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Players’ Protection

Another argument for the prohibition of
TPO is the protection of professionals,
which a priori can be affected by
contractual instability or increased
vulnerability to abuse. However, if any
such abuses of labor type (such as
imposing the athlete-worker unfavorable
conditions) ever exist, there are already
enough legal and judicial tools to prevent
and prosecute them.

It may even be noted that the fact that a
club does not know a player’s talent could
conduce the club not to hire him, which
could in turn slow (sometimes
indefinitely) the emergence of talent. The
appearance of a “TPO" specialized in
sports talent detection and risk
management (diversifying its decisions by
their relationships with various players)
can solve these information problems and
lead to more transactions being
completed. This facilitates a more rapid
detection of talent, which will then be
brought to the best clubs sooner and
enable them to be better paid, according
to their ability.

Conclusion

As a conclusion, the TPO ban will be
harmful for the football sector, both for
the competition and for the clubs and the
professionals. The lower remuneration
and generation of talent will involve
lower competitiveness and quality of the
sector, which ultimately will end up
harming the consumer welfare.

The expiration of contractual
relationship under

RD 1006/85, the Spanish
Labour Code and the right to
compensation for athletes
derived therefrom

By Alfonso LEON LLEO
Lawyer, RUIZ-HUERTA & CRESPO
Valencia - Spain

-» National law - Labour law - Player contract

Labour Division of the Supreme Court, 26 March 2014,
no. 61/2013
Labour Court of Bilbao, 14 January 2015, no. 14/2015.

A case before Spanish courts concerning
the application of Spanish labour law to a
cycling contract could be transposed to

football.

Over thirty years ago in Spain a national
labour legislation was approved in order
to govern sportspersons labour
relationships. As the law was passed
decades ago, some could assume that the
jurisprudence and the doctrine had time
enough to settle any eventual
controversy and therefore, nowadays,
there would be no legal issues derived
from the application of the
RD 1006/1985.

However this is far from being the case.
The facts at the origin of the controversy
arose when the Spanish Association of
Cyclist Clubs filed a claim before the
Spanish courts asking for the correct
interpretation of the respective Collective
Bargaining Agreement. As the Spanish
legislation was interpreted until then,
whenever the employment contract of a
cyclist expired, the latter was not entitled
to be remunerated with a compensation
that any other “common worker” is
entitled to as per the general Spanish
labour law provisions - specifically, the
right to 12 days of salary for each year the
contract was in force.

The Spanish Supreme Court said yes
(Judgement of 26 March 2014), despite
the numerous differences which may
exist in between the contractual
relationship of an athlete and an
“ordinary” employee. First of all, it has to
be recalled that when it comes to Labour

law applicable to any and all Spanish
employees, the spirit of the regulations is
enhancing stable contracts, ie.
permanent/long-term contractual
relationships for employees. This s
mainly due to the fact that in the Spanish
labour market as per our type of
economy too many short-term contracts
tend to be signed, which are only
renewed on a temporary basis. In order
to promote stable labour contracts,
legislators introduced 16 days’ worth of
salary as compensation. However, when
it comes to athletes, the above does not
make sense regarding the very nature of
their activity deprives the above of its
sense, as their sporting careers are rather
short, and it is frankly rare that they enter
into long-term contractual relationships.
That is why part of the doctrine
understood that athletes could not
benefit from the aforementioned type of
compensation, aimed at “common”
employees.

As stated above, the Spanish Supreme
Court understood however, that they
were entitled to compensation as long as
their intention to renew  their
employment contract was clear and
certain even if there was no termination,
i.e. even if their contractual relationship
had reached its natural term of
expiration.

A similar scenario arose this year. After an
outstanding start to the sporting season,
one of the top youth cyclists in the world,
of Spanish nationality, who was part of
one of the top cycling teams, Mouvistar,
was seeking to be transferred somewhere
his talent would be better developed. All
he had to do was wait until his
contractual relationship expired and then
sign for a foreign cycling team, Sky in the
case at stake. This is commonly known in
the world of football as a “free transfer”.
In light of the aforementioned judgment
rendered by the Spanish Supreme Court it
could be construed that the cyclist would
still be entitled to the 12-day salary per
year of contract compensation.

However, the TSJ Pais Vasco ruled that
this was not a standard scenario where a
contractual relationship came to an end,
further to its expiration. This was because
the cyclist, as the Court found out, has
voiced all over the press his desire to
move abroad, and the ongoing
negotiations with other foreign cycling
teams. Furthermore, he also informed
that he had successfully entered into an
agreement with the Sky team.
Accordingly, the Court judged that his
contractual relationship had not been
renewed because it was his intention not
to do so, and therefore, the causation of
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no prejudice could be attributed to his
Spanish employer. Consequently, there
was no need to compensate the athlete
since the expiration of his contract had
not incurred him any harm. After all, he
had forced the sequence of events
himself.
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It could be interesting to compare both
public versions; although we will never
know the whole truth (all the references
to “yesterday” shall be interpreted - as is
obvious - as 31 August 2015).

