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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, 

 

 

 

P, 
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against the club, 

 

 

 

L, 

as Respondent 

 

 

 

regarding an employment-related dispute  

between the parties 
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I. Facts of the case 

 

1. On 15 July 2007, the player P (hereinafter: “player” or “Claimant”) and the club 

L (hereinafter: “club” or “Respondent”) signed an employment contract valid as 

from September 2007 to June 2008. 

 

2. Article 4 of the employment contract provided for a total net annual salary of 

EUR 80,000, consisting of one net payment of EUR 10,000 upon receipt of the 

international transfer certificate as well as ten equal net instalments of EUR 

7,000 each, payable by the club to the player at the end of each month. 

 

3. Article 6b) of the employment contract also stipulated, inter alia, that the player 

would receive a net bonus of EUR 10,000 at the end of the season, provided 

that the club retained its position in the top division at the end of the season.  

 

4. Article 8a) and article 8b) of the employment contract stated that the club 

would provide the player and his family with a furnished apartment as well as a 

rental car for the duration of the employment contract. 

 

5. Article 11 of the employment contract also stipulated that the player had to 

respect G regulations as well as the club’s internal rules. 

 

6. At the end of the season, the player sent the club a formal notice to pay 

outstanding salaries and bonuses, amounting to a total of EUR 34,000. 

 

7. On 10 November 2008, his default notice having remained unanswered, the 

player filed a claim with FIFA, demanding that the club be ordered to pay him 

the following monies: 

 

Outstanding balance from October 2007 salary EUR 3,000 
Full salary for April, May and June 2008 EUR 21,000 
Bonus for club not being relegated  EUR 10,000 
Lawyer’s fees EUR 4,000 
Daily penalty as from the date of the decision passed by the 

Dispute Resolution Chamber until completion of payment 
EUR 100 per 

day 
 

8. In addition, the Claimant asked for disciplinary sanctions to be imposed on the 

Respondent due to the latter’s failure to observe the terms of the contract, and 

he also demanded that the Respondent be suspended from competitive football 

until it had complied with the decision to be reached in this matter.  
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9. In its response to the player’s claim, the club stated that the player’s calculations 

were incorrect and claimed that it had paid the Claimant the sum of EUR 

75,087.29 either through bank transfers or in cash. 

 

10. The Respondent also submitted that the Claimant had not been available for 

two months as he had been involved in a serious car accident in early September 

2007. According to the Respondent, the Claimant had been drinking alcohol the 

night before the accident, which was a clear breach of the club’s rules. 

Furthermore, the club quoted the club’s internal rules as follows (article D3 of 

the club’s rules, a copy of which was made available): “in the event of a car 

accident and an injury that is the fault of the player, and if the damages are 

considered to be serious, the club is entitled to not pay the player for the period 

in which the player is unavailable due to this reason alone”.   

 

11. The Respondent therefore was of the opinion that it did not have to pay the 

player for these two months during which he had been unavailable. The 

Respondent also pointed out that even though the accident had occurred 

outside the player’s professional activity, the club had still ensured that the 

player received the correct treatment and had covered all related costs. 

 

12. The Respondent also stated that it had to pay the sum of EUR 773.50 to the car 

rental company on behalf of the player in order to cover the discharge related 

to the car accident. 

 

13. In addition, the Respondent submitted that it had also, once again on behalf of 

the player, paid a number of bills for water, electricity and maintenance, 

amounting to a total of EUR 1,627.49. 

 

14. The Respondent therefore specified that it had paid the player the sum of EUR 

77,488.28 (EUR 75,087.29 in salary, EUR 773.50 for the rental car and EUR 

1,627.49 for various allegedly unpaid bills). Therefore, the club stated that it had 

respected its obligations towards the player and, consequently, that his claim 

should be rejected. 

 

15. In his replica, the Claimant stressed that the club should have paid him EUR 

90,000 including his salary and a non-relegation bonus, and not EUR 80,000 as 

stated by the Respondent. 

  

16. Furthermore, the Claimant noted that in the Respondent’s breakdown of 

payments it had allegedly made, the Respondent had included payments of EUR 

1,000 for match bonuses in accordance with internal rules. However, according 

to the Claimant, these bonuses should not be considered as part of his 

remuneration. 
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17. Additionally, the Claimant contested the authenticity of his signature on the 

receipt dated 23 January 2008 relating to the amount of EUR 14,000.  

