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Decision of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 

passed in Zurich, Switzerland, on 21 February 2006, 

in the following composition: 

Slim Aloulou (Tunisia), Chairman 
Joaquim Evangelista (Portugal), member 
Michele Colucci (Italy), member 
Philippe Diallo (France), member 
Mohamed Mecherara (Algeria), member 

on the claim presented by 

 

the club, X,  

as Claimant 

against  

the club, Y,  
as Respondent 

regarding a training compensation dispute related to the  
transfer of the player A 
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I. Facts of the case 
 

1. The player, A, was born on 24 March 1981, and was, according to the official 
confirmation from the XXX Football Federation (player passport) registered with 
the club X as an amateur from 6 October 1998 until 21 October 1999 for one 
season, between the ages of 17 and 18 before he turned non-amateur with the 
same club. Within this period of time, the player was on loan at ZZZ for the time 
between 29 June 1999 and 29 September 1999. The player signed his first contract 
as a non-amateur with X and was registered as a non-amateur with the latter from 
22 October 1999 until 30 June 2003, for 4 seasons between the ages of 18 and 22. 
During this period of  time, the player was again on loan at ZZZ club for the time 
between 9 June 2000 until 12 October 2000.  

2. On 1 July 2003 the player signed a two years contract with the club, Y, aged 22 ½. 

3. On 12 April 2005, X lodged a claim against Y for training compensation in 
accordance with Chapter VII of the FIFA Regulations for the Status and Transfer of 
Players (edition September 2001). 

4. Given that the compensation for the player’s training was not paid within 30 days 
from the registration of the player with Y, in addition X seeks for penalty interest 
over the last 24 months on the due amount. 

5. Before signing the employment contract with Y on 1 July 2003 for two years, the 
player initially signed a new contract offer of re-employment with X on 23 March 
2003 for 1 year (season 2003/2004), on the same terms as the last year of his 
previous 3 years contract he had signed with X.   

6. Y, by referring to art. 5.5 of the Regulations governing the Application of the 
Regulations for the Status and Transfer of Players (edition 2001), states that it does 
not consider training compensation to be appropriate, because X failed to offer 
the player an improved or equivalent contract to his existing one. This opinion is 
based on the fact that the annual payments proposed to the player by X in the 
new contract correspond to the ones of his former contract, but the newly offered 
contract should have been concluded for one year only instead of 3 years like the 
old one. This opinion is based on a written statement provided by the OOO  
Professional Footballers’ Association. Moreover, the respondent maintains that, 
prior to signing the contract with the player, they established that the player was 
a “Free Agent” in terms of his status as a player. 

7. X in reply thereto remains of the conviction to be entitled to training 
compensation for the player A. In particular, it maintains that the transfer of Mr. A 
did not take place within the EU / EEA and therefore art. 5.5 of the Regulations 
governing the Application of the Regulations for the Status and Transfer of 
Players (edition 2001) is not applicable. Furthermore, the .. club maintains that the 
new contract offer to the player was on the basis of the equivalent remuneration 
that the player was receiving on his existing contract since 29 October 2001. 
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Additionally, it leads that the opinion provided by the .. Professional Footballers’ 
Association is non-binding and non-authoritative on this matter and at best 
represents a view of the ...  

8. In response thereto, Y, inter alia, stated that if, however, training compensation 
would be granted to X by the Dispute Resolution Chamber, it should be calculated 
on the basis of verifiable information concerning the player’s history at the .. club. 
In particular, it affirms that X made divergent specifications in its correspondence 
regarding the player’s career.   

9. Additionally, the .. club asserts that the player had no fewer than 25 appearances 
with the A-Team of X in the season 2000/2001 and a greater number in 
subsequent seasons. Therefore, it deems that the player has accomplished his 
training with X already on his 21 birthday, i.e. 24 March 2002. Therefore, the 
period of time for which, if any, training compensation should be calculated is 
from July 1999 until 24 March 2002.  

10. Moreover, the .. club deems that the provisions of art. 5.5 of the Regulations 
governing the Application of the Regulations for the Status and Transfer of 
Players (edition 2001) and the terms of the circular no. 769, are intended to ensure 
that FIFA’s rules relating to training compensation are compatible with the rights 
of EU nationals under EU law, particularly in relation to free movement of 
employees. The .. club considers that the protection which these provisions confer 
are necessary to ensure free movement of EU nationals whether or not those 
nationals are moving to an EU/EEA state from another member state or from 
outside the EU (remark: the player in question is EU national on heritage grounds).  

