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I. Facts of the case 

1. The player B (hereinafter: the player) was born on 25 October 1986. 
 
2. According to the player passport issued by the D Football Federation the 

player was registered as an amateur for the D club, D (hereinafter: the 
Claimant), as from 1 August 2005 until 1 August 2006. The player, prior to his 
registration with the Claimant, was registered with two other D clubs, as an 
amateur. 

 
3. The D football season runs from July to June of the following year. 
 
4. According to a statement issued by the Football-Association, the player was 

registered for the B club B (hereinafter: the Respondent) on 26 September 
2006. 

 
5. The Respondent belongs to category 3 and, according to details provided by 

the, the Claimant belongs to category 4. 
 
6. On 29 June 2007, the Claimant lodged a claim in front of FIFA, claiming that 

the player, whom it trained for one sportive season, signed his first 
professional contract with the Respondent, and that therefore the Respondent 
owed training compensation for the training and education of the player by 
the Claimant in the amount of EUR 20,000. 
 

7. Upon receipt of the claim, the Respondent, referring itself to art. 6 par. 3 of 
Annex 4 of the Regulations for the Status and Transfer of Players (edition 
2005), stated that the player’s former club, i.e. the Claimant, did not wish to 
keep the player and had not offered him a contract. Therefore, the 
Respondent came to the conclusion that no training compensation was due to 
the Claimant. 

 
8. Subsidiarily, the Respondent asserted that it had concluded an “amateur 

contract” with the player. This contract, concluded on 31 August 2006 and 
referred to as “Contrat de Joueur de Football” (“Football Player Contract”), 
mentions the following: 
 
« Le Club engage le Joueur sur base d’un contrat de travail pour employé en 
qualité de joueur de football non amateur (…) 
 
Le Joueur ne peut prester en moyenne plus de 20 heures par semaine en 
qualité de sportif rémunéré. Ceci implique que le sportif à temps partiel 
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exerce, outré son activité sportive, une activité rémunérée principale, ou en 
combinaison avec un programme d’études, à horaire complet ou partiel, 
dûment attestée. » 
 
Translation into English: 
 
“The Club hereby hires the Player on the basis of an employment contract as a 
non amateur football player (…) 
 
The Player cannot render his services on average more than 20 hours per week 
as a remunerated sportsman. This implies that the part-time sportsman 
exercises, aside from his sporting activity, a main remunerated activity, or 
combined with a full-time or part-time program of studies, duly demonstrated 
by the relevant certificate.” 
 

9. Furthermore, the “Football Player Contract” stipulates, in its article 8, that the 
player shall earn a fixed allowance of EUR 1,845 per season, and some bonuses 
in the amount of EUR 147,50 per victory and EUR 55 per draw. 

 
10. In this respect, the Respondent underlined that the player was to receive a 

total remuneration of EUR 1,845 for the season 2006-2007, payable in ten 
instalments. The Respondent argued that, according to B law, a player, in 
order to be considered a professional, must earn a minimum annual salary 
which is fixed every year, and that for the season 2006-2007, this annual salary 
was fixed at EUR 8,015 gross. Furthermore, the Respondent alleged that the 
player practised football as a secondary activity, as he was at the time also a 
student. 

 
11. The Respondent concluded that the status of the player should be considered 

as amateur, as he did not earn more than the expenses incurred by his football 
activities. Therefore, the Respondent rejected the Claimant’s claim entirely. 

 
12. In its replica, the Claimant – via the  D Football Federation who was mandated 

to act on its behalf in the present case – adhered to its claim and, in particular, 
stressed that, according to the regulations of the D Football Association, it is 
forbidden for a D amateur club to offer any kind of employment contract to a 
player. Furthermore, the payment of bonuses in case of a win or draw is also 
not allowed. Therefore, it stated that there was no possibility for the club, 
being an amateur club, to offer an employment contract to the player and to 
prevent his transfer. 
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13. Furthermore, after having been informed by FIFA about the financial aspects 
of the aforementioned “Football Player Contract”, and in reply to the 
Respondent’s allegations that the player had signed an amateur contract and, 
consequently, that he should be considered as having an amateur status, the 
Claimant affirmed that the player’s salary of EUR 1,845 per year, as well as the 
bonus system of EUR 147,50 for each victory and EUR 55 for each draw of his 
team, implies that there was an employer-employee relationship between the 
Respondent and the player. The Claimant added that the Regulations for the 
Status and Transfer of Players do not provide that there is a minimum salary 
that a player must earn in order to be considered a professional. In particular, 
the Claimant alleged that the payment of bonuses could not be considered as 
merely covering the player’s expenses incurred by his football activity. 

