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I. FACTS OF THE CASE 
 
1. On 9 July 2017, the French player Jean Kévin-Augustin (hereinafter: Player) and the German 

club RB Leipzig (hereinafter: Claimant) signed an employment contract valid as of said date 
until 30 June 2022. 
 

2. On 31 August 2019, the Claimant, the Player and the French club AS Monaco agreed on 
the temporary transfer of the Player as of the same date until 30 June 2020 for a loan fee 
of EUR 3,500,000, and with an option for AS Monaco to permanently transfer the player 
against the payment of an amount of EUR 17,000,000. Said agreement also included a 
clause by means of which AS Monaco would have the obligation to permanently engage 
the player if certain conditions occurred.  
 

3. While the Player was on loan at AS Monaco, the English club Leeds United FC (hereinafter: 
Respondent) made an offer to the Claimant to loan the player until 30 June 2020, whilst 
already indicating that it would have the obligation to ‘buy’ the Player at the end of the 
season on the condition that the Respondent is promoted to the Premier League, for an 
amount of EUR 21,000,000, payable in 3 instalments. 
 

4. On 25 January 2020, the Claimant, the Player and AS Monaco concluded a three-party 
agreement by means of which the loan of the Player to AS Monaco was terminated with 
immediate effect.  
 

5. On the same date, the Claimant, the Respondent and the Player concluded a Loan 
Agreement by means of which they agreed that the Player would be transferred temporarily 
to the Respondent, namely as of 26 January 2020 until 30 June 2020. 
 

6. In this context, the Respondent undertook to pay the Player’ salary for the entire duration 
of the loan. 
 

7. What is more, the parties agreed on inserting in the Contract a “Purchase Option” and a 
“Purchase Obligation“, respectively under art. 9 and 10 of the Agreement, the content of 
which is integrally reported here below:  
 

8. Article 9 (Purchase Option): 
 

“LEEDS UNITED shall be entitled (notwithstanding the case stipulated in clause 10 when 
LEEDS UNITED shall be obliged) to permanently transfer the Player to LEEDS UNITED with 
effect as of July 1, 2020 by unilateral, written declaration, which shall be submitted to RBL 
by May 30, 2020 at the latest. 
 
In this case, a transfer fee in the amount of €21,000,000 (in words: twenty-one million 
Euro) shall become due. This amount shall be paid to RBL less any solidarity contribution 
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due to any other club(s) under Annex 5 of the FIFA RSTP (the "Deductions") in three 
instalments as follows: 
 

• € 7,000,000 (in words: seven million Euro) less any Deductions 
as of September 30, 2020 

• € 7,000,000 (in words: seven million Euro) less any Deductions 
as of September 30, 2021 

• € 7,000,000 (in words: seven million Euro) less any Deductions 
as of September 30, 2022. 
 

LEEDS UNITED exclusively shall be responsible for any taxes and duties which it incurs in 
connection with any permanent transfer and shall not apply any withholding taxes to the 
transfer fee. RBL shall be responsible for any taxes and duties which it incurs in connection 
with the final transfer or its receipt of the transfer fee. 
 
According to Article 21 of the FIFA Regulations on the Status and Transfer of Players, LEEDS 
UNITED shall be responsible for the payment of the Solidarity Contribution to the entitled 
clubs, but shall be allowed to deduct the Solidarity Contribution from any transfer fee and 
pay only the remaining amounts of the transfer fee to RBL. Leeds United shall bear the costs 
for settling any and all claims arising out of Training Compensation as a result of the 
temporary or permanent transfer of the Player to LEEDS UNITED according to the applicable 
rules and regulations, provided that any own claims of RBL in regard to training 
compensation and solidarity contribution shall be settled with the payment of the transfer 
fee, that therefore shall not be deductible either. In respect of the loan period, the 
entitlement for solidarity contributions shall be with RBL, which LEEDS UNITED, upon 
request of RBL, will confirm to any third parties”. 
 

9. Article 10 (the Purchase obligation): 
 
“The abovementioned Purchase Option according to Clause 9 shall be considered to be 
automatically executed by Leeds United without a respective notice being required, if and 
when the following condition precedent occurs: 

 
The Leeds United 1st men's team is promoted to the Premier League at the 
end of the 2019/2020 season and thus qualifies for participation in the 
Premier League in the 2020/2021 season. 

