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Facts of the Case

The elements set out below are a summary of the main relevant facts, as established by
the UEFA Appeals Body on the basis of the official UEFA reports provided by the UEFA
Match Delegates and the UEFA Security Officers, the further report of the FARE Observer,
the reply of the UEFA Ethics and Disciplinary Inspectors ("EDIs"), the evidence and exhibits
submitted therewith, and the written and oral statements produced by NK Olimpija
Ljubljana (the "Appellant”) in the course of these proceedings. While the Appeals Body
has considered the entire file in these proceedings, it refers in the present decision only
to those elements it considers necessary to explain its reasoning.

On 13 February 2025, the 2024/25 UEFA Conference League ("UECL") Knockout phase
Play-offs match between FK Borac and the Appellant was played in Banja Luka, Bosnia-
Herzegovina (the “Match 1”). The most relevant facts of this case, as reported by the UEFA
Match Delegate, the UEFA Security Officer and the FARE Observer present at Match 1
can be summarised as follows:

UEFA Match Delegate’s report:

“Security incidents affecting the match (away team) — pitch invasions, throwing of objects,
laser pointer, fights, acts of damage, spectators blocking the stairways, etc. [yes]

From the 73rd minute onwards, the two fan groups on the east stand threw objects at each
other. This lasted up to five minutes. Unfortunately, | can't say which fan group started
throwing objects. From my position, | couldn't see which objects were thrown. This incident
had no influence on the match.”

“Use of pyrotechnics (away team)

In minute 12, a blinker was lit in the away sector.

In minute 20, a flare was lit in the away sector.

In minute 53, a blinker was lit in the away sector.

In minute 57, a minimum of 15 blinkers and one flare were lit in the away sector.
In minute 75, a blinker was lit in the away sector.”

“Discriminatory behaviour (away team) - banners, chanting, etc.

The UEFA Security Officer told me, that in minute 52 & 84, there were “UEFA mafia” chants
(n the away sector.

The UEFA Security Officer informed me that there were offensive chants against the home
team in the away sector in minute 53.

The UEFA Security Officer informed me that there were offensive chants against the
president of Serbia in the away sector in minute 85.
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The UEFA Security Officer informed me that in minute 90+6 there were anti-Roma chants
in the away sector.

After the match the FARE observer informed me that he witnessed anti-Roma chant by
away fans. A detailed report including the evidence will be sent by FARE to UEFA.

In all cases, | was only informed because I could not understand the language.”

UEFA Match Delegate’s additional report:

Email from UEFA administration: “With regard to the match of above reference and further
to the submission of your delegate report, it would be really helpful if you could estimate
the number of objects thrown by the two groups of supporters against each other.”

Response from the UEFA Match Delegate: “[...] To be honest, it is not that easy to estimate,
and | already discussed it with the UEFA Security Officer as well. It might be 30-40 objects

in total.”

UEFA Security Officer’s report:

“Were there any incidents during the match phase?
AWAY TEAM SUPPORTERS:

KO+ 12min: One strobe was ignited.

KO+20min: One flare was ignited.

KO+52min: They chanted "UEFA Mafia!".

KO+53min: They chanted offensively: "F*** Borac, f*** Banja Luka," and one strobe was
(gnited.

KO+57min: At least 15 strobes were ignited along with one flare. 3 strobes and one flare
were thrown near the athletics track.

KO+75min: One strobe was ignited and was thrown near the athletics track.
KO+84min: They chanted "UEFA Mafia!" again.

KO+85min: They chanted offensively against the President of Serbia: "Vucicu pederu,"
which translates as "Vucic is a f*****"
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KO+90+6: They offensively chanted: "Cigani, cigani" (which translates the same as
"Gypsies, Gypsies") as well as "Siptari, Siptari" ("Albanians, Albanians") and "J*** Borac, j***
Banja Luka" ("F*** Borac, f*** Banja Luka").

KO+73min: In the "East" tribune, there was mutual throwing of objects between the home
and away team supporters. | was unable to determine which group initiated the incident.
They were mostly throwing plastic bottles at each other. During this altercation, away
supporters broke five seats. The incident did not affect the flow of the match and lasted for
about five minutes until the police restored order.”

FARE Report:

“[...] The most active NK Olimpija Ljubljana away fans were located in the East stand, away
sector.

[...] Incident 1: NK Olimpija Ljubliana away fans chanted an anti-Roma chant.

In the 75th minute of the match, a group of around 300-400 NK Olimpija Ljubljana away
fans situated in the East stand (the away sector) chanted ‘Cigani, cigani!’ (in English:
‘Gypsies, gipsies!’) for about 10-15 seconds.

The chant reoccurred after the final whistle, when it lasted about 10 seconds.

The use of the term 'gypsy' often has a negative connotation and is linked to attributing to
a player or fan negative characteristics as part of the racist stereotyping of Roma people.

Discriminatory practice commonly displayed include fans chant 'Gypsies' 'Cigani' towards
players on the pitch or a referee, attributing to them negative characteristics as part of the
xenophobic stereotype about Roma people.”

3. On 14 February 2025, disciplinary proceedings were opened against the Appellant in
relation to Match 1, in connection with a possible violation of Article 14(2), 16(2)(b), (c),
(e) and (f) of the UEFA Disciplinary Regulations (“"DR"), i.e. for racist and/or discriminatory
behaviour, throwing of objects, lighting of fireworks, transmitting a message that is not
fit for a sports event and acts of damage caused to the stadium and/or its installations
by the Appellant’s supporters.

4. On 20 February 2025, the UEFA Conference League 2024/2025 Knockout phase Play-offs
match between the Appellant and FK Borac was played in Ljubljana, Slovenia (the “Match
2"). The most relevant facts of this case, as reported by the UEFA Match Delegate and the
UEFA Security Officer present at Match 2, are as follows:

UEFA Match Delegate’s report:

“Security incidents affecting the match (home team) — pitch invasions, throwing of objects,
laser pointer, fights, acts of damage, spectators blocking the stairways, etc. [yes]
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On 58 minute home supporters throwed around 3 plastic glasses from sector 14 referee
came with the players at the centre circle announcements done on 67 minute throwed
more than 9 cups from different sectors again the referee went to the centre circle a white
flare throwed in front of the goal area at 86 minute referee stop the game and fireman
took care of it.”

“Crowd behaviour (home team) - controversial banner [issue(s)] identified:

On 55minute UEFA mafia chanting, tsigani chanting on 85 minute and UEFA Mafia after
the final whistle.”

“Use of pyrotechnics (home team) [yes]

On 86 minute a white flare has been thrown in front of goal area.”
“Discriminatory behaviour (home team) - banners, chanting, etc. [yes]
On 85" tsigani chanting”

UEFA Match Delegate’s additional report:

“The home team spectators from sector 27 started moving towards them and challenged
them in sector 28 which was the buffer zone. Away spectators get in sector 28 and start
fights between them.

The referee stops the match on 86 minutes cause of a throw white flare in goal area of
away team for fireman to take care of it but he insists to find out from police if the match

(s secure to continue.

| went to the police commander |[...] to discuss with him and he told me that is safe to
continue so | inform the referee.”

UEFA Security Officer's report:

“Were there any incidents during the match phase?

- KO+55 min UEFA mafia chants on north side

- KO+58 min 3 hard plastic cups were thrown towards an away player during corner kick
from east stand

- KO+68 min several items were thrown towards an away player during corner kick from
east stand, the referee stopped the game for 6 minutes until the situation calmed down.

- KO+84 min a fight erupted between home and away supporters in south stands, police
had to move into the stands to stop them fighting

- KO+85 min "cigani" meaning gypsies chanting from north stand

- KO+86 min 1 white flare was thrown on the field of play to the penalty area from north
stand
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- KO+88 min "cigani" meaning gypsies chanting from north stand

- after final whistle UEFA mafia chanting from north stand

- after final whistle at least 6 hard plastic cups were thrown on the pitch from east stand

- After the match away club security officer informed me and provided the video evidence
about home supporters chanting "fuck Borac" at 3 occasions KO+45+4; KO+35 and
KO+68 minutes”

UEFA Security Officer's additional report:

“Reportedly the home supporters located next to the away sector buffer zone in the D25
sector started throwing objects towards the away supporters, who reacted violently. Away
supporters tore down the mobile fences which were used as segregation and went to the
buffer zone to confront the home supporters.

Fights broke out on the stands and pyrotechnics were lit and thrown in both ways.

The match was suspended by the referee for 6 minutes, during this time police made a PA
announcement and separated the two groups with force on the stands.”

UEFA Security Officer’'s additional report regarding the reported chants:

Following an inquiry from the UEFA administration on 5 March 2025, in which the
following questions were asked " 1. From your report, we understand that home supporters
were in minute 85th and 88th of the match chanting “cigani”. Could you please indicate
(using the plan of the stadium below) in which sectors these chants occurred? 2.
Furthermore, what was the intensity of the chants? Could you estimate how many
supporters engaged in these chants?" the UEFA Security Officer replied the following:

“The chanting on both occasions originated from the sectors 9-12. It was heard at least 16
times in total and | estimate at least 600-800 supporters took part in the chanting.”

5. On 25 February 2025, disciplinary proceedings were opened against the Appellant in
relation to Match 2, in connection with a possible violation of Article 14(2), 16(2)(b), (c),
(e) and (h) DR, i.e. for racist and/or discriminatory behaviour, throwing of objects, lighting
of fireworks, transmitting a message that is not fit for a sports event and crowd
disturbances.

6. On 19 March 2025, with respect to Match 1, the Control, Ethics and Disciplinary Body
("CEDB") imposed the following sanctions (the “"Decision 1"):

“1. To fine NK Olimpija Ljubljana €30,000 and to ban NK Olimpija Ljubljana from selling
tickets to its away supporters for one (1) UEFA competition match, for the racist behaviour
of its supporters.

2. To fine NK Olimpija Ljubljana €27,875 for throwing of objects.

3. To fine NK Olimpija Ljubljana €12,250 for lighting of fireworks.
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10.

11.

12.

4. To fine NK Olimpija Ljubljana €15,000 for transmitting messages not fit for a sports
event.

5. To fine NK Olimpija Ljubljana €8,000 for acts of damage.

6. To order NK Olimpija Ljubljana to contact FK Borac within 30 days from the date of this
decision for the settlement of the damages caused by its supporters, i.e. the 5 damaged
seats.

7. The above fines in total amount of €93,125 must be paid into the bank account indicated
below within 90 days of communication of this decision.”

Also on 19 March 2025, with respect to Match 2, the CEDB imposed the following
sanctions (the “Decision 2"):

“1. To order the enforcement of the suspended disciplinary measure imposed by the Control,
Ethics and Disciplinary Body in its decision of 10 September 2024, i.e. to order the partial
closure of NK Olimpija Ljubljana’s stadium (i.e. the sector B where home spectators are
located) during the next one (1) UEFA competition match in which NK Olimpija Ljubljana
will play as host club, for racist behaviour of its supporters, in accordance with Article 26(3)
of the UEFA Disciplinary Regulations.

