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Foreword

We extend a warm welcome to readers of the second
club licensing benchmarking report, which continues the
work of placing club football (and the club licensing
system that applies to club football) in context.

Football continues to reinforce its role as the premier sport
in Europe as indicated by an increase in match attendances
compared to previous years. On the commercial and
financial side it continues to consolidate the growth shown
in recent years, reaching levels never attained before.
However in terms of cost control and financial stability
several clubs, competing in the top divisions of many
national associations, continue to report poor financial
performances with a negative impact on profitability.
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Reliance on debt to finance operating activities has
reached in some cases worrying levels raising concerns
over the medium and long term wealth of several
clubs especially in the light of the current global
economic crisis.

In this context it is very important that the UEFA
club licensing system is reinforced and implemented
consistently across Europe raising the level of
professionalism in club management and ensuring
financial stability and fair play in the long term.
The promotion of transparency by the development of
benchmarking for clubs in financial, sporting, legal,
personnel, administrative and infrastructure-related
criteria throughout Europe has thus become an important
objective of the club licensing system. This report allows
clubs and national associations to be compared and
provides the widest ever published picture of European
club football.

All this would have not been possible without the
precious contribution of our member associations to
whom we extend our thanks.

We hope you will find this edition informative and useful.

Michel Platini
President of UEFA
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Mobilising information

Under the UEFA club licensing system clubs are required
to prepare and submit independently audited financial
accounts as well as numerous other documents on
infrastructure, sporting, administrative, legal & financial
areas. The CLS benchmarking project* encourages
licensors to mobilise this information and enable
structured feedback to the participating clubs as well as
allowing licensors to identify the most comparable and
hence appropriate countries with which to share best
practice and approaches. This annual report includes just
a visible selection of this information, structured to give
an overall picture of European club football. A greater
body of information suitable for more tailored analysis will
be available to licensors through the football family
database. Here you will find that the UEFA administration
has complemented information collected through club
licensing with other data sources available at UEFA as
well as visual aids such as a data-linked UEFA map better
allowing comparisons to be displayed.

Objectives of benchmarking project

e Provide contextual information to enable better
informed interaction between national / international
stakeholders (e.g. clubs, leagues, players, media,
supporters, government or municipal authorities,
UEFA etc.).

e Demonstrate transparency in European club licensing
and encourage transparency in the wider world
of football.

¢ Underline the positive contributions of club licensing,
beyond its basic regulatory nature.

e Help national bodies to understand or confirm
inherent differences and similarities that exist
between member associations and their club football.

e Allow governing bodies and leagues to place the
financial and structural development of their club
football in the context of general football trends,
in particular those countries with similar profiles.

e Provide information in benchmark categories that
may help in identifying areas of relative weakness
or underperformance.

Footnotes: * Benchmarking of club data is specified as one of the objectives of the UEFA club licensing system - Article 2 (g) of the UEFA club licensing regulations;
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Context of report

This report does not profile individual football clubs
but sets out ‘the European Club Footballing Landscape’
using representative maps, charts and tables to paint
a picture of professional football across Europe.
Discussions surrounding football and analysis performed
on football tend to rely on anecdotal evidence and
estimates based on partial information. Concrete reliable
information in the football world is hard to find apart from
results, attendances, team lists and league tables and this
is particularly true for financial information. The tone of the
report is deliberately neutral, presenting facts rather
than opinions.
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This report is structured in a similar way to the first report
issued last year and is divided in five chapters.

e The first presents a broad update on the club licensing
system and the recent licensing results. It explains
the scope of the report, the use of peer groups,
and the approach taken when presenting analysis.

e The second chapter presents a general non financial
profile of European club football: some of the
underlying structural differences between countries;
an overview of club legal forms, structures and
ownership; stadium and training facility ownership; -
the number of teams, average attendances and
attendance trends of leagues across Europe, and;
the number of coaching convention endorsed coaches.

e Chapter 3 presents a financial profile of European
club football income: 2007 Income & growth
across Europe; income split (broadcasting,
advertising & sponsorship, gate receipts, and other
income), and; the balance of income between and
within divisions.

e Chapter 4 presents the other side of the coin,

a financial profile of European club football costs
and profitability: 2007 employee costs and other
operating costs and trends; the impact of transfer
activity on club financial results, and; operating
and bottom-line net profitability.

e Chapter 5 finishes the financial profile by looking
at the balance sheets of European football clubs:
assets; debts and other liabilities, and; capitalisation.
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Information sources and approach

This report has been based on on-line surveys and data
templates completed by club licensing managers in over
50 associations. The financial analyses is based on
audited financial statements from over 600 clubs with club
by club analysis covering roughly 80% of all top division
clubs. This represents by far the widest scope of any
financial report yet produced on football. A full list of
sources and the scope for each analyses is included in
the appendices.

The production of this report, without any additional
requirements or workload for clubs, has been made
possible only by the strong commitment and support from
the national licensing managers and financial experts.
Indeed whilst UEFA has produced this report, the content
and structure of the report has been developed with input
from many of these licensing managers and financial
experts who formed the benchmarking working group.

BENCHMARKING REPORT - INTRODUCTION
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The number of member associations that have implemented licensing of clubs
at national level in addition to UEFA club competitions.

25%

The increase in number of licences refused with the introduction of new stricter
licensing requirements for 2008/09. Overall 20% of all applications were refused.

45%
The number of top division clubs organized under the form of associations,
not for profit organisations or equivalents.

55%

The proportion of clubs that lease or rent their stadium from
municipal or state authorities.

33%

The proportion of clubs directly owning their principal training facilities.

69%
Proportion of European top divisions reporting attendance growth
between 2006 & 2007.

629

The number of clubs applying for a license to enter UEFA club competitions in 2008/09.

23

The number of domestic championships that have changed size in the last 5 years.
In total the number of top division teams has increased from 707 to 733,
the increases mainly in Eastern Europe.

54%

The proportion of European top division clubs with majority controlling owner.

21

The number of countries (equivalent to 42%) where more than 1 top division club
owns their stadium.

100 Million+

Reported attendances at top division European domestic championship matches
in 2007/08.

160°000

Approximately the number of coaches that have so far obtained coaching diploma’s

€11.0 Billion

The reported income of the 733 European top division clubs in 2007.

within the umbrella of the coaching convention.

9%

€11.2 Billion

The increase in European top division club income reported
from 2006 to 2007.

The reported costs of the 733 European top division clubs in 2007.
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68%

The share of European top division income generated by the 63 TOP clubs
with over €50m reported annual income.

(o)

2%

The average percentage of total income from broadcast for twenty two lowest
income divisions.

83%
The correlation between UEFA club competition country ranking and the average
income of those clubs.

57%
The average ratio of employee costs to income for clubs across Europe. An estimated
45% of all income was paid to playing staff.

53%

On the one hand, the percentage of clubs reporting at least financial
break-even in 2007.

4

The number of countries that did not have a club report significant losses
(>20%+ of income) in the year, 48 other countries had at least one such club.

3.5x

The typical multiple of income enjoyed by the four largest clubs in each
country compared to the other clubs in their domestic championship.

35%+

The percentage of total income from broadcast for each of the five largest
income divisions.

975

The number of financial statements on which the club-by-club financial
analysis is based. Including aggregate club figures over 84% of all top division
clubs are included.

60

The number of clubs whose employee cost to income ratio exceeded 100%.
A further 110 clubs in sample had a ratio exceeding 70%.

23%
On the other hand, the percentage of clubs reporting significant losses equivalent
to more than 20% of annual income in 2007.

25%

15-30%
The % share of balance sheet assets attributable to players, most common
among larger divisions.

1in4

The proportion of larger clubs [219 clubs > €5m income] reporting negative equity.

HIGHLIGHTS | En | Fr |

The number of TOP income clubs [>€50m] reporting net profits from transfer activity,
compared to more than half MID and SMALL clubs.

1in3
The proportion of all clubs reporting negative equity in balance sheet
(debts greater than assets).

1In5
The proportion of all clubs with high negative equity level in excess
of 50% of total reported assets.
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Nombre d’associations membres qui ont introduit I'octroi de licence aux clubs au niveau
national en plus des compétitions interclubs de 'UEFA.

25 %

Augmentation du nombre de licences refusées suite a I'introduction des nouvelles
exigences plus strictes pour 2008/09. En tout, 20 % des demandes ont été refusées.

45 %

Nombre de clubs de premiére division organisés sous forme d’association, d’organisation
a but non lucratif ou sous une autre forme similaire.

55 %

Proportion de clubs qui louent leur stade aux autorités municipales ou nationales.

33 %

Proportion de clubs directement propriétaires de leurs principales installations

629

Nombre de clubs qui ont demandé une licence pour participer aux compétitions interclubs
de I'UEFA lors de la saison 2008/09.

23

Nombre de championnats nationaux qui ont changé de taille au cours des 5 dernieres
années. Au total, les équipes de premiére division sont passées de 707 a 733,

principalement en Europe de I'Est.

(0

54 %

Proportion des clubs européens de premiére division dont le propriétaire détient le
contréle majoritaire.

21

Nombre de pays (soit 42 %) ou plus d’un club de premiéere division est propriétaire
de son stade.

d’entrainement.

69 %

Proportion de premieres divisions européennes faisant état d’une affluence croissante

> 100 millions

Affluence rapportée lors des matches de championnat national de premiere division
en Europe lors de la saison 2007/08.

entre 2006 et 2007.

EUR 11,0 milliards

Revenu déclaré des 733 clubs européens de premiere division en 2007.

EUR 11,2 milliards

Frais déclarés des 733 clubs européens de premiere division en 2007.

09

160 000

Nombre approximatif d’entraineurs ayant obtenu leur dipléme dans le cadre de la
Convention des entraineurs.

9 %

Hausse du revenu déclaré des clubs européens de premiére division entre 2006 et 2007.

RESUME DU RAPPORT DE BENCHMARKING - HIGHLIGHTS
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68 %

Part du revenu de la premiére division européenne générée par les 63 grands clubs
ayant un revenu annuel déclaré de plus de EUR 50 millions.

2 %

Pourcentage moyen du revenu total provenant de la diffusion pour les 22 divisions

disposant des revenus les moins élevés.

83 %

Pourcentage de corrélation entre la place occupée par une association au sein du

classement des compétitions interclubs de I'UEFA et le revenu moyen de ses clubs.

