 
-    600,000 until 1 July 2004 and  
-    300,000 until 1 November 2004.  

 
12. In this context, the Respondent explained that since the Claimant left the club 

prior to the original end of the contractual period, the above-mentioned 
amount decreased to 3,000,000. 

 
13. The Respondent affirmed that for the matches won by the club, the Claimant 

was entitled to receive 1,573,975 for “award fees” according to the Appendix to 
the employment contract. Furthermore, the Respondent added that the 
Claimant was entitled to receive 462,000 as “additional bonus” for entering the 
club in to the Premier League.  
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14. As a consequence of the above-mentioned, B summarized that the Claimant 
was entitled to receive as “award fees” and “additional bonus” the total 
amount of 2,035,975.  

 
15. Furthermore, it added that from the said amount it must deduct taxes in the 

amount of 264,677 (=13%). As a result, according to the Respondent, the total 
amount for “award fees” and “additional bonus” in favour of the Claimant is 
1,771,298. 

 
16. In the light of the above, the Respondent concluded that the total amount 

which the Claimant is entitled to is 4,771,298 (3,000,000 for the above-mentioned 
travelling costs to his working place plus 1,771,298 for “award fees” and 
“additional bonus”).  

 
17. The Respondent affirmed that it already paid the amount of 5,325,000 to the 

Claimant, hence 553,702 more than it was obligated to pay. As a consequence, 
B asked to reject the Claimant’s claim.  

 
18. In reply thereto, the Claimant insisted on the fact that he left the club on 20 

September 2004 after the Cup match against the club C, and not on 25 August 
2004.  

 
19. Furthermore, the Claimant did not accept a deduction of any payment, since 

according to the above-mentioned letter of the club issued on 9 September 
2004, the respondent club committed itself to fulfil all the contractual terms until 
the expiry of the employment contract, i.e. 15 December 2004.  

 
20. Finally, the Claimant added that he does not accept that the payments in Y are 

taxable. As a consequence, the Claimant rejected all allegations made by the 
Respondent and insisted on his claim.  

 
21. The Respondent thereto explained that “Appendix 2” cannot entitle the 

Claimant to more than it stipulates. The Respondent insisted that the Claimant 
must present the relevant documentary evidence for his alleged suffered 
damages in that regard. The Respondent explained further that “Appendix 2” 
does not stipulate the entitlement of 1,500,000 in favour of the Claimant in an 
unconditional way. Finally, the Respondent added that “Appendix 2” was 
legally binding during the contractual period only, otherwise, the “Appendix 2” 
would have constituted an essential addition to the basic employment contract 
and, therefore, would have needed to be registered with the football 
association of the country Y.  

 
22. Upon FIFA’s request, the football association of the country Y presented a copy 

of the legal provisions confirming the income tax rate of 13%, which applies on 
“award fees” and “additional bonuses”.  
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II. Considerations of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 

1. First of all, the Dispute Resolution Chamber (DRC) analysed whether it was 
competent to deal with the matter at stake. In this respect, it referred to art. 18 
par. 2 and 3 of the Rules Governing the Procedures of the Players’ Status 
Committee and the Dispute Resolution Chamber. The present matter was 
submitted to FIFA on 11 July 2005, as a consequence the Chamber concluded 
that the revised Rules Governing Procedures (edition 2005) on matters pending 
before the decision making bodies of FIFA are applicable to the matter at hand. 

 
2. With regard to the competence of the Chamber, art. 3 par. 1 of the above-

mentioned Rules states that the Dispute Resolution Chamber shall examine its 
jurisdiction in the light of articles 22 to 24 of the current version of the Regulations 
for the Status and Transfer of Players (edition 2005). In accordance with art. 24 
par. 1 in combination with art. 22 (b) of the aforementioned Regulations, the 
Dispute Resolution Chamber shall adjudicate on employment-related disputes 
between a club and a player that have an international dimension. 

3. As a consequence, the Dispute Resolution Chamber is the competent body to 
decide on the present litigation involving a player from the country X and a club 
from the country Y regarding financial obligations in connection with an 
employment contract.  

4.  Subsequently, the members of the Chamber analyzed which edition of the 
Regulations for the Status and Transfer of Players should be applicable as to the 
substance of the matter. In this respect, the Chamber referred, on the one 
hand, to art. 26 par. 1 and 2 of the Regulations for the Status and Transfer of 
Players (edition 2005) and, on the other hand, to the fact that the relevant 
contract at the basis of the present dispute was signed on 1 March 2004 and the 
claim was lodged at FIFA on 11 July 2005. In view of the aforementioned, the 
Chamber concluded that the current FIFA Regulations for the Status and 
Transfer of Players (edition 2005, hereafter: the Regulations) are applicable to 
the case at hand as to the substance. 