2. To fine NK Olimpija Ljubljana €20,000 and to order the partial closure of NK Olimpija
Ljubljana’s stadium (i.e. the sector B where home spectators are located) during the next
one (1) UEFA competition match in which NK Olimpija Ljubljana will play as host club, for
racist behaviour of its supporters. Such partial stadium closure is suspended during a
probationary period of two (2) years, starting from the date of the present decision.

3. To fine NK Olimpija Ljubljana €15,000 for transmitting a message that is not fit for a
sports event.

4. To fine NK Olimpija Ljubljana €30,000 for crowd disturbances.

5. To fine NK Olimpija Ljubljana €25,000 for throwing of objects.

6. The above fines in total amount of €90,000 must be paid into the bank account indicated
below within 90 days of communication of this decision.”

The Decision 1 with grounds was notified to the Appellant on 26 March 2025.

The Decision 2 with grounds was notified to the Appellant on 25 April 2025.

Any other relevant facts shall be referenced further below, if necessary.
Summary of the proceedings before the Appeals Body

On 28 March 2025, the Appellant announced its intention to lodge an appeal against
Decision 1 (“Appeal 1").

On 2 April 2025, the Appellant filed its grounds for appeal (the “"Grounds for Appeal 1")
in which it essentially argued the following:

First, the Appellant did not contest that the incidents that occurred during the Match 1
may constitute inappropriate behaviour of its supporters and acknowledged its
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responsibility under the principle of strict liability according to Article 16(2) DR. In this
context, the Appellant submitted that it has done everything in its powers to prevent
such incidents.

- However, the Appellant argued that the imposed fines have not been determined in
accordance with DR and in particular Annex A(l) DR, and that the total fine of €93,125
imposed by CEDB is unjustified, unfounded, and disproportionately high. In the
Appellants view, the CEDB ignored numerous mitigating factors presented by the
Appellant, which should have been taken into account.

- Regarding the racist behaviour of the Appellant’s supporters, the Appellant considered
that the UEFA Match Officials and the FARE observer do not qualify as reasonable
onlookers to interpret supporters’ behaviour due to their lack of understanding of the
historical and cultural context of the territory of former Yugoslavia. The Appellant
further explained that certain chants, such as “Siptari, Siptari” and “Cigani, cigani,” are
not offensive in the context of Match 1 and should not be considered as such. The
Appellant further stated that Decision 1 fully ignored the Appellant's statement and
explanations.

- Regarding throwing of objects, the Appellant did not contest the occurrence of the
incident and acknowledged that throwing objects is a serious offence. However, the
Appellant contested the amount of the imposed fine, arguing that in this case, the
objects were made of paper, did not cause injuries, did not affect the orderly running
of Match 1, and did not impact Match 1 or its security. The Appellant acknowledged
the responsibility under UEFA's principle of strict liability (Article 16(2) DR), nevertheless
the lack of objective danger, physical harm, absence of fault or negligence should be
considered as a mitigating circumstance when determining the sanction.

- Regarding acts of damage, the Appellant did not dispute the occurrence of the incident
but contested the amount of the fine. The Appellant submitted that it would
compensate FK Borac for the damages of five broken seats, which would not exceed
€1,000 and argued that the damage should not be treated as acts of vandalism
warranting an extremely high fine in the amount of €8,000 which is, in the Appellant’s
opinion, disproportionate and goes against the DR.

- Regarding transmitting a message that is not fit for a sports event, the Appellant did
not dispute the occurrence of the chants that occurred during Match 1 but submitted
that sanctions related to this offence should not be imposed until the Court of
Arbitration for Sport ("CAS") decides on the related case of Sportsklubben Brann (CAS
2024/A/10574). The Appellant challenged that UEFA has the role of a self-defined
aggrieved party, prosecutor, judge and appeal body. Furthermore, the Appellant
argued that sanctioning clubs for statements protected by freedom of expression is
unacceptable, and that UEFA cannot be offended by the chant “UEFA Mafia” because
UEFA is a legal entity and therefore cannot be treated as a subjective person. The fine
of €15,000 is in the Appellant’'s opinion disproportionate, illegal and against basic law
principles.
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13.

14.

Regarding the amount of the fines imposed, the Appellant submitted that the CEDB
should have provided sufficient evidence of specific aggravating circumstances. The
CEDB failed to meet the burden of proof required when departing from standardised
sanctions.

The Appellant claimed that the CEDB violated the principles of fairness, equality, and
non-discriminatory treatment by not considering all relevant circumstances, including
those favourable to the Appellant. It argued that aggravating circumstances should be
compared with mitigating circumstances, and the fine should reflect a balance of all
relevant factors. The Appellant further stated that the CEDB selectively searched for
circumstances supporting a stricter fine while ignoring those that would favour a more
lenient approach. The Appellant argued that mitigating circumstances such as no
subjective fault, poor security support by FK Borac, and inhumane treatment of the
Appellant's supporters should balance the aggravating circumstances, warranting a
proportionate fine.

The Appellant acknowledged recidivism but argued that it has been already accounted
for in Annex A(l) DR and does not justify a higher fine or a ban on selling tickets to away
supporters.

On the account of all the above, the Appellant proposed that the UEFA Appeals Body
amends the Decision 1 by annulling the ban from selling tickets to away supporters and
reducing the fines from €93,125 to €31,000 (i.e. €10,000 fine for the racist behaviour of
its supporters, €10,000 for throwing of objects, €8,000 for lighting of fireworks, €3,000
for acts of damage and by annulling the fine for transmitting a message that is not fit
for a sports event).

The Appellant requested a hearing and proposed three of its representatives as
witnesses to provide statements (the "Witnesses").

On 28 April 2025, the Appellant announced its intention to lodge an appeal against
Decision 2 (“"Appeal 2").

On 30 April 2025, the Appellant filed its grounds for appeal (the "Grounds for Appeal 2")
in which it essentially argued the following:

First, the Appellant did not contest that the incidents that occurred during Match 2 may
constitute inappropriate behaviour of its supporters and acknowledged its
responsibility under the principle of strict liability according to Article 16(2) DR. In this
context, the Appellant submitted that it has done everything in its powers to prevent
such incidents.

However, the Appellant argued that the imposed fines have not been determined in
accordance with DR and its Annex A(l) DR, and that the total amount of fine of €90,000
imposed by CEDB is unjustified, unfounded, and disproportionately high. In the
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Appellant's view, the CEDB ignored numerous mitigating factors presented by the
Appellant, which should have been taken into account.

- The Appellant submitted that the incidents were all initiated by FK Borac supporters,
who lit pyrotechnics and provoked incidents throughout the Match 2. The Appellant
took extensive measures to prevent such actions, including deploying police and
security personnel. However, due to legal restrictions (such as the prohibition of body
searches) and other factors, it was unable to prevent incidents. The Appellant
acknowledged the strict liability rule but argued that the only effective solution would
be to close the stadium to spectators and concluded that Decision 2 did not adequately
consider its efforts and circumstances.

- Regarding the racist behaviour of the Appellant’s supporters, the Appellant considered
that the UEFA Match Officials do not qualify as reasonable onlookers to interpret
supporters’ behaviour due to their lack of understanding of the historical and cultural
context of the territory of former Yugoslavia while explaining that the chant “Cigani,
cigani,” is not a subjective chant. The Appellant further referred to its statements that
were submitted before the CEDB and stated that Decision 2 fully ignored them.

- Regarding throwing of objects, the Appellant did not contest the occurrence of the
incidents but argued that in this case, the objects were not made of hard plastic,
therefore did not cause injuries, did not affect the orderly running of the Match, and
had no impact on the security. The Appellant is of the opinion that while the throwing
of objects may be an offence under strict liability, the lack of objective danger, harm
and absence of fault or negligence by the Appellant should be considered as a
mitigating factor when determining the sanction.

- Regarding transmitting a message that is not fit for a sports event, the Appellant did
not contest the occurrence of the chants but argued that fines for transmitting a
message unfit for a sports event should not be imposed while referring to the case CAS
2024/A/10574. The Appellant is of the opinion that UEFA has unfairly acted as the
aggrieved party, prosecutor, judge, and appeal body and challenged freedom of
expression. According to the Appellant, freedom of expression protects criticism and
satire and the fine imposed on the Appellant demonstrates that UEFA is challenging
freedom of expression and legitimate criticism. Additionally, the Appellant contended
that UEFA cannot be offended by the term "mafia" as UEFA is a legal entity. Finally, the
Appellant concluded that the fine of €15,000 is disproportionate and illegal and the
CEDB failed to provide sufficient evidence for aggravating circumstances to justify a
higher fine and did not consider all relevant factors.

- Regarding the crowd disturbances, the Appellant did not contest the occurrence of the
incident but argued that it had sufficient police and security personnel present. The
Appellant is of the view that the police should have intervened earlier when the crowd
disturbances started and should have emptied the away sector when pyrotechnics were
used, however, the Appellant contended that it cannot control actions of the police,
because these are governed by Slovenian law. The Appellant claimed that the strict
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15.

16.

17.

liability rule should have limitations, especially when its responsibilities conflict with
those of independent authorities like the police. This should be considered as a
mitigating circumstance.

Regarding the imposed sanctions, the Appellant held that:

e The CEDB violated principles of fairness, equality, and non-discriminatory
treatment by not considering all relevant circumstances.

e The CEDB did not establish any aggravating circumstances beyond the
Appellant's recidivism. However, recidivism is already accounted for in the
standard fine increase outlined in Annex A(l) DR.

e Decision 2 lacks substantive elaboration, violating the Appellants’ right to be
heard and to challenge the decision effectively.

e Aggravating circumstances should be compared with mitigating circumstances,
and the fine should reflect a balance of all relevant factors. The CEDB selectively
searched for circumstances supporting a stricter fine while ignoring those that
would favour a more lenient approach. The mitigating circumstances such as no
subjective fault, poor security support by FK Borac at Match 1, and inhumane
treatment of the Appellant's supporters should balance the aggravating
circumstances, warranting a proportionate fine.

e The fines imposed are disproportionate, unjust, and violate the principle of
equal treatment, and should be lower.

On the account of all the above, the Appellant proposed that the UEFA Appeals Body
amends Decision 2 by annulling the enforcement of the suspended disciplinary
measure imposed by the CEDB in its decision of 10 September 2024, and reducing the
fines from €90,000 to €35,000 (i.e. €10,000 fine for the racist behaviour of its supporters,
€15,000 for crowd disturbances, €10,000 for throwing of objects, and by annulling the
fine for transmitting a message that is not fit for a sports event.

The Appellant requested a hearing and again proposed the three Witnesses to be
examined by the UEFA Appeals Body.

Any other arguments of the Appellant shall be addressed further below, insofar as they
are relevant.

On 1 May 2025, the chair of the UEFA Appeals Body decided, in accordance with Article
31(2) in connection with Article 63(2) DR, to invite two EDIs to reply to the Appeal 1 and
Appeal 2 (together referred to as “Appeals”) lodged against the Decision 1 and the
Decision 2 (together referred to as "Decisions”) by no later than 22 May 2025, and to
combine the Appeals in order to issue a comprehensive decision as per Article 41(6) DR.

On 20 May 2025, the EDIs requested an extension of the deadline to submit the reply to
the Appeals until 26 May 2025 (“EDI Reply”).
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18.

19.