57 %

Ratio moyen dépenses-revenus de personnel pour les clubs européens, sachant que

45 % des revenus ont été versés aux joueurs/joueuses.

53 %

Clubs ayant terminé I’année 2007 au moins en équilibre financier contre.

4

Nombre de pays dont aucun club n'a enregistré de pertes significatives (> 20 %
des revenus) au cours de I'année, 48 autres pays ayant au moins un club dans
cette situation.

3,5

Multiple caractéristique du revenu qui s’applique aux quatre plus grands clubs du pays
en comparaison avec les autres clubs du championnat national.

> 35 %

Pourcentage du revenu total provenant de la diffusion pour les cing divisions disposant
des revenus les plus élevés.

575

Nombre d’états financiers sur lesquels porte I'analyse financiére individuelle des clubs,
y compris les chiffres totaux présentés par 84 % de tous les clubs de premiére division.

60

Nombre de clubs dont le ratio dépenses-revenus de personnel dépasse 100 %,
sachant que 110 autres clubs de I’échantillon ont présenté un ratio dépassant 70 %.

23 %

Clubs ayant enregistré en 2007 des pertes significatives correspondant a plus de 20 %
de leurs revenus annuels.

25 %

Nombre de clubs aux revenus les plus élevés (> EUR 50 millions) qui ont enregistré des

15-30 %
Pourcentage des actifs du bilan concernant les joueurs/joueuses, qu’on retrouve le plus
souvent dans des divisions de grande taille.

1/4

Proportion de grands clubs (219 clubs disposant de revenus supérieurs a EUR 5
millions) qui ont présenté des fonds propres négatifs.

bénéfices nets résultant d’activités de transfert (contre plus de la moitié pour les petits
et moyens clubs).

1/3

Proportion de clubs qui ont présenté des fonds propres négatifs au bilan (passifs
supérieurs aux actifs).

1/5

Proportion de clubs qui ont présenté des fonds propres négatifs dépassant les
50 % du total des actifs déclareés.
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Anzahl Mitgliedsverbande, die neben der Lizenzierung fir die UEFA-Klubwettbewerbe
auch eine Lizenz fur die nationalen Wettbewerbe eingefihrt haben.

629

Anzahl Klubs, die eine Lizenz fir die UEFA-Klubwettbewerbe 2008/09 beantragt haben.

25 %

Anstieg bei den abgelehnten Lizenzantrdgen mit Einfihrung der neuen,
strengeren Anforderungen fiir die Spielzeit 2008/09. Insgesamt wurden 20 % aller
Lizenzantrage abgelehnt.

45 %

Anteil der Erstligaklubs, die rechtlich als Verein und nicht als gewinnorientiertes
Unternehmen oder Ahnliches organisiert sind.

55 %

Anteil der Klubs, die ein stadtisches oder staatseigenes Stadion mieten.

23

Anzahl nationaler Topligen, die in den vergangenen finf Jahren ihre Grésse geédndert
haben. Insgesamt ist die Zahl der Mannschaften von 707 auf 733 gestiegen, wobei
Erweiterungen hauptsachlich in Osteuropa zu verzeichnen waren.

54 %

Anteil der européischen Erstligaklubs, die Uber einen Mehrheitseigner verfligen.

21

Anzahl Verbande, in denen mehr als ein Erstligaklub Eigentiimer seines Stadions ist
(entspricht 42 %).

33 %

Anteil der Klubs, denen ihre Haupttrainingsanlagen selbst gehdren.

> 100 Millionen

Gesamtbesucherzahl bei europaischen Erstligaspielen der Spielzeit 2007/08.

69 %

Anteil der européischen Topligen, die zwischen 2006 und 2007 einen Anstieg der
Besucherzahlen vermeldeten.

EUR 11,0 Mrd.

Ausgewiesene Einnahmen der 733 européischen Erstligaklubs im Jahr 2007.

EUR 11,2 Mrd.

Ausgewiesene Kosten der 733 europaischen Erstligaklubs im Jahr 2007.

160 000

Ungefahre Anzahl Trainer, die bisher ein Trainerdiplom im Rahmen der Trainerkonvention
erworben haben.

9 %
Ausgewiesener Anstieg bei den Einnahmen der européischen Erstligaklubs zwischen
2006 und 2007.

Benchmarkingbericht - Zusammenfassung - HIGHLIGHTS
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68 % ——

Anteil an den Einnahmen in den Topligen in ganz Europa, der von den 63
finanzstarksten Klubs mit Jahreseinnahmen von tber EUR 50 Mio. erzielt wurde.

2 %
Durchschnittlicher Anteil der TV-Vertradge an den Gesamteinnahmen der 22 Ligen mit
den geringsten Einnahmen.

) 83 %
Ubereinstimmung zwischen der Verbandskoeffizientenrangliste fir die

UEFA-Klubwettbewerbe und dem Durchschnittseinkommen der Klubs der
jeweiligen Verbande.

57 %
Durchschnittliches Verhaltnis der Kosten fiir Angestellte zu den Einnahmen der Klubs

in ganz Europa. Geschéatzte 45 % der Gesamteinnahmen wurden fiir
Spielergehalter verwendet.

53 %
Anteil der Klubs, die 2007 zumindest eine schwarze Null schrieben.

4

Anzahl Verbande, in denen 2007 kein Klub betrachtliche Verluste (von Gber 20 %
der Jahreseinnahmen und mehr) auswies. In den 48 anderen Verbanden war dies bei
mindestens einem Klub der Fall.

3,9 x

Ublicher Faktor beziiglich der Mehreinnahmen der vier gréssten Klubs eines Verbands
gegenuber den Ubrigen Erstligaklubs.

> 35 %

Anteil der TV-Vertrage an den Gesamteinnahmen der finf Ligen mit den héchsten
Einnahmen.

575

Anzahl Abschlisse, die der Finanzanalyse der einzelnen Klubs insgesamt zugrunde
liegen. Einschliesslich kumulierter Zahlen von tber 84 % aller Erstligaklubs.

60

Anzahl Klubs, bei denen die Kosten fir Angestellte 100 % der Einnahmen
Uberschritten. Bei weiteren 110 Klubs der Stichprobe lag das Verhaltnis bei Uber 70 %.

23 %
Anteil der Klubs, die 2007 betrachtliche Verluste von Gber 20 % der Jahreseinnahmen
auswiesen.

25 %
Anteil an den finanzstarksten Klubs (mit Jahreseinnahmen von Gber EUR 50 Mio.),

die Nettogewinne aus Transfergeschéften auswiesen; gegenuber mehr als 50 % bei
den mittleren und kleinen Klubs.

15-30 %
Anteil des Postens ,,Spieler” an den in der Bilanz ausgewiesenen Vermdgenswerten,
insbesondere in grosseren Ligen.

1/4

Anteil der grésseren Klubs (gerechnet auf die 219 Klubs mit Jahreseinnahmen von tber
EUR 5 Mio.) mit negativem Eigenkapital.

1/3

Anteil der Klubs, die in der Bilanz negatives Eigenkapital (d.h. mehr Schulden als
Vermdégenswerte) auswiesen, gerechnet auf alle Klubs.

1/5

Anteil der Klubs mit negativem Eigenkapital von Uber 50 % der ausgewiesen

HIGHLIGHTS | En | Fr |

Gesamtsumme der Vermbgenswerte, gerechnet auf alle Klubs.
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KonunyecTeo accoumaumin-4sieHoB, KOTOPbIE B A0MONHEHWE K KNYOHbIM
CopeBHOBaHMAM YEDA BHeapUNU CUCTEMY IULLEH3UPOBAHUSA KyHOB Ha
HaLMOHaJIbLHOM YPOBHE.

25%

PocT uncna oTkasoB B NpeAoCTaBAEHWUN NULLEH3UIA BCIeACTBUE BBEAEHWNA HOBbIX,
boJiee ecTKX TpeboBaHUIN BbIAAYUN NULLEH3UN Ha 2008/09 rr. 20% OT obLiero yncna
MOAAHHbIX 3a5BOK Obl/IN OTKIOHEHbI.

45%

Konnyectso Kﬂy6OB BbICLLEro AUBU3UNOHA, YYpPeXJeHHbIX B Ka4eCTBe accou.mau.mﬁ,
HeKOMMepYyeCKnXx opraHm3au,m7| NN aHAJTOTUYHbBIX CTPYKTYP.

55%

Jona Kﬂy6OB, KOTOpbie 6epyT B IN3UHT UIN apeHAYIT CBOUN CTAANOHbI Y
MYHULUNNAIbHbIX UJIN TOCYAaPCTBEHHbIX BNACTEN.

33%

Jons knyboB, HaNPsAMYO BlaZEOLLMX CBOUM FABHbIM TPEHUPOBOUYHbIM LLEHTPOM.

69%

Mponopunsa eBpoNencKnX BbiCIIMX AUBU3MOHOB, 3aBMBLUMX O POCTE MOCELLAEMOCTH
maTyen mexay 2006 n 2007 rr.

629

KonunuecTBo knyboB, NoAaBLIMX 3a8BKY Ha IMLEH3UIO AN A0MNYCKa K y4acTuio B
KNYBHbIX copeBHOBaHUAX YEDA B 2008/09 rr.

23
KonnyecTso BHYTPEHHUX YeMMUOHATOB, B KOTOPbIX 3a NocneaHue 5 net usmeHunacb
YNCNIEHHOCTb YYaCTBYIOLWMX KOMAHA. B 0buiei CIoXKHOCTM YMCNO KOMaHA, BbICLINX
AVBU3MOHOB BO3pOC/o ¢ 707 no 733; noaobHoe yBennYeHNe Yncia KOMaHa UMeno
MeCTO NpenMyllLlecTBeHHO B BocTouHon EBpone.

54%

Jlonsa eBponencknx knyboB BbiCLIErO AUBU3MOHA, BiaZesiel, KOTopbix obnagaeT
Ma)KOPUTAPHbLIM KOHTPOJIEM.

Yuncno cTpaH (UTo cooTBeTCTBYET 42%), B KOTOPbIX 60osiee 04HOMO Knyba BbiClIEro
OVNBU3NOHA ABNAETCA BNaAesbL,eM CBOEro CTagMoHa.

100 MNH.+

MNMocew,aeMocTb MaT4en BHYyTPEHHNX €BPONENCKNX YemnnoHaToB B 2007/08 rr.
COr1IACHO MOJIyYEeHHbIM JAHHbBIM.

