
Decision of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 
 

passed in Zurich, Switzerland, on 4 April 2007,  

in the following composition:  

 

Slim Aloulou (Tunisia), Chairman 

Mario Gallavotti (Italy), member 

Ivan Gazidis (USA), member 

Theo van Seggelen (Netherlands), member 

Carlos Soto (Chile), member 

 

on the claim presented by 
 

the club, X, A, 
 

as Claimant 

against 

 

the club, Y, B,  
 

as Respondent 

regarding a solidarity contribution dispute related  
to the transfer of the player Q 
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I. Facts of the case  

1. In January 2006, the player Q was transferred from Z to Y for the sum of EUR 
2,700,000. According to the transfer agreement between the two clubs, Z is 
entitled to receive 10% of any compensation received for the subsequent transfer 
of the player in question. 

 
2. On 28 February 2006, X submitted a claim to the Dispute Resolution Chamber 

seeking its share of the solidarity contribution on the basis of the transfer of the 
player Q from Z to Y. 

 
3. In this context, X also sought training compensation from Y. In response to this 

petition, FIFA informed X that training compensation could only be claimed by the 
club with which the player had been registered immediately before his transfer. 
On 6 April 2006, X confirmed that its claim was limited to solidarity contribution. 

 
4. X did not present a player’s passport for the player in question along with its 

claim. In this respect, X confirmed that, within football in A, outside of the two 
national leagues and the National Knockout Cup Tournament, there is no 
requirement for individual players to be registered by the national football 
federation. 

 
5. With respect to the period of time during which the player Q had been playing 

with X, the latter firstly maintained that it had trained the player for seven-and-a-
half years and, in support of its allegation, cited the Dispute Resolution Chamber’s 
decision of 12 April 2005 reached in a dispute regarding training compensation 
between X and Z. However, the said decision of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 
was appealed against before the Court of Arbitration for Sport (CAS), which issued 
a decision on the merits of the case on 12 April 2006. In its relevant decision, the 
CAS established that the player Q was born on 2 February 1985 and had been 
trained by X from 1 January 2002 to 31 January 2003. 

 
6. On 13 June 2006, Y informed FIFA that it deemed that X was not entitled to the 

full solidarity contribution because it did not appear to be the only club to have 
trained and educated the player during the relevant period of time. 

 
7. On 28 June 2006, X specified its claim for solidarity contribution as follows: 
 

Complete year 2002:    0,5% of total compensation    EUR 13,500 
 Jan – May 2003:   0,5% of total compensation (pro rata temporis) EUR   5,670

Total          EUR 19,170 
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8. On 5 September 2006, Y asked FIFA whether a proportional payment of solidarity 
contribution was actually due to X in connection with the player Q, and requested 
FIFA to determine the exact period of time during which Q had been trained by X. 
In response to this request, FIFA informed Y on 23 October 2006 that these 
questions could only be answered authoritatively by the Dispute Resolution 
Chamber. 

 
9. In view of the foregoing, X requests that the Y be ordered to pay solidarity 

contribution in the amount of EUR 19,170 to X. 
 

II. Considerations of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 

1. First of all, the Chamber analyzed 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 28 February 
2006, 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 solidarity 
mechanism. 

3. As a consequence, the Dispute Resolution Chamber is the competent body to 
decide on the present litigation concerning the distribution of the solidarity 
contribution claimed by X in connection with the transfer of the professional 
player Q during the course of a 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 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 professional Q had been transferred 
to Y in January 2006. Equally, the Chamber took note that the claim was lodged at 
FIFA on 28 February 2006. In view of the aforementioned, the Chamber concluded 
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that the current FIFA Regulations for the Status and Transfer of Players (edition 
2005, hereafter: the Regulations) are applicable on the case at hand as to the 
substance. 

5. Entering into the substance of the matter, the Dispute Resolution Chamber first of 
all recapitulated that, pursuant to art. 21 and art. 1 para. 1 of Annex 5 of the 
Regulations, if a Professional is transferred before the expiry of his contract, 5% of 
any compensation, with the exception of Training Compensation, paid to his 
former club shall be deducted from the total amount of this compensation and 
distributed by the new club as a solidarity contribution to the club(s) involved in 
his training and education over the years. Furthermore, the Chamber recalled that 
the solidarity contribution will reflect the number of years (calculated pro rata if 
less than one year) he was registered with the relevant club(s) between the 
Seasons of his 12th and 23rd birthdays. 

6. In continuation, the members of the Chamber acknowledged that, on the one 
hand, X claimed solidarity contribution for the entire year 2002 as well as for the 
months January to May 2003, in the total amount of EUR 19,170. The Dispute 
Resolution Chamber furthermore considered that, on the other hand, Y had 
expressed doubts with regard to the period of time during which the player was 
effectively trained by X. 

7. In order to establish whether solidarity contribution was due to X, and if so, to 
determine the relevant parameters for the calculation of the applicable amount, 
the members of the Chamber referred to a decision of the CAS (cf. above point 
I.5.), reached in a dispute related to training compensation between X and Z, in 
which the summoned panel had already had the task to establish the birth date of 
the player in question as well as the period during which he had been registered 
with the club X. 

8. In this respect, the Dispute Resolution Chamber took due note of the fact that the 
CAS had held that the player Q was born on 2 February 1985 and that he had been 
trained by X from 1 January 2002 until 31 January 2003. 

9. In view of the above, the members of the Dispute Resolution Chamber held that 
the present case had to be assessed on the basis of the relevant considerations of 
the CAS in the aforementioned case, to which the Claimant in the matter at hand 
had also been a party. In this respect, the Dispute Resolution chamber noted that 
the aforementioned findings of the CAS had never expressly been challenged 
throughout the present proceedings. 

 
10. Consequently, since the player Q had undisputedly been transferred in January 

2006 from Z to Y, the Dispute Resolution Chamber held that X was entitled to 
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receive solidarity contribution for having trained the player in question from 1 
January 2002 until 31 January 2003. 

 
11. With regard to the calculation of the amount of solidarity contribution due to X, 

the Dispute Resolution Chamber acknowledged that, according to the transfer 
agreement presented by Y, the latter had paid the sum of EUR 2,700,000 to Z for 
the transfer of the player Q and had committed itself to pay Z 10% of the 
compensation received for the subsequent transfer of the player in question. In 
this respect, the Dispute Resolution Chamber noted that, at the date of the 
decision, no subsequent transfer of the player had been invoked by the Claimant, 
who had been duly informed of the payment modalities stipulated in the relevant 
transfer agreement. Consequently, the amount of EUR 2,700,000 had to be taken 
as a basis for the calculation of the solidarity contribution due to X. 

 
12. Since the player Q had been registered for 13 months with X, the Dispute 

Resolution Chamber established that X was entitled to receive a percentage of 
10.833% of the 5% solidarity contribution deducted from the total transfer 
compensation paid so far to Z for the transfer of the player in question. 

 
13. In view of the above, the Dispute Resolution Chamber decided that Y is liable to 

pay the amount of EUR 14,620 as solidarity contribution to X. 
 

III. Decision of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 
 
1. The claim lodged by the Claimant, X, is partly accepted.  
 
2. The Respondent, Y, has to pay the amount of EUR 14,620 to X within 30 days as of 

the date of notification of the present decision. 
 
3. In the event that the above-mentioned amount is not paid within the indicated 

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

4. The Claimant, the club X, is instructed to inform the Respondent, the club Y, 
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. 

 
5. 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 
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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

On behalf of the 
Dispute Resolution Chamber: 

 

Jérôme Valcke 
General Secretary 
 

Encl. CAS directives 