 
If the aforementioned condition precedent occurs, the Purchase Option shall be triggered 
without any additional declaration and the Player shall be permanently transferred to Leeds 
United with effect as of July 1, 2020. 
 
In this case the transfer fee in the amount of € 21,000,000 (in words: twenty-one million 
Euro) shall become due and shall be paid to RBL less any Deductions within the 
abovementioned due dates.” 
 
 



REF 20-01652 / FPSD-352  
 

Page 5 of 17 
 

10. Furthermore, Article 7 of the Agreement stipulated that: 
 
“Any contractual amendments to the Employment Agreement shall be limited in time for the 
Loan Period. Unless the Purchase Option in accordance with clause 9 below is exercised or 
the Purchase Obligation according to Clause 10 is triggered, the Employment Agreement 
shall be reinstated as of July 1, 2020 for the future in its original version. Any regulations of 
the Player’s contract not mentioned in this Agreement shall remain unprejudiced. The Player 
and Leeds United agree that the Player shall be obliged to reassume his duties towards RBL 
already prior to July 1, 2020 (but no earlier than 15 June 2020) if RBL requests him to do so 
for the purpose of the season preparation 2020/2021 (provided that the Purchase 
Option/Obligation has not been exercised or triggered). The obligation of Leeds United to 
bear all the Player’s contractual obligations until June 30, 2020 shall be amended so that 
Leeds United is only required to pay all the Player's contractual obligations until the date on 
which RBL requires the Player to return, and RBL shall reimburse LEEDS UNITED in respect of 
any such salary which has been paid in advance to the Player.” 
 
 

11. On 26 January 2020, parallel to the Agreement, the Player and the Respondent concluded 
an employment contract, by means of which the Respondent undertook to acquire the 
Player’s services on a permanent basis – for the period between 1 July 2020 and 30 June 
2025 - in case of promotion of the Respondent to the Premier League for the season 
2020/2021. 
 

12. On 13 March 2020, the English Championship was suspended due to the outbreak of the 
COVID-19 pandemic.  
 

13. On 24 April 2020, the Respondent sent an email to the Player’s agent, proposing the 
following: 
 

a)“We would like to seek permission from RB Leipzig to extend the loan 
agreement for Jean Kevin Augustin in order to cover the current 
season in the event that it is extended beyond 30th June 2020. 
 

b) We would also need to extend the deadline for the obligation to 
purchase the player to take us to the end of the season (whenever 
that may be)! 

 
c) If possible, we would also like to ask for their consideration in 

changing the instalments due to the financial impact caused by the 
Covid-19 pandemic. (….)” 

 
14. On 12 June 2020, the Claimant replied to the Respondent’s email as forwarded by the 

Player’s agent and accepted the first two proposals (a - b) while it rejected the third one (c). 
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15. On 13 June 2020, the Respondent informed the Claimant to be no longer interested in the 
extension nor amendment of the loan agreement and that due to the postponement of the 
season’s ending beyond 30 June 2020, the automatic purchase clause would have not been 
triggered as the Respondent could have not been promoted to the Premier League by 30 
June 2020. Indeed, the Respondent informed the Claimant that “(…) Promotion will not 
have been achieved by 1 July 2020 and further it would be impossible for Leeds United to 
complete any transfer by 1 July given the English transfer window will not open until 25 
July at the earliest. Any right or requirement to purchase the Player is therefore voided as a 
result of not being able to effect the transfer by 1 July (…).” 
 

16. On 15 June 2020, the Claimant replied to the Respondent’s letter arguing, inter alia, the 
following: 
 

"The Purchase Obligation is only linked to the condition precedent that Leeds United is 
promoted to the Premier League at the end of the 2019/2020 season. It is not determined 
that this condition must be fulfilled until a certain date.” 
 

17. On 16 June 2020, the Player sent a letter to the Respondent, supporting the Claimant’s 
position and requesting to acknowledge the existence of a binding contractual relationship 
under the terms and conditions stipulated in the employment agreement signed on 26 
January 2020. 
 