160 TbIC.

11 mnpa. eBpo

Joxoz 733 eBponenckmux Kinybos BbicLero Anen3noHa B 2007 . cornacHo
MOJIY4EHHbIM AAHHbIM.

MpunbnunsnTenbLHOE KONIMYECTBO TPEHEPOB, MOJTYYMBLUUX TPEHEPCKUE AUMIOMbI MOA
3rn,0M TPEHEPCKOW KOHBEHLLUN.

9%

11,2 mnpa. eBpo
Pacxoabl 733 eBponenckmx kaybos BoicLero aAneu3noHa B 2007 . coriacHo
NOJIyYeHHbIM AAHHbIM.

09

PocT poxoaa eBponenckux kayboB Bbicero Auen3noHa ¢ 2006 no 2007 r. cornacHo
MOJSIly4eHHbIM AAHHbIM.

OTyeT CpaBHUTENbHOrO aHanum3a - ceogka - HIGHLIGHTS
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(o)

68%
Jons B noxoae eBponenckux KiyboB BbICLIErO AMBU3NOHA, NPpUHAANexallas 63
CaMbIM NPUBLIIbHLIM KNybaM C 3aperncTpUpPOBaHHbLIM FO0BbLIM LOXO0A0M CBbille

50 MAH. eBpoO.

2%

CpepHss nona BaJIOBOro A0X0A4a OT TPAHCAAUMUY 22 ANBU3MOHOB C CaMbiM HU3KUM
YPOBHEM [,0XO0/,0B.

83%

CoOTHOLIEeHME MeXAY PENTUHIOM CTPaHbl B KJIYOHbIX COpeBHOBaHMAX YEDA n
CpeAHUM YPOBHEM A0X0AA AaHHbIX K1y6OB.

S57%

CpenHee COOTHOLEHNE PACXOAOB HA pabouyto cuny 1 L0X0408B KnyboB Mo Bcen
EBpone. Okono 45% BCero AoxoAa UAeT Ha BbiNAATbl UTPOKaM.

53%

C 0LHOM CTOPOHbI, 3TO MPOLLEHT KybOB, 3a89BUBLINX O NosydyeHun B 2007 I. o
MeHbLIeN Mepe HyneBon NPuUbbLIIN.

4

Yncno cTpaH, B KOTOPbIX HU OAMH M3 KIyOOB He 3as8BUJI O 3HAUMTENbHbIX YObITKaX
(>20%+ OT A0X0/43) 3a TOT FOA4; B 48 Apyrux cTpaHax UMencs no MeHblen Mepe
OZMH TaKom Kny6.

3,5x

TUNUYHBIN KO3DDULNEHT 40X0Aa, MONYYEHHOrO YEThIPbMA CAMbIMU KPYMHbLIMU
Knybamun Kax Aol cTpaHbl, MO CPAaBHEHMIO C APYrMMUY KiybaMu, y4acTBYOWMUMA B
NX BHYTPEHHUX YeMMuoHaTax.

35%+

npOLI,EHT BaJIOBOro Aoxoaa OoT TPAHCAALNN KaXA0ro U3 naTtm 4uBM3NMOHOB C
CaMbIM BbICOKUM YPOBHEM A0XO0Aa.

975

KonnyectBo Gp1MHAHCOBbIX OTYETOB, HA KOTOPbIX OCHOBLIBAETCA (hMHAHCOBLIN
aHanu3 AeaTeNbHOCTU OTAENbHbLIX KNy6oB. Cioaa BXOAAT COBOKYMHbIE KiyOHble
noka3sarenun 6onee 84% Bcex KybOB BbICLIErO ANBU3NOHA.

KonunyecTteo knyboB, B KOTOPbIX COOTHOLLIEHME PACXOA0B Ha pabouyto cuay u

noxonoB npesbicuno 100%. Euie B 110 knybax B BbIbOPKe AaHHOE COOTHOLLEHUE
npes3owsno 70%.

23%

C Apyroi CTOPOHbI, 3TO NMPOLLEHT KYHOB, 3aABMBLINX O 3HAYUTEbHbIX YObITKaX B
2007 r., cooTBeTCTBYlOWMNX 20% rog0BOro 4oxoaa.

25%

(o)

15-30%

Camas pacnpocTpaHeHHas cpeamn bonee KpynHbIX ANBU3VOHOB OTHOCKMASA K
UrpokaM NpoLeHTHas A0s 6anaHCoOBON CTOMMOCTU aKTUBOB.

1un3i4

Jons 6onee KpynHbix KNyb6oB [219 knyboB > 5 MAIH. eBpO A0X0Aa], 3a8BUBLLINX 06
oTpuLLaTeNIbHOM COBCTBEHHOM KanuTane.

Yncno cambix 4O0XOAHbIX KNyb6oB [>50 M/IH. €BpO], 3as8BUBLINX O YNCTON NpUbLIAK
OT TpaHchepoB, MO CPaBHEHUIO Bonee YeM C MONOBUHOM «CPEAHUX>» U «MaSbIX»
Kny6oB.

1n33

Jons knyboB, 3a8BUBLLIMX B CBOUX BaNaHCOBLIX OTYETAX 06 OTPULATENLHOM
CObBCTBEHHOM KanuTane (A0/rM NPeBbIAT CTOMMOCTb AKTMBOB).

1nu3b

Jons KJ'Iy6OB, YPOBEHb OTPULLATENBHOIO KanunuTtasia KOTOPbIX COCTABNAET bonee

50% mnx 3aperncTpMpoBaHHbIX CYMMapHbIX aKTUBOB.
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Elub Licensing Profile & Report Scope

How widespread across Europe is the licensing of clubs?

How many clubs applied and were granted a licence to enter UEFA competitions?

How many clubs does the report cover?

13 BENCHMARKING REPORT - CLUB LICENSING PROFILE & REPORT SCOPE
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BENCHMARKING REPORT
CLUB LICENSING PROFILE & REPORT SCOPE

1. How widespread across Europe is the licensing of clulbs?

The criteria to be fulfiled by the clubs for domestic
purposes may be identical to the ones to be fulfilled for
entering the UEFA competitions (in such case we speak
about one single licensing system), or may differ from the
criteria required to enter the UEFA competitions (we
speak in this case of two parallel licensing systems).

The term ‘licensing system’ refers to multiple criteria
categories®. In UEFA's case Sporting, Infrastructure,
Personnel & Administrative, and Legal, as well as
Financial criteria. To note that France, Israel and ltaly,
have implemented financial monitoring on clubs for the
admission to national competitions.

ROU

& o
i L

-~

1

—

7
One licensing system domestic / UEFA 14x
No domestic licensing - ONLY UEFA 15x
Two parallel systems domestic / UEFA 24x

Footnotes: * The UEFA licensing system is explained in more detail in the publication “Here to Stay” released in print and on-line by UEFA in 2007.
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Number of top-division clubs

500

400

300

200

100

2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09

M License not applied for
I License refused
[l License granted
YOl Only UEFA

2X <50%

11x 50-80%

11x >80%

27x 100%

% teams in top division that underwent UEFA licence (2008/09 UEFA season) & frequency
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BENCHMARKING REPORT
CLUB LICENSING PROFILE & REPORT SCOPE

3. How many clubs does the report cover?

% and number of clubs covered** in financial analyses:

The unique participation to the club licensing system
(86% of all clubs participating in the European top
divisions*) provides the national associations and UEFA
the opportunity to collect a huge amount of non-financial
and financial information.

The map on this page indicates the unique extent of this
report which includes basic income and cost data* from
the 2007 financial statements covering 618 top division
clubs from 52 national associations. Of this total, club-
by-club information is included for 575 top division clubs.

This allows the opportunity for increased transparency
the length and breadth of Europe, from the large
divisions and their globally recognised clubs to smaller
amateur clubs playing in the smaller national associations.

Footnotes: *Covered is defined as providing at least all the following information: Total income; personnel & other costs; transfer activity; operating & net profit.
Some additional data is available for certain p&l analyses (eg income & net equity known for 19 ESP clubs but other figures only available for the 8 UEFA Qualified clubs as indicated on map).
Data for ENG clubs taken from Deloitte report - Annual review of football finance May 2008.

° ** The two divisions shaded grey (KAZ & RUS) provided figures in aggregate rather than club by club form.
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BENCHMARKING REPORT
SPORTING PROFILE OF EUROPEAN CLUB FOOTBALL

2

Sporting profile of European club football

What is the most common size and structure of top divisions?

What changes have taken place recently in domestic top divisions and is there a trend?

Which are the most common legal forms for clubs?

Which is the most common ownership profile of clubs?

What proportion of clubs own their stadium and training facilities?

How many fans attend domestic championship matches across Europe?

Are attendances going up or down across Europe?

How many coaches have obtained UEFA recognised coaching qualifications?
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BENCHMARKING REPORT
SPORTING PROFILE OF EUROPEAN CLUB FOOTBALL

4. What is the most common
size and structure of top divisions?

4x
6x
12x
8x
11x
10 8x
<10 4x
— B Number teams in top division
il o (2007/08) & frequency:

5. What changes have taken place recently
in domestic top divisions and is there a trend?

HUN: Increased from 12 (2003/04) to 16 (2004/05) SVK: Increased from 10 (2005/06) to 12 (2006/07) NIR: Reduced from 16 to 12 in 2008/09
ITA: Increased from 18 (2003/04) to 20 (2004/05)  AZE: Increased from 13 (2006/07) to 14 (2007/08) IRL: Increased from 12 in 2005 but plan
ALB: Increased from 10 (2005/06) to 12 (2006/07)  LVA: Increased from 8 to 10 from 2008 season to return to 10 in 2009

. . i i GEO: Changes regularly (9x since 1991 formation)
LUX: Increased from 12 (2005/06) to 14 (2006/07)  CRO: Plan to increase from 12 to 16 in 2009/10, but inereased from 10 in 2004/06 to 16

LTU: Increased from 8 (2005/06) to 10 (2006/07) subject to enough clubs recieving licenses in 2005/06 to 14 in 2006/07 and reduced
MDA: Increased from 8 (2005/06) to 10 (2006/07) SVN: Reduced from 12 (2004/05) to 10 (2005/06) to 11 in 2008/09
to 11 (2007/08) POR: Reduced from 18 (2005/06) to 16 (2006/07)
ROU: Increased from 16 (2005/06) to 18 (2006/07)  SRB: Reduced from 16 (2005/06) to 12 clubs (2006/07) A further 4 leagues fluctuated +/-,
POL: Increased from 14 (2004/05) to 16 (2005/06) after MNE league of 12 clubs introduced in some cases due to licensing issues

Footnotes: * Liechtenstein is shaded gold although a domestic championship is not run. The national cup determines the UCUP qualifying places.
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6. Which are the most common legal forms for clubs?

