
Decision of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 

passed in Zurich, Switzerland, on 12 April 2005, 

in the following composition: 

Slim Aloulou (Tunisia), Chairman 
Jean-Marie Philips (Belgium), member 
Philippe Diallo (France), member 
Michele Colucci (Italy), member 
Theo van Seggelen (Netherlands), member 

 

on the claim presented by 

 

Club X, 
as Claimant 

against 

Club Y, 
as Respondent 

regarding training compensation in connection with the player Z. 



I. Facts of the case  

1. On 10 January 2002, the player Z signed an employment contract with Club X valid 
from 1 January 2002 until 31 January 2003. Before, the player had allegedly 
developed several years in various sections of the club X’s organisation. 

 
2. On 17 December 2002, the player signed a new employment contract with club X 

valid from 1 January 2002 until 31 January 2006. 
 
3. On 26 May 2003, the player was transferred from club X to the club Y. Prior to his 

transfer to club Y, a dispute arose between club X, the club X’s association and the 
player himself. Essentially, this dispute related to the second employment contract 
signed by the player on 17 December 2002, which replaced the first employment 
contract signed on 10 January 2002.  

 
4. According to club X, the dispute arose because of an uncertainty over the age of 

the player and thus his capacity of signing an employment contract by himself. 
Club X understood that on 17 December 2002, the day the player Z signed the 
second employment contract, the player’s birth date was 2 February 1985, and 
therefore the player’s age 17. In those circumstances, club X understood that it 
was a requirement that the employment contract be supported by a signed 
parental consent form. However, the parents of the player failed to provide this. 
As a consequence, on 12 February 2003, club X provided the player with a release 
letter affirming him that his employment contract had expired on 31 January 2003 
and he decided not to renew it. A copy of that letter was sent to club X’s 
association. 

 
5. Subsequently, club X insisted that in March 2003, evidence came to light that the 

player was indeed older (alleged date of birth: 12 May 1983) and that the second 
employment contract signed on 17 December 2002 was thus valid with the sole 
signature of the player. 

 
6. On 10 April 2003, club X called FIFA’s attention to the ongoing and on 19 May 

2004, it requested FIFA to intervene in this matter on its behalf.  
 
7. Although club X also informed its corresponding association of these 

developments, the latter issued on 26 May 2003 the player’s international 
registration transfer certificate on behalf of the Club Y’s association. The club X’s 
association informed FIFA that the player Z had not been attached to any club in 
the corresponding country as per its records and that, consequently, the player 
was free to join a club of his choice. 
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8. On 20 August 2004, FIFA informed the parties that the question regarding the 
existence of a valid employment contract between club X and the player Z as well 
as its consequences were an issue that could not be examined by FIFA, as they 
relate to an internal matter. Nonetheless, FIFA remarked that club X is entitled to 
compensation for the training and education of the player Z and that, therefore, 
the club Y must pay a fee in accordance with the provisions contained in the 
Regulations for the Status and Transfer of Players and in the Circular No. 826. 

 
9. On 2 September 2004, club X approached FIFA again and claimed from club Y the 

payment of an “appropriate retrospective” transfer fee. The club X was of the 
opinion that since the player involved appeared to be older than primarily 
assumed, club X still had a binding employment contract with the player, i.e. the 
employment contract signed on 17 December 2002. Therefore and since the player 
was transferred on the wrong assumption that he had no employment contract, 
and therefore for no transfer fee, club X claimed a payment of a transfer fee from 
club Y. In this context, club X also claimed the corresponding part in dependence 
on the solidarity mechanism. Finally, based on FIFA’s communication dated 
20 August 2004, club X claimed the payment of compensation for training offered 
to the player from the age of 12 until his transfer to club Y. In this connection, the 
club X calculated its claim for compensation as follows: 

 
Period of time/age player Calculation  Amount 
12 – 15 years in category 4 3*USD 2,000 USD 6,000 
15 – 17 years in category 2 
[recte: 15 – 18 years] 

3*USD 40,000 USD 120,000 

18 – 20 years in category 2 
(only 14 months claimed) 

 
(probably 1.2 * 40,000) 

 
USD 48,000 

Total   USD 174,000 
 
10. On 26 January 2005, club X amplified its claim lodged and claimed in addition to 

the above-mentioned the reimbursement of the legal costs incurred as well as 
appropriate interests as from June 2003. 