 
14. In its final position, the Respondent mainly adhered to its initial arguments, 

and declared that the Claimant’s argumentation as to the fact that it could not 
offer the player an employment contract because of the amateur status of the 
club was not supported by any evidence. Therefore, according to the 
Respondent, the Claimant failed to provide sufficient proof that it could not 
offer a contract to the player. 

 
15. Finally, the Respondent reiterated that B law provides a minimum salary for 

professional players and that the player did not reach this minimum. 
Therefore, according to the Respondent, his contract should be considered as 
an amateur contract. In this regard, the Respondent pointed out that the 
competent decision-making bodies of FIFA can, when taking decisions, take 
into account all laws that exist at national level. 

 

II. Considerations of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 

1. First of all, the Dispute Resolution Chamber (hereinafter also referred to as 
“Chamber”) analysed whether it was competent to deal with the case at hand. 
In this respect, it took note that the present matter was submitted to FIFA on 
29 June 2007. Consequently, the 2005 edition of the Rules Governing the 
Procedures of the Players’ Status Committee and the Dispute Resolution 
Chamber (hereinafter: Procedural Rules) are applicable to the matter at hand 
(cf. art. 21 par. 2 and 3 of the Procedural Rules, edition 2008, in combination 
with art. 18 par. 2 and 3 of the Procedural Rules). 
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2. Subsequently, the members of the Chamber referred to art. 3 par. 1 of the 
Procedural Rules and confirmed that in accordance with art. 24 par. 1 and 2 in 
combination with art. 22 lit. d) of the Regulations on the Status and Transfer 
of Players (edition 2008) the Dispute Resolution Chamber is competent to 
decide on the present litigation with an international dimension concerning 
the training compensation claimed by the D club, D, for the training and 
education of the player B. 

 
3. Furthermore, and taking into consideration that the player was registered with 

his new club on 26 September 2006, the Chamber analysed which regulations 
should be applicable as to the substance of the matter. In this respect, it 
confirmed that in accordance with art. 26 par. 1 and 2 of the Regulations on 
the Status and Transfer of Players (edition 2008), and considering that the 
present claim was lodged on 29 June 2007, the 2005 edition of the said 
regulations (hereinafter: Regulations) is applicable to the matter at hand as to 
the substance. 

 
4. The competence of the Chamber and the applicable regulations having been 

established, entering into the substance of the matter, the members of the 
Chamber, first and foremost, stated that, as established in art. 1 par. 1 of 
Annex 4 in combination with art. 2 of Annex 4 of the Regulations, training 
compensation is payable, as a general rule, for training incurred between the 
ages of 12 and 21 when a professional is registered for the first time as a 
professional of is transferred between clubs of two different Associations 
before the end of the season of the player’s 23rd birthday. 

 
5. In continuation, the Dispute Resolution Chamber recalled that the player was 

born on 25 October 1986 and was registered with the Claimant as from 1 
August 2005 to 1 August 2006 as an amateur. 

 
6. Furthermore, the Chamber duly noted that the Claimant is requesting training 

compensation from the Respondent in the amount of EUR 20,000 on the basis 
of the first registration of the player as a professional with the Respondent, 
whereas the Respondent, meanwhile, challenges the Claimant’s entitlement to 
receive any training compensation, arguing first of all, that the Claimant did 
not offer a contract to the player in accordance with art. 6 par. 3 of Annex 4 of 
the Regulations, and, subsidiarily, that the player should not be considered as a 
professional upon his registration with the Respondent. 