For licensing purposes the legal form adopted by football
clubs is not relevant. Clubs are organized differently
throughout Europe, depending on statutory regulations,
national laws or on their specific business opportunities.

In some circumstances clubs are part of a bigger group
managing also non football activities. In this respect the
understanding of the group structure becomes key for
a correct analysis of the club’s financial situation.

In some associations it is common that clubs are multi
sport associations running other national popular
sporting activities (basketball, volleyball, hockey, etc.)
alongside football.

Club legal types

. Associations

[ state funded entities
[ Stock exchange listed
. Sporting incorporated

| 5 1 Other company form
13% 49 S0

7. Which is the most common ownership profile of clubs?

The ownership of clubs is rarely out of the news and in
many cases lacks transparency. It is however important
for governance and this is why the club licensing
regulations require clubs to provide their group structure
and disclose their ultimate controlling party to licensors.

54% Clubs control

46%

. Majority control
. No majority control

Footnote: *As an example of diversity, GER clubs include: Pure associations with/without a supervisory board e.V; Joint stock companies
AG; Private limited companies GmbH; Hybrids with elements of a limited partnership and a joint stock company GmbH & KgaA,

including; one stock market listed company.

21
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Number teams in top division

8. What proportion of clubs own their stadium & training facilities? (2007/08) & froquency:

Infrastructure remains one of the five categories of criteria _ -
in the club licensing system. The ownership or lease of

stadiums and training facilities has a significant impact _.
when analysing club football on a financial level and also _—

at the political level where municipal or state authorities ? :

are able to exert more influence in club football in cases _-

where they lease the stadium to the club.

At the financial level, an owned stadium is typically one of
the two major assets of a football club and any loans
taken to buy, build or develop the stadium are often the
major liability. For the profit and loss account, on the
revenue side the ownership of the stadium allows clubs to
fully exploit commercial opportunities at the stadium,
be it retaining all matchday income, fully benefiting from
advertising or sponsorship or developing other event
based income streams such as conferences or concerts
(impacts on revenue stream charts). On the cost side, the
difference between stadium ownership (depreciation over
typically 30-50 years and interest payments on financing
of stadium) and stadium leasing (lease charges) depends
on the lease terms available.

Some clubs directly own their stadium and include them
on their balance sheet in 31 divisions although separate

stadium operating companies with club influence are
also common.

Footnote: * ‘Contract with other party’ refers in most cases to a commercial entity that operates the stadium [isAl
for football and other activities. There may be cases where the commercial entity is a related entity of the club.
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Stadium ownership

. Stadium ownership

. Contract with municipal
or state authorities

. Contract with other party

Less than 1 in 4 clubs own their stadium whilst 1 in 3 own
their main training facilities.
Just over half lease/rent from the municipal or state authorities.

Training facilities ownership

. Training facilities ownership
[ Contract with municipal
- or state authorities

. Contract with other party

23
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BENCHMARKING REPORT
SPORTING PROFILE OF EUROPEAN CLUB FOOTBALL

9. How many fans attend domestic championship matches across Europe?

Average match attendance

in top division (2007)

>20,000

Average attendances vary from less than 1000 to 40°000.
Attendances closely correlate to overall club income.
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10. Are attendances going up or down across Europe?

Average match attendance trend
from 2006 season to 2007 season

>20%+ 6x
+10% - 20%+ 7x
+3% - 10%+ 5x

-3%

-3% - 0% 9x 3x

S
B

3x

>-10% 6X

Unknown 14x

[FerAwHTs] en | v [ e | R [WoEC ] <[>



Number of coaches obtaining
UEFA endorsed coaching licenses
issued by Dec 2008*.

12x

11x

11x

13x

Total 158'875

Footnote: * Figures as collected by UEFA Football development. ** LIE coaching courses in partnership with SUI. A number of associations

also work in partnership with other larger associations for the more advanced A or PRO licenses (AND, CYP, ISL, SMR). Up to the beginning of
the 2009/10 season, head coaches may satisfy the licensing criteria if they have been issued with recognition of competence issued by their NA.
Such recognition of competence is issued at the condition that he has a minimum of five years experience as a head coach in any top or 2nd
division clubs of any member association. These are not included in figures above.
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Financial profile of European club football:
= - Income

-~ _How much-inco

__How can relevant comparisons be made given clubs financial size differences?
me did European clubs report last year?

e —

-~

-
—_— - =

What has been the trend in income from year to year?
: ;‘ "“I-\IOyv_éyenIy is income spread across the European divisions and clubs?

In which countries is the income most spread between clubs?
How important is TV income beyond the TOP divisions?

How closely are financial resources linked to on-pitch success?
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FINANCIAL PROFILE OF EUROPEAN CLUB FOOTBALL:
INCOME

Structure and basis of financial analysis

As already indicated, this report is the most ambitious
attempt yet to present the European club football
landscape. The approach taken in the non financial
section of raising, and attempting to best answer,
fundamental questions of interest is continued.

The financial information included in this report derives
directly from third party audited financial statements from
the financial year 2007 which provides considerable
comfort as to the accuracy and completeness of the data*.

For some analyses it has been possible to collect
information covering the full sample of 618 clubs and
52 top divisions, the breakdown of which by division was
presented earlier in the scope of the report section.
In other cases, the full detail may not be available
or considered robust and reliable enough to include in the
analysis, in which case a slightly smaller sample
of divisions and clubs is used.

Footnotes: * Despite the use of audited accounts and the specified financial disclosures
required for UEFA licensing, accounting frameworks still differ between countries.

For football clubs the accounting for registration of players, income recognition from
competition participation or commercial contracts and the recording of signing-on
bonuses and non salary player benefits are some of the areas where differences can
occur. Work on identifying the different application of these main areas continues, but for
now no adjustments have been applied. ** Reference to 'division' peer groups is used for
ease of explanation rather than ‘member association clubs’ or ‘average income of clubs
in the top division. For the peer group selection, an estimated average income figure has
been used to cover any missing clubs. ***Average income for clubs belonging to TOP,
LARGE, MEDIUM, SMALL and MICRO division is respectively of €50>, €5m-€50m,
€1.25-€5m, €350K-€1.25m and <€350K ****Although the selection is based on income
rather than sporting performance, in effect most of the clubs that regularly compete

in the UCL are included in the 63 clubs that comprise the TOP club peer group, whilst
most of the clubs competing in the UCUP are included in the 156 clubs that comprise
the LARGE club peer group.

30

12. How can relevant comparisons be made given clubs
financial size differences”?

There are clearly massive differences in the scale of top divisions as well as individual football clubs and their finances.
It is therefore necessary to divide the divisions and the football clubs into smaller groups. To the right is shown the five
peer groups [Top, Large, Medium, Small & Micro] that have been created for the purposes of the financial analysis in this
report. These country™ peer groups are based on the average reported income of clubs within the top division.

Using peer groups firstly enables differences to be identified and highlighted throughout the
and secondly allows more relevant comparisons to be made between countries with similar sized clubs.

report
For this purpose five comparison peer groups [Top, Large, Medium, Small & Micro] have been created and refer either
to divisions or to individual clubs as presented in the table below.

The peer group divisions™*refer to all the reporting clubs of a specific national association. Classification is based on the
average reported income of clubs within the top division**.

The peer group clubs are based on individual club's income regardless of the division they compete in.

The allocation to peer groups was made where data naturally grouped and although this has led to different sized
peer groups, there is considered to be better comparability. In the future the composition of peer groups can change.

PEER GROUP Peer group members - by divisions by clubs

2ch

ENG ESP FRA GER

K2 ,(.:7’:- s,
X = s
A KA
: KNVB
AUT

€50M +

TOP

LARGE

Q
“ ot

BEL GRE NED NOR POR RUS

T3l B

CZE FIN ISR KAZ POL SRB ROU SVK SVN

SR ®F E
DVAI#

ISL LTU

EST FRO GEO

€350,000
- €1.25M

SMALL

<€350,000

o
[]
]
N
o
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13. How much income did European clubs generate last year?

Firstly, as ‘income’ is used for many of the financial analyses, we should confirm what we mean by ‘income’.

Unless specifically stated, references in the report refer to all income reported in financial statements with the exception
of income (or profits) from transfer activity. Transfer activity, which fluctuates considerably, is considered more financing
than operating in nature and is therefore analysed separately for its impact on profits. Income should also not be
confused with the term ‘budget’ common in Eastern Europe which looks at the financial resources available to the club
including any owners contributions.

M Broadcasting B Gate Receipts
. Advertising & Sponsorship . Commercial & Other Income

14. What has been the trend in income from year to year?

In 2008 further strong growth is expected despite the economic turmoil at the end of the calendar year. The improved
ENG broadcast deal (approx. €470m p.a. or 4% of total European income) will be partially offset by the weakening
of the £ which lost 15% of its value against the Euro between end of June 2007 and end of June 2008.

Income streams

The introduction this year of the second version of club
licensing has allowed UEFA to introduce certain minimum
disclosure standards in financial reporting to be met by all
clubs seeking a licence. This has increased the potential
to make better and more reliable comparisons between
clubs within a country and also between countries.
In particular clubs are required to split income into
different ‘income streams’ providing an indication of the
importance of different income types. Most clubs were
not required to do so previously under standard financial
reporting requirements which allow all income to be
disclosed as one figure. Although income splits do not go
as far as the commercial contract level, we nonetheless
believe the income stream requirement is an important
step to increased transparency of football clubs.

In 2007 broadcasting income contributed 34% of the
€11bn total Europe-wide top division income, with
advertising & sponsorship 24%, gate receipts 23% and
commercial/other income 19%.

The importance of different income streams differs
significantly between countries and this is investigated
later in this section.