 
11. On occasion of the abovementioned fax dated 20 August 2004, FIFA explicitly 

informed club Y about its obligation to pay compensation for the training and 
education of the player and moreover, invited the club Y to take position on the 
matter. In this context, the player Z, apparently taking position for his club Y, 
informed FIFA on 16 September 2004 that he only ever spent one year at club X, 
namely the year after having signed his first employment contract on 10 January 
2002. 

 
12. On 29 November 2004, FIFA asked the club X’s association to provide it with its 

records on the registration of the player Z. In particular, FIFA asked to receive all 
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the information relating to the player’s registration from when he turned 12 until 
he left to club Y. 

 
13. As FIFA did not receive an answer back, a fax was sent to the club X’s association 

on 11 March 2005 in order to remind the same to provide FIFA with the 
information needed. On 29 March 2005, FIFA asked the club X’s association as well 
as club X again to provide it with its records on the registration of the player Z. To 
date, FIFA did not receive an answer from the club X’s association back. On the 
other side, club X informed FIFA on 4 April 2005 that outside the two national 
Leagues (Premier and Nationwide) and the national “knockout Cup tournament”, 
there was no requirement for individual players to be registered at the club X’s 
national office. 

 
 

II. Considerations of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 

1. At first, the members of the Chamber took cognizance of the fact that club X had 
shown in its modification of the claim provided to FIFA on 2 September 2004, the 
intention to claim an “appropriate retrospective” transfer fee from club Y. In 
addition, the Chamber took note that club X also claimed its corresponding part in 
connection with the solidarity mechanism as well as a compensation for training 
offered to the player involved.  

2. In this respect, the members of the Dispute Resolution Chamber referred to and 
confirmed the information provided by FIFA to the parties involved on 20 August 
2004. The dispute with regard to the existence or non-existence of a legally valid 
and binding employment contract between the player and the club, club X, is an 
internal affair to be analysed by the club X’s association. Consequently, it was 
pointed out that, in the present affair, the Chamber will have to limit its 
considerations and intervention to the calculation of the training compensation 
due to the club X. 

3. In continuation, the Chamber recalled that, as established in art. 42 par. 1 (b) (iv) 
of the FIFA Regulations for the Status and Transfer of Players (hereinafter: the 
Regulations), it falls within the purview of the Dispute Resolution Chamber to 
decide on disputes concerning the training compensation fees for young players 
and to possibly adjust such fees. 

4. Consequently, the Dispute Resolution Chamber concluded that it is the competent 
body to decide on that specific part of the present litigation concerning the 
outstanding training compensation owed by club Y to club X. 
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5. Subsequently, and entering into the substance of the matter, the Chamber 
acknowledged that Chapter VII. of the Regulations establishes, inter alia, that 
training compensation is payable for training incurred between the ages of 12 and 
21, if the player concludes a non-amateur contract before the age of 23. 

6. With regard to the training period to be taken into consideration in the case at 
hand, the deciding body acknowledged that the club X’s association never 
provided FIFA with any information regarding the period in which the player had 
been registered with club X. Furthermore, the club X had explained that the club 
X’s association only requires the individual registration of players in two specific 
situations. That statement had remained uncontested. Finally, the player, Z, has 
explained that he had spent only one year at club X. Yet, he did not provide any 
written evidence for this allegation neither. In particular, he did not provide any 
further indications with regard to his career prior to his signing the employment 
contract with club X on 10 January 2002.  

