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Why transfer pricing
is relevant to
premiership football
Graham Poole, Pim Fris and Tom Coriano
NERA Economic Consulting, London and Paris

How do you make a small fortune in football? By starting with a
large one.

The saga over the failed £100m plus transfer of
Brazilian superstar Kaká from AC Milan to
Manchester City in the January transfer

window highlighted yet again the absurdities of Pre-
miership football.1 In recent years, a staggering pro-
cession of billionaires has bought clubs, most with the
aim of turning a sleeping giant into a champion. Of
course, only one club at a time can be champions, and
it comes as no surprise that several of the most
famous clubs in English football are reported as being
technically insolvent.2 This has given rise to concerns
that Premiership football has lost touch with reality
and that at some point, possibly as a result of a bene-
factor getting bored or running into financial difficul-
ties, one or more will come unstuck. Albeit in different
circumstances, this is what happened to the once
great Leeds United.

This article examines how various concepts and
analytical methods used in transfer pricing could pro-
vide a sensible framework for restoring a semblance
of sense and balance to Premiership finances.3 Spe-
cifically, the application of these approaches to what
are essentially related party transactions could curb
the distorting effects of utility-maximising behaviour
by club owners.4 Over a period of time, this would
bring the interaction between clubs and their owners
closer to what might be expected were the relevant
parties dealing entirely at arm’s length. It would also
provide a financial safety net for the clubs themselves.
In this sense, the framework discussed in this article
could provide an objective means of bolstering the
going concern test recently proposed by the Premier
League.

The idea for this article started off as something
semi-serious, but developed from there. It highlights
the point that transfer pricing is not all about compli-
ance, or even tax planning; it can, and often does, lie
at the very root of organisational behaviour.

I. Background

In June 2003, Russian billionaire Roman Abramovich
bought Chelsea F.C. for £140m, the biggest-ever trans-
action involving the sale of an English football club.
During the same year, American businessman Mal-
colm Glazer started to acquire increasing sharehold-
ings in Manchester United. Two years later, he bought
the club in a takeover valuing it at approximately
£800m, delisting it from the Stock Exchange, and
pushing through a compulsory buyout of all remain-
ing shareholders.

More recently, the city of Manchester has witnessed
further acts of footballing theatre. In July 2007 the
former Prime Minister of Thailand, Thaksin Shina-
watra, completed the takeover of Manchester City for
£81.6m. In January 2008, after his Thai assets had
been frozen because of corruption charges faced in
Thailand, Mr. Shinawatra sold the club to the Abu
Dhabi United Group (ADUG), an investment group
backed by Sheikh Mansour bin Zayed Al Nahyan, the
brother of the ruler of Abu Dhabi. The Sheikh has
spent £210m buying a 90 percent stake in Manchester
City with the intent of turning it into a top four club
within three seasons.

These are only few examples of the increasing role
played by billionaires and foreign investors in the Pre-
mier League. Table 1 illustrates the growing influence
of billionaires in the Premiership, together with a
snapshot of key financial data for Premiership clubs.

The data illustrate the magnitude of Premiership
club debts. The alarming levels of gearing, reportedly
220 percent on average in 2007, have led some com-
mentators to define the Premiership as the last finan-
cial bubble.5

The above notwithstanding, figures for individual
clubs do not all tell the same story. This is illustrated
by data for the clubs with the highest total debts in

The authors thank
Emmanuel
Llinares, also of
NERA, for
comments on the
draft of this article

06/09 Tax Planning International Transfer Pricing BNA ISSN 1472-0841 1



2007. Manchester United’s indebtedness, for instance,
is mostly related to the refinancing of borrowings con-
tracted by the Glazer family in their highly geared
takeover of Manchester United. The new owners have
loaded their own borrowings on the club, which is
now burdened with high annual interest payments.
The same is true of Liverpool, which had £44.8m of
debts before its takeover by Messrs Hicks and Gillet
and now has debts of £350m. Arsenal’s debts in con-
trast are mainly due to expenditure of £133.5m in-
curred to redevelop the old Highbury stadium into
flats, and to the £260m borrowed to build the new
Emirates stadium, a major source of increased turn-
over for the club ( plus 46 percent year-on-year in
2007). On the other hand, Chelsea’s debts originate
primarily from players’ transfer fees and salaries.
They have recently been halved by Mr. Abramovich,
turning £369.9m of his interest-free loans into shares
in the club, thus bringing his total investment in
Chelsea since 2003 to £710m. Although its current
debts are comparatively low, Manchester City’s debts
may soon achieve similar levels. Sheikh Mansour re-
portedly intends to spend more than £540m in re-
building the team, starting with the £32.5m already
spent for Robinho.