11. Finally, Y, by referring to art. 6.1 of the Rules Governing the Practice and 
Procedures of the Dispute Resolution Chamber (edition February 2002), deems 
that the .. club did not make its claim for training compensation in time. When the 
claim for compensation was made towards the .. club in January 2004 and rejected 
at that time, X took no further steps to initiate proceedings before the Dispute 
Resolution Chamber until it raised its claim in April 2005. Given this delay in taking 
steps in front of FIFA, the .. club deems that the .. club should not be entitled to 
request training compensation.  

12. In its reply, the .. club, inter alia, emphasized that the Dispute Resolution Chamber 
should not give any consideration to the player’s status as a EU national, since the 
move of the player cannot be classified as a “within EU/EEA transfer”. Only the 
player’s club registration status is relevant, i.e. that he was transferred from an .. 
club to a .. club.  

13. Furthermore, the .. club provided the player passport, in order to have verifiable 
information regarding the player’s history with the clubs within the Football 
Federation XX...  
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14. Regarding the player’s appearances with the senior team of X, the .. club affirmed 
that the player was still trained by them when he was transferred to the .. club.  
The .. club pointed out that the player in fact had only three seasons as a non-
amateur player in XX. In this respect, the .. club admitted that the player was lucky 
in the season 2000/2001 having a lot of appearances with the first team because of 
other senior players’ injuries / suspensions and so he enjoyed an extended run in 
the senior squad ahead of the club’s expectations for the player. But contrary to 
the assertion of Y, the player actually made less senior appearances in subsequent 
seasons. In this respect, it provided copies of the .. National Soccer League Official 
Season Guide for the seasons 2001/2002 and 2002/2003, according to which the 
player had 25 appearances in the season 2001/2002 and 19 games played in the 
season 2002/2003. Furthermore, it stressed that it was also admitted by the .. club 
that it acquired the services of the player as a squad player since he was a young 
and inexperienced .. footballer.  

15. Finally, the .. club alleges that it was actually the .. club which has caused the delay 
of the present matter by not performing its obligation to pay the training 
compensation due to X immediately. Moreover, it explains that the club has been 
distracted with its own internal issues due to the reform of their association in 
2004 and the revamp of the national league landscape in the country. 

16. In its final submission, the .. club stressed that the fact that X allegedly was 
distracted by internal issues does not excuse the delay of 15 months between Y’s 
rejection to X’s claim and the latter’s initiation of proceedings before the Dispute 
Resolution Chamber.  

17. Moreover, it pointed out that the period of time where the player was on loan at 
ZZZ cannot be taken into account when calculating the amount of training 
compensation. With regard to the appropriate training period, it added that the 
player concluded his training by the beginning of the season 2000/2001 during 
which season he had 25 senior team appearances for the .. club.  

 

II. Considerations of the Dispute Resolution Chamber  

1. First of all, the Chamber 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 12 April 2005, 
as a consequence the Chamber concluded that the previous Procedural Rules 
(edition 2001) on matters pending before the decision making bodies of FIFA are 
applicable on the matter at hand. 

 
2. With regard to the competence of the Chamber, art. 42  par. 1 lit. (b) (iv) of the 

FIFA Regulations for the Status and Transfer of Players (edition 2001) establishes 
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that, disputes concerning training compensation, will be decided by the Dispute 
Resolution Chamber. 

 
3. As a consequence, the Dispute Resolution Chamber is the competent body to 

decide on the present litigation concerning the training compensation claimed by 
the Claimant for the training and education of the player A.   

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 to art. 26 par. 1 and 
2 of the Regulations for the Status and Transfer of Players (edition 2005) in the 
modified version in accordance with the FIFA circular no. 995 dated 23 September 
2005. Furthermore, it acknowledged that the player had been registered for his 
new club on 1 July 2003. Equally the Chamber took note that the claim was lodged 
at FIFA on 12 April 2005. In view of the aforementioned, the Chamber concluded 
that the former FIFA Regulations for the Status and Transfer of Players (edition 
2001, hereafter: the Regulations) are applicable on the case at hand as to the 
substance. 

5. In continuation, the members took note of the Respondent’s objection that the 
Claimant did not make its claim in time and thus is not entitled to demand for 
training compensation.  

6. In this regard, the members underlined that it is actually the responsibility of the 
new club to calculate the amount of compensation for training and education and 
the way in which it shall be distributed in accordance with the player’s career 
history. For that purpose, the new club may ask the player for his assistance in 
order to help in discharging its obligation (cf. art. 9.1 of the Regulations governing 
the Application of the Regulations, hereinafter; the Application Regulations). The 
Chamber stated that the delay of the Claimant in reclaiming the outstanding 
amount of training compensation from the Respondent did not release the 
Respondent from the aforementioned obligation. 

