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Decision of the  

Dispute Resolution Chamber 

 
passed in Zurich, Switzerland, on 27 April 2007, 

in the following composition: 

Slim Aloulou (Tunisia), Chairman 
Wilfried Straub (Germany), member 
Mario Gallavoti (Italy), member 
Joaquim Evangelista (Portugal), member 
Gerardo Movilla (Spain), member 

on the claim presented by the player  

X, XX, 
Represented by Mr Q, attorney-at-law, XX, 

as Claimant 

against the club 

Y, YY, 
as Respondent 

regarding a contractual dispute arisen between the parties in connection with an 
employment contract.   
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I. Facts of the case 
 

1. On 1 August 2005, the player X, XX, the Claimant, born on 12 December 1978, and 
the club Y, YY,  the Respondent, entered into a contract of employment with a term 
until 30 June 2007. This contract of employment provided for a monthly salary of … 
400. 

 
2. On 6 February 2006, the Claimant contacted FIFA requesting that: 

a) He be released with immediate effect to allow him to enter into a contract with a 
different club. 

b) The Respondent be ordered to pay the outstanding salary in the amount of EUR 
24,000, pertaining to the months of October, November and December 2005. 

c) The Respondent be found guilty of a unilateral breach of contract. 
d) Taking into account the contract term originally agreed, the Claimant be found 

to be entitled to compensation in the amount of EUR 144,000. 
 

3. To justify his claim, the Claimant submitted that he had received a monthly salary of 
EUR 8,000 instead of the contractually agreed … 400, which he could apparently not 
prove as these payments had allegedly been made in cash and without receipts. He 
also stated that he had returned to XX on holiday in December 2005 and that the 
Respondent had subsequently failed to send him a return ticket. In addition, the 
Respondent had not paid his salary for the months of October, November and 
December 2005 (i.e., according to the Claimant, EUR 24,000). As a result, he had 
written to the Respondent on 12 January 2006 requesting payment of his salary for 
the said months. On 17 January 2006, the Respondent replied stating it had remitted 
the salaries in question and paid for the return ticket. At the same time, the 
Respondent instructed the Claimant to return to YY within seven days of receiving 
the letter. The Claimant replied to this letter on 18 January 2006 stating that he 
would return to the Respondent only on receipt of the return ticket and written 
proof that the salaries in question had been paid, which letter remained 
unanswered. The Respondent is also alleged not to have replied to another letter 
from the Claimant dated 23 January 2006 containing similar requests, which is why 
the Claimant wrote to the Respondent on 2 February 2006 informing the latter that 
he was terminating the contractual relationship with Y at the fault of the 
Respondent. 

 
4. On 7, 10, 16 and 24 February 2006, FIFA requested the Respondent via the Football 

Association of YY to respond to the action brought by the Claimant. These letters 
remained unanswered. 
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5. However, on 7 February 2006, FIFA did receive a fax from the Respondent along 
with various attachments in none of the official FIFA languages. This fax made 
reference to "Your fax dated 03.02.2006". FIFA requested the Respondent to inform 
it whether the fax received on 7 February 2006 was its response to FIFA’s fax dated 7 
February 2006 and, if so, to submit translations of the relevant attachments. If not, 
the Respondent was invited to submit its response. FIFA has received no submissions 
from the Respondent since then.  

 
6. In this fax of 7 February 2006, the Respondent submitted that it had entered into a 

contract of employment with the Claimant with a term until 30 June 2006. Referring 
to the claim that the Claimant had not received his salary for the months of 
October, November and December 2005, the Respondent pointed out that it had 
already paid the Claimant much more than what had been agreed in the contract. In 
addition, according to the Respondent, the Claimant had received EUR 1,100 in 
December 2005 for his flight to XX. His manager, L, had also received EUR 10,000 
with the instruction to hand this sum to the Claimant. In addition, the Respondent 
invited FIFA to ensure that the Claimant reported to the Respondent within seven 
days, as otherwise it would have to demand that the responsible authority 
terminate the Claimant’s rights as a footballer. 

 
7. On 8 and 28 March 2006, FIFA again instructed and reminded the Respondent to 

respond to the player's action. These letters also remained unanswered. 
 
8. On 3 May 2006, FIFA instructed the Claimant to respond to the aforementioned 

submission received by FIFA from the Respondent on 7 February 2006 with the 
reference "Your fax dated 03.02.2006".

