
 

 

Decision of the Single Judge of the 

Players´ Status Committee 

 

passed in Zurich, Switzerland, on 11 May 2012, 

 

by 
 
 

Mr Geoff Thompson (England) 

 

 

Single Judge of the Players’ Status Committee, 

 

on the claim presented by the coach 

 
 
 

A,  

as “Claimant” 

 

 

against the club 

 

 

X,  

as “Respondent” 

 

 

regarding a contractual dispute between the parties. 

I. Facts of the case 
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1. On 15 December 2010, the coach A (hereafter: the Claimant) and the club X 

(hereafter: the Respondent) signed a “coach employment contract” (hereafter: the 

contract) that was valid for six months, starting on the date of signature and 

expiring on 15 June 2011. According to the contract, the Respondent agreed to 

pay to the Claimant, in addition to various bonuses, the sum of USD 150,000 as 

follows:  

a) USD 50,000 on 16 December 2010; 

b) USD 20,000 on 30 January 2011; 

c) USD 20,000 on 28 February 2011; 

d) USD 20,000 on 30 March 2011; 

e) USD 20,000 on 30 April 2011; 

f) USD 20,000 on 30 May 2011. 

 

2. On 8 June 2011, the Claimant lodged a claim with FIFA against the Respondent, 

explaining that he had not received his salary payments for April 2011 and May 

2011 from the Respondent, who had apparently “claimed a cessation of sporting 

activity, which was actually still going on despite the political problems” in 

country X. Consequently, the Claimant requested the total sum of USD 40,000 

from the Respondent. 

 

3. On 18 December 2011, the Respondent replied to the claim of the Claimant, 

rejecting it in its entirety and maintaining that it did not owe him anything. In this 

respect, the Respondent alleged that the Claimant had trained the team until 25 

January 2011, the date on which all sporting activity had been suspended because 

of the “country X revolution”. The Respondent argued that it had respected all of 

its contractual obligations up to 1 April 2011. According to the Respondent, the 

Claimant had then asked to leave the country but had never returned, leaving the 

team in a precarious situation, which had prompted the club management to hire 

a new coach. Finally, the Respondent argued that as the Claimant had received 

USD 50,000 the day after signing the contract and as he had never returned to 

work after leaving the country, it should not have any further contractual 

obligations towards him.  

 

4. On 5 January 2012, the Claimant responded to the Respondent’s arguments and 

reiterated all of his allegations. Furthermore, the Claimant denied having 

unilaterally chosen to leave country X. On the contrary, he claimed that the 

Respondent had organised a meeting with its technical staff during which he was 

asked to immediately leave the country. Moreover, the Claimant stated that the 

Respondent had never invited him to return to country X after he had left the 

country, although he could “easily be reached” by phone or by email. 

Consequently, the Claimant, once again requested from the Respondent the sum 
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of USD 20,000 for April 2011 as well as the sum USD 20,000 for May 2011, i.e. a 

total sum of USD 40,000. 

 

5. On 8 February 2012, in its final statement, the Respondent maintained its previous 

allegations and rejected again the Claimant’s claim. In this regard, the Respondent 

submitted an undated declaration, apparently from a member of its staff, which 

stated that the Claimant had returned all of his personal effects before leaving the 

country. Consequently, the Respondent reiterated that it did not owe the 

Claimant anything. 

 

 

 

II. Considerations of the Single Judge of the Players’ Status Committee 

 

1. Before addressing the arguments and submissions raised by the parties, the Single 

Judge of the Players’ Status Committee (hereinafter also referred to as: the Single 

Judge) analysed which procedural rules are applicable to the matter at hand. In 

this respect, he referred to art. 21 par. 1 and 2 of the current edition of the Rules 

governing the procedures of the Players’ Status Committee and the Dispute 

Resolution Chamber (edition 2008). Consequently, since the claim was submitted 

to FIFA on 8 June 2011, the Single Judge concluded that the 2008 edition of the 

Rules Governing the Procedures of the Players’ Status Committee and the Dispute 

Resolution Chamber (hereinafter: the Procedural Rules) is applicable to the case 

before him. 

