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Decision of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 

 
passed in Zurich, Switzerland, on 17 August 2006, 

 

in the following composition: 

 

Slim Aloulou (Tunisia), Chairman 

Jean-Marie Philips (Belgium), member 

Zola Majavu (South Africa), member 

Rinaldo Martorelli (Brazil), member 

Mick Mc Guire (England), member 

 

on the claim presented by 

the club, X,

as Claimant 

against  

the club, Y,
as Respondent 

regarding a dispute about  
training compensation for the player Z  

I. Facts of the case 
 

1. According to the Football Federation of the club X, the player Z, born on 29 April 
1983, was registered as an amateur player with the club X, the Claimant, from 17 
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March 1997 to 7 August 2001, i.e. for approximately four-and-a-quarter seasons from 
the age of 13 to 18.  

 
2. According to the Football Federation of the club Y, the player Z signed a contract 

with the club Y, the Respondent, on 27 August 2001.  
 
3. According to the player passport issued by the Football Federation of the club Y, the 

player Z was registered with the Respondent as a non-amateur player on 27 August 
2001.  

 
4. On 2 February 2006, the Claimant submitted a formal complaint against the 

Respondent via the Football Federation of the club X, claiming training compensation 
in accordance with article 20 of the Regulations for the Status and Transfer of Players 
(edition 2005).   

 
5. According to a statement from the Football Federation of the club X, the Claimant 

was a category 3 club in terms of the FIFA circular no. 826 dated 31 October 2002 
when the player was registered there. The Claimant is therefore claiming training 
compensation amounting to EUR 100,000 (1 year in category 4 at EUR 10,000 per 
year; 3 years in category 3 at EUR 30,000 per year).  

 
6. On 9 February 2006, FIFA, via the Football Federation of the club X, drew the 

Claimant’s attention to the two years limitation period to lodge a complaint. On 22 
February 2006, the Football Federation of the club X informed FIFA that its affiliated 
club X believed that the limitation period only began from the moment that the 
party lodging the claim learnt of its right to submit a claim. They stated that the club 
X had only learnt of its right to submit a claim against Y on 4 January 2006 as a result 
of a claim for training compensation that had originally been lodged with FIFA 
against another club which had subsequently been withdrawn. The club X had only 
learnt during the case against the other club that the player had signed a contract 
with the club Y in 2001 and not, as the club had believed, with the other club at a 
much later date.  

 
7. Furthermore, it also had to be taken into account that the club Y must always have 

known that it had to pay the club X training compensation in line with the FIFA 
Regulations, but that it still had not paid any amount in this respect. In addition, the 
limitation period mentioned in the FIFA letter had not been specified in the 
regulations regarding claims for training compensation. For all of these reasons, there 
could be no question of a limitation period being applied.  

 



Club X / Club Y, player Z 3

8. On 16 March 2006, and in reply to the Claimant’s complaint, the Respondent 
presented a letter from the Claimant dated 8 February 2005, in which the latter 
informed the Respondent that it would renounce all claims to payment in relation to 
all transfers of the player Z abroad. Furthermore, the club Y stated that the Claimant 
was generally not entitled to training compensation.   

 
9. On 11 April 2006, the Football Federation of the club X submitted a statement from 

its affiliated club with regard to the submission from the Respondent. At the same 
time, it pointed out that according to the Claimant’s letter presented by the 
Respondent dated 8 February 2005, it had clearly been stated that all money as a 
result of all transfers abroad of the player Z would be renounced. This letter had 
referred to transfers from the country of the club Y to a foreign country, as the player 
had been in the country of the club Y when this letter was written. The player had 
then been transferred to the country of the other club in August 2005. In addition, 
the Football Federation of the club X stressed that this had only referred to money, 
not specifically to training compensation, and that the letter had not made any 
reference to the transfer of the player from the Claimant to the Respondent. It was 
further stressed that the letter in question had only been written at the player’s 
request so as not to place any obstacles in the player’s career path.  

 
10. The Claimant, meanwhile, submitted a letter confirming the Football Federation of 

the club X’s statement that the letter dated 8 February 2005 had been written at the 
request of the player, who had explained that he wanted to leave the country of the 
club Y for sporting reasons. Consequently, this letter did not relate in any way to this 
claim for training compensation, as this letter was solely regarding the player’s 
transfer abroad from the country of the club Y.  

 
11. In reply thereto, the club Y stressed that it had already submitted a letter from the 

Claimant, in which the club had renounced to all compensation or amounts of money 
in relation to transfers involving the player Z. The Respondent therefore asked once 
again for the Claimant’s complaint to be dismissed.   