18. On 22 July 2020, the Respondent finished first in the Championship and qualified for the 
English Premier League 2020/2021. 
 

19. Between 22 June and 23 August 2020, the Parties held an exchange of correspondence 
having as subject the interpretation and contextual activation of the Purchase Obligation 
inserted into the Contract, in particular as the Respondent kept refusing to enter the 
instructions related to the permanent transfer of the Player in the Transfer Matching System 
(TMS). 
 

20. On 5 October 2020, the Player registered as a free agent with the French club, FC Nantes, 
and the Claimant expressly acknowledged to have no binding contractual relationship with 
the Player, therefore renouncing to any future claim against him. 

 

II. PROCEEDINGS BEFORE FIFA 
 

21. On 13 November 2020, the Claimant lodged the claim at hand before FIFA. A brief summary 
of the position of the parties is detailed in continuation. 

 
a. The claim of the Claimant 

 
22. In its claim, the Claimant requested that the Respondent shall be ordered to pay an amount 

of EUR 7,000,000, ‘less any applicable deductions for solidarity contribution’, but with 
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interest of 5% p.a. as from 1 October 2020 as payment of the first instalment due as of 30 
September 2020. 
 

23. In support of its request for relief, the Claimant invoked the principle of “pacta sunt 
servanda” and contextually emphasized the bad faith of the Respondent, which, in the 
Claimant’s opinion, changed its stance about the Player and construed the loan agreement 
in “the most convenient way and in an arbitrary manner”.  
 

24. According to the Claimant, the wording of the Contract, in particular the aforementioned 
art. 10 would leave no room for multiple interpretations and art. 10 of the contract shall be 
considered as obliging the Respondent to acquire the Player’ services for the sole reason of 
the Club’s promotion to the English Premiere League 2020/2021. The Claimant stressed 
that due to the clear wording of the contract, no interpretation would in fact be needed at 
all.  
 

25. Nevertheless, in the Claimant’s view, even in case of ambiguity about the interpretation of 
the loan agreement, the Judge must look at the real intentions of the parties and the 
aforementioned purchase clause shall be conducted according to the principle of 
“complementary contractual interpretation”, which can be summarized as follows: “what 
the parties reasonably and in good faith would have agreed, if they actually had considered 
the issue they unintentionally omitted to regulate”. 
 

26. In this respect, the Claimant underlined on multiple occasions that the permanent transfer 
of the Player to the Respondent was triggered by the mere fact of the Respondent’s 
promotion to the English Premier League, being irrelevant whether such promotion had 
occurred before or after 30 June 2020. 
 

27. In support of the above, the Claimant stated that the reference to specific dates inside the 
contract was made solely with the purpose of indicating the scheduled ending date of the 
sporting season, which however was postponed due to the unpredictable outbreak of the 
COVID-19 pandemic. 
 

28. Therefore, according to the Claimant, it should have appeared logic to the Respondent as 
well that the terms contained in the loan agreement had been automatically postponed 
until the new ending date of the season (22 July 2020). 

 
 

b. Position of the Respondent 
 

29. In its reply to the claim, the Respondent rejected the Claimant’s request in its entirety and 
argued that according to the unambiguous wording of the Agreement, it was clear that the 
condition precedent, namely the Respondent’s promotion to the Premier League, triggering 
the Purchase Obligation under article 10 had to take place prior to 1 July 2020. In case of 
not having achieved promotion before 1 July 2020, the Player’s employment contract with 
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the Claimant would be reinstated with effect from 1 July 2020 pursuant to clause 7 of the 
Agreement. 
 

30. In this respect, the Respondent observed that “(i) the parties regarded specific dates and 
timings to be important, otherwise none would have been mentioned at all; and (ii) the 
parties clearly intended that the “condition precedent” would need to be triggered prior to 
1 July 2020 in order to allow the permanent transfer to LUFC to be made on the expressly 
chosen date of 1 July 2020.” 
 

31. Moreover, the Respondent noted that also the “Deed of Future Playing Contract” submitted 
by the Claimant as evidence and signed by the Player on 26 January 2020 would confirm 
the relevance of the specific date chosen by the parties (i.e. 1 July 2020) and that the agreed 
schedule of dates was a fundamental part of each of the agreements, so fundamental, in 
fact, that the dates were described as “conditions precedent”. 
 