 

18. The Claimant also rejected the club’s allegations regarding payments and 

submitted a list of payments that he had compiled during the course of his time 

at the club. He pointed out that the amount of EUR 14,000 mentioned above 

did not appear on this list and neither did the amount of EUR 3,000 listed by the 

club as salary payments on 5 October 2007, 12 October 2007 and 16 November 

2007.  

 

19. In relation to the deduction that had been made by the club to cover the bill for 

the car accident, the Claimant explained that the accident had occurred just a 

few hundred metres from the stadium while he had been on his way to a team 

meeting ahead of the first league match of the season. Therefore, the accident 

had been directly linked to his professional activity, and as such, the club should 

pay the bill. In this regard, the player stated that there was no evidence that the 

bill had been issued in relation to the accident, and furthermore, the club’s 

internal rules, to which the club had referred in order to excuse itself from 

paying two monthly salaries, had only been drawn up after his accident. In 

addition, the player noted that the document presented by the club was neither 

dated nor signed, and furthermore, it had only been partially translated. 

 

20. In relation to the various bills that the Respondent had presented and added to 

his salary, the player claimed that he had reached an agreement with the club 

whereby the latter would cover such costs. Furthermore, the player submitted 

that he had never received any such bills and that he would have been unable 

to understand such bills in any case. 

 

21. The Claimant, therefore, fully adhered to his claim. 

 

22. In its duplica, the Respondent reiterated that it had paid the player the sum of 

EUR 75,087.29 in salary. In addition, the Respondent stated that the player had 

not provided any evidence to substantiate his claim that the above-mentioned 

payments of EUR 1,000 had been match bonuses. The club added that if these 

payments had been bonuses, this would have been specified on the relevant 

receipts, which had not been the case. 

 

23. In relation to the Claimant contesting the authenticity of the signature on the 

receipt of EUR 14,000, the Respondent stressed that the signature was identical 

to that on the other receipts. Furthermore, the club made reference to the 

jurisprudence of the Dispute Resolution Chamber and stated that this type of 

accusation fell under criminal law and was therefore outside of the Chamber’s 

jurisdiction. The club also added that the player had not taken any such action 
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and had only contested the authenticity of the signature without providing any 

evidence. Therefore, the authenticity of the signature had not been validly 

contested. 

 

24. Concerning the car accident, the Respondent stated that the internal rules had 

been in place before the player signed the employment contract, the player had 

been aware of them and had pledged to respect them because article 11 of the 

employment contract clearly stipulated that the club’s internal rules applied to 

the contractual relationship between the two parties. As the player had caused 

the accident, the club had been entitled not to pay the player for the period 

during which he had been unavailable. Furthermore, the Respondent pointed 

out that the Claimant had not denied the allegation that he had consumed 

alcohol or the fact that he had been responsible for the accident. In addition, he 

had not denied that he had been unable to train or contested the validity of 

article D3 of the club’s rules (cf. point I.10 above) to which the club had 

referred. Finally, as the player had been responsible for the accident, and as the 

contract did not stipulate that the club would cover such bills, the player was 

liable to pay the bill amounting to EUR 773.50. 

 

25. With regard to the bills relating to the player’s accommodation, the Respondent 

referred to article 8 of the employment contract (cf. point I.4 above), which 

stipulated that the club would make an apartment available to the player. 

However, the contract did not stipulate that the club would cover any bills on 

behalf of the player, and if the club had intended to pay such bills in addition to 

the player’s accommodation, this would have been specified accordingly. 

 

26. Therefore, the Respondent reiterated that it had paid the player the total sum 

of EUR 77,488.28, consisting of EUR 75,087.29 in salary, EUR 773.50 as a 

discharge for the vehicle involved in the accident and EUR 1,627.49 in various 

bills in relation to the apartment that had been placed at the Claimant’s 

disposal. The Respondent therefore asked the Dispute Resolution Chamber to 

confirm these payments, to recognise that the club had respected its contractual 

obligations towards the player and to reject the player’s claim. 
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II. Considerations of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 
 

1. First of all, the Dispute Resolution Chamber analysed whether it was 

competent to deal with the case at hand. In this respect, it took note that the 

present matter was submitted to FIFA on 10 November 2008. Consequently, 

the Rules Governing the Procedures of the Players’ Status Committee and the 

Dispute Resolution Chamber (hereinafter: Procedural Rules) are applicable to 

the matter at hand (cf. art. 21 par. 1 and par. 2 of the Procedural Rules). 