9. On 11 May 2006, the Claimant replied that the Respondent had been instructed by 
FIFA in letters dated 7, 10, 16 and 24 February and 8 and 28 March 2006 to submit 
its defence with attachments written in a FIFA language. The Claimant emphasised 
that the Respondent had failed to take this opportunity and had submitted 
documents with its letter "Your fax dated 03.02.2006" that were not written in a 
FIFA language. For all these reasons the Claimant declined to submit the requested 
response. At the same time, he requested that the matter be submitted to the 
Dispute Resolution Chamber for a decision without delay on the sole basis of the 
submissions presented by the Claimant. 

 
10. On 18 May 2006, FIFA instructed the Respondent via the Football Association of YY 

for the last time to respond to the Claimant’s submissions. This letter again 
remained without reply.  
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11. On 28 September 2006, the Dispute Resolution Chamber decided that, prior to any 
formal decision, the Respondent should be explicitly invited to present possible 
written evidences regarding the alleged payment of the player’s salaries for the 
months of October, November and December 2005. 

 
12. On 24 October 2006, the Respondent presented receipts according to which the 

Claimant allegedly received in the relevant three months … 1,000 per month.  
 
13. On 4 December 2006, the Claimant alleged that the payment receipts presented by 

the Respondent with its correspondence dated 24 October 2006 would be 
completely different from the ones presented by its letter dated 10 February 2006. 
In particular, the Claimant pointed out that the receipts presented in February 2006 
were neither written on the Respondent’s letter-headed paper nor did they contain 
the Respondent’s stamp. Moreover, the Claimant alleged that the signatures on the 
relevant receipts would not be his. On the same occasion, the Claimant once again 
alleged that the Respondent was in default with his salaries for the months of 
October to December 2005 (arrears in the alleged total amount of EUR 24,000). 
Consequently, the Claimant asked for the immediate payment of the amounts 
already due plus the remaining value of his employment contract (in total EUR 
168,000) and interests. Furthermore, he asked to declare as null and void the latest 
documents presented by the Respondent.  

 
14. On 9 January 2007, the Respondent declared that according to the employment 

contract concluded between the parties in dispute, the Claimant is entitled to a 
monthly salary of … 400 only and alleged having paid to the Claimant for the 
months of August to December 2005 salaries much higher than the ones stipulated 
in the relevant employment contract (i.e. for August and September 2005: … 4,000 
per month and for October to December 2005: … 1,000 per month) as it was more 
than satisfied with the Claimant’s performance. Moreover, the Respondent alleged 
that the player personally signed the payment documents in the presence of the 
Respondent’s administrative director in a pay-roll register. To that regard, the 
Respondent admitted that there was a visual difference between the Claimant’s 
signatures in the pay-roll register and the employment contract and it declared to 
be ready for an independent graphological analysis in order to have confirmed that 
all the signatures presented by the Respondent are the Claimant’s ones. 

 
15. Concerning the Claimant’s request for the payment of monies in the amount of 

approximately EUR 200,000, the Respondent maintains that such request is far from 
being realistic and particularly not supported by any proof. 
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16. On 26 February 2007, without having been invited to do so, the Claimant presented 
additional comments related to the case at hand, by means of which he particularly 
pointed out that the signature on the employment contract concluded with the 
Respondent would be his but not the ones on the payment receipts put forward by 
the Respondent and that any graphological analysis possibly presented in the future 
by an expert exclusively appointed by the Respondent shall not be taken into 
account by the Dispute Resolution Chamber. Additionally, he once more asked for 
the payment of the allegedly outstanding salaries in the total amount of EUR 24,000 
for the months of October to December 2005, plus the remaining value of his 
employment contract (EUR 144,000) and interests.  

 
17. On 10 August 2006, the Claimant signed an employment contract with another club, 

valid until 8 August 2008, a copy of which was presented.  
 

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 6 February 2006. As a consequence, 
the Chamber concluded that the revised Rules Governing Procedures (edition 2005, 
hereinafter: the Procedural Rules) on matters pending before the decision-making 
bodies of FIFA are applicable to the matter at hand. 

 
2. With regard to the competence of the Chamber, art. 3 par. 1 of the Procedural 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. In accordance with art. 24 par. 1 in combination with art. 22 (b) 
of the aforementioned Regulations, the Dispute Resolution Chamber shall 
adjudicate on employment-related disputes between a club and a player that have 
an international dimension. 