Footnotes: *’Estimated’ because extrapolations used for clubs not in survey
(always lower ranked clubs who did not apply for UEFA licence). Estimate accurate
to +/-1% as contains 97% actual and 3% extrapolated data. Extrapolations based
on average club income outside largest 4 income clubs and manual adjustments
where deemed necessary. *2006 top division income was originally stated as
€9.8bn in the 2006 report but has been restated as €10.1bn as improved estimates
for the missing or partial data were made available in 2007. *** EU 27 Inflation
estimated at 2.3% and GDP growth 2.9%. *** Two years figures available for

40 of the 53 divisions. Source: Data survey responses aggregated from submitted
2007 financial statements for 618 clubs. ENG taken from Deloitte report.
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Club income is unevenly spread across the different top
divisions. The clubs in the 5 largest income divisions
(TOP) represent 13% of the 733 top division clubs but
generate 69% of the €11.0bn total for all 53 national
associations (up from 68% in 2006).

The average ENG club (€114m income) generates 5x
the income of the average RUS/TUR/NED/SCO club
which in turn generate at least 5x the income of the

average CZE club, the 20th highest earning division.

This underlines the need for using some financial peer
groups (introduced in section 1 of this report and colour
highlighted here) when trying to make analysis.

32

15. How evenly is income spread across the European divisions?

A number of factors dictate a club’s ability to generate income. For clubs from the TOP & LARGE divisions the split of
central revenues (broadcast, sponsorship), participation in European competitions, ownership of stadium, and ability
to connect with fan base are key factors. For SMALL & MICRO divisions, other factors are often more relevant including
whether the main sponsor supports the club financially through sponsorship contracts or by injecting capital in club.
The end result is the same (e.g. wages are covered) but sponsorship contracts are included as income whilst capital
injections are not. Differing spending power (national economy) also influences commercial and gate incomes.
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*’Estimated’ because extrapolations used for clubs not in survey. Extrapolations based on average club income outside largest 4 income clubs and manual adjustments
where deemed necessary.
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Number of top-division clubs

% REPORTING CLUBS % REPORTED INCOME

11% [l TOP (50m) 67.7%
26% [ LARGE (5-50m) 28.1%
[E MEDIUM (1.25m - 5m) 3.2%

SMALL (350k - 1,250k) 0.8%

RO (< 350k) 0.2%

Income is spread narrowly across top division clubs
with the MEDIUM to MICRO clubs reporting just 4%
of total income despite representing 63% of clubs.

20+
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Footnote: * the 63 TOP clubs reported €6°883m income - Including extrapolations for missing data, these TOP clubs represent 11% of all clubs and an estimated 68% of all income.

One or more RUS club may also be in the TOP peer group but club-by-club figures for RUS (and KAZ) were not made available.

The column chart provides more detail as to the income
profile of the 600+ clubs covered in the report presented
by division.

Broadly speaking, the colours indicate how income is
spread within divisions. UKR, POL, CRO, BUL & SRB are
the only divisions with clubs in four different income peer
groups, although most of the LARGE, MEDIUM & SMALL
divisions have clubs in 3 different peer groups.

The chart also provides a clearer picture of which divisions
the club peer groups are drawn from. For example all the
63 TOP income clubs come from just 10 TOP and LARGE
divisions*. Elsewhere the 156 LARGE clubs are selected
from 24 divisions reaching all the way from the TOP to the
MEDIUM division peer group, the 126 MEDIUM and 109
SMALL clubs from 31 divisions each, and the 132 MICRO
clubs from 26 divisions.
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16. In which country is the income most balanced between clubs?

The next chart further presents income spread within the divisions by comparing the average income of the 4 largest
income clubs to the average income of other clubs in each division. The colour of country code indicates their division
peer group.

Comparing the top4 to other clubs' income is just one of many measures that can be used to analyse financial balance.
A similar measure using personnel costs and transfer activity rather than income can be more relevant where these
expenses are covered more by their owner than by generated income. For our purposes income is the most simple
base and provides the widest sample of 46 leagues®.

INCOME SPREAD MORE EVENLY )
e Ratio: Average reported income 4 biggest clubs v other clubs
10x
8.1 8.1 8.1
8x : G
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fl 62 ¢4
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OxX X I ODS5x»mwg=zNEWLD ®»F Wm = 10 > > <55 oo SZaeIT S g
SFES-"3BRP6uE20-22 0505823306200 5252258E0%23a3

MADIAN

Footnote: *The top4 v other club analysis covers 46 countries - Excluded are DEN no data; RUS & KAZ no club by club data; AZE, LVA, MKD, ISL
not enough non-top4 clubs in sample. Median is the middle figure in a list from top to bottom.
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17. How important is TV income beyond the TOP divisions?

The significant size of broadcast income from national team matches, UEFA club competitions and the big divisions
is widely reported. Broadcast income is a particularly valuable source of income to bottom-line profits as it has less
cost attached to it than gate receipt, sponsorship or commercial income. The chart illustrates for all divisions the
percentage of overall income coming from broadcasts and the table sets this out by the country and club peer groups.

Broadcast income refers to all types of media but is mainly TV rights. Comparisons of broadcast income are
indicative only, since central prize money (generated by TV income) may in some cases be allocated differently between
income streams.

TOP DIVISIONS 43% TOP CLUBS 35%
LARGE 13% LARGE 25%
MEDIUM 7% MEDIUM 11%
60% o
g SMALL 2% SMALL 4%
i 51 0, 0,
50% . MICRO 2% MICRO 3%
ALL 10
40% 22
35 35
30%
21
B 19 19
20% = - 1 17,17, 1717,
! Al P
‘ B 12 12 11
10% ‘ m 10 o . 10
| e
4R s 5 s
| ! T I TV 2
! ' 2 : (U R T 161G B o ) e g Wi W g o i
0% ! LR ! gn ) { !
Lo raodrdJucroorunaocmDobEWSZdIronouwWxozddzEbraorsuWUogoOIacR<cJoWwXxXxaNW
rEZwonow o 40 >2ON [ ZSOLUIoXr>Sunx JFN 5s2a< 5=
m_5ow8m38§2§@o%8<80<o“§—2525§m5“m‘5m3m§<§5m%§§§EJ44§%
w
z
Footnotes: * In next years figures the ENG proportion is expected to increase significantly as the first year of the new broadcast deal will be reflected in the reported 2008 income
statements of the ENG clubs. **Average in the country and club peer groups refer to the simple average of the countries in peer group rather than the weighted average of clubs.
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18. How closely are financial resources linked to on-pitch success?

The chart below ranks each NA for on-pitch success and off-pitch strength in rank order (e.g. between 1 & 53).
The off-pitch success is ranked on the performance of each national association's clubs in UEFA competitions
(UEFA 5 year country coefficient®) whilst the off-pitch strength is ranked using the average income of the 4 largest clubs**.

ON PITCH SUCCESS
UEFA Country ranking 2007/08

50 45 40 35 30 25 20 15

To no surprise, the answer is that financial resources
are closely linked to on-pitch success.

This is indicated by the diagonal blue arrow showing
a close correlation between the 2 rank orders™*.

By this measure ROU clubs have performed better ] Gg
than expected with the UEFA ranking of 7 and average A

income ranking of 19. KAZ on the other hand have
underperformed although 02/03 was the first season that
KAZ clubs competed in Europe and there is an inevitable poL| SWE
‘learning period’. Py N.CIR ROU

20

CRO L ]
4°F SRB it

25

& ® BIH
AZE L] @ *
LTu 36

a5
BLR) ISk o
h% . SVN

ARM LEA
Footnotes: *UEFA 5 year country coefficient 03/04-07/08 . **The optimal fit would be [3): ‘ GEO
to compare the income or personnel costs of clubs competing in UEFA competitions, A ALE ‘ 45
however rank order of clubs linked to financial results was not provided for all the leagues FROA EST
- therefore the 4 largest income clubs have been taken — 4 being the average number ‘MNE WAL A
of clubs competing in UEFA competitions. The league average was used for RUS & KAZ. A MDA
**The R2 correlation coefficient based on the rank orders is 0.83. S AT 50
MLT
AND

MKDA
A or [l vrce @ veouv @ sval A\ micro

30

OFF PITCH STRENGTH
Top 4 club income 2007 (R

40

36
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FINANCIAL PROFILE OF EUROPEAN CLUB FOOTBALL:
COSTS & PROFITABILITY

4

Financial profile of European club football:
Costs & profitability

What are the underlying objectives of football clubs and financial models used?

What are football clubs major expenses?

Employee costs absorb what proportion of clubs' income?

What is the players share of these employee costs?

What proportion of clubs are loss making?

Who are the financial winners and losers from football's transfer system?
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19. What are the underlying objectives of football clubs and financial models used?

Despite football clubs often taking the form of a company
or group of companies including a small and decreasing
number being quoted on stock markets, the maximisation
of financial returns (profits) is rarely the main objective of
clubs. Club owner’s priorities can differ, for example in the
relative focus on short or long term and the attitudes to
the local community, but generally the raison d’etre
approximates to “Being as successful on the pitch as
possible whilst ensuring the continued existence of the
club.” This is crucial to consider when analysing club
costs and when looking at profitability.

Examples of financial models include:

() Club owners covering losses through sponsorship
or direct to the balance sheet by donations);

(i) Clubs covering losses through transfer activity
(selling players for profit);

(i) Clubs generating an operating profit or break-even
by restricting player salaries to a level that incomes
can support, or

(iv) Club owners allowing losses to build up but
covering cash shortages by loans, which may
or may not be repaid at a later date.

[FoRers] e | 1 oe | o [WoE ] <[>

From 2008/09 UEFA requires each club to provide an
audited cashflow statement, split into operating, investing
and financing cashflows. The cash flow statement
assessed over a number of years probably offers the
most reliable way to see in practice which strategy is
adopted and a typology of clubs analysed. This analysis
will start next year. Nonetheless for now the following
traditional income statement analysis can still help
analyse the questions raised in this section on costs
and profitability.




20. What are football clubs major expenses?

In the last section it was explained that v2.0 of club
licensing has significantly increased transparency in the
reporting of football clubs’ income by introducing a
requirement for disclosure of the different types of
income. Likewise on the cost side, traditional financial
reporting requirements often do not provide much
visibility on clubs’ operating costs. Again UEFA has used
club licensing to require certain minimum (which are for
some clubs additional) disclosures, such as the
separation of transfer activity income & costs from other
operating activities. Nonetheless the presentation of
operating expenses varies enormously between different
countries and legal forms, making comparisons difficult.

