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Decision of the  

Dispute Resolution Chamber 

 

passed in Zurich, Switzerland, on 27 April 2006, 

 

in the following composition: 

Slim Aloulou (Tunisia), Chairman 
Carlos Soto (Chile), member 
Philippe Piat (France), member 
Jean-Marie Philips (Belgium), member 
Wilfried Straub (Germany), member 

on the claim presented by 

Club X,  
 

as Claimant 

against  

Club Y, 
as Respondent 

regarding a dispute about  
training compensation for the player Z  
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I. Facts of the case 
 

1. The player Z was born on 4 April 1988 and according to the information provided 
by the Football Association of the club X was registered with the Claimant as from 
1 August 1996 until 30 June 2005, that is for 9 seasons, between the ages of 8 and 
17 as an amateur.  

2. On 18 July 2005, the player Z signed an employment contract as professional 
football player with the Respondent and afterwards, on 11 August 2005, he was 
registered for the Respondent. 

3. The Claimant lodged a formal complaint with FIFA for the payment of training 
compensation in the amount of EUR 220,000 for the player Z, in accordance with 
article 20 of the FIFA Regulations for the Status and Transfer of Players (edition 
2005). 

 
4. The Respondent stated that from its point of view there is no training 

compensation to be paid to the Claimant. In particular, the Respondent 
emphasised that the Claimant did not offer a new contract to the player Z which is 
the reason why, by taking into account the wording of annex 4 art. 6 par. 3 of the 
FIFA Regulations for the Status and Transfer of Players (edition 2005), no training 
compensation is due to the Claimant. The cited article reads:  

“If the Former Club does not offer the player a contract, no Training 
Compensation is payable unless the Former Club can justify that it is entitled to 
such compensation. The Former Club must offer the player a contract in writing 
via registered mail at least 60 days before the expiry of his current contract. Such 
an offer shall furthermore be at least of an equivalent value to the current 
contract. This provision is without prejudice to the rights to Training 
Compensation of the player’s previous club(s).” 
 

5. In reply thereto, the Claimant exposed that from its point of view the 
aforementioned article is only applicable if the player was already a professional 
at his former club. In fact, the Claimant emphasised that the wording of the 
relevant article in the second sentence clearly states that: 

“The Former Club must offer the player a contract in writing via registered mail at 
least 60 days before the expiry of his current contract.”  
 

6. In this respect, the Claimant explained that for the application of annex 4 art. 6 
par. 3 of the said Regulations, the player must have already had a contract with 
the Claimant, which was not the case with the player Z who was registered for the 
Claimant as an amateur. In addition, the Claimant underlined that in May/June 
2005 a proposal for a contract had been discussed with the player Z and that the 
parties involved had agreed that the negotiations would be continued after the 
summer holidays. However, after the summer holidays, the Claimant was allegedly 
informed that the player in question was going to play for the Respondent. 
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7. In reply thereto, the Respondent pointed out once again that from its point of 
view no training compensation must be paid to the Claimant. With regard to the 
Claimant’s allegation that there was a discussion about a formal proposal for an 
employment contract in May/June 2005, the Respondent argued that the player 
never received a formal offer from the Claimant.  

 

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 15 September 
2005. As a consequence, the Chamber concluded that the revised Rules Governing 
Procedures (edition 2005) 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. 3 par. 1 of the above-

mentioned Rules states that the Dispute Resolution Chamber shall examine its 
jurisdiction in the light of articles 22 to 24 of the current version of the 
Regulations for the Status and Transfer of Players (edition 2005). In accordance 
with art. 24 par. 1 in connection with art. 22 (d) of the aforementioned 
Regulations, the Dispute Resolution Chamber shall adjudicate on disputes 
between two clubs belonging to different Associations related to training 
compensation.  

 
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 Z. 

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 on 11 August 2005. Equally, the Chamber took note 
that the claim was lodged at FIFA on 15 September 2005. In view of the 
aforementioned, the Chamber concluded that the current FIFA Regulations for the 
Status and Transfer of Players (edition 2005, hereinafter: 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 that on the one hand, the Claimant 
requests training compensation based on the number of years that the player Z 
spent training at the Claimant as from his 12th birthday. On the other hand, the 
Chamber took note that the Respondent contests the Claimant’s entitlement to 
training compensation by referring to annex 4 art. 6 par. 3 of the Regulations.  
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6. Turning its attention to the documents presented by the parties in dispute, the 
Chamber took note that the player was registered for the Claimant as an amateur 
until 30 June 2005. Furthermore, the Chamber acknowledged that the Claimant is 
a first division club, belonging to category 1 in terms of the FIFA circular no. 959 
dated 16 March 2005. In addition to that, the Chamber took note of the fact that 
the Respondent is also a first division club belonging to category 1. 