32. In this regard, the Respondent declared to have acted in line with the guidance given in the 
April FIFA Circular regarding the (legal) consequences of the outbreak of the COVID-19 
pandemic and following the same means of negotiation that had been pursued by both 
parties in January 2020, it recalled having written to the Player’s Agent on 24 April 2020, 
seeking agreement from the Claimant  about a possible extension of the loan agreement, 
including the deadline for the obligation to engage the Player on a permanent basis. 
 

33. Moreover, the Respondent alleged to have requested a renegotiation of the transfer fee 
that would be due in the event that the Player was to be permanently transferred to the 
Respondent under the terms of the loan agreement, without, however, receiving a timely 
response from the Claimant. 
 

34. Therefore, according to the Respondent, the Claimant failed to show any interest in finding 
an agreement in a timely manner and it was perfectly within the Respondent’s right to cease 
the Player contract after 30 June 2020, even considering what already expressed in a further 
circular issued by FIFA on 11 June 2020 (No. 1720), which reads as follows: 
 

“…If the relevant agreements are not extended, then the loan of the player registration will 
terminate as originally anticipated in the loan agreement…” 
and 
“…clubs and employees may decide not to negotiate extensions for (expiring) existing 
agreements…”. 

 
35. In support of the above, the Respondent referred to a circular issued by the English Football 

League which reiterated that for those players whose contracts are due to expire on 30 
June 2020, “…where a club chooses not to offer a player a new contract of employment 
or a season 2019/20 contract extension that player’s registration shall cease on 30 June 
2020…”. 
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36. In this respect, and in view of the Player’s poor condition upon the restart of the training 
sessions in May, the Respondent affirmed that on 8 June 2020, the latter’s representative, 
Mr. Orta, informed the Player that the Respondent was not willing to extend the loan 
agreement with the Claimant nor to amend it. 
 

37. In conclusion, the Respondent is of the opinion that as per same admission of the Claimant 
(by letter dated 12 June 2020) the Contract would need to be amended in writing in order 
to extend the obligation to purchase the Player beyond 1 July 2020, and while the 
Respondent initially tried to act accordingly, on the contrary the Claimant did not show any 
interest, leading to a failure of the entire potential negotiation. 
 

38. Besides the above, the Respondent alleged that it was the Claimant to breach the principle 
of “pacta sunt servanda”, as it has repeatedly ignored “…the complementary obligations to 
any such permanent transfer, including in the suite of accompanying and related 
agreements, all of which had to take place prior to 1 July 2020 (see clause 11 as to the 
termination of the RBL/Player employment agreement; clause 12 as to the necessary steps 
to achieve the player’s permanent registration to LUFC; and clause 5 as to the entry by the 
player into a full employment contract with LUFC); and the temporal limits to the loan 
agreement (as set out in the Preamble and clause 1) and the associated obligations of the 
parties by reference to the loan being limited in time until 30 June 2020.(…)” 
 

39. Additionally, the Respondent argued that “in particular, pursuant to Clause 7, in the 
absence of the purchase option being exercised under Clause 9 or the purchase obligations 
according to Clause 10 being triggered, the employment agreement between RBL and the 
Player was to be automatically reinstated as of 1 July 2020.” 
 

40. In the alternative, the Respondent stated that should any ambiguity in the loan agreement 
be detected, the principle of contra proferentem shall be applied, therefore in any case the 
conclusion reached by the Claimant shall be rejected. 
 

41. In this respect, according to the Respondent, “had RBL intended the purchase obligation in 
clause 10 to be capable of being triggered after the dates specifically referred to in the suite 
of agreements referred to above, it could have made that expressly clear in those 
agreements, but it failed to do so. (…)” 
 

42. In any event, the Respondent insisted that there is no space for a complimentary 
interpretation of the contract as recalled by the Claimant, because there is indeed no lacuna 
to fill, hence the principle of “complementary contractual interpretation” invoked by the 
latter shall be rejected. 
 