 

2. Subsequently, the Single Judge analysed which edition of the Regulations on the 

Status and Transfer of Players should be applicable as to the substance of the 

matter. In this respect, he referred, on the one hand, to art. 26 par. 1 and 2 of the 

2010 Regulations on the Status and Transfer of Players and, on the other hand, to 

the fact that the present claim was lodged with FIFA on 8 June 2011. In view of 

the foregoing, the Single Judge of the Players’ Status Committee concluded that 

the 2010 edition of the FIFA Regulations for the Status and Transfer of Players 

(hereinafter: the Regulations) is applicable to the case at hand as to the substance. 

 

3. Furthermore and with regard to his competence, the Single Judge confirmed that, 

on the basis of art. 3 par. 1 of the Procedural Rules in connection with art. 23 par. 

1 and 3 as well as art. 22 c) of the 2010 edition of the Regulations on the Status 

and Transfer of Players, he was competent to deal with the present matter since it 

concerned an employment-related dispute between a coach and a club affiliated 

to the X Football Association. 
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4. The competence of the Single Judge and the applicable regulations having been 

established, and entering into the substance of the present matter, the Single 

Judge started by acknowledging the facts of the case and the arguments of the 

parties as well as the documents contained in the file. In this respect and first of 

all, the Single Judge acknowledged that, on 15 December 2010, the Claimant and 

the Respondent had concluded a contract valid for six months from the date of 

signature until 15 June 2011 and according to which the Claimant was entitled to 

receive a total amount of USD 150,000, payable in six instalments as follows: USD 

50,000 on 16 December 2010, USD 20,000 on 30 January 2011, USD 20,000 on 28 

February 2011, USD 20,000 on 30 March 2011, USD 20,000 on 30 April 2011, and 

USD 20,000 on 30 May 2011. 

 

5. Turning his attention to the allegations of the Claimant, the Single Judge took 

note that the latter had argued that the Respondent had failed to pay him the 

two instalments of USD 20,000 each, due on 30 April 2011 and 30 May 2011 

respectively, for a total amount of USD 40,000. Furthermore, the Claimant had 

denied having unilaterally chosen to leave country X and claimed to have been 

forced by the Respondent to leave the country. In addition, the Single Judge 

noted that the Claimant had alleged that after leaving country X, the Respondent 

had failed to ask him to return to country X to carry on with his job as coach.  

 

6. In continuation, and as for the allegations raised by the Respondent, the Single 

Judge noted that the latter had explained that the Claimant had asked to be 

allowed to leave the country following the “country X revolution” of 25 January 

2011. The Respondent further argued that, although the Claimant had left the 

country, it had respected all of its contractual obligations towards him and had 

duly paid the Claimant his salary up until 1 April 2011. Since the Claimant had 

subsequently failed to return to country X in order to carry on with his work, the 

Respondent had consequently decided not to pay him the last two salary 

payments.  

 

7. Furthermore, the Single Judge remarked that, according to the submissions of 

both parties, it had not been contested by the parties that the Claimant had been 

working for the Respondent until 25 January 2011 and that he had left country X 

soon after following the popular uprising which had apparently led to the 

suspension of “all sporting activity” in country X. In addition, the Single Judge also 

noted that both parties agreed on the fact that the Claimant had never returned 

to country X to resume his work with the Respondent after leaving the country on 

or shortly after 25 January 2011. Having established the aforementioned, the 

Single Judge emphasised again that both parties had blamed each other for the 

breach of the employment contract, the Claimant stating that he had been forced 

by the Respondent to leave and the Respondent asserting that the Claimant had 
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asked to be allowed to leave the country following the start of the “country X 

revolution”. 

  

8. At this point, the Single Judge referred to the content of art. 12 par. 3 of the 

Procedural Rules according to which “any party claiming a right on the basis of an 

alleged fact shall carry the burden of proof” and concluded that only allegations 

supported by clear evidence can be taken into consideration by the deciding body. 
 

