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Decision of the 
Single Judge of the Players’ Status Committee 
passed on 9 July 2021 
 
regarding a dispute concerning the transfer of the player Bruno Barranco Stocco 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

COMPOSITION: 
 
Roy Vermeer (Netherlands), Single Judge of the PSC 
 

 
 

CLAIMANT:  
 
Club Ferro Carril Oeste, Argentina 
Represented by Ricardo Frega Navia 
 
 
RESPONDENT 1: 

 
Club NK Krsko, Slovenia 
Represented by Joze Slivsek 
 
 
RESPONDENT 2: 

 
Player Bruno Barranco Stocco, Argentina 
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I. FACTS OF THE CASE 
 
1. On 1 July 2019, the Argentinian club Ferro Carril Oeste (hereinafter: Claimant) and the 

Argentinian player Bruno Barranco Stocco (hereinafter: Player or Respondent 2) signed an 
employment contract valid as of said date until 30 June 2022. 

 
2. On 14 January 2020, the Claimant and the Slovenian club NK Krsko (hereinafter: 

Respondent 1) agreed on the transfer on loan of the Player, from the Claimant to 
Respondent 1, until 22 May 2020. 
 

3. According to clause 5 of the loan agreement, Respondent 1 had the option to buy 50% of 
the economic rights of the Player by means of notification to the Claimant to be sent no 
later than 20 May 2020 and by payment of USD 250,000 within the following 5 business 
days. 
 

4. On 15 February 2020, namely the last day of the relevant registration period fixed by the 
Slovenian Football Association, Respondent 1 entered a transfer instruction in the Transfer 
Match System (TMS) to engage the Player on loan from the Claimant. 
 

5. On the same date, Respondent 1 uploaded the relevant transfer documents in the TMS and 
confirmed the transfer instruction at 19:28 (Swiss local time). 
 

6. Contextually, the Claimant uploaded and confirmed the respective counter instruction at 
21:30 (Swiss local time), however, due to a matching issue detect by the TMS system, the 
validation process could not be completed and was cancelled by the Claimant. 
 

7. On 20 February 2020, the Claimant entered once again a matching counter instruction to 
release the Player on loan, i.e. 5 days after the end of the relevant registration period. 
 

8. On 21 February 2020, the TMS manager of Respondent 1 requested FIFA administration to 
override the validation exception for the transfer of the Player. 
 

9. On 24 February 2020, FIFA administration rejected Respondent 1’s request for the following 
reason: 
 

“In this  respect,  we  took  due  note  that your  club,  NK  Krsko, entered  and  confirmed  
the relevant transfer instruction “Engage free of payment on loan”(TMS 278551) in the TMS 
on 15 February 2019, i.e. on the last day of the relevant registration period fixed by your 
federation. Equally, we observed that mandatory documents from the list contained in art. 
8.2 par. 1 of Annexe 3 of the Regulations, were uploaded by your club in the TMS on that 
same day. In particular, we observed that your affiliated club uploaded twice in the TMS a 
copy of an apparent loan agreement under the categories “Employment contract” and 
“Loan agreement”. We however observed  that said document does neither appear to bear 
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the signature of the player nor the one of your affiliated club, NK  Krsko. This, although  
the  signatures  of  the  parties  being  an  essential  element  for the validity of any 
employment contract or a loan agreement. On account of the above, and particularly 
considering the fact that within the relevant registration period, your affiliated club 
concerned seems to have failed to provide all mandatory documents in due form, we regret 
having to inform you that we do not appear to be in a position to grant your request for a 
special exemption from the current ‘’validation exception’’ in the TMS.” 
 

10. On 11 May 2020, Respondent 2 sent a letter to the Claimant, accusing the latter for not 
having properly registered the employment contact and requesting payment of the 
outstanding remuneration related to the monthly salaries due as of November 2019 until 
April 2020. 
 

11. Moreover, Respondent 2 warned the Claimant that in case of noncompliance with its 
financial obligations within the following 48 hours, the former would have been entitled to 
submit a request to the Argentinian FA for termination of the employment contract with 
just cause, pursuant to the relevant Argentinian legal provisions on the matter. 
 

12. On 14 May 2020, the Claimant replied to Respondent 2, arguing that the latter never 
informed the former of his return to Argentina nor he resumed his duties with the same 
club. 
 

13. Furthermore, the Claimant refused Respondent 2’s thesis according to which the latter 
would have been entitled to terminate the contract with just cause, in particular as due to 
the state of emergency that Argentina was experiencing, no debts were collectible at that 
time. 
 

14. On 18 May 2020, Respondent 2 informed the Claimant of having considered their labour 
relationship as terminated because of the misconduct held by the latter. 
 

15. By means of decision passed on 20 July 2020, the Argentinian FA acknowledged 
termination of the contract by Respondent 2 and contextually declared that the latter had 
to be considered as free to sign a new employment contract with any other club. 
 