On the same day, the chair of the UEFA Appeals Body accepted the EDIs’ request for an
extension of deadline until 26 May 2025, to submit the EDI Reply.

On 26 May 2025, the EDIs provided the EDI Reply, which stated, inter alia, the following:
(i) Racist and discriminatory behaviour, Article 14 DR

With respect to the alleged racist and discriminatory chants ("Cigani" and "Siptari")

performed by Appellant’s supporters during the Matches, the EDIs recalled that the

Appellant does not deny that the chants "Cigani" and "Siptari" occurred but disputes
their classification as racist and challenges the severity of the disciplinary sanctions.

Regarding the Appellant’s argument that (i) the cultural context should be accounted
when assessing the chants because in Appellant’'s view, the chants are part of local
football vernacular in the former Yugoslavia and not meant as racist insults, and that
(i) UEFA officials cannot be considered as “reasonable and objective onlookers” to
properly interpret these expressions due to lack of local cultural knowledge, the EDIs
rejected the Appellants arguments, emphasising that while UEFA's disciplinary
framework is based on “reasonable and objective onlooker” test, it does not rely on an
average supporter, or someone embedded in a local culture. The applicable standard,
supported by CAS jurisprudence, reflects a consistent and inclusive approach across
European football, and it excludes cultural relativism that could excuse discriminatory
behaviour. Rather, it ensures that expressions with a discriminatory or racist content are
assessed based on their objective meaning and recognisable impact, regardless of how
commonly used or culturally tolerated they may be in a specific linguistic community.
Applying the above-mentioned test, the EDIs submitted the following assessment of
the chants:

e The term “Cigani” (Gypsies) refers to the Roma community, a historically
persecuted and marginalized group and is, as such, recognised as a form of
antigypsyism, i.e. a specific form of racism. Therefore, the use of the term in
stadiums is clearly discriminatory and hostile.

e The EDIs further stated that “Siptari” is a known ethnic slur against Albanians in
the Balkans, which is condemned by multiple organisations as hate speech and
which is considered as offensive, even when no Albanians are present, due to
its inherent hostility and harmful public impact.

e Accordingly, the EDIs concludes that both chants violate Article 14(1) DR,
regardless of regional usage or intent.

With respect to the Appellant’s claim that the sanctions are disproportionate, the EDIs
submitted that the sanctions are consistent with Article 14(2) and 26(3) DR and UEFA'’s
zero-tolerance policy on racism. Further, the Appellant’s previous record for racist
behaviour justifies escalation.
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(i) Throwing of objects, Article 16(2)(b) DR

- Regarding the Appellant’s argument that no actual harm was caused by the throwing
of objects, and that for this reason the sanctions should be reduced, the EDIs submitted
that actual harm is not required under Article 16(2)(b) DR. The rule targets potentially
dangerous behaviour, not only actual outcomes. The focus is on preventing risks, not
waiting for injuries to occur. This interpretation was also confirmed by CAS (CAS
2023/A/10223 NK Olimpija Ljubljana v. UEFA) in proceedings involving the Appellant
as well.

- With respect to the Appellant’'s submission that the objects thrown (plastic cups, flares,
strobes) were not dangerous, the EDIs disagreed and stated that this claim is factually
incorrect while explaining that flares and strobes are inherently incendiary and
dangerous. Similarly, hard plastic cups, particularly when thrown at players or filled with
liquid, can be dangerous projectiles (as confirmed in the abovementioned CAS award).
Additionally, the UEFA Security Officer reported cups being thrown at a player during a
corner kick and the throwing of pyrotechnic devices.

- As for the Appellant's claim that the incidents of throwing of objects did not materially
disrupt the course of the Matches, the EDI Reply recalled that this submission is refuted
by the official UEFA reports considering that Match 2 was interrupted for six minutes
due to object throwing, i.e. a significant disruption.

- Inresponse to the Appellant’s argument that there was no intent or negligence by the
Appellant, i.e. that strict liability shouldn't apply so harshly, the EDI Reply stated that
according to such principle of strict liability, intent or negligence is irrelevant. Clubs are
responsible for their supporters’ actions, even if they exercised all possible precautions.
Article 16(2) DR explicitly states that clubs can be sanctioned regardless of negligence.

- In conclusion, the EDIs submitted that the circumstances of the case are actually
aggravating, not mitigating: (a) multiple dangerous objects (flares, strobes, plastic cups)
were thrown; (b) some were directed at players; (c) Match 2 was interrupted, and there
was mutual confrontation between supporters; And (d) the Appellant has eight previous
records for violation of Article 16(2)(b) DR in two past years, making this a clear
aggravating factor under Article 25(2) DR.

- Regarding the alleged disproportionality of the sanctions, the EDIs submitted that the
fines are justified and proportionate. The CEDB applied the standard framework, which
considers the type, number, and danger of the objects thrown. The fines reflect the
seriousness of the offenses and the Appellant’s repeated violations. The sanctions are
consistent with prior practice and necessary to uphold safety and order at UEFA
matches.
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(iii) Lighting of fireworks, Art. 16(2)(c) DR

- With regards to lighting of fireworks during Match 1 and the Appellant's request for a
reduction of the €12,250 fine to €8,000, the EDIs argued that such request lacks any
supporting arguments or justification. The EDI Reply found Decision 1 to be well-
founded, based on clear evidence, including photographic and video evidence,
confirming that the Appellant’'s supporters indeed ignited fireworks during Match 1.
The fine is consistent with UEFA's standard disciplinary practice, and therefore, the
sanction shall be upheld.

(iv) Transmitting a message that is not fit for a sports event, Art. 16(2)(e) DR

- The EDIs recalled that the Appellant did not dispute that its supporters chanted “UEFA
mafia” during both Matches while referring to a decision by the CAS in “the case
(nitiated by football club Brann” (i.e. CAS 2024/A/10574), arguing that the “statements”
are “protected by freedom of expression” according to the “vast majority” in order to
“protect criticism and satire of authorities”, adding that “UEFA may not be treated as a
subjective person, that may be offended solely for the fact that [the] word mafia is used
in the same sentence”. However, the EDIs disagreed with this view, clarifying that such
chants are incompatible with UEFA’s disciplinary framework and the standards of
conduct expected at its competitions. The EDIs held that insulting or defamatory
expressions, even if framed as criticism, warrant disciplinary action, regardless of
whether UEFA is a private or public entity.

- The EDIs provided numerous expert opinions in support of their analysis of Article
16(2)(e) DR and the term <UEFA mafia>, which are also summarised in the following.

1. UEFA’s characterisation of the “mafia” chant in the present case does not
infringe upon the Appellant’s personality rights

- UEFA relies on the legal principle of autonomy of associations, confirmed by the Swiss
Federal Tribunal ("SFT"), which grants broad discretion to associations to define and
enforce rules governing conduct of its members. This includes sanctioning behaviour
of fans deemed insulting or unfit for sports events.

- The EDIs provided a legal opinion by Prof. Dr. Vito Roberto, Professor of Private,
Commercial and Business Law at the University of St. Gallen, who stated that Swiss law
provides strong protection for the personality rights of legal entities, including
associations like UEFA. Articles 28 et seqq. of the Swiss Civil Code extend these
protections to legal entities, which has been consistently upheld by the SFT, including
in cases involving reputational harm.

- Prof. Dr. Vito Roberto emphasises that associations, due to their non-commercial
purposes and close alignment with public values, deserve heightened protection
compared to corporations. Public accusations of criminal or unethical conduct - such
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as calling UEFA a “mafia” - constitute a violation of personality rights, as they damage
the association’s honour and credibility.

- Prof. Dr. Vito Roberto further states that UEFA, therefore, has full legal standing to seek
remedies under Article 28 et seqq. of the Swiss Civil Code, including prohibition,
cessation, declaratory relief, rectification, or compensation. In this context, UEFA is not
only entitled but obliged to respond to defamatory expressions like “UEFA mafia” to
protect its institutional integrity and the trust of its stakeholders.

- In summary, Swiss law recognises that public defamation of an association through
accusations of systemic criminality or corruption exceeds the bounds of acceptable
expressions. UEFA’s disciplinary response is thus consistent with both its internal rules
and Swiss legal standards.

- Additionally, according to an expert opinion by Prof. Marcel Niggli, Professor of
Criminal Law and Philosophy of Law at the University of Fribourg, calling someone or
an organisation “mafia” constitutes a violation of rules of Swiss criminal law (Articles
173 - 177 of the Swiss Criminal Code), which protect against defamation and insult.
These provisions can apply not only to individuals but also, under certain conditions, to
legal entities such as associations.

- Central to his analysis is the Swiss legal understanding of honour, defined as the
reputation of being a decent person according to social and normative standards. Prof.
Dr. Niggli concludes that accusing someone of criminal activity, especially of being
involved in or supporting a criminal organisation, is fundamentally incompatible with
being considered honourable under Swiss law.

- Therefore, equating a person or organisation with the Mafia, or calling them "mafioso,”
is not a neutral or satirical remark but a serious allegation of criminal conduct. Such
accusations are considered infringements of honour and are punishable under the
relevant provisions of the Swiss Criminal Code and, when made publicly, infringe on the
honour of the targeted entity.

- The EDIs concluded that the UEFA's disciplinary measure is fully supported by its
internal rules and Swiss legal standards. The chant "UEFA mafia" is not a protected
expression but a defamatory statement that violates UEFA's personality rights and
damages its honour.

- As far as the Appellant referred to the case CAS 2024/A/10574 to suggest that
supporter chants like "UEFA mafia” are protected under freedom of speech, the EDIs
stressed that this reliance is totally misplaced. The relevant CAS Panel in the above-
mentioned case did not decide whether such chants are protected speech, leaving the
issue open.

- The EDIs noted that the European Convention on Human Rights (“ECHR") primarily
binds public authorities, not private entities. It is widely stablished that Article 10 ECHR
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(freedom of expression) does not apply to private relationships, such as UEFA and its
members. This is confirmed by CAS jurisprudence and legal doctrine, which recognised
that private associations like UEFA may impose disciplinary sanctions without violating
fundamental rights.

- In this regard, the EDIs referred further to the expert opinion of Prof. Dr. Patricia Egli,
Professor of Public Law at the University of St. Gallen, who affirmed that under Swiss
constitutional law, fundamental rights, including freedom of expression, do not have
direct horizontal effect between private parties. Associations governed by private law,
such as UEFA, are not bound to respect the fundamental rights of supporters in their
internal disciplinary processes.

- Prof. Dr. Egli explains that UEFA and clubs, are not bound by state obligations under
Article 10 of the ECHR or Article 35(2) of the Swiss Constitution. Under Swiss association
law, such entities may impose disciplinary sanctions on members for breaches of
internal rules without, when doing this, exercising state power. She further clarifies that
even under ECtHR case law, UEFA’s disciplinary measures do not infringe on freedom
of expression. The sanctions affect only the legal relationship between the club and
UEFA, while supporters are not object, through the UEFA procedure, of state sanctions.
Further, football stadiums are not public forums where unrestricted expression must be
guaranteed, and alternative channels for expression remain available. Prof. Dr. Egli
concludes that freedom of expression cannot be used to invalidate the sanctions, and
UEFA’s actions are fully compliant with both Swiss constitutional law and the ECHR.