43. Notwithstanding the above, the Respondent objected that even allowing the application of 
the aforementioned principle, an extension of the Agreement along the associated Purchase 
Obligation until the end of the season (as extended) was not what the parties would have 
agreed upon in good faith, since the mutated conditions in the world economy implied a 
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significant reduction of the financial resources spendable by the Respondent, especially if 
taking into account the wage of the Player and the transfer fee previously agreed. 
 

44. Finally, the Respondent argued that the Purchase Obligation under clause 10 of the 
Agreement is impossible to perform because of the Covid-19 pandemic and it is, therefore, 
extinguished, pursuant to the principle of force majeure. 

 
 
 
 
 
III. CONSIDERATIONS OF THE SINGLE JUDGE OF THE PLAYERS’ STATUS 

COMMITTEE 
 

a. Competence and applicable legal framework 
 
45. First of all, the Single Judge of the Players’ Status Committee (hereinafter also referred to 

as Single Judge) analysed whether he was competent to deal with the case at hand. In this 
respect, he took note that the present matter was presented to FIFA on 13 November 2020 
and submitted for decision on 1 June 2021. Taking into account the wording of art. 21 of 
the January 2021 edition of the Rules Governing the Procedures of the Players’ Status 
Committee and the Dispute Resolution Chamber (hereinafter: the Procedural Rules), the 
June 2020 edition of the Procedural Rules is applicable to the matter at hand. 

 
46. Subsequently, the Single Judge referred to art. 3 par. 1 of the Procedural Rules and observed 

that in accordance with art. 23 par. 1 in combination with art. 22 lit. f) of the Regulations 
on the Status and Transfer of Players (edition February 2021), the Single Judge of the 
Players’ Status Committee is competent to deal with the matter at stake, which concerns 
an contractual dispute with an international dimension between a German club and an 
English club. 

 
47. Subsequently, the Single Judge analysed which regulations should be applicable as to the 

substance of the matter. In this respect, he confirmed that, in accordance with art. 26 par. 
1 and 2 of the Regulations on the Status and Transfer of Player (edition February 2021), 
and considering that the present claim was lodged on 13 November 2020, the October 
2020 edition of said regulations (hereinafter: the Regulations) is applicable to the matter at 
hand as to the substance. 

 
b. Burden of proof 

 
48. The Single Judge recalled the basic principle of burden of proof, as stipulated in art. 12 

par. 3 of the Procedural Rules, according to which a party claiming a right on the basis of 
an alleged fact shall carry the respective burden of proof. Likewise, the Single Judge stressed 
the wording of art. 12 par. 4 of the Procedural Rules, pursuant to which he may consider 
evidence not filed by the parties. 
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49. In this respect, the Single Judge also recalled that in accordance with art. 6 par. 3 of Annexe 

3 of the Regulations, FIFA’s judicial bodies may use, within the scope of proceedings 
pertaining to the application of the Regulations, any documentation or evidence generated 
or contained in TMS. 

 
c.  Merits of the dispute 

 
50. The competence of the Single Judge of the Players’ Status Committee and the applicable 

regulations having been established, the Single Judge entered into the merits of the dispute. 
In this respect, the Single Judge started by acknowledging all the above-mentioned facts as 
well as the arguments and the documentation on file. However, the Single Judge 
emphasised that in the following considerations he will refer only to the facts, arguments 
and documentary evidence, which he considered pertinent for the assessment of the matter 
at hand.  

 
i. Main legal discussion and considerations 

 
51. The foregoing having been established, the Single Judge moved to the substance of the 

matter, and took note of the fact that the parties strongly dispute the interpretation of the 
Purchase Obligation stipulated under art. 10 of the Contract. 

 
52. In this context, the Single Judge acknowledged that his task was to establish whether the 

conditions set by the parties in order to activate said clause have effectively occurred and 
whether the Claimant shall be entitled to receive the corresponding transfer fee, which first 
instalment would amount to EUR 7,000,000 less the applicable deductions for solidarity 
contribution. In order to establish the foregoing, the Single Judge stressed that he must 
take into account all the specific circumstances of the present matter as well as the structure 
of the agreement signed between the parties. Ultimately, the Single Judge has to establish 
what the true intention of the parties was when they agreed upon art. 7, 9 and 10 of the 
agreement. 
 