In addition it is often up to the clubs to choose how to split
operating expenses (sales & marketing, youth football,
fixed stadium, variable match day and training costs etc)
and whether to split personnel costs by type (e.g. fixed
salary, bonus, benefits in kind) and between categories
of employee (e.g. player, coaches, administrative staff,
directors).

The analysis in this report therefore concentrates on
the more comparable high level split between employee
costs, other operating costs, specific non operating
costs and transfer activity, that is available for all clubs.
A more detailed look at operating costs will be made
in next years report.

- Employee Costs . Other Costs D Specific Costs

[FoAers] e | 1 oe | o [WoE ] <[>

The 733 clubs of the top tier division in each NA are
estimated* to have incurred €11.2bn of expenses in 2007
which compares to €11bn of income. The particular
significance of employee costs for football clubs

is highlighted, covering 56% of all costs incurred
(and this excludes transfer costs). Elsewhere specific
costs represented 7% (due mainly to a limited number
of large clubs’ finance costs) and all other operating
costs the remaining 37% of the cost base.

‘Specific costs’ include non operating costs: Finance costs;
all non-employee taxes; exceptional costs

Footnotes: *’Estimated’ because extrapolations used for clubs not in survey (always lower ranked clubs who did not apply for UEFA licence).
Estimate accurate to +/-1% as contains 97% actual and 3% extrapolated data. Extrapolations based on average club income outside largest
4 income clubs and manual adjustments where deemed necessary.** In some cases clubs are permitted to expense their transfer costs

as soon as the transfer is made, however in most cases the cost of transfer is spread over the contract period.
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21. Employee costs absorb what proportion of clubs’ income?

At the bottom end SMR clubs (0%) are run on an amateur

basis but for some of the other leagues there are questions

as to whether all employee costs are reported as such™.

GER has the lowest ratio (45%) compared to the 57% 140%,,,
average of the 5 TOP leagues. There is a noted tendency

for clubs from larger divisions (TOP & LARGE) to have 120%

lower ratios (average 57%) than clubs from MEDIUM 106
(average 71%) or smaller divisions (SMALL & MICRO 100% £ o5
average 66%). | .
80% |
69 69 68 68
| [ 84 63 63 63 63 63 62 g1 60 60
60 59 59 59 58
60% T 57 57 57
o F ‘ 54 54 54 53 53 55 ) 49 49 49 45 47 47 .
| T EL
40% ! 3 35
I | I 30 30 29
m 25
20% ‘ ‘ =
0% ] | | | 0
mII—IO:)!DD.CD—IZ—|(5<tN—IZLLI5><l—|—<(<(LLIDOIIED—D.LI.ILLIIIOG’ZD—IBZU)<EIIO—|IIZDI§LUILU
o > 0SS 2 TINg>D2ZdaokE J500nEZ= wy 5> =) =N
B RO G < 53 ESRENr33585 52038 RB522E02852 708532250558
% reporting R 1
<

clubs with
70%-+ratio 78 58 67 46 67 58 12 50 50 50 50 25 45 10 n/a 50 57 69 20 21 22 60 25 10 7 22 8 21 0 30 12 36 14 21 30 14 29 0 44n/a20 25 0 0 15 14 0 50 17 20 40 030%

Footnotes: * As the ratio is purely an indicator and not an exact science, there is no standard definition of what a ‘high’ employee costs ratio is, we have taken
70% to present by division in the above analysis. ** In some cases we suspect that certain types of employee cost (e.g. signing on bonuses) have been
reported as other types of expense, hence some of the low club and league ratios (<40%).
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21. Employee costs absorb what proportion of clubs’ income? continued)

Proportion of income absorbed by employee costs:

Employee cost ratio: Distribution

150%

120% -

10% clubs > 100% ratio

Ratio  90% -
Employee

t t
cost to 60%

income

30% A

0% -
0%

50% clubs +/- 58% ratio
Average __&

25% 50%

43

Clubs added from low to high ratio

The chart and table shows the distribution of the
employee cost ratio by club for 575 reporting clubs.
Indeed whilst the aggregate picture was quite clear, the
majority of divisions spending between 45-70% of
income on employees, at the club-by-club level the true
picture is less clear with only 43% of clubs falling within
this 45-70% range*. Half the clubs have a ratio above or
below the mid-point 58%. 1 in 10 clubs (60 from sample)
reported an alarmingly high ratio of 100%-+. At this clearly
unsustainable level the size of club income is clearly a
factor with 2% of TOP & LARGE clubs paying out more
than 100% of income in employee costs compared to 25%
of MIDDLE clubs and 15% of SMALL or MICRO clubs.

Ratio #clubs Proportion of clubs
<45% 158 28%
45-70% 247 43%
70-100% 110 19%
>100% + 60 10%
Sample size 575

22. What is the players share of these employee costs?

Proportion of reported employee costs
attributed to playing staff:

The split of employee costs between players and non-
players is available for clubs from 20 leagues and just
over 300 clubs. The average proportion is 78% player to
22% non-player costs although there is considerable
variation depending on how the club is structured from
the lowest FIN/NOR (61/65%) to the highest player share
AND (95%). The share of employee costs absorbed by
the playing staff does not appear to be linked to the size
of the clubs.

Using the average split, we can estimate that player
remuneration absorbed approximately 45% of the income
that European clubs generated in 2007 or just under €5bn.
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Ratio #clubs Proportion of clubs
<70% players 87 28%
70-80% 60 20%
80-80% 89 29%
90-100% 71 23%
Sample size 307
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23. What proportion of clubs (division aggregate) are loss making?

The previous pages indicated the various financial strategies that clubs can adopt and focused on the level
of employee costs at clubs, This is however only part of the picture and the chart underneath builds on the employee
cost ratio (presented again highest to lowest, left to right) and adds other operating costs, specific (non operating)
costs and net result from transfers*, all as a % of income. Taken together the end result (net profit gold circles)
is presented by division.

# Clubs reporting profit 4 6 1 4 4102 52 2 4 7 516na4 5 6 6 9 6 6 4 910148 9 7 37 457 57 3128nal1 6206537020 21210
#Clubsloss>20% 566 51121611329 1na532111121012103151134316na31035 124223010

m O2x—50m ZFd0aNJd_wWxE—S WOy oWl oo xx0dxZl SwEo
CrrCrJmosP>945< ZzNS3550d0<=w w CrZLyrozox¥oIowESDSS5XITNS
mQEwmi50#@5;EE§8Eow3<Eﬁt%zg533802zEz<%:mﬁgoomEI§m<§mi
200% ‘
160% ‘ —[‘I "
r - ¥ ! [
- ‘ I | I l | I I | | I | I | | I |r| I | I | I | |r| | | I | | I | |[| I I | I I | I | | I | | | |
w%‘ II IIIIII II I II I IIIIIII

0%

-40% " /’“7 i P . - ) .. I/\—“\
o ffe ")

-120%

-160%

-200%
[ Total personnel expenditure % [ Total specific (non operating) costs %

[l Total other operating expenses % [ Total result from transfers %
Net profit margin %

Footnotes: * Transfer activity includes depreciation or impairment on players as well as profits or loss on sale of those players. Where transfer fees expensed in year
of acquisition then result is simply income less costs. ** In some cases we suspect that certain types of employee cost (e.g. signing on bonuses) have been reported
as other types of expense, hence some of the low club and division 'personnel expenditure' ratios (<40%) but high ‘other operating costs ratios'.
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The charts on this page show reported 2007 profit for 575 top division clubs across Europe.
The scatter chart plots 2 profit margins: operating” and final net profit as a percentage of income.

100%
80% ® 7
7 -~
. -
Y ra
60% - . -
& “
- -
T
‘ -
-
Te *
v
~p—] g
~100% -80% 60% 80% 100%
-
. [ Profit > 20% income
f Profit 10% - 20%
. B Profit 0% - 10% 1%
» ; B Loss 0% - 10%
-4 * « -60% Nat profit
o margin % [ Loss 10% - 20% 551
% " M Loss 20% - 50%
7 e -80% B Loss 50% - 100% income
« . B Loss > 100% income
/‘/ = Operating
.L s T . -100% s profit margin % -ﬂ

Footnotes: * Operating profit margin is calculated before ‘specific’ non operating costs (exceptional, interest and tax expenses) and before ‘transfer activity. ** Profit/loss analyses presented relative to income, in absolute terms the size
of losses and profits would be higher for larger clubs. The figures for the 575 clubs represent 78% of all European top division clubs — Most of the missing data is for clubs who did not apply for licenses, often as a result of finishing low
down the domestic rankings — The actual proportion of loss making clubs may actually be higher once these clubs are included given their poor sporting performance.
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24. Who are the financial® winners and losers from football’s transfer system®?

Clubs to the left of the dotted diagonal line improved their
result through transfer activity. Clubs to the right reported
net losses from transfer activity. The left hand chart with
MEDIUM, SMALL & MICRO clubs has many clubs to the
left of the dotted diagonal line and far fewer to the right TOP
of the line. In addition there are many clubs, particularly
MICRO clubs directly on this line which indicates free LARGE S j2ad
transfers and hence no impact on profits. MEDIUM

SMALL
By comparison the right hand chart with LARGE and TOP
clubs has more clubs to the right of the line, indicating llgile
net loss from transfer activity. ALL

50% * L V4

40% o

The transfer system significantly redistributes

) -50%
wealth from big to small.

30% 40% 50%

75% of the TOP clubs (gold triangles shown far-right)
recorded net costs from transfers and hence ended
up to the right of the diagonal line, whilst 25% reported

L ]
net income. Much of this money (in € terms) passed
to LARGE clubs (grey squares far right), although TOP
approximately half of these clubs recorded net costs -
and half net income. To the left over half of MEDIUM LARGE s
and SMALL clubs (blue and green dots) profited from MEDIUM ;,i/ Uz
transfers (54% and 52%) in many cases turning losses ™
into overall profits (top left quarter on chart) whilst a lower SMALL o4 -40%
number recorded net transfer losses (29% and 12%). MICRO A‘A
The impact for MICRO clubs is less relevant with 26% [
profiting, 15% reporting losses and 59% no impact. ALL 1 50%
@ MeDIUM CLUBS @ SMALL CLUBS A\ MICRO CLUBS
(€1.25-5M Income) (€350'000-1.25M Income) (<€350'000 Income)

Footnotes: * Financial winners - this is an off-pitch financial analysis and does not enter into assessing the on-pitch sporting
impact of the transfer system.** Profit margins are before and after ‘transfer activity’ profits/losses from transfers out and costs

or depreciation on transfers in and current players). Some clubs are beyond the scale of charts — these clubs are nonetheless
included in the table data. Tax charges are based on final after transfer figures — pre transfer margins have not been restated for tax.
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25. How do balance sheets differ between countries?

