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Dispute Resolution Chamber 
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in the following composition: 
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on the claim presented by the player  

 

 

 

X, 

 

as Claimant 

 

 

against the club 

 

 

                                                                                                                                                
Y, 

 

as Respondent 

 

 

regarding a contractual dispute  

arisen between the parties 
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I. Facts of the case 

 
1. On 21 November 2005, the player, X (hereinafter: the Claimant), lodged a 

complaint before FIFA against the club, Y (hereinafter: the Respondent), claiming 
that the club had terminated his “employment contract” without just cause in 
December 2004.  
 

2. In this respect, the Claimant claimed that, on 23 July 2004, he had signed an 
employment contract with the Respondent via the company F, apparently 
represented by Mr J, and under the supervision of the N Football Federation (N FF). 
According to the Claimant, the contract was valid from 23 July 2004 until 20 July 
2007. In this context, the Claimant provided FIFA with an agreement called 
“contrato deportivo de trabajo por obra determinada que celebran por una parte 
la empresa F. […]; y por la otra […] el jugador [...]” concluded and signed by 
himself and the aforementioned company, which does not make any reference to 
the Respondent. The said agreement provided, inter alia, for a total remuneration 
of USD 347,000 in favour of the player throughout the period of time from 20 July 
2004 until 20 July 2007 as follows:  

 
- for the first season: a remuneration of USD 77,000 and a signing-on fee of 

USD 15,000, 
- for the second season: a remuneration of USD 99,000 and a signing-on fee 

of USD 15,000, 
- for the third season: a remuneration of USD 121,000 and a signing-on fee 

of USD 20,000. 
 
3. The Claimant further alleged that the Respondent had terminated the contract 

without just cause after five months in December 2004 whereas the Claimant had 
supposedly always complied with his contractual obligations. In addition, he had 
allegedly received an amount of USD 50,000 out of the total remuneration 
allegedly stipulated in the “employment contract”.  

 
4. On account of the foregoing, the Claimant requested the payment of an amount 

of USD 297,000, as well as legal expenses in an amount of USD 30,000. 
 
5. In its answer, the Respondent fully rejected the claim.  
 
6. In this regard, the Respondent acknowledged having signed an employment 

contract on 2 August 2004 valid for one sporting season, i.e from 1 August 2004 
until 31 May 2005 (clause 5 of the contract, copy of which was submitted by the 
Respondent), which was registered at the N FF on 12 August 2004. 

 
7. According to clauses 6 and 7 of the contract, the Claimant was entitled to receive a 

total remuneration of 200,000. 
 
8. The Respondent further added that the Claimant was willing to terminate their 

contractual relationship and, therefore, it had allegedly paid all its debts towards 
the Claimant. As a result of the foregoing, the parties to the dispute had signed, 
on 13 January 2005, a termination agreement under the supervision of the N FF . 
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The Respondent submitted an undated termination agreement carrying a N FF 
letter-head and signed by both parties, by means of which the parties agreed that 
the Respondent did not have any outstanding debt towards the Claimant and that, 
consequently, that the latter did not have any further claim towards the 
Respondent. In this context, the Respondent also provided FIFA with a copy of a 
document dated 10 January 2005, carrying a N FF letter-head, signed by the 
Respondent’s Vice-President and addressed to the director of the First League 
(Division “A”), by means of which the Respondent apparently informed the League 
of the termination of the labour relationship with the Claimant. Finally, the 
Respondent submitted an undated declaration signed by the Claimant and 
apparently to the attention of the deciding body of the N FF, by means of which 
the latter recognised that the parties to the dispute reached an amicable 
settlement and that, consequently, he allegedly withdrew a claim apparently 
pending before the deciding body of the N FF. 
 

9. In its replica, the Claimant adhered to his position and reiterated having signed an 
employment contract with the Respondent via the aforementioned company, F, 
which was, in the Claimant’s opinion, subsequently breached by the Respondent 
without just cause.  

 
10. In addition, the Claimant claimed that he had signed several documents in Spanish 

without, however, understanding their contents, since he allegedly does not speak 
Spanish. In fact, the Claimant stated that he was forced to sign documents in 
Spanish at the moment he signed the agreement with F Therefore, in the 
Claimant’s view, he was victim of a fraud. Furthermore, according to the Claimant, 
the Respondent made use of economic coercion and forced the player to sign 
documents, since he was allegedly afraid to become unemployed. Therefore, the 
player was of the opinion that the termination agreement as well as his 
declaration should be considered as null and void. In this respect, the Claimant was 
eager to emphasize that a document, in which he renounces to his rights – which 
is, according to the latter, impossible in light of the principle of non-renunciation 
of the employee’s rights -, shall contain the essential elements related thereto as 
well as a valid date. However, according to the Claimant, the said documents 
lacked of the aforementioned prerequisites, inter alia, a valid date of signature as 
well as a description of the motives and the rights related thereto and, therefore, 
could only result from an economic coercion. Finally, the Claimant insisted, once 
again, on the fact that the club had agreed on a 3 years contract signed via its 
representative, F. 
 