Such spending patterns result in an upwards spiral
of transfer fees and wages in a fashion that will be fa-
miliar, for example, to economists addressing the
common property resource problem in a prisoner’s di-
lemma setting (e.g., ‘‘capital stuffing’’ leading to over-

capacity and over-fishing in open access fisheries).
Clubs overspend and assume increasing levels of
debts in an effort to compete, to the detriment of club
finances and the benefit of players and their agents. In
this regard, the Premiership tops the list of European
Leagues for the highest and fastest growing total wage
expenditure. Specifically, England’s top clubs have
spent more in recent years than the rest of the big five
European Leagues combined. The effects on clubs’ fi-
nances are alarming. According to Equifax, a credit
information provider, 10 clubs in the Premiership are
technically insolvent,6 as demonstrated in Table 2.

Often the clubs’ debts are financed through interest-
free loans from billionaire owners, as, for example, in
the case of Chelsea, a practice that has been criticised
as ‘‘economic doping’’. At an international level,
UEFA, Europe’s football governing body, has argued
that the dominance of Premier League clubs in
Europe is built on unsustainable levels of debt which
distort the level playing field in Europe. UEFA has
hinted that it would like rules to be reformed in the di-
rection of financial fair play so that clubs must oper-
ate within their resources.

Against this background, the current economic
crisis will further increase the strain on clubs’ fi-
nances, as well as on the fortunes of their billionaire
owners. Revenue streams are under pressure, with de-
clines in corporate hospitality and season ticket re-
newals expected. Advertising and merchandising
revenues are also falling, at least for smaller clubs,

Table 1: A Snapshot of Premier League Clubs Financial Data – 2007 (£m)

Football Club Current Ownership1 Turnover PBT2 Total Debt

Arsenal3 A. Usmanov (25%), S. Kroenke (20.5%), Others (54.5%) 201 6 420

haAston Villa R. Lerner 37 -3 64

Blackburn Rovers The Jack Walker Trust 43 -3 17

Bolton E. Davies 51 -2 40

Chelsea R. Abramovich 190 -76 609

Everton B. Kenwright (37.2%), R. Earl (34.6%), J. Woods (28.2%) 51 -9 31

Fulham M. Al Fayed 39 -16 188

Hull City P. Duffen 9 -2 2

Liverpool T. Hicks (50%), G. Gillet (50%) 134 -22 350

Manchester City Abu Dhabi United Group 57 -11 110

Manchester United Glazer family 210 -63 667

Middlesbrough S. Gibson 48 -8 93

Newcastle United M. Ashley 87 -33 73

Portsmouth A. Gaydamak 52 -23 42

Stoke City P. Coates 8 -3 6

Sunderland Drumaville Consortium 26 -15 53

Tottenham Hotspur ENIC International Ltd (82%), J. Lewis, D. Levy 103 28 45

West Bromwich Albion Majority shareholder J. Peace 24 5 4

West Ham United4 B. Gudmunddson.  Parent company currently in administration 57 -22 77

Wigan Athletic D. Whelan and S. Kornberg 27 -8 54

Sources: NERA Economic Consulting calculations based on miscellaneous sources of data.
Notes:
1 Ownership data as of 1 May 2009.
2 Profit Before Tax.
3 A. Usmanov’s holdings held through the company Red & White Holdings Ltd.
4 At the time of writing this article, West Ham United was facing imminent takeover by a consortium of international banks.
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and it seems likely that several sponsorship deals will
not be renewed – e.g., AIG and Manchester United,
Northern Rock and Newcastle United, and XL Leisure
Group and West Ham United. Property development
is similarly not likely to be the money-spinner it once
was. Several owners have also been hit hard by the fi-
nancial crisis – the company formed to take over West
Ham United is in administration, Chelsea’s owner
Roman Abramovich is reported to have lost $10 bil-
lion out of his previous net worth of approximately
$23 billion, Joe Lewis (Tottenham Hotspur) lost about
£500 million over the failure of Bear Stearns, and
Mike Ashley at Newcastle United lost £300 million
from the collapse of HBOS. Recently, creditors of Liv-
erpool’s owner Tom Hicks have formally declared his
company, Hicks Sports Group, in default on debts of
£351million raised against his American sports inter-
ests, the Dallas Stars ice hockey franchise and the
Texas Rangers baseball team.