- The EDIs explained further that the appropriate legal standard is how a “reasonable and
objective onlooker”, not an average supporter, would assess the chant, considering the
full context and its potential impact. This standard is derived from CAS and European
Court of Human Rights (“ECtHR") jurisprudence. It aims to prevent relativism and
ensures that conduct is judged based on a broad, informed understanding of European
football and its diverse stakeholders. Additionally, the "reasonable onlooker" standard
does not require the observer to be a native or fluent English speaker. Requiring such
linguistic familiarity would introduce subjectivity and contradict the principle of
objectivity. As anticipated above, this standard, supported by CAS jurisprudence (cf.
CAS 2015/A/4256) must be understood as someone with a general knowledge of
European football, who is well-informed of the overall context and circumstances
surrounding the facts, and who is capable of making an ex-post evaluation based on
all relevant and accessible information. Crucially, this observer is not to be confused
with an average supporter, nor with someone rooted in a specific local culture or
linguistic setting. Rather, the point of view applied must reflect a broad and inclusive
understanding of the diverse communities, ethnicities, religions, and social contexts
that coexist in European football. This approach deliberately excludes any form of
cultural relativism that would risk tolerating behaviour that is offensive or
discriminatory for some merely because it is accepted or normalised by others. Such
relativism is incompatible with the values and objectives pursued by UEFA through its
disciplinary framework.
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- Based on the above, the EDIs concluded that UEFA’s characterisation of the “UEFA
mafia” chant as inappropriate is consistent with the standards of a “reasonable and
objective onlooker” and does not infringe on the Appellant’s personality rights.

- Under the objective onlooker test, the disciplinary bodies must determine the meaning
of the expression based on widely accepted definitions and public understanding. In
this case, the EDIs noted that both dictionary definitions and historical context indicate
that the term “mafia” implies either that UEFA is a criminal organisation or engages in
corruption, dishonesty, or favouritism.

”

- Indeed, the Cambridge English Dictionary and Oxford English Dictionary define “mafia
as (i) either a criminal organisation, (ii) or a close-knit group acting to the detriment of
others, both interpretations carry negative and accusatory connotations.

- The EDIs further referred to a publication of Europol, according to which the term
“mafia” is globally recognised as synonymous with organised crime, representing a
deeply rooted criminal system that mimics state structures and undermines democracy
through corruption, coercion, and political manipulation. In this context and based on
Europol’s assessment, the chant “UEFA mafia” implies serious accusations of criminality
and abuse of power, making it defamatory and incompatible with UEFA’s values of
respect and integrity.

- The EDI's stated that in its 2024 threat assessment, Europol classified mafia-type
organisations as major criminal threats in the EU, known for corruption, violence, and
coercion. This confirms that the term “mafia,” when used in chants, is widely understood
as an accusation of criminality - not as satire or acceptable criticism.

- According to the EDIs, this interpretation is supported by linguistic expert Prof. Dr.
Daniel Schreier, Chair of English Linguistics at the University of Zurich, who explains that
the term “mafia” carries strong negative connotations in both its objective (denotative)
and emotional (connotative) meanings. His analysis, based on linguistic corpora (British
National Corpus and Corpus of Contemporary English), shows that “mafia” is
overwhelmingly used in contexts involving criminality, violence, and corruption.

- This conclusion is supported by (i) Linguistic corpus data from the British National
Corpus (BNC) and the Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA), which show
that “mafia” is predominantly used in contexts involving criminality and moral
condemnation, and (ii) an empirical survey of 82 university students, whose responses

to the term “mafia” consistently included associations such as “crime”, “corruption”,
“violence” and “drugs.” None interpreted the term as humorous, satirical, or neutral.

- Based on the above-mentioned empirical research, Prof. Schreier concludes that the
chant “UEFA mafia” is not a harmless or ambiguous expression.

- The EDIs stated that the conclusions of Prof. Schreier confirm that a “reasonable and
objective onlooker” would interpret such a message as a provocative and defamatory
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accusation, suggesting that UEFA engages in criminal or corrupt behaviour. Such a
message is incompatible with the standards of conduct expected at UEFA competitions.

- Given the term’s ordinary meaning and its potential to undermine the objectives of the
DR, particularly Articles 16(2) and 11(2) DR, the EDIs concluded that its use constitutes
a breach of UEFA rules. The chant prejudices the integrity and reputation of UEFA and
cannot be justified under the right to freedom of expression or personality rights.

- Furthermore, the usage of the term "mafia” within football, carries particularly serious
and negative connotations, as confirmed by expert opinions from Pierpaolo Romani,
an ltalian expert on organised crime and football, researcher, journalist, and National
Coordinator of the Association “"Public Notice” and Prof. Marie-Anne Matard-Bonucci,
historian and Professor of Contemporary History at the University of Paris 8.

- As explained by the EDI's, Mr. Romani describes that “mafia” is widely associated with
criminal networks operate not only through violence but also by infiltrating sectors,
laundering money, and manipulating politics. Football is a strategic target for these
groups, offering both financial opportunities and social legitimacy. Italian parliamentary
inquiries confirm mafia involvement in areas like merchandising, match-fixing, and
supporter groups, especially ultras sectors have been used for drug trafficking.

- In his expert opinion, Mr. Romani stresses that calling institutions like UEFA or FIFA
“mafia” is not only incorrect but also harmful, as it undermines public trust and can lead
to social unrest and economic damage. He warns that language shapes behaviour and
misusing the term “mafia” risks serious consequences.

- In conclusion, the chant “UEFA mafia” is inherently defamatory and incompatible with
football's values. It cannot be seen as satire or legitimate criticism, but rather as a
serious and offensive message subject to UEFA’s disciplinary rules.

- According to the EDIs, Prof. Matard-Bonucci reinforces this, explaining that the term
“mafia” has a well-established meaning, historically and today, referring to violent,
hierarchical criminal organisations involved in intimidation, extortion, corruption, and
systemic illegality. According to her expert opinion, using phrases like “UEFA Mafia” or
“UEFA Mafiosi” is neither neutral nor harmless, it amounts to an accusation that UEFA
behaves like a criminal organisation.

- Additionally, Prof. Matard-Bonucci emphasises that, regardless of intent, any
reasonable person would interpret such language as equating UEFA with a mafia-type
entity, especially given the documented infiltration of football by organised crime. This
includes activities like match-fixing, money laundering, and manipulation of club
management.

- Prof. Matard-Bonucci concludes that such accusations are not protected satire or mild
criticism but rather serious, defamatory claims. She emphasises that combining “UEFA”
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with “mafia” implies a serious accusation of criminality and corruption, not satire or
criticism.

- With this being established, the EDIs concluded that both expert opinions confirm that
the chant “UEFA mafia” is a defamatory, not protected expression. It contradicts the
values of sport - integrity, respect, and fair play - and violates the DR. The term'’s use in
this context justifies disciplinary action and supports UEFA’'s position that such
language is incompatible with its standard.

- The EDI Reply further stated that freedom of expression - as a fundamental right - is
not an absolute or unconditional entitlement. While it protects, towards the state,
legitimate criticism, including strong or uncomfortable opinions, it does not extend to
gratuitous insults, false accusations of criminal conduct, nor statements that
unjustifiably harm others’ reputations. The Appellant’s interpretation of this right as
unlimited is legally incorrect — and anyhow overlooks the non-applicability of Art. 10 of
the ECHR in the relations between private individuals and entities.

- In the context of sport, the EDIs explained that supporters are allowed to express
dissatisfaction with refereeing or governance through slogans that are within the limits
of the law.

- However, the chant “UEFA madafia” falls outside these limits. It does not represent
reasoned dissent but rather accuses UEFA of criminal behaviour and systemic
corruption by equating it with a mafia organisation. The term “mafia” carries
defamatory and loaded connotations, suggesting UEFA is a corrupt entity that operates
unlawfully and without transparency.

- The EDIs stressed that given this, UEFA is not required to tolerate such expressions. The
chant undermines trust in the institution and in the game, disrupts the respectful
environment UEFA seeks to maintain, and may threaten public order during matches.
Therefore, UEFA's disciplinary response is both justified and necessary.

- The use of the chant constitutes a breach of Articles 16(2) and 11(2) DR and the Appeals
shall be dismissed.

2. It is within UEFA’s broad discretion under Article 16(2)(e) DR to characterise the
chant "UEFA mafia” as a message unfit for a sports event.

- Under Swiss law, which governs interpretation of the DR, rules must be understood
based on their wording, context, and the association’s intent. The term “fit for a sports
event” is broad and open-ended, granting UEFA significant space in determining what
conduct is inappropriate. The rule aims at preventing behaviour that could disrupt
matches, threaten public order or otherwise shall be prohibited within the frame of a
sport competition, in a stadium, because of their illicit content.
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- Inthe above-mentioned case CAS 2024/A/10574, the CAS Panel has affirmed that UEFA
shall be granted deference in applying this rule, given its regulatory experience. The
same Panel described the term “mafia” as pejorative and potentially offensive and
acknowledged that in certain contexts it may fall within the spectrum of messages UEFA
can reasonably deem unfit.

- The chant “UEFA mafia” contradicts the objectives of Article 16(2)(e) DR by potentially
inciting unrest, questioning the honesty of the organiser of the sport event, promoting
a false sense of injustice, and contributing to disorder. Therefore, UEFA’s decision to
sanction the chant is supported by the rule’s text, purpose, and legal interpretation. The
Appellant’'s submissions do not provide any reliable grounds to challenge this
interpretation, and the Appeals can be dismissed on this basis alone.

3. It is within UEFA’s broad discretion under Article 11(2) DR to characterise the
chant "UEFA mafia” as insulting, contrary to basic rules of decent conduct, or
capable of bringing UEFA into disrepute.

- Article 11(2) DR outlines breaches of UEFA's general principles of conduct, including
insulting behaviour and actions that damage UEFA's reputation. Like Article 16(2) DR, it
uses broad and indicative language, allowing flexibility in interpretation. Its purpose is
similarly aimed at deterring inappropriate conduct that could raise safety or public
order concerns.

- Accordingly, the reasoning applied to Article 16(2) DR also applies here. UEFA retains
sufficient discretion to classify the chant as violating Article 11(2) DR.

4. The sanctions imposed on the Appellant - €15000 per each match - are
proportionate, legally justified, and consistent with UEFA’s disciplinary framework.

- In both cases, the CEDB considered the seriousness of the offence, the nature of the
“UEFA mafia” chant, and the Appellant’s previous record, which included a previous
breach of Article 16(2)(e) DR within the past two years. This previous record was treated
as an aggravating factor under Articles 25(1)(c) and 25(2) DR.

- Although Annex A(l) DR is not binding, it provides standard fines: €10,000 for a first
offence and €15,000 for a second. The CEDB applied this standard appropriately and
found no mitigating circumstances to justify a reduction.

- In conclusion, the imposed fines fall within the expected disciplinary range, reflect the
aggravating circumstances, and are proportionate to the nature and recurrence of the
misconduct. The sanctions shall therefore be upheld in full.

