
Decision of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 

passed in Zurich, Switzerland, on 21 November 2006, 

in the following composition: 

Slim Aloulou (Tunisia), Chairman  

Paulo Rogerio Amoretty Souza (Brazil), member 

Ivan Gazidis (USA), member 

Carlos Soto (Chile), member 

John Didulica (Australia), member 
 

 

on the claim presented by the club  

X,  
 

as Claimant 

against the club 

Y,  
 

as Respondent 

regarding training compensation 
for the player Z 

 

  ./… 



I. Facts of the case 
 

1. The Football Association of xxxxxx confirmed that the player Z, born on 17 
December 1984, was registered with X, the Claimant, as Amateur for 20 months 
as from 25 February 2002 until October 2003 between the ages of 17 and 18. 

2. On 25 October 2003, the relevant International Transfer Certificate was issued 
from the xxxxx (last club X) in favour of the xxxxxx Football Federation. The player 
signed an employment contract with the club, Y, the Respondent, valid as from 
1 July 2003 until 30 June 2008. 

3. On 2 February 2005, the xxxx contacted FIFA on behalf of the Claimant 
requesting training compensation in accordance with Chapter VII of the FIFA 
Regulations for the Status and Transfer of Players (edition 2001).  

4. According to the FIFA circular no. 826 dated 31 October 2002, which regards 
the categorisation of clubs, the Claimant, was a 1st division club, belonging to 
category 1 and the Respondent was a 1st division club, belonging to category 
1. 

5. The Respondent argued that the claim of the Claimant cannot be considered 
due to prescription, since the document dated 2 February 2005 cannot be 
considered as a formal claim since it was never addressed to FIFA. In addition, 
the Respondent emphasised that it was informed in October 2005 only about 
the intention of the Claimant to claim training compensation. 

6. Furthermore, the Respondent pointed out that the information provided by the 
xxxxx with regard to the player’s registration is contradictory to the information 
provided by the regional league, based on which the player was registered 
with Claimant as from 19 April 2002 and not as from 25 February 2002. 

7. Furthermore, the Respondent contested the entitlement of the Claimant to 
receive any compensation, arguing that apparently the player in question 
informed it that he trained with the Claimant as from 19 April 2002 until 12 June 
2002. Equally, the Respondent affirmed that as from there on the player 
apparently returned to his home town and gave up playing football, since he 
could never adapt himself to the Claimant’s team. 

8. Finally, the Respondent is of the opinion that the Claimant has failed to excuse 
the delay of its claim. However, alternatively, the Claimant would be entitled to 
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receive, if anything, training compensation for two months (19 April 2002 until 12 
June 2002)  not exceeding the amount of EUR 15,000. 

9. The Claimant contested the position of the Respondent arguing that it lodged 
its claim on 9 November 2004 at the xxxxx, i.e. within the requested period of 
time. The Claimant referred to the records of the xxxxxx which confirm that the 
player was registered with it as from February 2002 until October 2003. However, 
the Claimant did not refer to the other arguments provided by the Respondent. 

10. The Respondent again stressed that the matter is prescript. Moreover, the 
Respondent again argued that the player was registered with the Claimant as 
from April 2002 until June 2002 only, but was never trained and educated by 
the said club. In this respect, the Respondent provided a statement of the 
player, by means of which he explained that as from June 2002 he had no 
relationship with the Claimant. In this sense, the Respondent once again 
maintained that the Claimant would be entitle to receive training 
compensation for the period of two months only, if anything, not exceeding the 
amount of EUR 15,000. 

11. The Claimant did not provide any further statement, although it was invited to 
so twice by FIFA through the xxxxx.  

 

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 2 February 
2005, as a consequence the Chamber concluded that the previous Procedural 
Rules (edition 2001) on maters 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. 42  par. 1 lit. (b) (iv) of the 

FIFA Regulations for the Status and Transfer of Players (edition 2001) establishes 
that, disputes concerning training compensation, will be decided by the 
Dispute Resolution Chamber. 
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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. In continuation, and before being able to enter into the substance of the 

matter, the Chamber needed to verify whether the competent FIFA body could 
deal with this affair or not for formal reasons. In particular, with respect to the 
Respondent’s objection that the claim is to be considered as forfeited. 

 
5. To this regard, the Chamber referred to the art. 44 of the FIFA Regulations for 

the Status and Transfer of Players (edition 2001) in connection with art. 4 of the 
Rules governing the practice and Procedures of the Dispute Resolution 
Chamber (edition 2002), which stipulate that  the deciding body will not hear 
any dispute if more than two years have elapsed since the facts leading to the 
dispute arose. 