53. In this respect, the Single Judge first noted that both parties acknowledged the validity of 
the loan agreement dated 26 January 2020. In other words, the Parties did not dispute that 
the Player would first be loaned from the Claimant to the Respondent and that, in principle, 
the loan could have been converted to a permanent transfer in case the Respondent would 
promote to the Premier League.  
 

54. Nevertheless, the Single Judge observed that while the Claimant requested to be paid for 
the permanent transfer of the Player and invoked the applicability of the ‘Purchase 
Obligation’ foreseen under clause 10 of the Agreement citing the Respondent’s promotion 
to the Premier League, the Respondent is primarily of the opinion that since the promotion 
to the Premier League was only achieved after 30 June 2020, the option was no longer 
valid and it was under no obligation to engage the player’s services on a permanent basis. 
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55. In consideration of the above, the Single Judge decided to turn his attention to the wording 
of the Contract, in particular with reference to art. 10, so as to assess what the intention of 
the parties was. 
 

56. In this respect, the Single Judge is of the opinion that the content of art. 10 of the 
agreement is in fact very clear; the second paragraph of art. 10 clearly specifies only one 
condition precedent for the permanent transfer of the player to the Respondent and that is 
the Respondent’s promotion to the Premier League at the end of the 2019/2020 season. 
There is no dispute that the Respondent indeed promoted to the Premier League at the end 
of the 2019/2020 season and art. 10 even further specifies that in case of the promotion 
no ‘additional declaration’ is necessary. 
 

57. The Single Judge is conscious of the fact that art. 10 of the agreement also stipulates that 
should the Respondent achieve promotion, that the player shall be permanently transferred 
with effect as of 1 July 2020. However, the reference to 1 July 2020 is, according to the 
Single Judge, only included in the agreement as a formality as to specify from which date 
the player’s registration would normally have shifted on a permanent basis to the 
Respondent. The Single Judge stresses that 1 July is traditionally the starting date of the 
new season in England and thus the date on which the registration period opens. The mere 
fact that the season ended on a later date than originally anticipated due to the 
postponement of the English Championship in light of the (unforeseeable) COVID-19 
pandemic, does not lead the Single Judge to conclude that the ‘Purchase Obligation’ was 
no longer triggered when the Respondent achieved promotion only after 30 June 2020. 
The Single Judge finds it evident that the interpretation as suggested by the Respondent is 
not in line with the intention of the parties when agreeing upon art. 10 of the agreement, 
with such clear language that a permanent transfer would occur by the mere condition of 
the Respondent achieving promotion to the Premier League.  

 
58. To reiterate, the Single Judge held that it is reasonable and logical to conclude that the 

original intention of the parties was to transfer the Player on loan until the end of the 
sporting season 2019/2020 (originally fixed on 30 June 2020) and that such transfer would 
have acquired a permanent status simply in case of promotion of the Respondent to the 
English Premier League, regardless of the effective date of achievement. 

 
59. In this sense, the Single Judge is of the opinion that the constant reference by the various 

agreements to the dates of 30 June and 1 July 2020 shall be interpreted as a simple formality 
related to the dates of the anticipated conclusion of the season 2019/2020 and the 
beginning of the season 2020/2021, as originally scheduled by the pertinent organizing 
institutions. The Single Judge is comforted in his conclusion by analysing the Respondent’s 
offer to the Claimant which was made in the middle of the 2019/2020 season and which 
only referred to the obligation to ‘buy’ the player at the end of the season, without any 
specific dates being mentioned. 
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60. Subsequently, the Single Judge addressed the question concerning the effect of the COVID-
19 pandemic on the validity of the Agreement, in particular with reference to the COVID-
19 Guidelines as referred to by the Respondent. 
 