11. On 9 July 2008, the Respondent adhered to its previous position, rejected all the 
Claimant’s arguments and recalled that it had no knowledge about and no contact 
with the company, F. 

 
12. The N FF – without having been invited to do so - also informed FIFA that the 

dispute of the reference had been resolved before the Commission of Conciliation 
and Resolution of Disputes implemented within its Federation. The N FF added 
that the Claimant had signed a termination agreement, by means of which he 
agreed to put an end to the intervention of the aforementioned Commission. 
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13. On 1 February 2010, the Claimant informed FIFA, without enclosing any document, 
that he had concluded the following employment contracts: 

- Clube M in April 2005 providing for a “total salary” of 7,000, which, 
according to the player, came to an end prematurely “due to a serious 
labour injury”; 

- Clube C from July 2005 until December 2005 providing for a “total salary” 
of 5,000; 

- A FC from January 2006 until May 2006 providing for a “total salary” of 
5,000; 

- Clube L from September 2006 until December 2006 providing for a “total 
salary” of 5,000; 

- Clube R from January 2007 until May 2007 providing for a “total salary” 
of 5,000 and 

- Clube W from July 2007 until June 2008 providing for a “total salary” of 
USD 500,000. 

 

 

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 case at hand. In this respect, the Chamber referred to 

art. 21 par. 1 and 2 of the Rules Governing the Procedures of the Players’ Status 

Committee and the Dispute Resolution Chamber (edition 2008). The present 

matter was submitted to FIFA on 21 November 2005, thus before the 

aforementioned Rules entered into force on 1 July 2008. Therefore, the Chamber 

referred to art. 18 par. 2 and 3 of the Rules Governing the Procedures of the 

Players’ Status Committee and the Dispute Resolution Chamber (DRC) (edition 

2005; hereinafter: Procedural Rules) and concluded that the 2005 edition of the 

Procedural Rules is applicable to the matter at hand. 

 

2. 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 on the Status and Transfer of 

Players (edition 2009), the Dispute Resolution Chamber is competent to deal with 

the matter at stake, which concerns an employment-related dispute with an 

international dimension between a player and a club.  

 

3. Furthermore, the DRC analysed which edition of the Regulations on the Status and 

Transfer of Players should be applicable as to the substance of the present affair. 

In this respect, the Chamber referred, on the one hand, to art. 26 par. 1 and 2 of 

the Regulations on the Status and Transfer of Players (editions 2009 and 2008) as 

well as 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 present claim 

was lodged on 21 November 2005. In view of the aforementioned, the members 

concluded that the FIFA Regulations for the Status and Transfer of Players, 2005 

edition, (hereinafter: the Regulations) are applicable to the matter at hand as to 

the substance. 
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4. The competence of the Chamber and the applicable regulations having been 

established, the Chamber entered into the substance of the matter and, in doing 

so, examined the documentation presented by the parties throughout the 

proceedings. In that context, the Chamber took note that, on the one hand, the 

Claimant asserted having signed an “employment contract”, valid from 23 July 

2004 until 20 July 2007, with the Respondent via the company F, and under the 

supervision of the N FF. On the other hand, the Respondent maintained that it 

had no knowledge about the aforementioned company and that it had signed an 

employment contract with the Claimant on 2 August 2004 valid from 1 August 

2004 until 31 May 2005 only and providing for a different remuneration. 

 

5. Equally, the DRC took note that the Claimant claimed the payment of an amount 

of USD 297,000 for an alleged breach of contract committed by the Respondent. In 

this respect, the Chamber remarked that the claim was based on the contract 

presented by the Claimant, which had been concluded between the latter and the 

company named F. 
 

6. In that context, the Chamber firstly underlined that the said agreement made no 

reference – neither express nor implicit – of the Respondent, which, consequently, 

cannot be considered as a party to the contract concluded on 23 July 2004 with 

the aforementioned company. 
 

7. In continuation, the members of the Chamber recalled the general principle of 

burden of proof stipulated in the art. 12 par. 3 of the Procedural Rules, according 

to which any party claiming a right on the basis of an alleged fact shall carry the 

burden of proof, and pointed out that the Claimant did not submit any convincing 

documentary evidence in support of his allegations, according to which F was 

acting on behalf of the Respondent, the latter being the actual counterparty of 

the contract concluded on 23 July 2004. Therefore, the Chamber was of the 

opinion that the Respondent cannot be considered as a party of the said 

agreement. 