(v) Acts of damage caused to the stadium and/or its installations, Art. 16(2)(f) DR

- With regards to the Appellants submissions that (a)_the damage caused (five broken
seats) was minor and should not justify a fine of €8,000, (b) the Appellant is willing to
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compensate FK Borac directly, and UEFA sanctions should reflect actual repair costs, the
EDIs submitted the following points:

e UEFA disciplinary sanctions are not limited to reimbursement of material
damage but serve broader regulatory and deterrent purposes.

e Article 16(2)(f) DR covers acts of damage, regardless of cost or intent.

e The Appellant’s previous violation of the same provision within two years is an
aggravating circumstance under Article 25 DR.

e The fine of €8,000 is fully aligned with Annex A(l) of the DR, which prescribes
€8,000 for a second offence, as in this case.

¢ No exceptional mitigating factors were presented to justify a reduction.

- While the Appellant submitted that the disciplinary sanction is excessive, as it exceeds
the actual cost of the damage which would be according to its estimation not more
than €1,000, the EDIs noted that UEFA disciplinary sanctions and financial
compensation serve different legal purposes. Indeed:

e Compensation to FK Borac is ordered under Article 7(3) DR, covering the
material cost of damage.

e The fine is a disciplinary penalty under Article 16(2)(f) DR, meant to address the
unacceptable behaviour of supporters that caused the damage.

e The coexistence of both legal consequences (fine + compensation) is expressly
foreseen in UEFA's framework and does not amount to double punishment.

(vi) Crowd disturbances, Art. 16(2)(h) DR

- The Appellant did not dispute the occurrence of the alleged crowd disturbances but
submitted that it took all reasonable and proportionate preventive measures and that
this should be reflected in the imposed sanction. The EDI's disagreed with the approach
and submitted that strict liability under Article 16(2)(h) DR applies regardless of the
Appellant's preventive efforts or negligence because the DR do not require proof of
fault. Preventive measures, while encouraged, do not exempt the Appellant from
responsibility if the crowd disturbances still occur.

- Regarding the Appellants argument that_it cannot control the actions of the Slovenian
national police and should not be liable for their failures, such as not evacuating the
away sector, the EDIs opposed to such a submission while explaining that UEFA rules
assign primary responsibility to the host club, even when public authorities are involved.
According to Article 16(1) DR and Article 8.02 of the UEFA Safety and Security
Regulations, clubs must cooperate with authorities but they still remain accountable.
Police forces are there to support, but they do not replace the security obligations of
Clubs. Consequently, liability cannot be shifted onto the police: regulatory
accountability remains with the Appellant.

- The EDI Reply further recalled that UEFA cannot limit strict liability when state actors
are involved because such limitation would create a dangerous enforcement gap.
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20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

217.

Accepting the Appellants argument would weaken UEFA’s disciplinary framework and
its deterrent effect. Therefore, strict liability remains absolute, and the Appellant’s
responsibility cannot be waived or reduced due to third-party inaction.

The EDIs held that the Appellant's arguments are legally unfounded and contradict
UEFA's clear regulations. The sanction imposed by the CEDB is appropriate and
proportionate, given the seriousness of the incidents.

Therefore, the EDIs requested the Appeals Body to decide:

e That the appeals lodged by the Appellant against the Decisions be rejected and
the Decisions be confirmed; and
e That the costs of the appeal proceedings be borne by the Appellant.

Any other arguments made by the EDIs shall be addressed further below, insofar they
are relevant.

Hearing before the Appeals Body
On 28 May 2025, a hearing was held before the Appeals Body.
The Appellant’s legal representative and the EDIs attended the hearing.

The Chair of the Appeals Body opened the hearing and noted the presence of the
Appellant’s legal representative and the EDIs. Thereafter, the Chair reminded the parties
of the composition of the Appeals Body and explained the procedure to be followed
during the hearing. No objection was raised.

The floor was then given to the parties, who, in substance, reiterated the arguments
provided in their written statements and developed and maintained their requests.

During the hearing, the Appeals Body and the parties had the opportunity to hear the
testimonies and cross-examine the Witnesses, i.e. the three representatives of the
Appellant.

With respect to the facts of the case, the Appellant’s legal representative and the
Witnesses maintained their respective points of view and reiterated the content of their
written statements submitted within the course of these proceedings.

IV. Appeals Body’'s competence and admissibility of the Appeals

Article 30(4) DR states as follows: “[T]Jhe Appeals Body has jurisdiction to hear appeals
against decisions by the Control Ethics and Disciplinary Body [...]".
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28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

V.

It is recalled that the Appellant lodged its Grounds for Appeals by the deadline specified
in Article 60(3) DR and in the written form required by the same provision. The appeal
fees of €2,000 in total, i.e. €1,000 for each Appeal (as per Article 60(4) DR) were paid on
time.

It follows that the Appeals Body has competence to decide on the present Appeals and
that the Appeals are admissible. The Appeals Body may therefore consider its merits and
re-examine the case in full, both factually and legally as per Article 65(2) DR, which reads
as follows: "Within the framework of the appeal proceedings, the Appeals Body has the full
power to review the facts and the law".

Legal considerations of the Appeals Body

A. The legal framework.

As per Article 5(a) DR, the UEFA Statutes, rules and regulations, in particular the DR, are
applicable to these proceedings.

In particular, the following provisions are relevant to this case:

Articles 7(2) and 7(3) DR stipulate as follows:"(2) In addition to disciplinary measures, the
disciplinary bodies may issue directives stipulating the manner in which a disciplinary
measure must be carried out." "(3) The disciplinary bodies may also award compensation
for damage where a member association or club is liable for that damage on the basis of
Articles 8 and 16(2).”

According to Article 8 DR, “[u]nless stipulated otherwise in these regulations, a [...] club
that is bound by a rule of conduct laid down in UEFA’s Statutes or regulations may be
subject to disciplinary measures and directives if such a rule is violated as a result of the
conduct of one of its members, players, officials or supporters, even if the [...] club concerned
can prove the absence of any fault or negligence.”

Pursuant to Article 11(2) DR, “[flor example, a breach of these principles is committed by
anyone: [...] b. whose conduct is insulting or otherwise violates the basic rules of decent
conduct; [...] d. whose conduct brings the sport of football, and UEFA in particular, into
disrepute.

According to Article 14 DR, “"[a]ny entity or person subject to these regulations who insults
the human dignity of a person or group of persons on whatever grounds, including skin
colour, race, religion, ethnic origin, gender or sexual orientation, incurs a suspension lasting
at least ten matches or a specified period of time, or any other appropriate sanction. ° If
one or more of a [...] club’s supporters engage in the behaviour described in paragraph 1,
the [...] club responsible incurs a minimum of a fine and either a partial stadium closure or
a ban from selling tickets to its away supporters.”
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36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

Pursuant to Article 16(2) DR, “[a]ll [...] clubs are liable for the following inappropriate
behaviour on the part of their supporters and may be subject to disciplinary measures and
directives even if they can prove the absence of any negligence in relation to the
organisation of the match: [...] b. the throwing of objects potentially endangering the
physical integrity of others present at the match or impacting the orderly running of the
match; c. the lighting of fireworks or any other objects; [...] e. the use of gestures, words,
objects or any other means to transmit a provocative message that is not fit for a sports
event, particularly provocative messages that are of a political, ideological, religious or
offensive nature; f. acts of damage caused to the stadium and/or its installations; [...] h. any
other kind of crowd disturbance (such as lack of order or discipline) observed inside or
around the stadium before, during or after the match.”

Pursuant to Article 44(1) DR, “[a]ny type of evidence may be used during disciplinary
investigations and proceedings, provided that human dignity is not violated. Valid forms of
evidence in disciplinary investigations and proceedings include official reports and records,
the examination of witnesses, the examination of parties and ethics and disciplinary
inspectors, on-site inspections, expert opinions, television and video recordings, personal
confessions, and other records and documents [...]."

According to Article 45 DR, “[flacts contained in official UEFA reports are presumed to be
accurate. Proof of their inaccuracy may, however, be provided”.

Pursuant to Article 23 DR, "' [tlhe competent disciplinary body determines the type and
extent of the disciplinary measures to be imposed in accordance with the objective and
subjective elements of the offence, taking account of both aggravating and mitigating
circumstances. [...] 3 Disciplinary measures can be reduced or increased by the competent
disciplinary body on the basis of the circumstances of the specific case. [...]."

Article 25 DR stipulates as follows: “’Recidivism occurs if another offence of a similar nature
(s committed within: a. one year of the previous offence if that offence consisted in the
improper conduct of a team or resulted in an individual being punished with a warning,
reprimand or suspension of up to two matches; b. ten years of the previous offence if that
offence was an anti-doping rule violation or related to match-fixing, fraud, bribery or
corruption; c. two years of the previous offence in all other cases. > Recidivism counts as an
aggravating circumstance”.

Article 26 DR provides that “'[a]ll disciplinary measures may be suspended [...]. ° As a rule,
the probationary period must be a minimum of one year and a maximum of five [...]. > If a
further offence of a similar nature is committed during the probationary period, the
competent disciplinary body, as a rule, orders that the original disciplinary measure be
enforced. This may be added to the disciplinary measure imposed for the new offence.”

According to Article 6(5) DR, "Annex A contains a list of standard disciplinary measures
which may be taken into consideration by the relevant disciplinary body when rendering
its decision”.
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43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

Pursuant to Article 41(6) DR, "[iJf different proceedings are opened against the same [...]
club [..], the competent disciplinary body may combine the cases and issue one
comprehensive decision”.

B. Combination of cases

The Appeals Body recalls that two separate disciplinary proceedings were opened against
the Appellant for the alleged violations of the DR caused by the Appellant’s supporters,
which occurred at two consecutive matches of the UEFA Conference League 2024/2025
Knockout phase Play-offs played between the Club and FK Borac.

For reasons of procedural efficiency and economy, recalling that both cases are related
to similar alleged violations, the UEFA Appeals Body decides to combine the cases related
to the Matches and issue one comprehensive decision in accordance with Article 41(6)
DR.

C. Leqalissues in the case at hand

At the outset, the Appeals Body notes that in its grounds for appeals, the Appellant in
substance does not challenge the existence of the violations under Articles 16(2)(b), (c),
(f) and (h) DR. The challenge from the Appellant concerns basically the enforcement of
the suspended sanction imposed on the Appellant by the CEDB on 10 September 2024
as well as the proportionality of the fines imposed against it for which it seeks a reduction
as a result of various alleged mitigating circumstances.

Furthermore, the Appeals Body recalls that the Appellant, without explicitly challenging
the occurrence of the incidents specified in the Decisions, argues that the chants
performed by its supporters during the Matches were not in violation of Article 14(2) DR.

And finally, the Appeals Body notes that regarding the violations under Article 16(2)(e)
DR, the Appellant submitted that no fines should be imposed, challenging that Article
16(2)(e) DR was not violated, inter alia referring to the case CAS 2024/A/10574 and
consequently, the Appellant asked the Appeals Body to annul the fine imposed on the
Appellant.

Bearing the above in mind, the legal issues which warrant an assessment by the Appeals
Body are:

A. Did the CEDB correctly assess the violation of Article 14(2) DR by the Appellant’s
supporters?

B. Did the CEDB correctly assess the violation of Article 16(2)(e) DR by the
Appellant's supporters?

C. What are the appropriate sanctions for each violation?
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50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

A. Did the CEDB correctly assess the violation of Article 14(2) DR by the Appellant’s

supporters?