The vastly different scale of balance sheets, as indicated here, makes the use of peer groups essential for division by
division asset or debt comparison. The level of debt is principally dictated by the size of the asset base, with long-term
debt typically linked to stadium ownership. Owner or related party loans are also common, sometimes with no or
nominal rates of interest. Whether these are transformed into equity sometimes depends on the tax environment and
any minimum equity rules in force in a country.

In relative terms, total assets exceed annual income for 40% of top division clubs and are twice annual income in half

these cases (20%). This multiple is highest for TOP peer group clubs which have both high player values and more
often stadium ownership. Over 70% of TOP clubs have assets exceeding annual income.

Balance sheet profile - average club 2007

o O rraoc Qv Tw —wE2Yon gy JwE- OZa 5 < = w s J-00Q8x XA
Z2<WO0OS0rQWOaCWESNDO=2x0OSD EoO>2L0 5 d ZE<ZI—ILLI<—I mx5sZz
ﬂml:on.EmEn:zzom@wo<m%w&%mﬁﬂo:oszmE%m 25Sz252sE0326%
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‘Current assets’ are assets with a due date in less than one w0
year. This includes cash & bank deposits, transfer receivables
of less than 1 year and other receivables. .

‘Player assets’ are amounts paid to obtain player

registrations less any amount already depreciated. 250
Home-grown players are not recognised on the

balance sheet.

-350

‘Other long-term assets’ principally include fixed assets

(inClUding stadium & training faCllltleS) and investments. . Owner, group and related party loans and payables
Transfer receivables due in more than one year can also 3rd party liabilities
be included.
[ Current assets Footnote: Consolidation perimeter of some ENG clubs may differ to that of the license
. Player assets applicant. The ESP figures only cover the top 8 ranked clubs and hence the average balance
sheet presented certainly overstates the full 20 club average - in particular regarding fixed
. Other long-term assets assets as stadium ownership in sample was higher than the full division ownership of 50%.

50
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26. What is the asset profile of clubs and how does it differ”?

300

200

100+

As % of total assets
Current assets %
Other LT assets %
Player assets %

Net equity as
% asset base

ENG

[ 64 ]
[ 22 ]
=3

22

ITA

GER

60

o
|

_ ﬂMﬂ@ ,

POR*

TUR*

B Current assets
[ Other long-term assets
[ Player assets

‘Net equity’ is built up from owners contributions

SCO RUS NED NOR GRE BEL SU AUT SWE and the ongoing profits/losses of a club. It is the
same value as all balance sheet assets less

balance sheet liabilities. It is not the market value

of the club as some hard to measure assets like

the prestige value (e.g. the supporter base,

[ 46 [ 40 | ‘brand history’, participation in particular league)
(5 | and home-grown player values are not included

2 | € 13 3 3 66 3 B3 B B3

on the balance sheet.

51

Footnote: * Consolidation perimeter of some ENG clubs may differ to that of the license applicant. The ESP (8 from 20),

POR (8 from 16) & TUR (7 from 18) figures only cover a sample of clubs (top ranked) and hence the balance sheets presented
almost certainly overstate the full division average - in particular regarding fixed assets as stadium ownership in sample was
higher than the full division stadium ownership of 50%.
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26. What is the asset profile of clubs and how does it differ? continued

lhs....

ISR CZE ROU SRB POL SVK BUL CRO CYP BLR SVN FIN KAZ
As % of total assets
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Proportion of clubs

27. How many clubs are ‘in debt’ with negative equity”?

100% —
90% —|
80% —|
70% —
60% —|
50% —|
40% —
30% —|
20% —
10% —|

0% —

Net equity as % total assets

53

LARGE

B -ve equity (10-20%)
B -ve equity (50-100%)

MEDIUM  SMALL

22

MICRO

(o2} N

. -ve equity (0-10%)
1 -ve equity (20-50%)
B -ve equity (>100%)

Footnote: Totals differ from 100% due to either rounding
effect or clubs reporting zero net equity (assets = liabilities).

Net equity as % of income

Club net equity profile
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B LARGE @ SMALL

(€5-50M Income) (€350'000-1'250'000 Income)

Footnote: *Some clubs with virtually no reported assets and hence very high negative equity
ratios are off the scale of the scatter chart but these are included in pie and bar chart.
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28. To what extent are the public
authorities and owners on the balance sheet?

The charts below highlight all the countries where the average proportion of liabilities due to either the authorities or to
the owners, group companies or related parties exceeds 10%. This is an indication of the use of these sources for debt
funding rather than an indication of the overall reliance, since many owners commit money directly into the club
through capital contributions rather than leaving loans. For this analysis reference to ‘debts’ means all balance sheet
‘liabilities’ and not just interest paying debts (as sometimes separately used in financial analysis).

Authorities payables as % overall liabilities Owner, group & related party loans and payables
as % overall liabilities
40% - 100% - F

30% | 80% -

60% -
20% |
40% -

10% -
20% -

NIR
FRA
GRE
CRO
ESP
IRL
ROU
MNE
CYP
KAZ
ITA
MKD
BLR
AZE
POL
LVA
WAL
ENG
ISR
ROU
MDA
MLT
RUS
FIN
HUN
=
TUR
AND
MNE
CZE
KAZ
NIR
SRB
CYP

The level of debts to authorities is of Owners liabilities represent the majority of debts in some eastern e
particular relevance as the political nature countries. Of the larger divisions, the owners provide between % and ' -:‘f.‘j;f"‘
of these debts (compared to ordinary trade Y2 of total liabilities in ENG, RUS & TUR with therefore less reliance . - g
& commercial debts) can lead to problems on third party debts. L

building up. Club licensing has strict rules
on tax payables connected to wages but not
other authority debts such as stadium rent.
There does not appear to be any strong link
between the size of division and reliance on
this debt source.

Owner, group & related party debts represent less than -
10% of overall debts in the majority of countries.

Owner, group & related party debts represent more than 10%
of overall debts for 23% of clubs.

Authorities debts are less than 10%
of overall debts in the majority of countries.

Authorities debts are more than 10%
of overall debts for 30% of clubs.
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Underlying
source of
financial
analysis

Data sources

Unless otherwise stated in the report footnotes or elaborated further underneath in this appendix, the
financial figures used in the review have been taken directly from figures submitted by clubs within the club
licensing cycle covering the UEFA club competition season 2008/09. These figures refer to the financial
year ending in 2007, in most cases 31 December 2007. The figures have been extracted from Financial
statements prepared either using national accounting practices or International Financial Reporting
Standards and audited according to International Auditing Standards. The licensor in each country has
extracted figures from the submitted financial statements and completed a standardised template issued
by the UEFA club licensing unit.

With the exception of checking the fundamental soundness of the information, UEFA has not sought to

verify the figures provided by the licensors to the source financial statements or get more detailed
explanations as to survey responses.

Standardised

template:
Rationale

Financial statement disclosures and accounting policies and interpretations of these policies differ
tremendously within and between countries. This makes the comparison of financial data extremely
challenging and hence the use of a standardised template to improve comparisons. The definition of items
in this template takes into account the following: (a) A minimum level of financial disclosure is specifically
included in the UEFA licensing regulations and hence should be available for all clubs, this forms the base
for template; (b) To this base is added some additional financial disclosures, beyond the UEFA defined
minimum and hence available in some but not all cases, which are considered relevant and able to increase
transparency (e.g. split of personnel costs between playing staff and other staff and also between social
charges and base remuneration; split of income source between UEFA and national competitions; split of
investing cash flows between player transfer payments/receipts and longer term fixed asset investments or
sales); (c) From year to year template changes are kept to a minimum as licensors get used to the template
and also to assist with year on year comparisons; (d) A limit is placed on the level of detail included in the
template to stop the exercise becoming too time consuming for licensors.

Standardised
2008 UEFA
template:

Specified line
items
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The UEFA template completed and submitted by licensors is in 4 sections with room for additional
commentary where needed: (1) Club information (2) Balance sheet data (3) Profit & loss account
(income statement) data (4) Cash flow data. Summary of items (/ represents multiple line items):

1. Club information: number clubs in sample; financial year-ends; currency used and rate; scope of
consolidation (single company/ sub consolidation/ full group consolidation); within scope (just football/
other sports/ other business >5% income); stadium ownership (on balance sheet/ municipal or state
authorities/ other contract); training facilities (as previous); controlling party (Individual(s)/ company/
not known).

2. Balance sheet: cash; accounts receivable from player transfers/ group & related party/ other; other current
assets; total current assets; tangible fixed assets; intangible assets capitalised players/ others;
investments; other non current assets; total non current assets; total assets; equity capital; retained
reserves (including profit/loss for year); total equity; bank overdrafts & loans; taxes and social charges;
other amounts payable to authorities; accounts payable on player transfers/ to group entities; owner
& related party payables & loans; other liabilities; total liabilities; total equity and liabilities.

3. Profit & loss account: gate receipt income - season tickets/ match day tickets domestic/ UEFA matches/
other matches or non split/ total; sponsorship & advertising income — main sponsor/ touchline advertising/
suppliers/ other non split/ total; broadcasting income - national/ UEFA/ other non split/ total; commercial
income - prize money national/ prize money UEFA/ merchandising/ food & beverage/ lottery/ other non
split/ total; other income - subsidies or donations football authorities/ other authorities/ UEFA solidarity/
owner donations/ corporate or other donations/ finance (where not netted)/ property & non football/
exceptional/ other or non split/ total other income; total turnover (without transfers); personnel costs —
player wages & payments/ tax & social contributions/ other staff wages/ tax & social/ non split personnel/
total; specific (non operating) costs — finance (or net finance) costs/ non player taxation/ exceptional costs/
total; operating & other expenses — non player depreciation/ sales marketing & sponsorship costs/ admin/
youth football/ fixed stadium/ variable match & training/ general expenses/ non split/ total; total
expenditure without transfers; transfer related — income from sales/ profit/ non split/ total income/ losses
on sales/ costs/ depreciation on players/ impairment on players/ non split charges/ total charges/ total net
income or cost from player transfers; Net profit for year. In addition, operating profit/loss & profit excluding
transfer activity are calculated.