61. In this context, the Single Judge wished to refer to the fact that, in light of the worldwide 
COVID-19 outbreak, FIFA indeed issued a set of guidelines, the COVID-19 Guidelines, which 
aim at providing appropriate guidance and recommendations to member associations and 
their stakeholders, to both mitigate the consequences of disruptions caused by COVID-19 
and ensure that any response is harmonised in the common interest. Moreover, on 11 June 
2020, FIFA has issued an additional document, referred to as FIFA COVID-19 FAQ, which 
provides clarification about the most relevant questions in connection with the regulatory 
consequences of the COVID-19 outbreak and identifies solutions for new regulatory 
matters. 

 
62. First, the Single Judge noted that based on the COVID-19 Guidelines, as well as the FIFA 

COVID-19 FAQ, the COVID-19 outbreak is not a force majeure situation in any specific 
country or territory. 

 
63. Moreover, the Single Judge recalled that the Respondent in particular referred to the 

following wording of those Guidelines: “…If the relevant agreements are not extended, 
then the loan of the player registration will terminate as originally anticipated in the loan 
agreement…” and “…clubs and employees may decide not to negotiate extensions for 
(expiring) existing agreements…”. 
 

64.     In view of the above, the Single Judge held that the mentioned parts of the COVID-19 
Guidelines do not specify that any given clause in a valid loan agreement would 
automatically become null and void after its original expiry. It is the Single Judge’s opinion 
that even if the Player would have left the Respondent after 30 June 2020, the “Purchase 
Obligation” would still have been triggered by the mere fact that the Respondent achieved 
promotion, as per the clear intention of the parties when entering into the agreement. The 
COVID-19 Guidelines do therefore not invalidate the option clause, and the pandemic 
cannot release the Respondent from its payment obligations since no specific 
recommendations or guidelines were introduced by means of which clubs could delay or 
reduce payments due in accordance with transfer agreements. 

 
 

 
ii. Consequences 

 
65. Having stated the above, the Single Judge noted that pursuant to the agreement, in case 

of activation of the Purchase Obligation stipulated under art. 10, the amount of EUR 
7,000,000 (namely the first instalment of the transfer fee) should have been paid by no 
later than 30 September 2020. 
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66. Notwithstanding the above, the Single Judge recalled that according to the same 
agreement, namely art. 9, the Respondent shall be responsible for the payment of the 
Solidarity Contribution to the entitled clubs, and shall therefore be allowed to deduct the 
Solidarity Contribution from any transfer fee and pay only the remaining amounts of the 
transfer fee to the Claimant. 
 

67. In this respect, the Single Judge carefully analysed the evidence produced by the Claimant 
and acknowledged that the amount of EUR 259,826 shall be deducted from the claimed 
amount, as also specified in the Claimant’s invoice sent on 14 August 2020, where the 
Claimant had already deduced the solidarity contribution. 
 

68. Therefore, the Single Judge acknowledged that the Respondent is in default of EUR 
6,740,174 as of 1 October 2020. 
 

69. Accordingly, and in line with the PSC jurisprudence, interest at a rate of 5% per annum 
shall be applicable to the sum in default. 
 

70. To conclude, the Single Judge established that the Claimant shall be entitled to receive the 
total amount of EUR 6,740,174 plus 5% interest p.a. as of 1 October 2020. 

 
 

iii. Compliance with monetary decisions 
 
71. Finally, the Single Judge referred to par. 1 and 2 of art. 24bis of the Regulations, which 

stipulate that, with his decision, the pertinent FIFA deciding body shall also rule on the 
consequences deriving from the failure of the concerned party to pay the relevant amounts 
of outstanding remuneration and/or compensation in due time. 

 
72. In this regard, the Single Judge highlighted that, against clubs, the consequence of the 

failure to pay the relevant amounts in due time shall consist of a ban from registering any 
new players, either nationally or internationally, up until the due amounts are paid and for 
the maximum duration of three entire and consecutive registration periods. 

 
73. Therefore, bearing in mind the above, the Single Judge decided that, in the event that the 

Respondent does not pay the amounts due to the Claimant within 45 days as from the 
moment in which the Claimant, communicates the relevant bank details to the Respondent, 
provided that the decision is final and binding, a ban from registering any new players, 
either nationally or internationally, for the maximum duration of three entire and 
consecutive registration periods shall become effective on the Respondent in accordance 
with art. 24bis par. 2 and 4 of the Regulations. 