7. Furthermore, the Chamber referred to art. 44 of the Regulations in connection 
with art. 4 of the Rules Governing the Practice and Procedures of the Dispute 
Resolution Chamber which state that the Chamber will not hear any case if more 
than two years have elapsed since the facts leading to the dispute arose. Yet, in 
the case at hand, the relevant transfer took place in July 2003, whereas the 
Claimant lodged its complaint in April 2005.  

8. In view of these considerations, the members of the Chamber concluded that the 
claim of the X club is receivable.  

9. In continuation, the members of the Chamber acknowledged that on the one 
hand, the Claimant requested training compensation based on the number of 
years the player spent training with the Claimant and, on the other hand, by 
referring to art. 5.5 of the Application Regulations, the Respondent invoked that 
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the Claimant is not entitled to receiving any training compensation by means of 
not having offered to the player an improved or equivalent contract to his existing 
one. 

10. In this respect, the members of the Chamber emphasized that the art. 5.5 of the 
Application Regulations, to which the Respondent referred, is not applicable on 
the case at hand, since it does not involve two clubs situated in the EU/EEA. The 
members pointed out that the nationality of the player concerned is not relevant 
in this regard. In fact, neither the aforementioned provision nor the circular no. 
769 indicate that the player’s nationality should also be taken into consideration.  

11. The Dispute Resolution Chamber then referred to art. 13 of the Regulations and 
emphasized that, as a general rule, training compensation is payable up to the 
player’s age of 23. In this respect, it was noted that at the time of his move to Y, 
the player A was 22 ½ years old.  

12. As a result of all the above, and after having duly considered all the 
documentation provided by both parties, the members unanimously concluded 
that the Claimant is entitled to receive training compensation for the training and 
education of the player A as established in Chapter VII of the Regulations.  

13. After having established the Respondent’s obligation to compensate the Claimant 
for the training of the player in question, the members went on to deliberate on 
the proper calculation of this compensation, affirming that the amount due shall 
be calculated in accordance with the parameters provided for by the Regulations 
and the FIFA circular no. 826.  

14. In accordance with art. 5.1 of the Application Regulations, the training period to 
be taken into account for the calculation of the training compensation, starts at 
the beginning of the season of the player’s 12th birthday and finishes at the end of 
the season of the player’s 21st birthday. 

15. In this respect, the Chamber emphasised that in the present case the period to be 
taken into account is from the season 1993/1994 until the season 2001/2002. 
Moreover, the Chamber acknowledged that, according to the relevant player 
passport, the player A, born on 24 March 1981, was registered with the Claimant 
as an amateur in the season 1998/1999 and subsequently as a non-amateur from 
the season 1999/2000 until the season 2002/2003.  

16. In this respect, the members of the Chamber expressed themselves concerning the 
allegation of the Respondent that it was not provided by the Claimant with 
accurate and verifiable information concerning the player’s career history. 

17. The members noted that the Football Federation XX provided the relevant player 
passport, based on which the career of the player can accurately be established.  
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18. Therefore, the members stated that the objection of the Respondent has to be 
rejected as unfounded. 

19. In continuation, the Chamber turned to the question as to whether training 
compensation is due to the Claimant for the period of time during which the 
player A was transferred on a loan basis to another club, in casu ZZZ club. 

20. In this respect, the members referred to the well-established jurisprudence of the 
Dispute Resolution Chamber, which has been confirmed by the Court of 
Arbitration for Sport (CAS), according to which a club is only entitled to receive 
training compensation for the period of time during which a player has in fact 
been trained by the club claiming payment of such compensation. This implies that 
no training compensation shall be due to the Claimant for the period of time 
during which the player A was transferred on a loan basis to ZZZ.  

21. Taking into consideration the above, the request for training compensation put 
forward by the Claimant with respect to the period of time during which the 
player in question was registered on a loan basis with the aforementioned .. club, 
ZZZ, has to be dismissed.  

22. Subsequently, the Chamber continued by deliberating the question as to whether 
the player A had completed his training with the Claimant already prior to his 21st 
birthday, i.e. at the beginning of the season 2000/2001 at the very latest as 
asserted by the Respondent. 

23. In this respect, the deciding body pointed out that the period of training to be 
taken into account shall only be reduced if it is evident that the player has 
terminated his training period before the age of 21 (cf. art. 13 of the Regulations). 
Furthermore, the Chamber stated that the Respondent carries the burden of proof 
to that regard.  

24. The Dispute Resolution Chamber acknowledged that the main argument put 
forward by the Respondent is the fact that the player A played in a considerable 
amount of matches for the senior team of the Claimant during the 2000/2001 
season. On the other hand, the Claimant had stated that this was due to 
exceptional circumstances, e.g. injuries and suspensions of established players. 
Moreover, the Respondent had explicitly stated that it aimed to acquire the 
services of a young inexperienced player.  

