
Decision of the  

Dispute Resolution Chamber 

 
passed in Zurich, Switzerland, on 23 March 2006,  

in the following composition: 

Slim Aloulou (Tunisia), Chairman 

Mario Gallavotti (Italy), member 

Peter Friend (Australia), member 

Mick McGuire (England), member 

Gerardo Movilla (Spain), member 

 

on the claim presented by the club 
 

P, N, 
 

as Claimant 

against the club 

 

H, S
as Respondent 

regarding a training compensation dispute  
in connection with the transfer of the player M. 
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I. Facts of the case 

 
1. According to a written statement dated 7 June 2005 of the Football Association of 

N, the player M, born on 10 April 1988, was registered with the club P, Claimant, 
as from 2 September 2003 to 24 June 2004, that is, for one season between the 
ages of 15 and 16. 

 
2. Furthermore, the N Football Association confirms that its affiliate is a category 3 

club.  
 
3. Finally, the N Football Association presented FIFA a copy of a contract called “The 

Football League Limited Registration of a Non-Contract Player Under Written 
Contract” concluded and signed between its affiliate and the player in question 
for the period from 2 September 2003 to 1 September 2004. 

 
4. The player M was transferred from the claimant club to the club H, Respondent, 

on 6 July 2004.  
 
5. On 30 June 2005, the Claimant contacted FIFA and demands the relevant training 

compensation from the respondent club.  
 
6. The Respondent explains that it scouted the player at the A tournament in S in 

May 2004, where the player played for a team different from the Claimant. The 
club H adds that it was informed about a registration in the reserve league of the 
claimant club only when it went to N for contracting the player.  

 
7. Furthermore, the Respondent maintains that it was strange that the player was 

signed and registered on two forms. On the one hand, he allegedly played at the 
A football tournament in S in May 2004 for a team different from the Claimant 
and on the other hand the player allegedly signed a registration form to play in 
the reserves of the Claimant in the N league.  

 
8. According to H, the parents of the player informed it that their son was asked to 

sign a form after a training session with the Claimant and as he was only 15 years 
old they thought their consent should have been obtained. The parents allegedly 
spoke to the representative of the Claimant about the aforementioned and the 
latter would have assured them that, if a senior club from across wanted to sign 
him, the club P would cancel the form immediately and permit the player to seek 
full time employment.  

 
9. In reply hereto, the Claimant adheres to its position. It maintains that it signed 

with the player three contracts. The first contract signed on 26 September 2002, 
which was co-signed by the player’s mother. The second contract signed on 2 
September 2003 for the period 2 September 2003 to 1 September 2004 with the 
parents permission to re-sign and a third contract, which was signed on 10 May 
2004, again, after having obtained the permission of the parents to re-sign for the 
period 2 September 2004 to 1 September 2005.  

 



3

10. In reply hereto, the Respondent maintains its position. It explains that the 
Claimant never told him that it would retain the right to compensation. The 
Respondent ascertains that if it had known the aforementioned, it would not have 
contracted the player.  

 
11. Furthermore, the Respondent adds that contracts with players below 16 years have 

to be co-signed by their parents, what was not the case in the contract concluded 
for the sporting period 2003/04.  

 
12. Finally, the club H presented a letter of the player’s parents stating that the 

Claimant allegedly confirmed them that their son was not under any contractual 
obligation to it and that he had not been registered with the Claimant’s Football 
Association for the season 2003/04.  

 
13. According to a letter dated 13 April 2005 from the Respondent’s Football 

Association, the Respondent is a category 2 club.  
 

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 7 June 2005 by the Claimant’s Football Association on behalf 
of its affiliate, 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 
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 M.  

 
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 the 
first time as a professional player on 6 July 2004. Equally the Chamber took note 
that the claim was lodged at FIFA on 7 June 2005 by the Claimant’s Football 
Association on behalf of its affiliate. In view of the aforementioned, the Chamber 
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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, and entering into the substance of the matter, the members of 

the Chamber started by acknowledging the documentation contained in the file 
and took note of the fact that, in accordance with the confirmation of the 
Claimant’s Football Association, the player involved was registered with the 
claimant club as from 2 September 2003 to 24 June 2004, that is, for one sporting 
season between the ages of 15 and 16 and that its affiliate is a category 3 club.  

 
6. Furthermore, the DRC took note of the fact that the player in question was 

transferred at the age of 16 to the respondent club on 6 July 2004, where he 
undisputedly signed an employment contract with the respondent as a 
professional player.  

 
7. The members of the DRC acknowledged further the fact that, in accordance with a 

statement of the Respondent’s Football Association, the respondent is a category 2 
club.  