 

2. Subsequently, the members of the Dispute Resolution Chamber (hereinafter 

also referred as to 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 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 Chamber analysed which regulations should be 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 (edition 2009), and considering that the present claim was lodged on 

10 November 2008, the 2008 edition of the said regulations (hereinafter: 

Regulations) is applicable to the matter at hand as to the substance.  

 

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

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

respect, the Dispute Resolution Chamber started by acknowledging that, on 15 

July 2007, the parties in the dispute at stake concluded an employment 

contract providing for a yearly salary of EUR 80,000 net to be paid in ten equal 

installments of EUR 7,000 each at the end of each month with the first 

installment due in September 2007 and the tenth installment due in June 2008. 

In addition to the foregoing, the amount of EUR 10,000 would be paid to the 

player upon receipt by the club of the player’s International Transfer 

Certificate. 

 

5. Furthermore, in accordance with article 6 b) of the said employment contract, 

it is agreed that the player would receive the amount of EUR 10,000 net 

provided that the club is not relegated to a lower division at the end of the 

sportive season. 

 

6. In this context, the members of the Chamber noted that the Claimant affirms 

having received only EUR 56,000 from the Respondent and consequently 

requests inter alia to be awarded payment of the difference between the 
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aforementioned amount and EUR 90,000 (EUR 80,000 plus the aforementioned 

bonus of EUR 10,000), i.e. EUR 34,000, pursuant to the terms of the 

employment contract signed by and between the parties on 15 July 2007. 

 

7. The Respondent, for its part, submits that it had paid EUR 75,087.29 as salary 

to the Claimant. In support of its position, the Respondent presented various 

bank documents and receipts bearing the player’s signature. 

 

8. In this regard, it was noted that the Claimant challenges the authenticity of 

the payment receipt dated 23 January 2008 presented by the Respondent, 

bearing the amount of EUR 14,000 as well as a signature, asserting that he 

never signed such receipt which has therefore to be considered, according to 

the Claimant, as a forged evidence of payment.  

 

9. With respect to claims pertaining to falsification, the members of the Chamber 

deemed it important to highlight that it is beyond the Chamber’s competence 

to determine as to whether a document or signature has been falsified or 

tampered with. In fact, such matters would fall within the competence of a 

penal court. 

 

10. Notwithstanding the foregoing, in the event of a party invoking arguments of 

falsification, the Chamber, as a standard procedure, asks that the original of 

the disputed document be made available. 

 

11. The Respondent, at FIFA’s request, presented the original version of the said 

receipt. Although, as stated above, it falls within the competence of a penal 

court to establish the authenticity of a document, after a comparison of the 

signature on the receipt with the player’s signature on other receipts and the 

employment contract, the Chamber was of the opinion that essential parts of 

the player’s signature on these documents seem to be identical. 

 

12. However, as established in point II.9 above, the Chamber reiterated that it is 

not competent to establish the authenticity of (part of) a document. 

 

13. Consequently, the members of the Chamber concurred that, unless proven to 

the contrary by a decision of the competent national criminal court, the 

relevant receipt relating to the amount of EUR 14,000 was considered valid. 

 

14. Subsequently, the members of the Chamber went on to analyse the issue of 

the amount of EUR 3,000, which the Respondent presents as payment of 

salaries and which the Claimant, for his part, considers to represent payment 

of bonuses.  
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15. In this respect, the members of the Chamber remarked that the aforesaid 

amount is actually composed of three payments of EUR 1,000 each, confirmed 

via three payment receipts dated 5 October 2007, 12 October 2007 and 16 

November 2007 respectively, each signed by the Claimant, who, in fact, does 

not challenge the reality of the payments but merely their nature. 

 

16. In continuation, the members of the Chamber analysed the said payment 

receipts, compared them with the other payment receipts presented by the 

Respondent, and came to the conclusion that they were not different from the 

other ones that were remitted as salary payments. In this respect, the members 

agreed that except the document dated 13 November 2007 (referred to as 

exhibit Nr 11 by the Respondent, which bears the mention of salary payment), 

i.e. one out of the thirteen documents presented by the Respondent in this 

respect, none of the payment receipts mention as to whether they correspond 

to a salary payment or a bonus payment. 