 
7. With regard to the Respondent’s allegation that the Claimant did not offer the 

player a contract, which is not contested by the Claimant, the Chamber took 
into account that art. 6 of Annex 4 of the Regulations contains special 
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provisions regarding players moving from one Association to another one 
inside the territory of the European Union (EU) / European Economic Area 
(EEA). In this regard, the Chamber stated that, as the player moved from the N 
to B, i.e. between two countries of the EU, art. 6 par. 3 of Annex 4 of the 
Regulations is applicable to the case at hand as lex specialis.

8. In view of the above, the members of the Chamber underlined that art. 6 par. 
3 sent. 1 of Annex 4 of the Regulations provides that if the former club of the 
player 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. 

 
9. In continuation, the Chamber recalled that the Respondent contested the 

Claimant’s entitlement to receive any training compensation arguing, inter 
alia, that the Claimant did not offer the player a contract in accordance with 
article 6 par. 3 of Annex 4 of the Regulations. However, the members of the 
Chamber also noted that the Claimant, in its replica, via the D Football 
Association, had alleged that it could not have offered the player a contract 
since it is a purely amateur club which is, as such, and according to the 
regulations of the D Football Association, not entitled to offer any kind of 
employment contract to players. In this respect, the Chamber was eager to 
point out that the aforementioned statement, i.e. that according to the 
regulations of the D Football Association, purely amateur clubs are not entitled 
to offer an employment contract to players, had been made by the D Football 
Association. 

 
10. In the light of these circumstances, the Chamber came to the conclusion that 

the Claimant, being a purely amateur club, was not able to retain the services 
of the player by offering him an employment contract. 

 
11. Therefore, the members of the Chamber concluded that the Respondent’s 

argument that the Claimant should have offered the player an employment 
contract in accordance with the provisions of art. 6 par. 3 of Annex 4 of the 
Regulations must be rejected in the case at hand.  

 
12. As a consequence, the members of the Chamber established that the Claimant 

had, in the sense of art. 6 par. 3 of Annex 4 of the Regulations, sufficiently 
justified that it was indeed entitled to claim training compensation for the 
training and education offered to the player, B. 

 
13. In continuation, the members of the Chamber turned its attention to the 

subsidiary argument of the Respondent to deny the Claimant’s entitlement to 
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claim training compensation, i.e. that the player should not be considered as a 
professional upon his registration with the Respondent. In this respect, the 
Chamber recognised that it had to address the issue of the status of the player 
upon his registration with the Respondent. 

 
14. In view of the above, the Chamber proceeded to analyse the terms of the 

relevant “Football Player Contract”. In this respect, the Chamber took note of 
the fact that, under art. 8 of the said contract, the player earned a fixed 
income of EUR 1,845 per season, as well as some bonuses in the amount of EUR 
147,50 per victory and EUR 55 per draw. 

 
15. In continuation, the Chamber confirmed that in accordance with art. 2 par. 2 

of the Regulations the player must be considered a professional player when 
he was registered with the Respondent. Indeed, taking into consideration the 
criteria set out in the stated art. 2 of the Regulations and the monies payable 
to the player on the basis of the “Football Player Contract” (cf. points I.13. and 
II.14. above), the player evidently received remuneration in excess of the 
expenses he effectively incurred in return for his footballing activity. In this 
regard, the Chamber wished to stress that, although the player’s basic monthly 
remuneration of EUR 184.50 might fall short of a living wage, he also was 
entitled to receive bonuses which, in fact, increased his monthly remuneration. 
Equally, the Chamber was eager to emphasize that the second element 
contained in art. 2 par. 2 of the Regulations, i.e. the existence of a written 
contract, is met in the light of the signature of the “Football Player Contract” 
between the Respondent and the player. 