3. As a consequence, the Dispute Resolution Chamber is the competent body to decide 
on the present litigation involving a club from YY and a player from XX regarding a 
contractual dispute in connection with an employment contract.  

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, on the one hand, to 
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art. 26 par. 1 and 2 of the Regulations for the Status and Transfer of Players and, on 
the other hand, to the fact that the relevant contract at the basis of the present 
dispute was signed on 1 August 2005 and that the claim was lodged at FIFA on 6 
February 2006. 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 to 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 above-mentioned facts as well as all the 
further documentation on file.  

6. To that regard, first of all, the members of the Chamber acknowledged that the 
Claimant and the Respondent signed an employment contract that was valid until 
30 June 2007. Moreover, the members noted that the said employment contract 
stipulates, inter alia, a monthly salary amounting to … 400.  

7. As a next step, the members of the Chamber acknowledged that the Claimant 
alleged having usually received a monthly salary amounting to EUR 8,000 even 
though the relevant employment contract only stipulates a monthly salary of … 400. 
In this context, the Chamber noted that the Claimant failed to corroborate his 
allegations pertaining to the EUR 8,000 monthly salary with documentary evidence. 
In addition to that, the members noted that the Claimant maintained not having 
received his salaries for the last three months of the year 2005, i.e., according to the 
Claimant, salary payments in the total amount of EUR 24,000 (3 x EUR 8,000). 
Therefore, he terminated the contractual relationship with the Respondent at the 
club’s fault by a letter dated 2 February 2006.  

8. In continuation, and turning its attention to the Respondent, the members of the 
Chamber noted that the Respondent, in principle, admitted having paid the 
Claimant a monthly salary higher than the one stipulated in the employment 
contract signed by the parties in dispute since it was more than satisfied with the 
Claimant’s services. In this context, the Chamber also acknowledged that the 
Respondent contested the Claimant’s allegation not having paid any salary for the 
last three months of the year 2005. In particular, the members of the Chamber 
noted that the Respondent declared having paid the Claimant salaries amounting to 
… 4,000 per month for August and September 2005 in addition to … 1,000 per 
month for October to December 2005 and that the Respondent has remitted 
receipts in this regard.   

9. On account of the above, the Chamber started by concluding that the Claimant 
uncontestedly received a monthly salary higher than the one stipulated in the 
relevant employment contract. However, the Chamber noted that the Claimant 
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maintained having usually received a monthly salary amounting to EUR 8,000, 
whereas the Respondent only admitted having paid to the Claimant for the first two 
months of their contractual relationship a monthly salary amounting to … 4,000 and 
a monthly salary of … 1,000 for the last three months.  

10. Consequently, and as a first step, the Chamber concluded that the Claimant was 
indeed entitled to a monthly salary higher than the … 400 stipulated in the relevant 
employment contract. However, due to the fact that the Respondent only admitted 
having paid to the Claimant a monthly salary amounting to not more than … 4,000 
and the Claimant has not presented any proof supporting his allegations of having 
received a monthly salary of EUR 8,000, the members of the Chamber unanimously 
concurred that the Claimant was in fact entitled to a monthly salary higher than the 
one stipulated in the relevant employment contract, namely to … 4,000 per month.  

11. The monthly salary due to the Claimant having been established in the light of the 
foregoing considerations, the Chamber went on to analyze whether the Respondent 
was indeed behind schedule with the Claimant’s salaries for the last three months of 
the year 2005 as maintained by the Claimant and, hence, whether the Claimant was 
entitled to terminate the contractual relationship with the Respondent on 2 
February 2006.   

12. In this respect, the Chamber examined the document put forward by the 
Respondent according to which the Claimant allegedly confirmed via his signature 
having received a monthly salary amounting to … 1,000 from October to December 
2005.  

13. Thereto, the Chamber took into consideration that the Claimant denied having 
signed the relevant document and alleged that the signatures shown on it must be 
forged ones. In this context, the Chamber underlined that the Claimant has not 
presented any proof confirming his allegation that the signatures on the relevant 
document presented by the Respondent would not be his. In particular, the 
members of the Chamber underlined that the alleged visual difference between the 
signature on the employment contract uncontestedly signed by the Claimant on 1 
August 2005 and the ones noticeable on the document regarding the salary 
payments cannot be considered as binding proof in this regard. The Chamber 
unanimously determined that only a graphological expertise could verify the 
authenticity of the signatures in question and accentuated that the Claimant 
omitted to present such kind of evidence. Furthermore, and for the sake of good 
order, the members of the Chamber pointed out that the Chamber is not competent 
to decide whether or not a document or signature must be considered as forged.     
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14. On account of the above, the Chamber concurred that the Respondent has 
substantiated its assertion that it paid the amount of … 1,000 per month to the 
Claimant for salaries pertaining to October, November and December 2005.  

