
 

Decision of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 
 

passed in Zurich, Switzerland, on 28 September 2006,  

in the following composition: 

Slim Aloulou (Tunisia), Chairman 
Theo van Seggelen (Netherlands), member  
John Didulica (Australia), member  
Philippe Diallo (France), member 
Essa M. Saleh al-Housani (United Arab Emirates), member 
 
 

on the claim presented by 
 
 
the club, X, 
 

as Claimant 

against 

 

the club, Y, 
as Respondent  

 
regarding training compensation related to the transfer of the player Z 

 



I. Facts of the case 
 
 
1. The player, Z, was born on 2 May 1985. 
 
2. According to the players’ passport issued by the Football Federation of X, Z 

was registered with X as follows: 
o from the 1998-99 to the 2001-02 season as an amateur 
o during the 2002-03 season as a non-amateur  
o during the 2003-04 and the 2004-05 season as an amateur  

 
3. On 31 August 2005, the Football Federation of X issued an International 

Transfer Certificate for the player on behalf of the Football Federation of Y 
and the Football Federation of Y confirmed that the player was registered 
with Y on 6 September 2005. 

 
4. On 16 November 2005, X lodged a claim in front of FIFA against Y maintaining 

that the player, Z, signed his first professional contract with the Y during the 
summer of 2005 and that, therefore, X is entitled to training compensation for 
the period of time that it trained and educated the player on the basis of the 
FIFA Regulations for the Status and Transfer of Players. 

 
5. In reply to the claim, Y asserts that the player, Z had a professional contract 

with X and that X did not offer a new contract to the player in question and 
allowed him to sign on with the club of his choice. 

 
6. In this regard, Y refers to art. 6 of Annex 4 of the above-mentioned Regulations 

regarding special provisions for the EU/EEA area and points out that X had the 
right to offer to the player, Z, at least a contract of formation (“contrat de 
formation”). 

 
7. Therefore, Y rejects the claim put forward by X. 
 
8. X confirms that during the entire period of time that the player was registered 

with X he only signed one contract (“contrat aspirant”) during the 2002-03 
season, when X had a professional status. Thereafter, the player signed 2 
“conventions de joueur en formation” for the 2003-04 and 2004-05 seasons, 
when the club had an amateur status. 

 
9. A copy of these agreements has been provided to FIFA. 
 
10. According to X, the decision passed by the Dispute Resolution Chamber 

(DRC) on 24 March 2004 in the case “W” is applicable to the present matter. X 
provided a copy of this decision, in accordance with which X was entitled to 
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receive training compensation for the player W who signed on with another 
club after X’s loss of its professional status at the end of the 2002-03 season 
and the communication by the Football Federation of X on 25 June 2003 that 
all players that had been under contract with X during the 2002-03 season 
would be free from their engagement as from 30 June 2003. 

 
11. X points out that the situation of the player Z is identical to that of the player W 

and that the club’s sportive and legal status has not changed either. 
 
12. X asserts that its amateur status during the 2003-04 to 2005-06 seasons did not 

allow the club to sign professional contracts with players. In this regard, X also 
points out that the change of its sportive status does not affect its right to 
training compensation on the international level. 

 
13. Therefore, the player having signed a professional contract with Y in the 

summer of 2005, X maintains being entitled to receive training compensation 
in accordance with the applicable FIFA Regulations. 

 
14. Y deems that the DRC decision passed in the case “W” is not applicable to 

the present matter, since the case at hand falls under the current FIFA 
Regulations for the Status and Transfer of Players (edition 2005) as opposed to 
the case “W” and the situation in this matter is different from when the club 
lost its professional status. Consequently, it re-affirms its rejection of the claim 
put forward by X. 

 
15. The Football Federation of Y has confirmed that during the 1998-99 until 2000-

01 seasons Y was allocated category 4, during the 2001-02 to 2003-04 seasons 
category III, and the 2004-05 season category II. 

 
16. The Football Federation of X has confirmed that during the 1998-99 and 1999-

00 seasons X was allocated category 1, during the 2000-01 and 2001-02 
seasons category 2 and during the 2002-03 until the 2004-05 seasons X was 
allocated category 4 and had amateur status. 

