
 
Decision of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 

 
 

passed in Zurich, Switzerland, on 13 May 2005, 
in the following composition: 

 
 
 
 

Mr Slim Aloulou (Tunisia), Chairman 
Mr Maurice Watkins (England), Member 
Mr Paulo Amoretty Souza (Brazil), Member 
Mr Gerardo Movilla (Spain), Member 
Mr Theo van Seggelen (Netherlands), Member  
 
 

on the claim presented by 
 
 
 

Player X                 
      as Claimant
  
  
  
          

against 
 

 
 
Club Y 

      as Respondent 
 

 
 

 
 

 
regarding a contractual dispute between the player and the club 
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Facts of the case: 
 
 
On 3 September 2002 the player and the club concluded an employment contract 
expiring on 1 May 2003, whereby the club committed itself to pay to the player USD 
400,000 as a signing-on fee and USD 700,000 in eight equal monthly installment until 
the end of the contract. 
 
The amount of USD 400,000 due as a signing-on fee was duly paid by the club. 
 
At the end of November 2002 the player and the club mutually agreed to terminate 
their employment relationship, allegedly due to the player’s poor performances and 
misconduct, circumstance which the club did not hesitate to make public through 
several media announcements.  
 
According to this termination agreement, the player would immediately receive the 
amount of USD 200,000, but he actually only received USD 20,000 on 29 November 
2002. 
 
Also, the reasons behind the contractual termination induced the company Z not to 
give execution to the sponsorship agreement that had already been drafted with the 
player.  
 
On 16 February 2004 the player informed FIFA of the above circumstances. 
 
Requested by our administration to provide clarifications with respect to the payment 
due to the player, the club maintained that the payment of USD 200,000 was actually 
remitted to the player.  
 
However, Y asked FIFA to be granted a 45-day extension to provide evidence of the 
above transaction or to finalise the payment. 
 
In spite of the considerable amount of time conceded, Y did not come up with a proof 
of the payment and even reiterated its request to FIFA for an extra 45-day extension.  
 
X asks the Dispute Resolution Chamber to condemn the club Y to pay to him the 
outstanding amount of USD 180,000 in compliance with the termination agreement. 
 
In addition to that, and due to the fact that the player was forced by the club to 
conclude the termination agreement, the player asks the amount of USD 575,000 
corresponding to the sum he would have earned until the end of his contract. 
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Furthermore, the player asks USD 378,054 corresponding to the amount he would have 
received from the company Z in view of the sponsorship contract that was never 
performed. 
 
Moreover, X asks the amount of USD 378,054 corresponding to the moral damages he 
suffered due to the above-described contractual termination. 
 
The player also asks the Dispute resolution Chamber to take against the club all the 
sanctions the Chamber may deem appropriate.  
 
Despite having being requested to do so several times, the club did not provide FIFA 
with its position on the other requests made by the player. 
 
 
 
Considerations of the Dispute Resolution Chamber:  
 
 
After a careful study of the facts and allegations outlined above, the Dispute Resolution 
Chamber commenced its deliberations by referring to the art. 42 par. 1 lit. (b) (i) of the 
FIFA Regulations for the Status and Transfer of Players (hereinafter, the Regulations), 
according to which, it falls within the purview of the Dispute Resolution Chamber to 
determine whether one of the parties has committed a unilateral breach of contract 
without just cause.  
 
In this sense, if the employment contract was breached by a party, the Dispute 
Resolution Chamber is responsible to verify whether this party is accountable for 
outstanding payments and compensation.  
 
Furthermore, the Dispute Resolution Chamber will establish the amount of 
compensation to be paid and decide whether sports sanctions must be imposed (cf. art. 
42 par. 1 (b) (ii) and (iii) in connection with art. 22 and 23 of the Regulations).  
 
In view of the above, the Chamber concluded that it has jurisdiction to pass a decision 
on this matter. 
 
Firstly, the Chamber focussed its analysis on the contents of the termination agreement 
concluded  between the parties in November 2002.    
 
In this respect, the Chamber acknowledged the fact that Y started complying with the 
financial obligations undertaken in this agreement, by remitting to the player the 
amount of USD 20,000 on 29 November 2002. 
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Receipt of this payment was duly acknowledged by the player. 
 
Consequently, the Chamber concluded in the sense that the termination agreement has 
to be considered as binding and, therefore, it rejected the player’s allegation, whereby 
he would have been forced by the club to conclude the termination agreement.   
 
In this sense, and taking into account the fact that the player was not able to provide 
any evidence in order to corroborate its allegation, the player’s request for USD 575,000 
has to be considered unjustified. 
 
Then, the Chamber went further on evaluating the player’s request for                       
USD 378,054 corresponding to the amount he would have received from the company Z 
in view of the sponsorship contract that was never performed, allegedly due to the fact 
that his employment contract with the club was terminated. 
 
In this respect, even if a logical link had been established between the circumstances 
surrounding the termination agreement with the club and the sponsorship contract the 
player did not eventually sign with the company Z, the Chamber pointed out that it 
does not fall under its jurisdiction to pass a decision on matters relating to sponsorship 
contracts. 
 
Furthermore, the Chamber paid full attention to the player’s request for the amount of                       
USD 378,054 corresponding to the moral damages he purportedly suffered due to the 
above-described contractual termination. 
 
In this respect, the Chamber considered that the impact of the image issue for a player 
of such an undisputed lineage cannot certainly be disregarded. 
 
On the other hand, the Chamber emphasised that the termination of the employment 
relationship was mutually agreed between the parties and that such agreement has to 
be respected, in compliance with the general principle according to which, pacta sunt 
servanda. 
 
As a consequence, the Chamber decided that the request X made for USD 378,054 
cannot be considered. 
 
In conformity with the same principle of the respect of contracts, however, the club 
must fulfil the financial obligations undertaken by means of the above-mentioned 
agreement. 
 
In this respect, in spite of the considerable amount of time granted, the club was not 
able to produce any evidence in order to corroborate its allegation, whereby the 
payment of USD 200,000 had been actually remitted to the player. 
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In actual fact, according to the documentation at the Chamber’s disposal, Y only paid to 
the player USD 20,000 on 29 November 2002. 
 
In light of the above, the Chamber decided that the club has to pay the amount of USD 
180,000 to X in compliance with the termination agreement concluded in November 
2002. 
 
Furthermore, and in light of the fact that this payment has been due since November 
2002, the Chember established that a default interest payment of 5% p.a. as from the 
date on which the payment was due must be applied.  
 
 
Decision of the Dispute Resolution Chamber  
 
 
1. The claim of the player is  partially accepted. 
 
2. The club has to pay the amount of USD 180,000 to X. On the aforementioned 

amount, a default interest payment of 5% p.a. as from November 2002 until the day 
of the payment is applied. 

 
3. The amount due to X has to be paid by Y within 30 days as from the date of 

notification of this decision.  
 
4. If the aforementioned sum is not paid within the aforementioned deadline, the 

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

 
5. The claimant is directed to inform the respondent immediately of the account 

number to which the remittance is to be made and to notify the Dispute Resolution 
Chamber of every payment received. 

 
6. 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). 
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The full address and contact numbers of the CAS are the following: 
 

Avenue de Beaumont 2 
1012 Lausanne 

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: 

 

Jerome Champagne 
Deputy General Secretary 

 
 

Enclosed: CAS directives 
 

mailto:info@tas-cas.org
http://www.tas-cas.org/
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