The start of negotiations

Real Madrid states that “Manchester
United did not make way for negotiations
regarding David De GEA until yesterday
morning.” Nevertheless, according to the
Manchester United report, “Manchester
United did not seek contact from Real
Madrid for the sale of David. David is a
key member of our squad and the Club’s
preference was not to sell” and “no offer
was received for David until yesterday. At
lunchtime yesterday, Real Madrid made

its first offer to buy David.”
Therefore, there is substantial

contradiction in respect of the party
which took the initiative, although it
seems more logical that the club that
seeks to hire the player should be
expected to take the first step.

The agreement’s conclusion

According to Real Madrid, “when
Manchester United entered into the
negotiations yesterday morning, it did so
under the condition of reaching an
agreement with Real Madrid player,
Keylor Navas, that he would be
incorporated into the British club as of
this season. The club informs that it is in
contact with the representatives of said
player.”

Manchester admits that the agreement
“included NAVAS being transferred to Old
Trafford. The deals were dependent on
each other.” The English club does not
deny that they imposed the condition.

The documents’ exchange

Following the Spanish club’s version,
“Real Madrid and Manchester United are
reaching a fast agreement regarding the
transfers of both players. Following the
writing up of the necessary corresponding
contractual documents - and at the end of
processing the FIFA Transfer Matching
System (TMS) in good time as its
inscription into the National Professional
Football League - Real Madrid sent the
contracts to Manchester United at 13:39
hours, Spanish time.”

According to Manchester United, it “sent
transfer documents for both players to
Real Madrid at 2042 BST. David’s
documentation was returned by Real
Madrid to Manchester United without the
signatory page at 2232 BST.”

At this point, both versions match,
because Real Madrid states that “having
obtained signatures from De GEA and
Keylor Navas, sent the above-mentioned
signed contracts to the English club at
23:32 hours, Spanish time. They then
awaited the final documents signed by
Manchester United.”

However, the controversy rises again
when Manchester states that “at 2240
BST, minutes before the deadline, major
changes to the documentation came
through to Manchester United which
immediately put the deals at risk.”

The ghost transfer of
David DE GEA

By Agustin AMOROS MARTINEZ
Lawvyer, RUIZ-HUERTA & CRESPO
Valencia - Spain

=» Player transfer- FIFA TMS

Despite the three-month long speculation linking
him to Real Madrid, the Spanish goalkeeper
David b GEA remained a Manchester United
player. It is difficult to provide guidance in the sea
of uncertainties and contradictory explanations
that followed such a commented fiasco. Both
Manchester United and Real Madrid are pointing
fingers. According to Real Madrid, Manchester
United were late to send the keeper’s documents
to the Spanish Football Federation but the Red
Devils insist that the documents were sent before
the end of deadline and that the fault was at
Madrid’s end...

There is no mention of this in Real's
statement.

Finally, Real Madrid states that
“Manchester United reached the final
agreement with Keylor NAVAS
representative at 23:53 hours, Spanish
time, and it was at this time that all of the
contracts were sent to the player to be
signed.”

On the other hand, Manchester states
that “Only at 2255 BST were the
documents that are needed to cancel
David’s contract received by Manchester
United from Real Madrid.”

The TMS process

According to Real Madrid's version,
“Manchester United introduced the data
from the David De GEA deal to the TMS but
not that of Keylor NAvAs at 00:00 hours,
Spanish time, simultaneously sending the
signed transfer contracts to Real Madrid.
Real Madrid received these completed
documents at 00:02, and attempted to
access the TMS, which was closed at this
time.”

Quite on the contrary, Manchester
assures that “at 2258 BST, the transfer
agreement was sent back by Manchester
United, uploaded onto TMS and accepted
- all before the deadline. Real Madrid
didn’t upload David’s documents onto
TMS in time (Manchester United did).”
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Last stop: the Spanish League
According to Real Madrid report, “at
00:26 hours, Spanish time, the FIFA TMS
information system invited Real Madrid to
complete the data for the player David DE
GEA, given that the registration period
remained open until today. Real Madrid,
facing the possible eventuality of a
contentious withdrawal of the player’s
transfer, decided to send the contracts to
the National Professional Football
League, in spite of knowing that the
registration periods had come to an end.”

Conclusion?

It seems that Navas’ contract, the surprise
special guest, was not duly concluded on
time and, due to the essential condition
agreed in the bilateral transfer, Real
Madrid preferred to forget the matter.
According to United, Navas’ agent acted
incredibly slow and was unresponsive,
but in all honesty, such a complicated
negotiation should not have begun just
hours before the transfer deadline.
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