 
6. In this context, the members took into account that based on the 

documentation at its disposal it can be established that the relevant claim was 
lodged with FIFA on 2 February 2005 and that the facts leading to the dispute 
arose in July 2003 when the player concerned acquired the non-amateur 
status. As a result, the Chamber rejected the Respondent’s objection. 

 
7. 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 signed the 
employment contract with his new club in July 2003. Equally the Chamber took 
note that the claim was lodged at FIFA in February 2005. In view of the 
aforementioned, the Chamber concluded that the former FIFA Regulations for 
the Status and Transfer of Players (edition 2001, hereafter: the Regulations) are 
applicable on the case at hand as to the substance. 

 
8. In continuation the Chamber emphasised that as established in chapter VII of 

the Regulations training compensation for a player’s training and education is, 
in principle, payable by the new club either when the player signs his first 
contract as a non-amateur or each time a player changes from one club to 
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another up to the time his training and education is completed, which, as a 
general rule, occurs when the player reaches 21 years of age. 

 
9. In accordance with art. 5 of the FIFA Regulations governing the Application of 

the Regulations, the training period to be taken into account for the calculation 
of the training compensation, starts at the beginning of the season of the 
player’s 12th birthday, or at a later age, as the case may be, and finishes at the 
end of the season of the player’s  21st birthday. 

 
10. Subsequently, the Chamber considered that, on the one hand, the Claimant 

requested training compensation from the Respondent due to the fact that the 
player signed his first employment contract with the said club. On the other 
hand, the Chamber took due note that the Respondent in principle contested 
the Claimant’s entitlement, however and in case the deciding body would 
differ from the Respondent’s position the latter maintains that it would be 
entitled to receive training compensation for two months only (19 April 2002 
until 12 June 2002) not exceeding the amount of EUR 15,000. 

11. In this context, the Chamber took due note that the Respondent argued that 
based on the information provided by the regional league as well as the 
player’s statement, the player was registered with the Claimant only for two 
months. Moreover, the Respondent argued that the player in question informed 
it that he trained with the Claimant as from 19 April 2002 until 12 June 2002 only 
and as from there on he apparently returned to his home town and gave up 
playing football until his international transfer to the Respondent, since he could 
never adapt himself to the Claimant’s team. 

12. To this regard, the Chamber stated that the player could not be considered as 
an impartial witness and that the Respondent could not provide any 
documentary evidence in order to substantiate its allegations apart from the 
player’s statement. Therefore, the Chamber considered the allegation of the 
Respondent to be ungrounded and therefore it has to be rejected due to the 
lack of probative force of the remitted statement. 

13. Subsequently, the Chamber emphasised that based on the official 
documentation remitted by the Football Association of xxxxxx it can be 
established that the player Z, born on 17 December 1984, was registered with 
the Claimant as Amateur for 20 months as from 25 February 2002 until October 
2003 between the ages of 17 and 18. 
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14. In view, of the above, the Chamber concluded that the Claimant is entitled to 
receive training compensation for the training and education of the player 
concerned for the period of time as from 25 February 2002 until October 2003 
between the ages of 17 and 18, i.e. for 20 months. 

15. Turning its attention to the calculation, the Chamber pointed out that in 
accordance with the parameters provided for by art. 7 par. 3 of the 
Regulations governing the Application of the Regulations, as a general 
principle, compensation for training is based on the training and education 
costs of the country in which the new club, i.e. the Respondent, is located. 

16. According to the FIFA circular no. 826 dated 31 October 2002, which regards 
the categorisation of clubs, the Claimant, is a 1st division club, belonging to 
category 1 and the Respondent is a 1st division club, belonging to category 1. 

17. Consequently, in application of article 7 par. 1 of the FIFA Regulations 
governing the Application of the Regulations the indicative amount of EUR 
90,000 must be multiplied by the number of years of training of the player in 
case. 

 
18. Taking into account all of the above, the Chamber concluded that the 

Respondent has to pay the amount of EUR 150,000 to the Claimant as training 
compensation for the training and education of the player Z. 

 
 
 
III. Decision of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 

1.  The claim lodged by the Claimant, X, is accepted. 
 
2.  The Respondent, Y., shall pay the total amount of EUR 150,000 to the Claimant, 

within 30 days following the date of the notification of the present decision. 
 
3.  In the event that the above-mentioned amount is not paid within the stated 

deadline, an interest rate of 5% per year will apply as of expiring of the fixed 
time limit and the present matter shall be submitted to FIFA’s Disciplinary 
Committee, so that the necessary disciplinary sanctions may be imposed. 
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4.  The Claimant is instructed to inform the Respondent 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 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: 

 
Court of Arbitration for Sport 

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 
 
Encl. CAS directives 
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