Preliminary, the Appeals Body recalls that in relation to Match 1, the UEFA Security Officer
reported that he witnessed the following behaviour by the Appellant’s supporters:

¢ In the 85t minute of Match 1, a chant "Vucicu pederu" (in English: "Vucic, you faggot”)
occurred. In this context, the Appeals Body recalls that Mr. Aleksandar Vucic¢ is the
current President of Serbia.

e In the minute 90+6 of Match 1, the Appellant's supporters chanted "Siptari, Siptari"
(in English: Shiptars, Shiptars).

¢ In the minute 90+6 of Match 1, the Appellant’s supporters chanted "Cigani, cigani"
(in English "Gypsies, Gypsies").

Similarly, in relation to Match 2, the UEFA Security Officer reported that he witnessed that
the Appellant's supporters situated in the North Stand chanted "Cigani" (in English
"Gypsies") in minutes 85 and 88 of Match 2.

The Appeals Body notes that in its Appeal 1, in respect to the chant "Vucicu pederu”, the
Appellant did not provide any statement.

Further, the Appeal Body recalls that, in both grounds for appeal, the Appellant
acknowledged that the chants performed by its supporters may be deemed
inappropriate and accepted that, under the principle of strict liability as enshrined in the
DR, it could be held responsible for violation of the DR. However, the Appellant contested
the classification of the chants “Cigani” and “Siptari” as racist or discriminatory.

In this regard, the Appeals Body first notes that the Appellant did not submit any new
arguments or evidence during the Appeals Body proceedings with regard to the
violations of Article 14(2) DR that were not already addressed in the Decisions.

Regarding the Appellants argument that the chants should be interpreted in light of local
linguistic and cultural specifics of the territory of the former Yugoslavia, the Appeals Body
recalls the well-established jurisprudence of the Court of Arbitration for Sport (“CAS")
which establishes that “[t]he test of whether or not there has been an insult qualifying for
sanctions under Article 14 DR, is the perception of the reasonable onlooker. It is in that
sense objective not subjective” (CAS 2013/A/3324 & 3369 GNK Dinamo v. UEFA, para.
9.13). And, as mentioned above, the relevant standard, supported by CAS jurisprudence
(cf. CAS 2015/A/4256) must be understood as someone with a general knowledge of
European football, who is well-informed of the overall context and circumstances
surrounding the facts, and who is capable of making an ex-post evaluation based on all
relevant and accessible information. Crucially, this observer is not to be confused with an
average supporter, nor with someone rooted in a specific local culture or linguistic
setting. Rather, the point of view applied must reflect a broad and inclusive
understanding of the diverse communities, ethnicities, religions, and social contexts that
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coexist in European football. This approach deliberately excludes any form of cultural
relativism that would risk tolerating behaviour that is offensive or discriminatory for some
merely because it is accepted or normalised by others. Such relativism is incompatible
with the values and objectives pursued by UEFA through its disciplinary framework.

The Appeals Body further recalls the EDI Reply which states that the test of a “reasonable
and objective onlooker” is not meant to be based on local cultural norms or the views of
average supporters. Indeed, the Appeals Body finds that such reasonable and objective
onlooker is expected to have general knowledge of European football and be capable of
evaluating conduct in a broad, inclusive, and context-aware manner. Consequently, the
Appeals Body cannot accept the Appellants argument that certain chants are regionally
approved, an allegation for which no evidence was provided in any case. In this regard,
the Appeals Body emphasises that UEFA's disciplinary framework aims to uphold a
consistent standard against racism and discrimination across all competitions, regardless
of local linguistic or cultural practices.

Furthermore, the Appeals Body recalls that the Appellant in relation to the “reasonable
onlooker” concept suggested that a certain degree of flexibility in assessing what an
objective onlooker perceives should be allowed. In contrast, the EDIs firmly rejected this
argument, rightfully emphasising that there is no room for subjectivism as proposed by
the Appellant. In this regard, the Appeals Body recalls that the EDIs explained that
allowing subjective interpretations would undermine the consistent and fair application
of the rules across Europe.

In this respect, the Appeals Body recalls that during the hearing, despite the referencing
to local nuances, the Appellant explicitty condemned such behaviour. In fact, the
Appellant stated that it had taken legal action against its own head coach for referring
to an opposing club as a “Gypsy club” and, as a result, chose not to renew his contract.
This acknowledgment further demonstrates that the Appellant itself considers such
conduct unacceptable, thereby contradicting its position regarding a possible "local”
interpretation of the term “Gypsy.”

In conclusion, the Appeals Body is of the opinion that the chant “Cigani” is racist and
discriminatory due to its derogatory reference to the Roma community, a historically
persecuted ethnic group in Europe, and similarly, the chant “Siptari”, a slur against
Albanians, is recognised as hate speech with a history of ethnic hostility.

As such, the Appeals Body concurs with the CEDB'’s conclusions and while taking note of
the Appellant’'s arguments in the present Appeals, the Appeals Body is of the opinion
that the chants are in violation of Article 14 DR when observed from the perception of
the “reasonable onlooker”, in accordance with the well-established jurisprudence of the
CAS and the UEFA disciplinary bodies. It logically follows that the Appeals Body cannot
accept the Appellant’'s arguments that the chants performed by the Appellants
supporters do not constitute a violation of Article 14(2) DR.
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Considering the above, the Appeals Body concurs with the CEDB’s conclusions in the

Decisions and finds that the chants "Vucicu pederu", “Cigani” and “Siptari” are in violation
of Article 14(2) DR, therefore meaning that the Appellant must be punished accordingly.

B. Did the CEDB correctly assess the violation of Article 16(2)(e) DR by the Appellant’s

supporters?

Preliminary, the Appeals Body recalls that the Appellant did not contest that during
Match 1, its supporters in the away sector, in the 52nd and 84th minute of Match 1,
chanted “UEFA mafia” and, further, chanted “Fuck Borac, Fuck Banja Luka” in Slovenian
language in the minute 53rd and then again after the final whistle. Additionally, it is not
disputed that the same chants occurred also during the Match 2. The chats "UEFA mafia”
were transmitted by the Appellant’s supporters in the 55th minute of the Match 2 and
then again after the final whistle, while the chant “Fuck Borac” occurred in the minute
35th, 45th + 4th and 68th of the Match.

The Appeals Body notes that the Appellant did not make any submissions in connection
to the chant “Fuck Borac”. Consequently, the Appeals Body recalls the CEDB that in its
Decisions concluded that “it has no doubts that such obvious foul insult contained in the
chant is manifestly not fit for a sports event and clearly aimed at provoking and offending
the opponent”. Also, to the Appeals Body, such chants are clearly offensive and insulting,
with the potential to trigger angry and violent reactions from the supporters addressed
with such chants, potentially impacting safety and security at the Match 1, which
constitutes a clear violation of Article 16(2)(e) DR.

With regard to the chant “UEFA mafia,” the Appeals Body notes that the Appellant
contested the CEDB's conclusions and, in its Appeals, argued (i) by referencing the case
CAS 2024/A/10574, that such chant is protected under the right to freedom of
expression, as a form of criticism or satire directed at authorities, and (ii) that UEFA, as a
legal entity, should not be treated as a subjective entity capable of being offended merely
by the use of the word “mafia” in the same sentence. The Appeals Body will address these
arguments further below.

Further, the Appeals Body observes that the EDI Reply addressed the Appellant's
arguments while elaborating on several aspects concerning the “UEFA mafia” chant.

First, in reference to the Appellants submissions, the Appeals Body recalls the EDI Reply
that put forward the legal principle of autonomy of associations, which is enshrined in
Article 63 of the Swiss Civil Code. This principle, upheld by the Swiss Federal Tribunal’,
grants to associations such as UEFA, to have the discretion to establish and enforce their
own rules, including the imposition of sanctions for inappropriate conduct.

! See SFT 4A_246/2022, c. 6.3.1.
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To examine the topic in greater detail, the EDIs provided a legal opinion from Prof. Dr.
Vito Roberto, Professor of Private, Commercial and Business Law at the University of St.
Gallen. The Appeals Body notes that in such expert opinion, it is explained that Swiss law
further extends the protection of personality rights to legal entities such as UEFA,
pursuant to Article 28 et seq. of the Swiss Civil Code, for instance in instances involving
reputational harm. Prof. Dr. Roberto additionally emphasised that associations warrant
heightened protection due to their public-oriented function.

Additionally, the Appeals Body notes that Prof. Dr. Marcel Niggli, Professor of Criminal
Law and Philosophy of Law at the University of Fribourg, supports this view, stating that
calling an organisation “mafia” breaches Articles 173-177 of the Swiss Criminal Code,
which protect personal honour, defamation or insult. According to this expert opinion,
such accusations imply criminal conduct and are incompatible with being considered
honourable, thus constituting punishable defamation.

Based on the legal analysis, the Appeals Body concludes that according to the Swiss law,
and contrary to what the Appellant claimed in its Appeals, UEFA, as an association, is
indeed entitled to have personality rights and to seek their legal protection. Thus, the
Appeals Body has no doubt that any accusation of UEFA being a “mafia” constitutes a
violation of UEFA's personality rights in the meaning of Article 28 et seq. of the Swiss
Civil Code. Moreover, accusing UEFA of being a “mafia”, which is an allegation of criminal
conduct, may also be punishable under the Swiss Criminal Code.

The Appeals Body further recalls the Decisions in which it similarly held that “[t/he
message “Mafia” transmitted by the Club’s supporters is highly defamatory and offensive
as the term "Mafia" is used in everyday language to refer to an organised criminal
organisation and is, thus, not fit for a sports event.”

The Appeals Body recalls that the Appellant, in its Appeals, referred to the case CAS
2024/A/10574 while suggesting that prohibiting the use of the chant “mafia” constitutes
an infringement of its right to freedom of expression.

In this context, the Appeals Body recalls the EDI Reply that emphasised that the ECHR
primarily governs the conduct of public authorities and does not directly apply to private
entities such as UEFA. Freedom of expression under Article 10 ECHR is therefore not
directly enforceable in private legal relationships such as the one between the Appellant
and UEFA, i.e. there is no horizontal application of such freedom enshrined in the ECHR
and does, hence, not bind UEFA as a private association in any way. Moreover, the
Appeals Body recalls that CAS jurisprudence and Swiss legal doctrine confirm that private
associations may impose disciplinary measures and that such sanctioning does not
infringe fundamental rights.

The Appeals Body notes that this legal conclusion was further confirmed by the expert
opinion of Prof. Dr. Patricia Egli, Professor of Public Law at the University of St. Gallen
which was submitted with the EDI reply, who confirms that under Swiss constitutional
and association law, fundamental rights - such as freedom of expression - do not apply
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directly between private parties. The Appeals Body acknowledges that also according to
such expert opinion, it is confirmed that, as a private association, UEFA is not bound by
Article 10 of the ECHR or Article 35(2) of the Swiss Constitution in its internal disciplinary
processes. Furthermore, according to Prof. Dr. Patricia Egli, UEFA may lawfully impose
sanctions for violations of its rules without infringing on freedom of expression, as these
measures affect only the legal relationship with its members and not the personal rights
of supporters. As it was further stated in such expert report, and with which the Appeals
Body agrees, football stadiums are not public forums requiring unrestricted expression,
and alternative channels for expression remain available. Therefore, as it was emphasised
in such expert opinion, UEFA’s actions, i.e. to take disciplinary action against anyone who
infringes UEFA's rules with regard to the submission of messages during UEFA
competition matches, are fully compliant with both Swiss and European legal standards.