 
8. Finally, the Chamber underlined that the Claimant is claiming training 

compensation from the Respondent in connection with the transfer of the player 
M for the time he was trained by it.  

 
9. Following to the aforementioned, the Chamber turned its attention to the 

Respondent’s allegation, according to which the player’s contract 2003/2004 
concluded with the Claimant is not valid, since it was not co-signed by his parents. 
In this respect, the members stated that the validity of the contracts signed by the 
player in question and the Claimant have not to be examined, because this fact is 
irrelevant regarding the present question if training compensation for the 
international transfer of the player M is due or not by the Respondent. The 
triggering element for the Claimant’s right of receiving a training compensation is 
the fact that it was involved in the training and education of the player (cf. art. 14 
of the Regulations) and for the respective calculation the time that the player was 
registered with the club, that is, in casu as from 2 September 2003 to 24 June 2004, 
respectively for one sporting season (cf. art. 7 of the Regulations governing the 
Application of the Regulations). As a consequence to the aforementioned, the 
members of the Chamber considered the Respondent’s allegation has proven to be 
unfounded and, therefore, has to be rejected. 

 
10. In continuation, the DRC analysed the Respondent’s allegation, according to which 

it would not have contracted the player if it had known that the Claimant would 
retain the right of compensation. In this respect, the members of the Chamber 
stated that they cannot hear such objection, because it belongs to the diligence of 
each club, which contracts an under 23 years old player, to clarify if it will sign 
with the player his first professional contract or a further professional contract 
and, if therefore, training compensation is possibly due to the player’s former 
club(s) or not. Consequently, the Chamber decided unanimously that this 
allegation has to be rejected as it has proven to be unfounded.  
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11. Finally, the Chamber turned its attention to the Respondent’s allegation regarding 
the player’s apparently double registration. On the one hand, he allegedly played 
at the A football tournament in S in May 2004 for a team different from the 
Claimant and, on the other hand, the player allegedly signed a registration form 
to play in the reserves of the Claimant in the N league. In this respect, the DRC 
stated that the Respondent did not substantiate its allegation enough that it 
would constitute a reason for denying the Claimant’s right to receive training 
compensation for the time the player was trained, respectively registered with it. 
At least, the mere fact that the player participated at the A football tournament 
does not create such reason. Therefore, and considering that the Respondent did 
not provide enough in order to corroborate its affirmation, the Chamber decided 
to reject also this allegation of the Respondent.  

 
12. As a consequence of the above, and taking into consideration the fact that the 

player signed his first professional contract with the Respondent at the age of 16, 
the Chamber considered that the Claimant is entitled to receive training 
compensation for the time that the player M was registered with it, that is, for the 
sporting season 2003/2004 between the ages of 15 and 16, as confirmed by the 
Claimant’s Football Association. 

 
13. In this regard, and taking into account the facts that the player transferred within 

the EU/EEA area and moved from a lower (Claimant = category 3 club) to a higher 
category (Respondent = category 2 club), the Chamber considered that in the 
present case art. 7 par. 4 (a) of the FIFA Regulations governing the Application 
of the Regulations applies, which stipulates that the calculation of the 
compensation for training shall be the average of the training costs for the 
two categories.  

14. In continuation, the Chamber referred to the FIFA circular no. 959 dated 16 
March 2005, according to which category 2 and 3 in Europe correspond to the 
yearly compensation amount of EUR 60,000, respectively EUR 30,000.  

15. As a result, the Chamber concluded that in the present case the Claimant is 
entitled to receive the average of the above-stated yearly training compensation 
amounts of EUR 60,000 and EUR 30,000 for the sporting season 2003/2004, that is 
between the ages of 15 and 16 of the player involved.  

 
16. In conclusion to the above, the Dispute Resolution Chamber decided that the 

Respondent has to pay the amount of EUR 45,000 to the Claimant.  
 

III. Decision of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 
 

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

2. The Respondent, H, has to pay the amount of EUR 45,000 to the Claimant.  
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3. The amount due to the Claimant has to be paid by the Respondent within the 
next 30 days as from the date of notification of this decision. 

4. In the event that the debt of the Respondent is not paid within the stated 
deadline, an interest rate of 5% per year will apply as of expiry of the 
aforementioned deadline. 

 
5. If the sum of EUR 45,000 is not paid within the aforementioned deadline, the 

present matter shall be submitted to the FIFA Disciplinary Committee, so that the 
necessary disciplinary sanctions may be imposed. 

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 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 
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       
 

Enclosed: CAS directives   