7. Regarding the Respondent’s position, the Chamber acknowledged in particular its 
statement that the Claimant, situated in the EU, like the Respondent too, did not 
formally offer the player an employment contract and, therefore, should not be 
entitled to training compensation.  

8. The Chamber established that since the move of the player from the Claimant to 
the Respondent took effectively place between two clubs belonging to different 
Associations inside the territory of the EU, the special provisions of annex 4 art. 6 
of the Regulations need to be taken into account.    

9. In view of the positions exposed by the parties, the Chamber deemed that first of 
all it would have to establish whether, as maintained by the Claimant, the terms of 
annex 4 art. 6 par. 3 of the Regulations only apply to cases in which the player 
already had a contract with his former club.  

10. In this respect, the Chamber was of the opinion that it could not back the 
Claimant’s argument that annex 4 art. 6 par. 3 of the Regulations is exclusively 
applicable if the player was already a professional. In fact, the first sentence of the 
cited provision clearly stipulates that no training compensation must be paid to 
the player’s former club if the said club did not offer the player a contract unless it 
can justify its entitlement to such compensation. No reference to a new contract is 
thus made in this general introduction to the relevant provision.  In this respect, 
the Chamber emphasised that it is the spirit and purpose of the said provision to 
penalise clubs which are obviously not interested in the player’s services as a 
professional, no matter if the club would have to offer the player for the first time 
an employment contract or a renewal due to the ordinary expiration of an already 
existing contract. On the basis of this general approach, the Chamber exposed that 
the sentence of the relevant provision, to which the Claimant is referring, intends 
to indicate a time limit for the club that already has a contract with the player, 
until when the new offer must be made. Yet, it cannot be the intention of that 
sentence to limit the application of the provision as such.  

11. On account of the foregoing the Chamber concluded that annex 4 art. 6 par. 3 of 
the Regulations is applicable also to cases, like to the one at hand, in which the 
player was registered as an amateur with his former club. 

12. In continuation, the Chamber turned to the question about the offering of a 
contract by the Claimant to the player Z. In this respect, the Chamber emphasised 
that the Claimant itself expressly exposed having discussed with the player Z in 
May/June 2005 a proposal for a contract, stressing that it would have agreed with 
the player concerned to continue the negotiations after the summer holidays. In 
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other words, confessedly, the Claimant only discussed a possible employment 
contract without, however, making a formal and concrete offer in a written form 
to the player in question, whereas the Respondent must have presented the player 
a formal and serious offer since, in the end, the player signed an employment 
contract with the Respondent on 18 July 2005. In this context, the Chamber 
particularly pointed out that vague discussions about a possible employment 
contract do not correspond to an offer in terms of the first sentence of annex 4 
art. 6 par. 3 of the Regulations, since the second sentence of the said provision 
clearly establishes that such an offer must be made in a written form.   

13. Subsequently, the Chamber scrutinised whether the Claimant presented sufficient 
justification for its entitlement to training compensation even though it did not 
formally offer the player an employment contract.  

14. In this context, first of all, the Chamber congruently argued that the Claimant, as a 
first division club belonging to category 1, would have been able to seriously offer 
the player an employment contract at anytime if it had been really interested in 
having the player working as a professional in its squad. 

15. Furthermore, due to the fact that the player and the Respondent, also a first 
division team belonging to category 1, signed an employment contract on 18 July 
2005, the Chamber draw the conclusion that the player, at his age of 17, must 
have already achieved a sufficient level to be integrated in a team of professional 
football players of that level. Nevertheless, the Claimant refrained from offering 
an employment contract in a written form to the player at that time.  

16. In light of all of the above, the Chamber concluded that the Claimant’s decision to 
refrain from making an adequate and concrete offer to the player must have been 
motivated by its low interest at the end of the season 2004/2005 in having him in 
its squad as a professional with effect from the following season, i.e. the season 
2005/2006. Otherwise, the Claimant would have made a suitable offer to the 
player in a written form prior to the beginning of the summer holidays.  

17. Recapitulatory, the Chamber was of the opinion that the real reason why the 
player did not sign an employment contract with his training club, the Claimant, 
but with the Respondent, must be seen in the fact that the Claimant did not show 
enough interest in the player’s services as a professional. With such behaviour, so 
the Chamber, the Claimant forfeited its entitlement to receive training 
compensation from the Respondent. 

18. As a consequence of all of the above, the Chamber decided that the Respondent is 
not liable to pay training compensation to the Claimant for the training and 
education of the player Z.  

III. Decision of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 

1.  The claim of the club X is rejected.  
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2.  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 

e-mail: info@tas-cas.org 
www.tas-cas.org

For the Dispute Resolution Chamber: 

 

Urs Linsi 
General Secretary 
 

Encl. CAS directives 