 

17. Above all, the Chamber took into account that in accordance with the 

employment contract the bonuses were payable to the player after the end of 

the season only and if the conditions for payment were met. 

 

18. Hence, the Dispute Resolution Chamber was of the view that in compliance 

with art. 12 par. 3 of the Rules, which stipulates that any party claiming a right 

on the basis of an alleged fact shall carry the burden of proof, the Claimant 

had failed to demonstrate the reality of his assertion and merely rejected the 

Respondent’s position without bringing any satisfactory evidence of his 

position. As the Chamber understands it, and on account of the above, the 

three payments at stake are to be considered as salary payments and are 

consequently part of the amount put forward by the Respondent as paid 

salaries.  

 

19. On account of the above, in particular, taking into account the documentary 

evidence presented by the Respondent, the Chamber came to the conclusion 

that the club had paid to the player the amount of EUR 75,087.29 as salaries. 

 

20. In continuation to the foregoing, the members of the Chamber went on to 

analyse the question of the amount of EUR 773.50 that the Respondent 

explains having paid as a discharge to the car rental company as a result of the 

car accident suffered by the Claimant and that the Respondent consequently 

included in the amount it considers having paid to the Claimant (cf. points I.14 

and I.26 above). 
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21. The Dispute Resolution duly took into account the descriptions of the accident 

presented by both the Claimant and the Respondent. After having analysed 

the documentation presented in relation thereto, as well as the two versions 

of the said accident, the members of the Chamber were left unconvinced by 

the explanations brought forward by the parties, but could not ignore that 

such an event has indeed taken place. In this context, the members of the 

Chamber particularly analysed the document relating to a payment of EUR 

773,50 to the benefit of the car rental company.  

 

22. The members of the Chamber deemed it appropriate to mention that the 

invoice of EUR 773,50 presented as paid by the Respondent as a consequence 

of the car accident does not contain any single reference to a car accident nor 

to the Claimant’s identity. In this circumstance, the members of the Chamber 

agreed that it was not possible to ascertain any link between the invoice at 

stake with the car accident that allegedly lead the Respondent to pay the said 

invoice in connection with the player.  

 

23. On account of the above, the members of the Chamber were in full agreement 

to consider that the amount of EUR 773,50 cannot be deducted by the 

Respondent from the monies that according to the Claimant have remained 

unpaid. 

 

24. Further analysing the position of the Respondent who put forward that it was 

entitled not to pay the Claimant’s salaries during his being unavailable as a 

result of the said car accident, the members of the Chamber went on to 

analyse the document presented by the Respondent, referred to as exhibit Nr 

18, and consisting of an extract of what appears to be some internal 

regulations, the full contents of which have not been transmitted either in the 

original language or translated into one of the official FIFA languages.  

 

25. In this regard, the Dispute Resolution Chamber came to the conclusion that the 

presented extract, i.e. the paragraph 8 of the document referred to as “Article 

D3 - Disciplinary offences and related penalties” does not bear any stamp, 

letterhead, nor date or signature permitting to appraise its nature, its 

authenticity or its date of enforcement, if any. According to the members of 

the Chamber, the question as to whether this document has ever been 

presented as part of his employment contract and/or ever been duly accepted 

by the Claimant as such remains unanswerable. 

 

26. On account of the above, the members of the Chamber wished to point out 

that such a document cannot be accepted as a justification of the suspension 

of the payment of salaries during the Claimant’s alleged unavailability, 

consequently leading the members of the Chamber to consider that the 
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argument put forward by the Respondent in this respect shall not be accepted 

by the Chamber. 

 

27. In continuation, the members of the Chamber took into account the 

Respondent’s position relating to various invoices it allegedly paid in 

connection with the Claimant’s apartment (cf. points I.13, I.14 and I.26. above) 

whereas, according to the Respondent, the Claimant was liable to pay such 

invoices. 

 

28. Thereby, the members of the Chamber reverted to the contents of the 

employment contract which stipulates, in its article 8a), that “the CLUB will 

provide a fully furnished apartment for the PLAYER and his family.”  

 

29. After having analysed the said clause and the parties’ position with regard to 

this particular aspect of the litigation, the members of the Chamber formed 

the belief that it can not be constructed from the wording of the pertinent 

clause that the Respondent had to cover all and any expenses deriving from 

the Claimant’s use of the said apartment. According to the player, it was 

agreed between the parties that the club would cover such costs relating to 

the use of the apartment. However, the player failed to submit any pertinent 

documentation in support of such statement. 