Furthermore, also with regard to the violation of Articles 16(2)(e) DR, as well as Article
11(2)(d) DR, the Appeals Body recalls the EDI Reply regarding the applicable legal test of
a “reasonable and objective onlooker”. The EDlIs recalled that this standard, consistent with
CAS and ECtHR? jurisprudence, requires an assessment based on a broad, informed
understanding of European football and its diverse circumstances®. According to the case
law cited by the CAS Panel in the case CAS 2024/A/10574, the reasonable and objective
onlooker is “not an average fan" or "normal person" watching a match”; rather, “the test
is the assessment of a reasonable and well-informed person assessing - ex post - the facts

before him or her in light of all available and obtainable information®".

With this being established, the Appeals Body now wishes to move to both the linguistic
and historical connotations of the term “mafia.”

In this regard, the EDI Reply put forward the Cambridge English Dictionary and Oxford
English Dictionary definitions of the term “mafia” that are similar and both define “mafia”
as either (i) a criminal organisation, or (ii) a close-knit group acting to the detriment of
others. Hence, both interpretations carry negative and accusatory connotations. The
linguistic expert, Prof. Dr. Daniel Schreier, Chair of English Linguistics at the University of
Zurich, based on the linguistic and empirical analysis demonstrates in his Opinion that
the term “mafia” carries overwhelmingly negative connotations, both objectively and
emotionally, commonly associated with crime, corruption, and violence. In view of this,
the Appeals Body finds that even the definition of a “close-knit group acting to the
detriment of others” implies that UEFA, as an organisation, via its employees and officials,
would act in a premeditated (corrupted) way with the aim to disadvantage others: also
such a message is not an appropriate message for a stadium and cannot be tolerated.

The Appeals Body notes that this is also confirmed by the further expert analysis provided
by the EDIs in their EDI reply with regard to the meaning of the term “mafia” within the

2 Miljevic v. Croatia (ECtHR Application No. 68317/13).
3 CAS 2024/A/10574 Sportsklubben Brann v. UEFA, para. 95.
4 CAS 2019/A/6547 FC Dinamo Thilisi v. UEFA, para. 165.
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context of football. In this regard, the Appeals Body takes note that Mr. Pierpaolo
Romani, an Italian expert on organised crime and football, and Prof. Marie-Anne Matard-
Bonucci, historian and Professor of Contemporary History at the University of Paris 8, in
their expert opinions confirmed that the use of the term “mafia” carries serious and
defamatory implications. In both reports, it was confirmed that such term is strongly
associated with organised crime, corruption, and violence, and its misuse - such as in the
chant “UEFA mafia” - is consequently neither humorous nor satirical but a grave
accusation.

The Appeals Body concludes that, when properly assessed through the lens of an
objective onlooker, the chant “UEFA Mafia” clearly carries serious, negative, offensive and
defamatory connotations. Expert linguistic and historical analyses confirm that the term
“mafia” is strongly associated with organized crime, corruption and violence, and its use
in a football context undermines gravely the integrity of the sport. As such, the language
used is incompatible with UEFA's values and justifies disciplinary action under the DR.

The Appeals Body further considers that the UEFA disciplinary bodies retain broad
discretion under the DR to determine what conduct is deemed inappropriate, particularly
through the broad interpretation of what is “fit for a sports event.” This discretion is
grounded in the wording and purpose of the DR, which seeks to protect on one side the
value of a stadium as a place in which respect exists and, on the other side, to protect
safety and security of everyone present at the stadiums.

The above-mentioned was confirmed by CAS, notably in the case CAS 2024/A/10574,
which affirmed that deference should be afforded to UEFA's regulatory judgment, while
recognising its expertise®. The term “mafia,” when used in chants such as “UEFA mafia,”
has been acknowledged as pejorative and potentially offensive, and may reasonably fall
within the scope of prohibited expressions. Such chants undermine the objectives of
Article 16(2)(e) DR by inciting unrest and fostering a false narrative of injustice. The
Appeals Body finds that such ratio legis and the reason why UEFA as an organisation and
organiser of football competitions must act when such defamatory messages are
displayed at the occasion of its matches, is also evident in view of Article 11(2)(d) DR,
which explicitly protects the reputation of football in general, and of UEFA in particular.
The Appeals Body is convinced that the message "UEFA mafia” clearly falls under such
terms and the CEDB was consequently right in its Decisions to find a violation of Article
16(2)(e) DR under the present circumstances.

As such, the Appeals Body is comfortably satisfied that, for the reasons outlined above,
the chants “UEFA mafia” and "“Fuck Borac” fall within the discretion of Articles 16(2)(e)
and 11(2) DR and that the Appellant shall be punished accordingly for the behaviour of
its supporters.

5 CAS 2024/A/10574 Sportsklubben Brann v. UEFA, para. 89.
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C. What are the appropriate sanctions for each violation in the present case?

As established in Article 23(1) DR, the competent disciplinary body determines the type
and extent of the disciplinary measures to be imposed in accordance with the objective
and subjective elements of the case, taking into account any aggravating and mitigating
circumstances of the offence.

Having established the violation of Article 14(2) DR, i.e. the racist behaviour of the
Appellants supporters, the Appeals Body turns its attention to the proportionality of the
sanction imposed in the Decision.

First, the Appeals Body recalls the Appellant requested that the Appeals Body annuls the
enforcement of the suspended disciplinary measure imposed by the CEDB in its decision
of 10 September 2024, i.e. to order the partial closure of NK Olimpija Ljubljana’s stadium
(i.e. the sector B where home spectators are located) during the next one (1) UEFA
competition match in which the Appellant will play as host club, for racist behaviour of
its supporters, in accordance with Article 26(3) DR.

In this regard, the Appeals Body notes that the Appellant, neither in its Grounds for
Appeal nor during the hearing, submitted any substantiated reasoning in support of such
reduction.

The Appeals Body recalls that the CEDB considered in the Decision 2 that the racist
behaviour occurred during an active probationary period:

“51. [tlhe chant “Cigani” occurred during the Match, noting that such incident once
again happened at a home-match and considering that previous disciplinary measure
taken by the UEFA disciplinary bodies has not had a meaningful positive effect on the
behaviour of the Club’s supporters that do not seem to fully understand the severity of
their actions, the CEDB has no other option but to order the enforcement of the
suspended disciplinary measure imposed by the CEDB in its decision dated 10
September 2024, [...]"

In view of the above, the Appeal Body considers that the CEDB decided correctly that the
incidents that occurred during the Matches were clearly of a similar nature as per Article
26(3) DR compared to the incidents for which the Club was sanctioned by the CEDB in its
decision of 10 September 2024, and hence correctly concluded that the new offences of
a similar nature that occurred during the Matches were committed by the Appellant’s
supporters during the probationary period triggers, as a rule, the enforcement of the
suspended measure (cf. Article 26(3) DR). Therefore, the Appeals Body does not see any
reason to annul the enforcement of the suspended disciplinary measure originally
imposed by the CEDB in its decision of 10 September 2024.

Furthermore, the Appeals Body is of the opinion that the sanctions imposed:
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e €30,000 and to ban the Appellant from selling tickets to its away supporters for
one (1) UEFA competition match in Decision 1, and

e €20,000 and partial closure of the Appellant’s stadium (i.e. the sector B where
home spectators are located) during the next one (1) UEFA competition match in
which the Appellant will play as host club,

are entirely appropriate given the specific circumstances of each case. The CEDB correctly
considered in the Decisions, the Appellant’s one (1) previous record for the same offence
in the past two (2) years (cf. Article 25(1)(c) DR) and accurately counted as an aggravating
circumstance (cf. Article 25(2) DR). Furthermore, the CEDB took into account the nature
and seriousness of the chants, and the UEFA’s zero-tolerance policy on racism.

In view of the above, considering that there are no mitigating circumstances that should
be taken into account in relation to the sanctions imposed on the Appellant by the CEDB
in the present case nor any reason to question the proportionality of the sanction, the
Appeals Body considers the sanction imposed on the Appellant as appropriate and
proportionate.

Regarding the throwing of objects, recalling the present Appeals, the Appellant does not
dispute the occurrence of the incidents but challenges the proportionality of the
sanctions imposed by the CEDB for throwing of objects committed by the Appellant’s
supporters in the Decision 1, i.e. €27,875, and the Decision 2, i.e. €25,000. The Appellant
is of the opinion that the CEDB did not take into account several mitigating
circumstances, such as (i) the fact that the objects thrown were not dangerous, (ii) no
harm was caused, (iii) the Matches were not disrupted.

In this sense, the Appeals Body highlights that Article 16(2)(e) DR is preventative in nature
and applies to conduct that is potentially dangerous or disruptive, regardless of whether
actual harm occurred, or the course of the match was affected. The rule is designed to
maintain safety and order in stadiums by addressing risky behaviour before it results in
serious consequences.

The Appeals Body wishes to emphasise the jurisprudence of the UEFA disciplinary bodies
in that regard®:

“22. Regarding the supposed non-dangerous nature of the objects thrown and the lack of
impact such throwing allegedly had, the CEDB cannot accept the Association’s arguments
and stresses that, in accordance with the well-established jurisprudence of the UEFA
disciplinary bodies (as published on the UEFA website), a violation of Article 16(2)(b) DR
occurs whenever an object, such as a plastic or paper cups and bottles, is thrown,
irrespective of the nature of the specific item, ie., the size and weight, as long as such
objects can potentially endanger the physical integrity of others present at the match or
impact the orderly running of the match.”

6 Disciplinary Case no. 38545 — EURO 2024
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Moreover, the Appeals Body recalls what was stated in the EDIs reply, that such
interpretation was confirmed by the CAS in a recent award (cf. CAS 2023/A/10223 NK
Olimpija Ljubljana v. UEFA) in which also the Appellant was found responsible for similar
misconduct. In that case, the CAS panel expressly stated:

“122. Article 16(2) of the UEFA DR imposes penalties for the throwing of any object that
is_not inherently dangerous but could potentially pose a danger,_such as plastic cups
(especially if they contain substances) and any other object thrown on the pitch. There
have been incidents in modern football where individuals were injured due to the
throwing of plastic cups. These incidents underscore the significant risks posed by
throwing seemingly harmless items, as their trajectory, speed, and force of impact can
turn them into dangerous projectiles. This emphasises the necessity of strictly applying
Article 16(2) of the UEFA DR to ensure the safety of everyone present at the venue and
on the pitch.”

In the case at hand, the Appeals Body notes that the incidents involved the throwing of
plastic cups and pyrotechnic devices. Additionally, Match 2 was even interrupted on
multiple occasions due to repeated throwing of objects, what clearly demonstrates the
disruptive nature of the incidents. Furthermore, the official UEFA reports confirmed that
plastic cups were thrown at players, and that a lit firework was thrown at the field of play,
both of which pose significant safety risks. The Appeals Body therefore considers the
Appellant's argument - that the objects were harmless and caused no disruption - to be
directly contradicted by the official UEFA reports, as well as the well-established
jurisprudence of the UEFA disciplinary bodies and the CAS.