 
5.  In continuation, and entering into the substance of the matter, the members of 

the Dispute Resolution Chamber started by acknowledging the above-
mentioned facts as well as all the further documentation contained in the file.  

6. In this respect, the Chamber took due note that the Claimant is of the firm 
opinion that the Respondent terminated the relevant employment contract on 
9 September 2004 warranting the stipulated financial benefits in favour of the 
Claimant until the original expiry of the relevant employment contract. As a 
consequence, the Claimant demands outstanding bonuses amounting to 
2,016,000.  
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7. On the other hand, the members of the DRC acknowledged that the 
Respondent is, in particular, convinced that the claimed bonuses were not 
unconditionally owed to the Claimant. Furthermore, the Chamber took note of 
the fact that the Respondent affirms having paid to the Claimant more than it 
was obliged to pay. Consequently, the Respondent rejects the demand lodged 
by the Claimant.  

8. In consideration of these positions, the members of the Dispute Resolution 
Chamber acknowledged that it is uncontested by both parties that they signed 
an employment contract on 1 March 2004 and an “Appendix 2”. Furthermore, 
the Chamber took note that the parties do not agree on further Appendixes 
concluded between the parties. Whereas the Claimant presented an 
“Appendix 1” and a “Supplement to Appendix 1”, the Respondent did not 
present the Annex to which it refers in its position. Consequently, taken into 
account the legal principle of burden of proof and in view of the fact that the 
“Appendix 1” and “the Supplement to Appendix 1” put forward by the Claimant 
contain the required club stamp and signatures, the Dispute Resolution 
Chamber considered the documents presented by the Claimant as the relevant 
documents based on which it will have to examine possible pretensions of the 
Claimant.  

9. In continuation, the Chamber analysed the above-mentioned letter dated 9 
September 2004 from the Respondent addressed to the Claimant and took note 
of the fact that the Respondent did not take position concerning the part of the 
said letter according to which “the terms and conditions of the contract, as well 
as the appendixes to the contract are preserved”. Consequently, the Chamber 
concluded that by not presenting the Respondent any statement to this regard, 
it accepted tacitly to undertake all financial benefits of the Claimant until the 
expiry of the contract, i.e. 15 December 2004. Even more, since the document is 
duly signed by the Respondent and contains the club’s stamp.  

10. Subsequently, the Chamber took note of the fact that the parties do not agree 
on the date on which the Claimant left the Respondent. Whereas the Claimant 
is of the firm opinion having left the country on 20 September 2004 after the Cup 
match against the club C, the Respondent insists that this date was already on 
25 August 2004.  

11. The members of the DRC considered that neither the Claimant nor the 
Respondent presented any documentary evidence for their allegations in that 
regard. In view of the aforementioned, the Chamber decided to take the date 
of the above-mentioned letter of 9 September 2004 as the relevant date to be 
taken into account based on which it will have to examine possible pretensions 
of the Claimant, since the letter does not contain an address header which 
leaded the DRC to the assumption that the letter was personally handed over to 
the Claimant on that date in Y.  
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12. Subsequently, the Chamber turned its attention to the bonuses claimed by the 
Claimant. First of all, the DRC analysed the three claimed amount of 48,000, 
54,000 and 9,000 (cf. point I.9) for 8 matches either won on home field, or won 
on foreign field or with equal score on foreign field on the following dates: 4, 10 
and 24 September, 4,7,10, 17 and 24 October 2004.  

13. In this respect, the Chamber noted that, although the Claimant omitted to 
present an official confirmation issued by the football association of the country 
Y of the matches played by the Respondent in the relevant sporting season, the 
Respondent does not contest in its position the dates and results of the matches 
indicated by the Claimant. Therefore, the Dispute Resolution Chamber 
concluded that the Respondent tacitly accepted the dates and the results of 
the aforementioned matches.  

14. In continuation, the DRC analysed the above-mentioned “Supplement to 
Appendix 1”, which clearly establishes that the different bonuses are due to the 
Claimant in the case that he plays in the relevant match 0% to 20%. 
Consequently, the Chamber concluded that the relevant bonuses were due to 
the Claimant also in the case that he did not play at all in the relevant match. 
As a result, and taken into account the above-established assumption of debt 
of the Respondent (cf. point II.9), the Dispute Resolution Chamber decided to 
accept the Claimant’s demand for the bonuses for the above-mentioned 
matches.  