7. Taking into account all the above, and also referring to the fact that club X had 
provided detailed information regarding the player’s training and development at 
various sections of its club between the ages of 12 and January 2002, date of the 
signature of the first employment contract, the Chamber was of the opinion that 
the training period to be taken into consideration starts from 1995, when the 
player was 12, until May 2003, when the player left for the club Y. Thus the 
relevant timeframe corresponds to the one claimed by club X. 

8. In view of the above, the Dispute Resolution Chamber concluded that the club X is 
entitled to receive compensation for the training and education of the player, Z, 
for the period of time the player spent with the club X. 

9. However, the members of the Chamber agreed that the calculation provided by 
club X did not match with the applicable provisions. 

10. In that respect, the Chamber explained that the amount due by the club X is to be 
calculated in accordance with art. 7 of the FIFA Regulations governing the 
Application of the Regulations for the Status and Transfer of Players (hereinafter: 
the Application Regulations), by applying the parameters provided by the FIFA 
circular No. 826 dated 31 October 2002. 

11. According to art. 7 par. 3 of the Application Regulations, as a general principle, 
the relevant compensation is determined by the training and education costs of 
the country in which the new club is located. In this respect, and so as to clarify the 
meaning of that clause, the deciding body referred to point 2., b., (ii) of the FIFA 
circular letter No. 769 dated 24 August 2001 and acknowledged that, in cases of a 
transfer of a player from a country outside the EU/EEA to a country outside the 
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EU/EEA, whenever training compensation is due it shall be based on the costs of 
the country of the new club while taking the category of the club which has 
effectively trained the player. Art. 7 par. 1 of the Application Regulations confirms 
the said principle (“The compensation for the training and education shall be 
obtained by multiplying the amount corresponding to the category of the training 
club…”) (it is us who emphasise). 

12. The Dispute Resolution Chamber recalled that according to the Annexe to circular 
No. 826 all clubs affiliated to club X’s association and therefore also the claiming 
club, club X, belong to category 4 and furthermore, that the player, Z, was 
transferred to a club of a specific region. The circular letter No. 826 establishes that 
the indicative amount of category 4 for club Y is USD 2,000 per year of training. 

13. Finally, the Chamber duly took into consideration the contents of art. 7 par. 1 of 
the Application Regulations and stated that the aforementioned indicative 
amount needs being multiplied by the number of years of training from 12 to 21, 
in casu thus seven and a half years. 

14. Taking into account all of the above, the Dispute Resolution Chamber concluded 
that the club Y must pay to the club X the amount of USD 15,000 as training 
compensation related to the transfer of the federative rights to the player, Z. 

 

III.  Decision of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 

1. The claim of club X for training compensation, is partially accepted.  

2. Club Y has to pay the amount of USD 15,000 to club X within the next 30 days as 
from the date of notification of this decision. 

3. Any further claims lodged by club X are not recevable. 

4. In the event that the due amount is not paid within the stated deadline, an 
interest rate of 5% p.a. will apply. 

5. If the aforementioned sum is not paid within the aforementioned deadline, the 
present matter shall be submitted to FIFA’s Disciplinary Committee, so that the 
necessary disciplinary sanctions may be imposed. 

6. Club X is directed to inform club Y immediately of the account number to which 
the remittance is to be made and to notify the Dispute Resolution Chamber of 
every payment received. 
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7. According to art. 60 par. 1 of the FIFA Statutes this decision may be appealed 
before the Court of Arbitration for Sport (CAS). The statement of appeal must be 
sent to the CAS directly within 10 days of receiving notification of this decision and 
has to contain all elements in accordance with point 2 of the directives issued by 
the CAS, copy of which we enclose hereto. Within another 10 days following the 
expiry of the time limit for the filing of the statement of appeal, the appellant 
shall file with the CAS a brief stating the facts and legal arguments giving rise to 
the appeal (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 
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