 
74. The Single Judge recalled that the above-mentioned bans will be lifted immediately and 

prior to its complete serving upon payment of the due amounts, in accordance with art. 
24bis par. 3 of the Regulations. 
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75. Lastly, the Single Judge concluded his deliberations by rejecting any other requests for relief 
made by any of the parties. 
 
d. Costs 

 
76. In continuation, the Single Judge of the PSC referred to art. 25 par. 2 of the Regulations in 

combination with art. 18 par. 1 of the Procedural Rules, according to which in the 
proceedings before the Players’ Status Committee costs in the maximum amount of CHF 
25,000 are levied. The costs are to be borne in consideration of the parties’ degree of 
success in the proceedings. 
 

77. In this respect, the Single Judge of the PSC referred to the Covid-19 Football Regulatory 
Issues –FAQ, published on 11 June 2020 which establish that, given the circumstances, for 
any claim lodged between 10 June 2020 and 31 December 2020 (both inclusive), there will 
be no requirement to pay an advance of costs and no procedural costs shall be ordered. 
Therefore, the Single Judge established that the present decision shall be rendered without 
costs. 
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IV. Decision of The Single Judge of the Players’ Status Committee 
 
1. The claim of the Claimant, RB Leipzig, is partially accepted. 
 
2. The Respondent, Leeds United FC, has to pay to the Claimant, the following amount: 

 EUR 6,740,174 as transfer fee plus 5% interest p.a. as from 1 October 2020 until the 
date of effective payment. 

 
3. Any further claims of the Claimant are rejected. 

 
4. The Claimant is directed to immediately and directly inform the Respondent of the relevant bank 

account to which the Respondent must pay the due amount. 
 
5. The Respondent shall provide evidence of payment of the due amount in accordance with this 

decision to psdfifa@fifa.org, duly translated, if applicable, into one of the official FIFA languages 
(English, French, German, Spanish). 

 
6. In the event that the amount due, plus interest as established above is not paid by the Respondent 

within 45 days, as from the notification by the Claimant of the relevant bank details to the 
Respondent, the following consequences shall arise: 

 
 1. The Respondent shall be banned from registering any new players, either nationally or 

internationally, up until the due amount is paid and for the maximum duration of three 
entire and consecutive registration periods. The aforementioned ban mentioned will be 
lifted immediately and prior to its complete serving, once the due amount is paid. 
(cf. art. 24bis of the Regulations on the Status and Transfer of Players). 

2. In the event that the payable amount as per in this decision is still not paid by the end of 
the ban of three entire and consecutive registration periods, the present matter shall be 
submitted, upon request, to the FIFA Disciplinary Committee. 

 
7. This decision is rendered without costs. 

 
 For the Single Judge of the Players’ Status Committee: 
 
 
 
Emilio García Silvero 
Chief Legal & Compliance Officer 
  

mailto:psdfifa@fifa.org
https://resources.fifa.com/image/upload/regulations-on-the-status-and-transfer-of-players-march-2020.pdf?cloudid=pljykaliyao8b1hv3mnp
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NOTE RELATED TO THE APPEAL PROCEDURE: 
 
According to article 58 par. 1 of the FIFA Statutes, this decision may be appealed against before the 
Court of Arbitration for Sport (CAS) within 21 days of receipt of the notification of this decision. 
 

NOTE RELATED TO THE PUBLICATION: 
 
FIFA may publish this decision. For reasons of confidentiality, FIFA may decide, at the request of a party 
within five days of the notification of the motivated decision, to publish an anonymised or a redacted 
version (cf. article 20 of the Procedural Rules). 
 

CONTACT INFORMATION: 
 

Fédération Internationale de Football Association 
FIFA-Strasse 20    P.O. Box    8044 Zurich    Switzerland 

www.fifa.com | legal.fifa.com | psdfifa@fifa.org | T: +41 (0)43 222 7777 
 
 
 

https://resources.fifa.com/image/upload/fifa-statutes-5-august-2019-en.pdf?cloudid=ggyamhxxv8jrdfbekrrm
https://www.tas-cas.org/en/index.html
https://www.fifa.com/who-we-are/legal/#fifa-legal-compliance
mailto:psdfifa@fifa.org