 
16. In this context, the Chamber considered it opportune to stress that a player’s 

remuneration as per the criteria set out in above-mentioned art. 2 of the 
Regulations constitutes the decisive factor in the determination of the status of 
the player and that the legal nature or the designation or classification of the 
contract is of no relevance in this regard. This has been confirmed by the Court 
of Arbitration for Sport (CAS) in its decision CAS 2006/A/1177, whereby the 
Panel also emphasised that the definition contained in the mentioned 
provision is the only ground to establish a player’s status. For the sake of 
completeness, the Chamber pointed out that according to the said decision the 
classification of a player made by the association of his club is not decisive to 
determine the status of a player. And, finally, that the remuneration in 
question may fall short of a living wage, but as long as it exceeds the expenses 
effectively incurred by the player, the criterion of article 2 of the Regulations is 
met. 
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17. On account of the above, the Chamber rejected the Respondent’s argument 
related to the status of the player in question upon his registration with the 
Respondent. 

 
18. Having stated the aforementioned and given that the player had always been 

registered as an amateur prior to his registration with the Respondent, the 
Chamber concluded that the player in fact was registered as a professional for 
the first time with the Respondent. In this regard, the Dispute Resolution 
Chamber recalled the provisions set out under art. 20 of the Regulations and 
art. 2 and art. 3 of Annex 4 of the Regulations regarding training 
compensation, and ruled that the Respondent is liable to pay training 
compensation to the Claimant. 

 
19. In continuation, and having fully established the Claimant’s entitlement to 

training compensation, the Chamber proceeded to the calculation of the 
relevant amount of training compensation. In this respect, it acknowledged 
the fact that the player in question was born on 25 October 1986 and had 
been registered with the Claimant as from 1 August 2005 until 1 August 2006, 
and that the D football season ran, during the relevant seasons, from July to 
June of the following year. 

 
20. Thus, and considering art. 3 par. 1 of Annex 4 of the Regulations which 

stipulates that the amount of training compensation payable is calculated on a 
pro rata basis according to the period of training that the player spent with a 
club, the Chamber concluded that the effective period of training to be 
considered in the matter at stake corresponds to the period from 1 August 
2005 to 1 August 2006, i.e. for eleven months of the season 2005/2006 and one 
month of the season 2006/2007 (thus in total for 12 months), and that the 
relevant seasons are the seasons of the player’s 19th and 20th birthdays. 

 
21. Turning its attention to the amount of training compensation due by the 

Respondent to the Claimant, the Chamber was eager to underline, as 
previously mentioned (cf. point II. 7), that the provisions of art. 6 of Annex 4 of 
the Regulations are applicable to the case at hand as lex specialis, and, in this 
regard, recalled that, according to art. 6 par. 1 lit. a) of Annex 4 of the 
Regulations, “For players moving from one Association to another inside the 
territory of the EU/EEA, the amount of Training Compensation payable shall be 
established based on the following: 

 
a) If a player moves from a lower to a higher category club, the calculation 
shall be based on the average training costs of the two clubs”. 
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22. In this respect, the Chamber recalled that the Respondent was a category 3 
club, while the Claimant was a category 4 club, as a result of which the 
indicative amount per season should be calculated on the basis of the average 
between EUR 30,000 and EUR 10,000 (cf. FIFA circular letter no. 1031 dated 4 
April 2006). 

 
23. Therefore, in view of the applicable provisions and of the facts of the present 

case, and having proceeded to the relevant calculation in view of the dates of 
registration of the player with the Claimant, the members of the Chamber 
decided that the amount of training compensation due by the Respondent to 
the Claimant is of EUR 20,000. 

 
24. In view of all of the above, the Dispute Resolution Chamber unanimously 

decided that the claim of the Claimant should be accepted. 
 

***** 
 

III. Decision of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 

1. The claim of the Claimant, D, is accepted. 
 
2. The Respondent, R, must pay the amount of  

EUR 20,000 to the Claimant, D, within 30 days as of notification of the 
present decision. 

 
3. If the aforementioned sum is not paid within the aforementioned 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 upon the party’s request to FIFA’s 
Disciplinary Committee so that the necessary disciplinary sanctions may be 
imposed. 

 
4. The Claimant, D, is directed to inform the Respondent, R, immediately and 

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

 

***** 
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Note relating to the motivated decision (legal remedy): 
 

According to article 63 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: 
 

Markus Kattner 
Deputy Secretary General 
 

Encl. CAS directives 
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