 

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 2006. As a consequence, the 
Chamber concluded that the revised Rules Governing Procedures (edition 2005) on 



Club X / Club Y, player Z 4

matters pending before the decision-making bodies of FIFA are applicable on the 
matter at hand. 

 
2. The Chamber then acknowledged the facts of the case as well as all the documents 

contained in the file.  

3. In continuation, the Chamber unanimously stated that prior to deliberating on the 
substance of the matter, it is crucial to clarify the date of the submission of the 
present claim to FIFA, in order to establish whether the present action was brought to 
FIFA in due time. In fact, it would be possible that the claim is to be considered as 
forfeited. In this context, the Chamber referred to art. 25 par. 5 of the Regulations for 
the Status and Transfer of Players (edition 2005), which, in completion to the general 
procedural terms outlined in the Rules Governing the Procedures of the Players’ 
Status Committee and the Dispute Resolution Chamber (DRC), clearly establishes that 
the decision-making bodies of FIFA shall not hear any dispute if more than two years 
have elapsed since the facts leading to the dispute arose and that the application of 
this time limit shall be examined ex officio in each individual case. To this regard, the 
Chamber deemed it important to emphasise that the aforementioned general 
principle applies to the limitation of any demand and has also been included in all 
previous Regulations.  

4. On account of the above, first of all, the Chamber acknowledged that the Claimant’s 
formal complaint against the Respondent for training compensation for the player Z 
was submitted to FIFA on 2 February 2006.  

5. Furthermore, the members of the Chamber emphasised that, for the case at issue, the 
following circumstances are of importance with regard to the question of 
prescription. The player Z and the Respondent signed an employment contract on 27 
July 2001 and that, on the same day, i.e. on 27 July 2001, the player in question was 
registered for the Respondent within the Football Federation of the club Y. In 
addition to that, the Chamber acknowledged that the player was trained by the 
Claimant as from 17 March 1997 to 7 August 2001 as an amateur. Moreover, the 
Chamber recalled that, basically, as soon as an amateur player signs his first 
professional contract, the clubs with which he previously trained are entitled to 
training compensation. In light of the foregoing, the Chamber concluded that the 
signature of the player’s employment contract with the Respondent is on the basis of 
the club X’s complaint.  

6. In continuation, the Chamber took note that the Claimant particularly argues that 
only in 2005 it found out that the player had signed his first employment contract 
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and that the limitation period should only start to run as from the moment in which 
it learnt about its entitlement to sue for training compensation.  

7. In this context, and for the sake of good order, the Chamber deemed it important to 
emphasise that it is the Claimant’s responsibility to follow the player’s sporting career 
in case it intends to claim for any payment due on the basis of the player’s transfer to 
other clubs. Moreover, the Chamber stressed that, if the Claimant had exercised due 
diligence in following the player’s career after the his departure from the Claimant, it 
could have learnt about the fact that the player in question signed his first 
employment contract on the occasion of the his transfer from the Claimant to the 
Respondent perspicuously before the alleged notice. Consequently, the Chamber 
unanimously decided that the Claimant’s lack of diligence cannot be applied for its 
benefit. 

8. In light of all of the foregoing, the Chamber unanimously concluded that the 
Claimant’s entitlement to receive as well as to sue for training compensation, in other 
words the events giving rise to the dispute, arose in the year 2001 since the amateur 
player Z signed his first employment contract with the Respondent on 27 July 2001 
and was registered within the Football Federation of the club Y on the same day, i.e. 
on 27 July 2001.   

9. In other words, the Chamber pointed out that, in this specific case, obviously more 
than two years have elapsed between the date when the event giving rise to the 
dispute and the submission of the relevant claim to FIFA, i.e. 2 February 2006.  

10. Finally, the Chamber established that neither the Rules Governing the Procedures of 
the Players’ Status Committee and the Dispute Resolution Chamber (DRC) nor any 
other current or previous standing orders do or did foresee any exception to the 
provision of limitation.   

 
11. Recapitulatory, the Chamber stressed that more than 4 years have elapsed between 

the Claimant’s possible entitlement to training compensation and the submission of 
its respective complaint to FIFA. 

 
12. In light of all of the above, the Chamber concluded that the Claimant’s complaint 

against the Respondent for training compensation of the player Z must be considered 
as prescript and, hence, cannot be taken into consideration.  

 

III. Decision of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 
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1.  The claim of the club X cannot be taken into consideration due to prescription.  
 
2.  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: 

 

Urs Linsi 
General Secretary 

Encl. CAS directives 