 

8. On account of the foregoing, and bearing in mind the absence of involvement 

whatsoever of the Respondent in the signature of the said contract, the DRC 

concluded that it was not in a position to decide on a claim lodged against the 

Respondent based on the agreement concluded between the player and the 

company F in July 2004. Consequently, for that reason, the claim of the Claimant 

has to be rejected. 

 

9. For the sake of completeness, and referring to art. 22 of the Regulations regarding 

“FIFA Competence” and art. 6 par. 1 of the Procedural Rules concerning the 

parties to a proceeding before FIFA’s deciding bodies, the Chamber was eager to 

recall that, as a general rule, the DRC was not competent to decide on a claim 

lodged by a player against a company in connection with the execution and/or the 

interpretation of an agreement concluded with a company. 
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10. This being established, the DRC recalled that, as acknowledged by the 

Respondent, the parties to the dispute had indeed signed an employment contract 

on 2 August 2004 valid from 1 August 2004 until 31 May 2005 and providing for a 

total remuneration of 200,000.  
 

11. In that regard, the Chamber highlighted that the Claimant did not request any 

payment of compensation based on the said employment contract. Therefore, the 

DRC unanimously decided that the present claim had to be rejected also in that 

respect. 
 

12. Notwithstanding the aforementioned remark, and for the sake of completeness, 

the members of the Chamber went on examining the respective positions of the 

parties as well as the documentation remitted to FIFA in connection with the said 

employment contract apparently signed by the parties to the dispute on 2 August 

2004. Firstly, the DRC observed that the Respondent held that the parties to the 

dispute agreed on an early termination of their contractual relationship in January 

2005. To corroborate the foregoing, the Respondent provided FIFA with the 

following documents:  
 

- a termination agreement signed under the supervision of the N FF, by 
means of which the parties agreed that the Respondent did not have 
any outstanding debt towards the Claimant and that the latter had no 
claim towards the Respondent, 

 
- a declaration carrying a N FF letter-head, signed by the Respondent’s 

Vice-President and addressed to the director of the First League (Division 
“A”), by means of which the Respondent apparently informed the 
League of the termination of the labour relationship with the Claimant, 

 
- an undated document signed by the Claimant, by means of which the 

latter recognised that the parties to the dispute reached an amicable 
settlement and that, consequently, he allegedly withdrew a claim 
apparently pending before the deciding body of the N FF. 

 

13. Equally, the Chamber took due note of the Claimant’s comments in relation to the 

foregoing and pointed out that the latter did not contest having signed the said 

documents, by means of which the parties apparently settled the matter amicably 

without having any debts towards each other. Indeed, according to the Claimant, 

he was a victim of a fraud and/or economic coercion, since he was allegedly forced 

to sign such documents without understanding their contents due to his lack of 

knowledge of the Spanish language. 

 
14. In light of the above, the Chamber emphasised that a party signing a document of 

legal importance without knowledge of its precise contents, as a general rule, does 
so on its own responsibility and shall bear the consequences. Furthermore, the 
Chamber, referring to art. 12 par. 3 of the Procedural Rules, rejected the Claimant’s 
argument that he was victim of a fraud or forced to sign the mentioned document, 
as such allegation could not be corroborated by any documentary evidence. 
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15. In view of the above, the Chamber was eager to emphasize that the question of 

whether or not the relevant employment contract in question was terminated with 
or without just cause was irrelevant in the present case, since it is obvious from the 
documentation on file that the Claimant signed documents, by means of which he 
recognised that he had no further claims towards the Respondent. 
 

16. Thus, the Chamber stressed that the documents signed by the Claimant established 
that the Claimant had accepted that he was not entitled to claim any kind of 
financial compensation from the Respondent. 
 

17. In view of the foregoing, the Chamber held that it had no alternative but to 
conclude that the Claimant had no more right to claim further compensation 
against the Respondent. 

 
18. Finally, the Chamber deemed it appropriate to refer to art. 15 of the Procedural 

Rules and recalled that DRC proceedings are free of charge and that, consequently, 
no legal fees can be awarded in such a proceeding. 

 
19. Consequently, the Dispute Resolution Chamber decided that the Claimant’s claim 

had to be rejected in its entirety. 
 

 

****** 
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III. Decision of the Dispute Resolution Chamber  

 
 
The claim of the Claimant, X, is rejected. 

 

 

****** 
 

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 
 
Enclosed: CAS directives   
 

http://www.tas-cas.org/