 
17. At the request of FIFA, the Football Federation of X provided the information 

that on account of the circumstance that X plays as an amateur club in the 
national championship (3rd level), AX has the possibility to have “federal 
contracts” ratified by the Football Federation of X, which, according to the 
Football Federation of X, are professional contracts limited in time (up to one 
or two seasons). 
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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 16 
November 2005, as a consequence the Chamber concluded that the Rules 
Governing the Procedures of the Players' Status Committee and the Dispute 
Resolution Chamber (edition 2005, hereinafter: the Rules) are applicable to 
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 combination 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 training compensation. 

3. As a consequence, the Dispute Resolution Chamber is the competent body 
to decide on the present litigation concerning training compensation 
claimed by the Claimant for the training and education of the player Z. 

 
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 player 
had been registered for his new club on 6 September 2005. Equally, the 
Chamber took note that the claim was lodged at FIFA on 16 November 2005. 
In view of the aforementioned, the Chamber concluded that the current 
FIFA Regulations for the Status and Transfers of Players (edition 2005, 
hereinafter: the Regulations) are applicable to the case at hand as to the 
substance. 

5. Once its competence and the applicable Regulations were thus established, 
the Chamber went on to deal with the substance of the case.  

 
6. The members of the Chamber duly noted that the Claimant claims payment 

of training compensation for the training and education of the player, Z, 
between the ages of 13 and 20 maintaining that the player signed his first 
professional contract with Y in the summer of 2005.   
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7. The Respondent, for its part, contests the claim lodged by the Claimant 

maintaining that no training compensation is payable by it to X in the light of 
art. 6 of Annex 4 of the Regulations and the fact that the Claimant has not 
offered the player a contract while the Claimant allegedly could have 
offered the player at least a “contrat de formation”. 

 
8. This position is vehemently rejected by the Claimant, which asserts that due 

to its amateur status it was/is not in the position to offer professional contracts 
to its players and that this circumstance does not affect its alleged right to 
receive training compensation in the event of international transfers under 
the applicable rules. In support of its position, the Claimant invokes the 
decision passed by the Dispute Resolution Chamber in the case “W” in 
March 2004.  

 
9. Taking into account the above, the Chamber concluded that it is undisputed 

that the Claimant has not offered a contract to the player, Z, prior to his 
move to Y in the summer of 2005. In the light of the fact that the present 
dispute is between two clubs inside the territory of the EU/EEA and taking into 
account art. 6.3 of Annex 4 of the Regulations, the Chamber had thus to 
address the question as to whether the Claimant had the possibility to offer a 
contract to the player. In the negative, the Claimant could have a valid 
reason justifying that it is entitled to training compensation.  

 
10. The members of the Chamber took note that the decision that it passed in 

the case “W” was based on facts that transpired during the transition of X 
from a professional club to an amateur club at the end of the 2002-03 
season. 

 
11. Furthermore, the members of the Chamber took into consideration that, in 

the interim, further information and documentation has been made 
available to it, including a decision passed by the Court of Arbitration for 
Sport (CAS) in another case in which the Claimant was involved (CAS 
2004/A/…) and the information indicated under I.17 above. 

 
12. In this context, the Chamber stressed that according to art. 12.4 of the Rules, 

the Dispute Resolution Chamber may also consider evidence not offered by 
the parties.  

 
13. It was also duly noted that during the 2003-04 and the 2004-05 seasons the 

Claimant had amateur status. 
 
14. With respect to art. 6 of Annex 4 of the Regulations, which is invoked by the 

Respondent, the members of the Chamber deemed that such article, in 
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general, applies to circumstances under which a club is in the position to 
offer a professional contract to a player.  

 
15. In the case at hand, it has been established that, in spite of its amateur 

status, the Claimant was in the position to offer a “federal contract” to the 
player, Z. 

 
16. Moreover, it has been established that no such offer was made to Z by X. 
 
17. Furthermore, the Chamber recalled that the 2005 edition of the Regulations 

for the Status and Transfer of Players and its art. 6 of Annex 4 apply to the 
present case. 

 
18. On account of the above-mentioned facts, the Chamber decided that the 

Claimant, X, is not entitled to receive training compensation from the 
Respondent for the player in question.  

 
***** 
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III. Decision of the Dispute Resolution Chamber 
 
 
1. The claim of the Claimant, X, is rejected. 
 
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 
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        
 
Enclosed: CAS directives 
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