4. Cash flow statement — net cash flow from operating activities; cash flow from investing - (cash) receipt
from player sales/ payment on player signings/ receipts from fixed assets/ payments for fixed assets/ other
investing net cash flow (financial asset, investments etc); cash flow from financing - receipts from owner
or group loans/ payments on owner/group loans/ receipt from other loans/ payments on other loans/
receipt from issuance of bonds or debt/ receipts from capital issue or owner equity payments/ dividend
or other payments to shareholders/ other net financing cash flow; net increase or decrease in cash.

Non financial
data

Explanation of sources

1. Licensing extent - UEFA administration. 2. Licensed clubs — List licensing decisions submitted by
national associations adjusted where 2nd division clubs also included in form. 3. Coverage — Financial
survey submissions (see footnote in body of report). 4&5. Size & structure & changes - Previous five lists
of licensing decisions verified to on-line league table resources. 6&7. Club legal forms & ownership — 2007
licensor survey, sanity-checked against Swiss institute of comparative law report commissioned by UEFA.
8. Stadium & training facility ownership - Financial data survey sample covering 618 clubs. Note: various

options simplified into three basic responses. 9&10. Attendances and trends - Website
http://www.european-football-statistics.co.uk/attn.htm verified in some cases by licensors. Note:
attendance figures may not be directly comparable as depends on basis for counting attendance (e.g.
Turnstile clicks/ tickets sold or distributed/ paying customers). 11. Coaching qualifications — UEFA football
development unit with figures updated December 2008. Note: These figures include some coaches who
received the national qualification recognised as equivalent by UEFA prior to the formalised launch of the
UEFA coaching convention.

Coverage of
financial data

In some cases the national licensor has not received financial statements from all their top division clubs.
As explained in the body of the report when answering questions 1-3 this is because certain clubs did not
undergo club licensing during the year or in the case of DEN that the deadline for submitting the data
template to UEFA was not met. In general the number of clubs included is set out in the report body
question 3 map. However UEFA has sought to use the most accurate and meaningful figures available so
for certain analyses the sample may be smaller, for example if a club provided an audited income figure but
did not include data on income streams.

Although many clubs outside the top division also undergo domestic licensing and submit audited financial
statements, this benchmarking report restricts itself to top division clubs.

Club-by-club
financial data

In all but 2 cases club-by-club figures were provided. In some cases these were provided on an anonymous
basis. Disregarding whether the figures were provided anonymously or by name, UEFA does not include
any club names in the report — the purpose of the report is to review European club football rather than to
assess individual football clubs.

In the cases of RUS & KAZ financial figures were provided in aggregate form rather than detailed club-by-
club. For ESP aggregate figures (covering 19 clubs that underwent licensing) were provided for total income
and net equity, whilst a smaller sample of the 8 UEFA club competition qualifying clubs were provided for
other items. For FRA aggregate figures were provided for all lines whilst the individual club-by-club figures
were taken from the published report (Comptes des clubs professionnels), the reporting perimeter differs in
some cases although the impact is not material, however 2 clubs reporting in a different reporting format
have been excluded for some club-by-club analysis.

Alternative
data sources

For ENG, the figures were extracted from the Deloitte Annual Review of Football 2008 which used the
published audited financial statements as its basis. The reporting perimeter used to compile these figures
may differ in some cases from the perimeter of the license applicant especially given the increasingly
complex holding structures in place at certain clubs. In these cases the balance sheet and net profit would
differ more significantly than the level of income or operating profit. We would like to thank Deloitte for
providing some additional detail collected from publicly available financial statements to UEFA on request.
From next year we understand that the templates will be completed directly avoiding any information gaps
or comparability issues.

Europe - wide
analysis &
peer group
selection
[analyses
12-15, 20]

The submitted data covering 629 clubs (including additional ESP clubs) was used to make extrapolations
for the remaining 104 European top division clubs. The general approach was to use the average income
of smaller clubs from each division (excluding the 4 largest income clubs) to calculate the estimated
Europe-wide total and the peer groups. This best but not perfect approach reflects the fact that the missing
clubs not included in data submission are always the lower ranked clubs and usually these also have lower
finances, an assumption validated by many countries which submitted financial figures in conjunction with
finishing league position. Some author adjustments were applied to ISL (only 4 clubs in sample so 4th
largest income club used for extrapolation), MKD (only 4 clubs in sample and 3rd largest deemed to be
most representative and used for extrapolation).

The year-on-year income and cost growth prepared on the exchange rates applicable at the time rather
than restating previous year for later exchange rate.

Although in some cases the actual average income may differ, the Europe-wide total is unlikely to differ
by more than +/-1% as the estimations are on smaller clubs. In addition the composition of the division
peer groups should also be accurate.
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Average clubs

Definition of terms used in report

References to ‘average’ club (e.g. average club revenue) is the aggregate figure of the division divided
by the number of clubs. Where analysis is in percentage terms, this is therefore the weighted average
(average of totals rather than average of each clubs %).

Benchmarking

Benchmarking refers to collaborative benchmarking using information (i) directly prepared or supplied by
clubs for the purposes of obtaining a club licence (ii) obtained from utilising the knowledge held within the
extensive network of licensing managers and their staff at each of the 53 national associations (iii) held by
the UEFA club licensing unit or elsewhere within the UEFA administration.

Benchmarking in the narrow context of this report does not refer to the ranking of countries or target setting
but rather to increasing basic transparency and knowledge of club football in financial and other licensing
areas. The objectives as set out in the report introduction. In the general club licensing context the UEFA
benchmarking project also has the wider objectives of the sharing of best practice between national
associations on licensing matters and the enabling of better informed decision making by national and
international football stakeholders. It complements the benchmarking of national associations themselves
and their operations (UEFA TEP Top Executive Programme & KISS Knowledge and Information Sharing
Scenario programme).

Club licensing

This refers to the system, based on the observance of minimum criteria set out in the club licensing

system/ CLS regulations, that leads to the granting or refusal of licences to clubs. The holding of a licence is
a prerequisite to access to UEFA competitions (competition regulations).

Countries/ Refers to clubs from a UEFA member association. All member associations operate their own league with

Divisions the exception of Liechtenstein whose clubs compete in the Swiss leagues. The member associations of
UEFA are not all countries as defined by the United Nations. Some such as England, Northern Ireland,
Scotland and Wales are constituent countries of United Kingdom. One other, the Faroe Islands is an
autonomous region of the kingdom of Denmark. The three letter codes used are the UEFA codes which
differ in some cases to the I0C or ISO code (Latvia, Romania & Slovenia).

Currency The template supplied to and received from licensors included a column for translation to Euro currency.
Where this foreign exchange translation was not prepared by the licensor, UEFA applied exchange rates from
OANDA website (most common financial year end mid rate exchange rate used for balance sheet and also for
profit & loss account). Where clubs have varying financial year end dates, the most common date was used.

Income/ Income (either average or total) as presented throughout the report excludes income from player transfers

Revenue (which are analysed separately) but includes all other income in the profit and loss account (including
income from investments, interest income, and any exceptional income). On occasions references are
made to revenue but for the purposes of this report the two are the same.

Income/ Term used to break down revenue (income) into smaller components. This report refers to Broadcast

Revenue income (TV, radio, paper and internet rights from national & UEFA matches. In some cases this may also

Streams include TV related prize money).

National NA's refer to the 53 UEFA member associations through which the club licensing system is structured.

Associations/
NA’s

References to NAs in text include the three member associations who have delegated or part delegated the
management of licensing on a national level to the league (AUT, GER, SUI). In the peer group slide the logo
is that of the licensor to reflect this.

Peer groups/
PG’s

Used to aid comparison. For this report two peer group analyses have been used: Club and ‘division’ peer
groups. For the division peer group the average club in the division is taken for comparisons.

Typical figure

This is the non technical term for median figure. It represents the middle figure from a group (eg peer group
of 9 leagues, the median will be the figure from the 5th highest league)

UEFA
country
ranking/
coefficient
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The basis for the UEFA rankings is the performance of teams in the European Cups during a five year
period. During that period each team gets two points for a win and one point for a draw. From 1999 on
these points are halved for qualification matches. Reaching the group stage of the Champions League
yields three bonus points (from 1996-2004: 1 point). As of the 2004/05 season teams qualifying for the first
knock-out round of the Champions League are awarded with an extra bonus point. The UEFA coefficients
are calculated by taking an average, based on the total number of points divided by the total number
of teams of each country.

Objectives of club licensing benchmarking

Mobilize information for the use of UEFA, Licensors and clubs

v

Generate concrete
statistics to support CLS

Enable UEFA to raise
profile of CLS

Improve Licensor feedback
on CLS to clubs - context

Assist with efficient
implementation
(address common issues)

Enable any appropriate
developments of CLS

Facilitate dissemination
of best practice

Facilitate training needs

Enquiries:

v

Establish club football
profile on European level

Enable UEFA to underline
value of CLS

Improve feedback to clubs,
placing market in context

Underline national and
football wide market trends

Improve UEFA’ ability to
defend general interests
of sport

Raise investor confidence
through controlled market
visibility

v

I. CLS feedback Il. Aggregate data & statistics J§ lll. Benchmarked information

Assist operations
at national level

Allow licensors to identify
inefficiencies (at specific
clubs and in own
clubs v others)

Allow licensors to facilitate
sharing of best practice
(under-over performing clubs)

Enable clubs and licensors
to narrow information
deficiencies compared to
agencies & service providers

Provide clubs & licensors
with quality data for finance
providers

Enquiries and comments to be addressed to Sefton Perry at clublicensing@uefa.ch
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This review has been based on figures supplied to UEFA by licensors (national associations or leagues).
This data has not been verified or checked to the source financial statements by UEFA for its accuracy.
The document has been written in general terms, to provide context only and therefore should not be relied
upon to cover specific situations. The report sets out some of the difficulties in comparing data and
information extracted from financial statements but the difficulties' are not set out as an exhaustive list.
The report is addressed to national associations (or leagues where the league is the licensor) and is not
intended to be utilised or relied upon by any other parties. No rights or claims towards UEFA can be
derived from this document and its contents.
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