15. Subsequently, the Chamber turned its attention to the claimed bonus of 30,000 
for the match of 7 September 2004 according to the “Supplement to Appendix 
1”. In this respect, the members of the DRC recalled that the Respondent tacitly 
accepted the dates and the results of the matches, as well as that the 
Chamber decided that the Claimant left the club on 9 September 2004 at the 
earliest (cf. point II.11). Furthermore, the Chamber took note that the 
Respondent does not contest the percentage of the playing time indicated by 
the Claimant. Consequently, the Chamber considered that it is evident that the 
Claimant played on this date for change 50% of the relevant match. Therefore, 
the DRC accepted the Claimant’s claim to that regard.  

16. In the following, the members of the DRC analysed the Claimant’s demand of 
375,000 for winning the Cup in 2003/04 of the country Y. In this respect, the 
Chamber took note of the “Supplement to Annex 1”, according to which this 
bonus is due to the Claimant under the sole condition that he played at least 
25% of the relevant matches. Furthermore, the members of the Chamber 
acknowledged that the Respondent affirmed in its position that the Claimant 
participated in 36% of the total amount of the club matches (cf. point I.11). 
Finally, the Chamber stated that it is well known in the world of football that the 
Respondent won the pertinent Cup in 2003/04. Consequently, the DRC 
concluded that the Claimant fulfilled the condition which entitles him to receive 
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the aforementioned bonus and decided to accept the Claimant’s demand for 
375,000.  

17. Finally, the Chamber turned its attention to the claimed bonus of 1,5000,000 for 
the entry of the Respondent in the higher league in accordance with the 
“Appendix 2”. In this respect, the Chamber took note that the said “Appendix 2” 
establishes clearly that the Claimant is entitled to receive the aforementioned 
bonus in case that the Respondent enters in the higher league pursuant to the 
labour rules of the football association of the country Y. In this respect, the 
Chamber stated that it is uncontested by both parties that the respondent club 
entered in the higher league. Furthermore, the Chamber turned its attention to 
the referred labour rules of the football association of the country Y. These rules 
establish a remuneration in favour of the employee for the travelling costs which 
occur to get to the relevant working place. In this respect, the Chamber 
recalled once more that the Respondent committed itself to pay to the 
Claimant all financial remuneration as if he has stayed with the club until the 
original date of the expiry of the relevant employment contract (cf. point II.9). 
Taking into consideration the aforementioned, the Dispute Resolution Chamber 
decided to accept the Claimant’s demand also for this bonus.  

18. On account of the above, the Dispute Resolution Chamber resumed that the 
Claimant is entitled to receive from the Respondent all the claimed bonuses in 
the total amount of 2,016,000. 

19. In continuation, the DRC proceeded to analyse the Respondent’s allegation 
according to which it allegedly paid the amount of 5,235,000 to the Claimant 
for bonuses (“award fees” and “additional bonuses”). In this respect, the 
Chamber considered that the Respondent did not present any documentary 
evidence corroborating the aforementioned allegation. Therefore, the members 
of the Chamber decided to reject the Respondent’s objection.  

20. Subsequently, the Chamber turned its attention to the Respondent’s allegation 
according to which it has to deduct 13% of taxes from the Claimant’s bonuses. 
In this respect, the DRC took note of the confirmation of the football association 
of the country Y according to which pursuant to the relevant legal provisions an 
income tax rate of 13% applies on “award fees” and “additional bonuses”. 
Consequently and having analysed the cited legal provisions, the Dispute 
Resolution Chamber decided to accept the Respondent’s allegation to that 
regard. Therefore, the Chamber concluded that the amount of 262,080 (= 13% 
of 2,016,000) must be deducted from the above-established entitlement of 
bonuses of the Claimant.  

21. On account of the above-mentioned conclusions, the members of the Dispute 
Resolution Chamber decided unanimously that the Respondent has to pay to 
the Claimant the amount of 1,753,920 for the above-established outstanding 
bonuses.  
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III. Decision of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 

1. The claim submitted by the Claimant is partially accepted.  

2. The Respondent is ordered to pay 1,753,920 to the Claimant within 30 days as of 
notification of the present decision.  

3. If the aforementioned amount is not paid within the stated deadline, an interest 
rate of 5% per year will apply, as from expiry of the stated deadline.  

4. In the event that the Respondent does not comply with the present decision, 
the matter will be submitted to FIFA’s Disciplinary Committee, so that the 
necessary disciplinary sanctions can be imposed. 

5. Any further claims of the Claimant are rejected. 

6. The Claimant is directed to inform the Respondent directly and immediately of 
the account number to which the remittance is to be made, and to notify the 
Dispute Resolution Chamber about any receipt of the payment.  

7. According to art. 61 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: 
 
 
__________________________________ 
Urs Linsi 
General Secretary 
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Enclosed: CAS directives  
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