9. With the aforementioned considerations in mind, the Single Judge noted that the 

Claimant had not provided any document whatsoever attesting that he had been 

asked by the Respondent to leave the team and/or the country at the end of 

January 2011. Equally, the Single Judge observed that the Respondent had also 

failed to submit clear evidence demonstrating that the Claimant had asked to 

leave the country following the popular uprising of January 2011. In this respect, 

the Single Judge held that the declaration provided by the Respondent in its final 

comments did not establish whether the Claimant had left the team by his own 

will.  
 

10. However, the Single Judge stressed that, after the Claimant had ceased to work 

for the Respondent and had left country X, the latter had paid the Claimant 

another three salary payments due on 30 January 2011, 28 February 2011 and 30 

March 2011 respectively. In view of this, the Single Judge found good grounds to 

conclude that the Respondent was still interested in the services of the Claimant 

and therefore expected the latter to reintegrate the team and carry on with this 

work as soon as possible. By continuing to pay the Claimant’s salary after his 

departure, the Respondent was therefore still fulfilling its financial obligations 

towards the Claimant and could reasonably have expected the latter to do the 

same.   
 

11. As for the Claimant, the Single Judge went on to state that although he had 

received his salary until the end of March 2011, he had failed to demonstrate a 

genuine interest to go back to country X as soon as he could in order to fulfil his 

side of the contract, i.e. work as coach for the Respondent. In this respect, the 

Single Judge was keen to underline that it was the responsibility of the Claimant 

to contact the Respondent as soon as he could in order to find out when the 

situation would allow him to go back to country X. Consequently, and in the 

absence of evidence demonstrating that the Claimant had attempted to contact 

the Respondent in the period between his return to country S and the payment of 

his salary on 30 March 2011 in order to reintegrate the team as soon as he could, 

the Single Judge concluded that the Claimant had thus failed to fulfil his side of 

the contract and had thus breached it.  
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12. In view of all of the above, and taking into account, in particular, the fact that the 

Claimant breached his contract with the Respondent, the Single Judge concluded 

that the Claimant should not be entitled to receive any further amount from the 

Respondent and, therefore, his claim has to be rejected.  

 

13. Finally, the Single Judge referred to art. 25 par. 2 of the Regulations in 

combination with art. 18 par. 1 of the Procedural Rules, according to which, in 

proceedings before the Players’ Status Committee including its Single Judge, costs 

in the maximum amount of CHF 25,000 are levied. The relevant provision further 

states that the costs are to be borne in consideration of the parties’ degree of 

success in the proceedings. 

 

14. Furthermore and according to Annexe A of the Procedural Rules, the costs of the 

proceedings are to be levied on the basis of the amount in dispute. The amount in 

dispute to be taken into consideration in the present proceedings is USD 40,000.  

 

15. In conclusion, and considering that the case at hand was adjudicated by the Single 

Judge and not by the Players’ Status Committee in corpore and that the present 

case did not show particular factual difficulties or specific legal complexities, the 

Single Judge determined the costs of the current proceedings to the amount of 

CHF 1,000.  

 

16. In view of the above, the Single Judge decided that the Claimant should pay CHF 

1,000 in order to cover the costs of the present proceedings. 

 

 

 

III.    Decision of the Single Judge of the Players’ Status Committee 
 

1. The claim of the Claimant, A, is rejected. 

 

2. The costs of the proceedings in the amount of CHF 1,000 are to be paid by the 

Claimant, A. Given that the latter already paid the amount of CHF 1,000 as 

advance of costs at the start of the present proceedings, the Claimant, A, is 

exempted from paying the abovementioned costs of the proceedings. 

 

 

***** 
 

 

 

Note relating to the motivated decision (legal remedy): 
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According to art. 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 Single Judge of the  

Players’ Status Committee 

 

 

 

 

Markus Kattner 

Deputy Secretary General 

 

 

Encl. CAS directives 

http://www.tas-cas.org/