 

II. PROCEEDINGS BEFORE FIFA 
 

16. On 29 December 2020, the Claimant filed 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 

 
17. According to the Claimant, Respondent 1 caused in bad faith the frustration of the transfer 

agreement. 
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18. In particular, the Claimant focused on the loss of chance of achieving the monetary benefit 
potentially deriving from the fact that in case of regular transfer on loan of the Player, 
Respondent 1 could have decided to trigger the optional purchase clause, paying the 
stipulated amount of USD 250,000. 
 

19. In this context, according to the Claimant, Respondent 2 shall be held jointly liable as he 
would have taken advantage of the situation descripted above, requesting in bad faith the 
payment of the outstanding salaries that in reality should have been paid by Respondent 1 
and adopting a specious excuse in order to terminate the employment contract originally 
valid until 30 June 2022. 

 
20. Furthermore, the Claimant alleged that Respondent 2 did not intentionally inform the 

former of his return to Argentina in order to be subsequently able to claim the overdue 
amounts as well as to unilaterally terminate the employment contract. 
 

21. In this respect, according to the Claimant, Respondent 2’s misbehaviour would have led to 
a further loss for the Claimant as the latter became unfairly destitute of any opportunity to 
realize a profit with the potential future transfer of the Player. 
 

22. In view of the above, the Claimant demanded that Respondent 1 and 2 shall be jointly 
ordered to pay the amount of USD 150,000 plus interest as equitable indemnity for the loss 
of chance suffered by the Claimant. 

 
 

b. Position of Respondent 1 
 

23. In its reply to the claim, Respondent 1 objected that transfer of the Player has never been 
realized. 
 

24. In this regard, Respondent 1 admitted to have inserted on purpose in TMS the 
aforementioned documents missing the signature of the Player and of the Slovenian club 
as its goal was still of uploading the transfer instructions before the expiry of the registration 
period, subsequently hoping in a validation exception by the FIFA administration once the 
correct documents would have been uploaded. 
 

25. Therefore, as the transfer did not occur, Respondent 1 refused any liability, especially as the 
Claimant failed to prove that the Slovenian club would have certainly triggered what was 
indeed a mere optional clause. 
 

26. What is more, Respondent 1 highlighted the fact that apparently the Claimant had already 
overdue payables toward the Player before the negotiation of a potential transfer on loan 
between the parties had even started. 
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c. Position of Respondent 2 
 
27. Respondent 2 as well replied to the claim, arguing that Claimant’s allegations are 

completely devoid of grounds. 
 

28. In particular, according to Respondent 2, the Player cannot be held liable for a transfer 
operation failed on the basis of an error occurred within the upload of the transfer 
documents in the TMS, as in charge of such matters there were only the two clubs involved. 
 

29. Moreover, Respondent 2 accused the Claimant of acting contradictory by declaring first 
that the Player had a valid contract with Respondent 1 until 22 May 2020 and then that the 
mistake occurred in TMS led to an invalidity of the transfer agreement which allegedly 
damaged the latter. 

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

COMMITTEE 
 

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

as Single Judge) analysed whether it was competent to deal with the case at hand. In this 
respect, it took note that the present matter was presented to FIFA on 29 December 2020 
and submitted for decision on 9 July 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. 

 
31. 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. a) and 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 a dispute with an international dimension regarding the transfer of an Argentinian 
player between an Argentinian club and a Slovenian club. 

 
32. Subsequently, the Single Judge 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 Player (edition February 2021), and 
considering that the present claim was lodged on 29 December 2020, the October 2020 
edition of said regulations (hereinafter: the Regulations) is applicable to the matter at hand 
as to the substance. 
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b. Burden of proof 
 
33. 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 it may consider 
evidence not filed by the parties. 

 
34. 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 

 
35. The competence of the Single Judge of the PSC 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 it will refer only to the facts, arguments and documentary 
evidence, which it considered pertinent for the assessment of the matter at hand.  

 
i. Main legal discussion and considerations 

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

matter, and took note of the fact that the dispute at hand concerns the consequences of a 
failed transfer operation, in particular the loss of chances that the Claimant claims to have 
suffered due to the mistake allegedly made by the Slovenian club by inserting an erroneous 
document in the TMS. 
 

37. In particular, the Single Judge recalled that, according to the Claimant, the damage would 
be based on the fact that the loan agreement was not executed and, subsequently, the 
Player terminated the contract due to outstanding remuneration.   

 
38. In this context, the Single Judge observed that, however, there is neither contractual nor 

regulatory basis for the Claimant’s petition. 
 

39. What is more, in the Single Judge’s view, the Claimant failed to prove the consistency of 
the alleged loss. 
 

40. Moreover, the Claimant did not explain according to which criteria the claimed amount of 
USD 150,000 should be calculated and awarded, and it rather appears as a concocted sum. 
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ii. Consequences 
 
41. Having stated the above, the Single Judge of the PSC concluded that the claim shall be 

rejected. 
 

 
d. Costs 

 
42. 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. 
 

43. 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 current 
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 PSC  
 
1. The claim of the Claimant, Club Ferro Carril Oeste, is rejected. 
 
2. This decision is rendered without costs. 

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