The Appeals Body further recalls the Appellant’s statements made during the hearing
regarding the preparatory measures it undertook prior to the Matches, such as informing
supporters through various channels and public relations activities to refrain from such
behaviour. While the Appeals Body acknowledges and appreciates these efforts, it
considers that such measures fall within the standard obligations of clubs. It is not
comfortably satisfied that these preparatory actions were exceptional in nature in the
present case. The Appeals Body refers to established CAS jurisprudence, which confirms
that only in very exceptional circumstances can preparatory measures be considered as
mitigating factors. The regular implementation of safety and security measures in
preparation for a match constitutes mere compliance with UEFA regulations.”.

In view of the above, the Appeals Body does not see any mitigating circumstances that
shall have been considered by the CEDB when reaching its Decisions.

Regarding the sanctions imposed in both cases, the Appeals Body recalls that the CEDB
took into account the Appellant’s previous records, noting that it has been punished on
eight (8) previous occasions for a violation of Article 16(2)(b) DR during the past two
years (cf. Article 25(1)(c) DR), which counts as an aggravating circumstance (cf. Article
25(2) DR).

7 CAS 2017/A/5299 Olympique Lyonnais v. UEFA, §130 & 131.
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Regarding the sanction imposed in relation to the Match 1, the Appeals Body notes that
in order to calculate the sanction, the CEDB decided to apply Article 6(5) and Annex A(l)
DR, which provides standard sanctions for throwing of objects (under “[tJhrowing of
objects”) and based on the standard calculation imposed a total fine of €27,875.

Regarding the sanction imposed in relation to the Match 2, the Appeals Body notes that
in order to calculate the sanction, the CEDB took into account that “(i) the safety of players
and match officials was put at risk because the objects were thrown in direction of the pitch,
targeting the players and thus potentially endangering physical integrity of others present
at the pitch, (i) one of the objects thrown at the pitch was a pyrotechnic device, i.e. an
object which is particularly dangerous, which required to be extinguished by the fire brigade
officer, (iii) the Match had to be suspended due to objects being thrown onto the pitch,
which caused disruption of the orderly running of the Match on two occasions.”

In order to determine the sanction, the CEDB considered the case related to the Match 2
“not to be a standard case for which a standard sanction as per Article 6(5) and Annex A(l)
DR, would be sufficient, as it would not adequately reflect the poor behaviour of the Club’s
supporters during the Match.”

“64. Therefore, considering seriousness of the incidents in question and the aggravating
circumstances outlined above — in application of Article 23(1) and (3) DR — the CEDB
consider(ed] it appropriate to fine the Club €25,000 for throwing of objects.”

In view of the above, recalling that the Appellant failed to provide evidence for any
mitigating circumstances that should be taken into account in relation to the sanctions
imposed on the Appellant by the CEDB in the present case nor any reason to question
the proportionality of the sanctions, the Appeals Body therefore considers the sanctions
imposed on the Appellant as appropriate and proportionate.

In relation to the lighting of fireworks, the Appeals Body notes that according to the
official reports of the UEFA Match Delegate and the UEFA Security Officer, the Appellant’s
supporters ignited 20 fireworks on multiple occasions during the course of the Match 1.

The Appeals Body recalls the Appellant’s request for a reduction of the fine imposed in
Decision 1 from €12,250 to €8,000. However, the Appeals Body also notes that the
Appellant did not provide any reasoning for such a reduction.

Taking into account the above, the Appeals Body recalls that in cases where the CEDB
cannot identify any special circumstances, it routinely applies Article 6(5) and Annex A(l)
DR, which provides standard sanctions for the offence (under “[ljighting of fireworks”), as
it was in the present case.

Consequently, in view of the above, the Appeals Body considers that such standard
sanction imposed on the Appellant as appropriate, proportionate and consistent with the
standard practice of the UEFA disciplinary bodies in similar cases.
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With regards to the transmission of a message not fit for a sports event, the Appeals
Body notes the Appellant’s previous record for violating Article 16(2)(e) DR within the
past two years (cf. Article 25(1)(c) DR), i.e. the fact that the Appellant was already
punished for such violation on one (1) previous occasion, which is taken into account as
an aggravating circumstance as per Article 25(2) DR.

The Appeals Body further recalls the offensive messages ("UEFA Mafia” and “Fuck Borac”)
transmitted by the Appellants’ supporters during both Matches by means of chants.

In the light of the fact that the Appellant did not put forward any mitigating circumstance,
the Appeals Body deems that the standard sanction for said offence, as described in
Article 6(5) and Annex A(l) DR (under “[m]essage not fit for a sports event”), shall be
imposed. Given that the present case constitutes the second offence of the Appellant,
the Appeals Body recalls that the standard fine for the first infringement amounts to
€10,000, whereas for a second infringement the standard fine imposed amounts to
€15,000.

Therefore, a fine of €15,000 is deemed the appropriate sanction for transmitting a
message that is not fit for a sports event during Match 1. The same fine of €15,000 is
imposed for the same infraction during Match 2. Accordingly, a total fine of €30,000 for
transmitting a message that is not fit for a sports event in both Matches is the appropriate
sanction in the present case. Considering the above, the Appeals Body considers the
sanctions imposed by the CEDB appropriate and proportionate.

Regarding the acts of damage, it was reported by the UEFA Security Officer that the
Appellant’'s supporters’ actions during Match 1 resulted in five (5) broken seats.

The Appeals Body notes that the CEDB took into account that the Appellant has been
punished on one (1) previous occasion for a violation of Article 16(2)(f) DR during the
past two years (cf. Article 25(1)(c) DR), which counts as an aggravating circumstance (cf.
Article 25(2) DR). Furthermore, the CEDB applied Article 6(5) and Annex A(l) DR (under
“l[a]cts of damage”) stipulates a fine of €5,000 for a first offence, whereas for a second
infringement the standard fine imposed amounts to €8,000. Given the absence of any
mitigating or aggravating circumstances, the CEDB deemed that a standard fine of €8,000
is the appropriate sanction for the violation of Article 16(2)(f) DR in the present case.

Additionally, the Appellant was ordered to contact FK Borac Banja Luka within 30 days
for the settlement of the damages caused by its supporters, i.e. the five (5) damaged
seats.

The Appeals Body recalls that the Appellant limited its appeal to a request for a reduction
of the fine, arguing that the sanction imposed by the CEDB was disproportionate in the
light of the applicable regulatory framework. In response to this argument, the Appeals
Body emphasises that the CEDB applied Article 6(5) and Annex A(l) DR (under “[a]cts of
damage”) and imposed a standard sanction as foreseen by the DR, while also taking into
account the Appellant’s previous record.
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Moreover, the Appeals Body wishes to clarify to the Appellant that the DR distinguishes
between two separate consequences arising from incidents involving acts of damage
caused by supporters (as per Article 16(2)(f) DR). The first is a fine of €8,000, and the
second is an order to settle the material damage caused. These two consequences are of
a different legal nature, the fine as a disciplinary sanction, while the obligation to
compensate the damage is based on Article 7(3) of the DR, which allows disciplinary
bodies to award compensation when a club is liable for damage under Articles 8 and
16(2) of the DR.

Therefore, the Appeals Body is of the opinion that the sanction imposed by the CEDB
against the Appellant is not disproportionate and is in line with the DR.

In view of the above, considering that the Appellant did not present any mitigating
circumstance that could be taken into account in relation to the sanction imposed by the
CEDB in the present case, the Appeals Body therefore considers the sanction imposed on
the Appellant as appropriate and proportionate.

Regarding the crowd disturbances that occurred during Match 2, the Appeals Body notes
that the Appellant acknowledged the occurrence of the incident but argued that it took
all reasonable steps to ensure security, including deploying a large number of police and
security personnel. It claims that the Slovenian national police acted independently and
failed to evacuate the away sector, and that such failures should be considered as
mitigating factor.

In this regard, the Appeals Body highlights Article 16(2)(h) of the DR which clearly states
that “[c]lubs are liable for the following inappropriate behaviour on the part of their
supporters and may be subject to disciplinary measures and directives even if they can
prove the absence of any negligence in relation to the organisation of the match: [...] h. any
other kind of crowd disturbance (such as lack of order or discipline) observed inside or
around the stadium before, during or after the match.” This provision leaves no doubt that
the responsibility for the inappropriate behaviour of Appellant’s supporters, in this case
crowd disturbances, remains with the Appellant and cannot be delegated to anyone else.
The Appellant’'s argument that police autonomy reduces the Appellants’ responsibility is
therefore irrelevant under the UEFA’s regulatory framework.

In view of the above, taking into account the seriousness of the incident which put in
danger the safety and security of other spectators and stewards and led to an
interruption of the Match 2, the Appeals Body considers the sanction imposed of €30,000
for crowd disturbances as appropriate, proportionate and consistent with the standard
practice of the UEFA disciplinary bodies in similar cases.

Consequently, the Appeals are dismissed, and the Decisions are upheld accordingly.
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VI. Costs

121. According to Article 51(2) DR, “[t]he allocation of the costs of proceedings before the
Appeals Body depends on the outcome of those proceedings. [...] The Appeals Body decides
at its own discretion how the costs of proceedings are to be allocated to the various parties
or borne by UEFA. [...] The appeal fee is either deducted from the costs of proceedings or
reimbursed.”

122. In this case, considering that the Appeals are dismissed, it is considered justified to
charge the costs of this case to the Appellant.

123. Consequently, the costs of the proceedings totalling €3,000 (minus the appeal fees of
€2,000 already paid) are to be borne by the Appellant.
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124. On these grounds, the Appeals Body:

decides

1. The appeals lodged by NK Olimpija Ljubljana are dismissed. Consequently, the
UEFA Control, Ethics and Disciplinary Body's decisions of 19 March 2025 in
disciplinary proceedings 39802 and 39817 are confirmed.

2. The costs of the proceedings, totalling €3,000, are to be paid by the Appellant. The
amount is set off against the appeal fees already paid.

Chair

Pedro Tomas

cc. Football Association of Slovenia

Bank details

Union Bank of Switzerland
CH-3001

Acc. n° 235-90 186444.6

Bank code 235

Swift: UBS WCH ZH 80A

IBAN CH30 00235235901864446

Detail address of UBS AG (Union Bank of Switzerland) - CH — 3007 BERNE

VAT Number in Switzerland: CHE-116.317.087
Fiscal number in Switzerland / canton de Vaud: 21 652

Advice as to rights of appeal

The present decision may be appealed in writing before the Court of Arbitration for Sport,
subject to Articles 62 and 63 of the UEFA Statutes. According to Article 62(3) of the UEFA
Statutes, the time limit for appeal to the Court of Arbitration for Sport is ten days from the
receipt of the reasoned decision.

Publication notice

Decisions of the UEFA disciplinary bodies are published on the UEFA website in accordance
with Article 52(5) DR. A request to publish an anonymised version of the decision shall be
submitted to the UEFA administration within seven days of notification of the decision with
grounds.