25. The Chamber emphasized that, in any case, more than just one indication to the 
possible earlier termination of the training period needs to exist in order to justify 
the application of the relevant exception. The members of the Chamber where 
thus of the opinion that it is not evident that the player A terminated his training 
before reaching the age of 21. 
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26. On account of all the above, the Chamber concluded that the allegation of the 
Respondent, according to which the player A had completed his training with the 
Claimant before having reached his 21st birthday, could not be backed.  

27. In continuation, the Chamber referred to the Respondent’s argument according to 
which training compensation would in any case only be due until the day of the 
player’s 21st birthday, i.e. 24 March 2002. In this respect, the members referred to 
art. 5.1 of the Application Regulations and emphasized that the entire season of 
the player’s 21st birthday needs to be taken into consideration.  

28. In light of all of the above, the Chamber decided that the Claimant is entitled to 
training compensation for the period of 3 and a half seasons (season 98/99 minus 3 
months loan at ZZZ, season 99/00, season 00/01 minus 3 months loan at ZZZ and 
season 01/02). 

29. In continuation, the members stated that in accordance with art. 7.3 of the 
Application Regulations, as a general principle, compensation for training is based 
on the training and education costs of the country in which the new club is 
located. In this respect, and in order to clarify the sense of the mentioned clause, 
the Chamber referred to the point 2b(i) of the FIFA circular no. 769 dated 24 of 
August of 2001 and stated that, for the transfer of a player from a country outside 
the EU or the EEA to a country inside the EU or the EEA, whenever training 
compensation is owed, the compensation should be calculated  based on the costs 
of the country of the new club applying the category of the club which effectively 
has formed and educated the player. Article 7.1 of the Application Regulations 
confirms the mentioned principle ("the compensation for training and education 
shall be obtained by multiplying the amount corresponding to the category of the 
training club for which the player was registered by the number of years of 
training from 12 to 21” [it is us who emphasize]). 

30. According to the FIFA circular no. 826 dated 31 October 2002, which regards the 
categorisation of clubs, the .. club, X, belongs to category 3, thus the 
corresponding indicative amount for a third category club in Europe is EUR 
30’000.00.  

31. Consequently, in application of art. 7.1 and 7.3 of the Application Regulations, the 
indicative amount mentioned in the previous point must be multiplied by the 
number of years the player spent training with the Claimant. The total relevant 
period of time to be taken into consideration equates to 3 and half seasons 
between the ages of 17 and 21. The relevant period of time the player spent on a 
loan basis with another club, cannot, as explained above, be taken into account. 

32. Based on all the foregoing considerations, the Chamber concluded that the 
Respondent has to pay the amount of EUR 105.000.00 to the Claimant as training 
compensation for the training and education of the player A.  
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33. Finally, the members of the Chamber made reference to art. 9.1 of the Application 
Regulations, which reads, inter alia, that the new club shall pay the training clubs 
the amount due as compensation for training and education pursuant to the 
above provisions at the latest within 30 days of the player’s new registration.  

34. Consequently, in light of the fact that this payment is due since the thirty-first day 
after the registration of the player A with the association of his new club, i.e. 1 
July 2003, the Chamber established that a default interest payment of 5% p.a. as 
from 1 August 2003 must be applied on the due amount.  

 

III. Decision of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 

1. The claim lodged by the Claimant, X, is partially accepted. 

2. The Respondent, Y, shall pay the amount of EUR 105’000.00 to the Claimant, X, 
within 30 days following the date of the communication of the present decision. 

3. On the aforementioned amount, a default interest payment of 5% p.a. as from 1 
August 2003 until the date of the payment is applied.  

4. Any further claims lodged by the Claimant, X, are rejected.  

5. In the event that the above-mentioned amount is not paid within the stated 
deadline, the present matter shall be submitted to FIFA’s Disciplinary Committee, 
so that the necessary disciplinary sanctions may be imposed. 

6. The Claimant, X, is instructed to inform the Respondent, Y, directly and 
immediately of the account number to which the remittance is to be made and to 
notify the Dispute Resolution Chamber of every payment received. 

7. According to art. 60 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: 

 
Avenue de Beaumont 2 

CH-1012 Lausanne /Switzerland 
Tel: +41 21 613 50 00 
Fax: +41 21 613 50 01 
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e-mail: info@tas-cas.org 
www.tas-cas.org

For the Dispute Resolution Chamber: 

 

Urs Linsi 
General Secretary 
 

Encl. CAS directives 