15. In continuation, the Chamber recalled that it established that the Claimant was 
entitled to a monthly salary of … 4,000 and took into consideration that, in total, 
and as mentioned in the preceding paragraph, the Claimant only received … 3,000 
for the months of October to December 2005 (i.e. 3 x … 1,000). In other words, the 
Chamber concluded that the Respondent was behind schedule with the Claimant’s 
salaries in the total amount of … 9,000 relating to the months of October, 
November and December 2005. 

16. Furthermore, the Chamber took into account that the player has put the club in 
default in writing.  

17. On account of the above, the members of the Chamber decided that the Claimant 
was entitled to terminate the contractual relationship with the Respondent at the 
beginning of February 2006 as, at that time, the Respondent owed him at least 75% 
of his last three monthly salaries of the year 2005. In other words, in the beginning 
of February 2006, the Respondent was in a persistent failure to pay the Claimant his 
salaries. The members of the Chamber considered this circumstance a clear breach of 
the employment contract by the Respondent.  

18.  As a result, the Chamber agreed that the behaviour of the Respondent has to be 
considered as a breach of contract without just cause.  

19. In consequence, and in application of art. 17 of the Regulations, the members had 
to deliberate on the amount of compensation payable to the Claimant in addition 
to any outstanding monies.   

20. As far as the responsibility of the Respondent regarding outstanding salary 
payments is concerned, the members referred to their considerations taken under II., 
points 10 and 15 and reiterated that the Respondent owes the Claimant outstanding 
salaries in the total amount of … 9,000. In this context, the Chamber noted that the 
Claimant also asked for unspecified interests. Thereto, the Chamber deemed it 
appropriate to apply an interest rate of 5% per year as from the date on which the 
relevant complaint was submitted to FIFA, in casu as from 6 February 2006.  

21. As far as compensation for breach of contract in accordance with art. 17 par. 1 of 
the Regulations is concerned, the deciding body deemed it appropriate to 
compensate the Claimant with the amount of EUR 35,710 plus interests of 5% per 
annum as of 6 February 2006 taking into account the remaining duration and value 
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of the employment contract signed between the Claimant and the Respondent and 
the Claimant’s financial entitlements as of August 2006 in accordance with the 
contractual employment relationship that he entered into with the club, M, XX, on 
10 August 2006 (i.e. salary amounting to … 500 according to the standard 
employment contract of the Football Association of XX which was presented in 
August 2006 by the Claimant).   

21. In conclusion, the Dispute Resolution Chamber decided that the Respondent has to 
pay to the Claimant the amount of … 9,000 representing outstanding salary 
payments fallen due in the year 2005 plus interests of 5% per annum as of 6 
February 2006 as well as EUR 35,710 plus interests of 5% per annum as of 6 February 
2006 as compensation for breach of contract without just cause.    

* * * * *

III. Decision of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 

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

2.  The Respondent, Y, has to pay to the Claimant, X, outstanding salary payments in 
the amount of … 9,000 plus interests of 5% per annum as of 6 February 2006. 

3.  The Respondent, Y, has to pay to the Claimant, X, compensation for breach of 
contract without just cause in the amount of EUR 35,710 plus interests of 5% per 
annum as of 6 February 2006. 

4.  Any further request made by the Claimant, X, is rejected.    

5.  The amounts due to the Claimant have to be paid by the Respondent within 30 
days as from the date of notification of this decision. 

6.  The present matter will be submitted to the FIFA’s Disciplinary Committee, if the 
aforementioned amounts are not paid within the aforementioned deadline. 

7.  The Claimant, X, is directed to inform the Respondent, Y, immediately of the 
account number to which the remittances are to be made and to notify the Dispute 
Resolution Chamber of every payment received. 



Player X, XX / Club Y, YY  
10

8.  According to art. 61 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: 

 

Jérôme Valcke 
General Secretary 
 

Encl. CAS directives 