 

30. On the contrary, the members of the Chamber had reasonable cause for 

believing that, on the basis of the contractual terms, it was the Claimant who 

would have to pay for the various expenses and costs related to the use of the 

apartment, the Respondent being responsible for the payment of the rent and 

furniture of the said apartment.  

 

31. In view of the foregoing, the Chamber took the view that, although it was not 

explicitly mentioned in the employment contract, the Claimant should be 

considered liable for the payment of those invoices relating to the use of the 

apartment (water, electricity, property maintenance) that are clearly linked to 

the player, e. g. bearing his name. 

 

32. On account of the above, the members of the Chamber duly analysed the 

various invoices presented by the Respondent in this context, amounting to 

the total amount of EUR 1,627.49. The members of the Chamber highlighted 

that three invoices (referred to as exhibits Nr 20, 21 and 29) indicate both the 

Claimant’s and the Respondent’s names, representing the total amount of EUR 

853,49. On the contrary, seven invoices presented by the Respondent under 

the references Nr 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27 and 28 were only displaying the 

Respondent’s name, representing the amount of EUR 774. 
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33. Consequently, the Dispute Resolution Chamber came to the conclusion that 

the Claimant is liable to pay the amount of EUR 853.49 corresponding to the 

three aforementioned invoices relating to the Claimant’s use of the apartment.  

 

34. The Respondent having paid these invoices instead of the Claimant, the 

Chamber considered it appropriate to add this amount of EUR 853.49 to the 

EUR 75,087.29 already paid to the Claimant (cf. point II.19 above). 

 

35. The members of the Chamber then reverted to the claim lodged by the 

Claimant as well as the employment contract to operate the final calculation. 

According to the employment contract and the Claimant, the latter should 

have received EUR 80,000 as salaries. On account of the preceding 

consideration, the members of the Chamber reached the conclusion that the 

Claimant already received from the Respondent the amount EUR 75,940.78. 

Consequently, the Respondent remains indebted towards the Claimant for 

salaries in the amount of EUR 4,060. 

 

36. As regards the bonus of EUR 10,000 deriving from article 6b) of the 

employment contract, the Claimant submitted evidence that the team 

maintained itself in the first division at the end of the Greek sporting season, 

consequently fulfilling the sole condition for the payment of this bonus of EUR 

10,000. In this regard, the members of the Chamber noted that the 

Respondent had not presented any comments with respect to the Claimant’s 

claim for payment of this bonus. On account of the above, the Chamber 

agreed that the Respondent is liable to pay the amount of EUR 10,000 to the 

Claimant as outstanding bonus. 

 

37. On account of all of the above, the Chamber decided that the Respondent has 

to pay to the Claimant the total amount of EUR 14,060 representing 

outstanding salaries and bonus payments. 

 

38. With respect to the Claimant’s claim related to legal costs in the amount of 

EUR 4,000, the members referred to article 18 par. 4 of the Procedural Rules 

and the Chamber’s respective longstanding jurisprudence and decided to reject 

such claim. 

 

39. As regards the Claimant’s request for the imposition on the Respondent of a 

daily penalty in the amount of EUR 100 per day of non-execution of the 

present decision, the members of the Chamber decided to apply the 

longstanding jurisprudence of the Dispute Resolution Chamber and award 

interest at the rate of 5% per year after expiry of the time limit to pay, i.e. 30 

days as of notification of the present decision. 
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III.  Decision of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 

 

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

 

2. The Respondent, L, has to pay to the Claimant the amount of EUR 14,060 

within 30 days as from the date of notification of the present decision. 

 

3. In the event that the aforementioned amount due to the Claimant is not paid 

by the Respondent within the stated time limit, interest at the rate of 5 % per 

year will apply as of expiry of the stipulated time limit and the present matter 

shall be submitted, upon request, to FIFA’s Disciplinary Committee for its 

consideration and a formal decision. 

 

4. Any further claim lodged by the Claimant is rejected. 

 

5. The Claimant is directed to inform the Respondent 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. 

 

 

 

***** 

 

 

 

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: 
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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: 

 

 

 

 

___________________ 

Jérôme Valcke 

Secretary General 

 

 

 

Encl. CAS directives 

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