The combined effect of lower expected revenues,
higher costs, and difficult access to credit, together
with the financial difficulties of some of the clubs’
sponsors and owners could, in a nightmare scenario,
lead to the more exposed clubs defaulting on their
debts, fire sales, and even one or more clubs disap-
pearing. Leeds United offers an example of what could
happen. The club had competed at the top level of En-
glish football for the majority of its existence. In 2001,
it took out large loans against the prospect of TV
rights and sponsorship revenues linked to UEFA
Champions League qualification. However, Leeds
failed to qualify and consequently did not receive
enough income to repay loans. Hence, it found itself
in financial difficulty and had to start selling key play-
ers to reduce its wage bill, a move that further magni-
fied the severity of its crisis and led to successive
relegation. Relegation implied a further loss of rev-
enues from TV rights, and the club was eventually
forced to sell both its training ground and the Elland
Road stadium in the autumn of 2004. In May 2007,

Leeds United entered administration, thus incurring a
Football League-imposed point deduction, which rel-
egated the club to the third tier of English football for
the 2007–08 season. Leeds United’s experience of ad-
ministration is not isolated in English football. Since
1992 there have been 48 other examples, the most
recent being Southampton, previously a Premiership
Club.7 This scenario has prompted a debate on what
could and should be done to restore financial disci-
pline to the Premiership. Proposals range from the
adoption of salary caps to the introduction of player
quotas. Others have recommended the creation of a
European Super-League. A last group of proposals
have examined imposing adherence to specified levels
of key financial ratios such as given levels of gearing
or operational profitability. UEFA’s president Michel
Platini himself has suggested that clubs’ expenditure
on wages and transfers should be limited to between
50 percent and 60 percent of revenue. These figures
compare against an average figure for the Premier
League of 63 percent in 2006/2007. Most of these sug-
gestions seem unworkable, ineffective, or potentially
even illegal under EU law. New ideas are therefore
needed to identify a practical solution.

II. A new regulatory framework for premiership
football

The adoption of concepts and analytical approaches
familiar to transfer pricing practitioners could be
used to construct a regulatory framework that would
restore a greater sense of realism and financial robust-
ness within the Premiership. Such a framework would
be centred around what might be termed a test of
sound financial standing, and would have four main
elements:
1. arm’s length interest rates / guarantee fees

2. profitability

3. capital structure

4. sanctions.
The different elements of the test are now discussed

in more detail.

1. Arm’s length interest / guarantee fees

Loans from connected parties (businesses, partner-
ships, or individuals) should either be advanced to a
club at market rates, or arm’s length interest should be
imputed for the purpose of the test. If a club secures
third-party financing under a guarantee provided by a
connected party, then an arm’s length guarantee fee
would be imputed. The imputation of arm’s length in-
terest charges or guarantee fees are potentially neces-
sary under UK transfer pricing rules anyway. This part
of the test would ensure that the operating company’s
decisions on investments and capital structure are
based on more realistic price signals.

The imputation of an arm’s length interest rate
would be based on the typical process followed by
transfer pricing practitioners. In particular, the first
step would require the confirmation of the standalone
credit rating for the relevant company or group,
where it already exists, or the determination of a
shadow credit rating. This process requires a com-
bined analysis of both quantitative factors (i.e., liquid-
ity, profitability, capital structure, activity of the

Table 2: Equifax Credit Scoring

Solvent Insolvent

Team Score1 Team Score1

Arsenal 98 Everton 18

Manchester United 93 Stoke City 17

West Bromwich Albion 71 Chelsea 10

Tottenham Hotspur 65 Middlesborough 7

Blackburn Rovers 43 Bolton 5

Manchester City 40 Newcastle United 5

Sunderland 37 Aston Villa 2

West Ham United 37 Fulham 2

Liverpool 26 Wigan Athletic 2

Hull City 1

Portsmouth2 0

Source: Equifax
1 Maximum score is 100. The lower the score, the more likely a
business is predicted to default on payments.
2 Portsmouth received a score of zero from Equifax because no
accounts were available at the time of the analysis. See
“Premiership Credit Crunch”, Equifax, 6th January 2009,
www.equifax.co.uk.
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standalone company or group, etc.) and qualitative
factors (i.e., management strength, operating environ-
ment, risks borne, etc). An economic analysis then
would be conducted to determine the applicable inter-
est rate, taking into account the creditworthiness of
the company or group and the terms of the transac-
tions that influence arm’s length rates (e.g., size of the
loan, maturity and duration, currency of denomina-
tion, fixed vs. variable rate, available collateral, or
other credit enhancement, etc). The analysis would in-
volve conducting a benchmarking exercise using data
on comparable uncontrolled transactions (typically
using Bloomberg or Dealscan) and, where necessary,
applying option pricing techniques to evaluate the
impact of various terms and conditions of the loans
(e.g., value of possible embedded options). If external
financing has been obtained by virtue of a parental or
related party guarantee, then guarantee pricing tech-
niques should be used to arrive at an arm’s length re-
muneration. This would imply the use of one of the
existing methodologies used to price guarantees such
as the expected loss approach, the profit split ap-
proach, the capital infusion approach, or a compa-
rable uncontrolled price method based, for example,
on credit default swaps data.

The resulting prices for loans and guarantee fees
should then be used to draw up an adjusted set of ac-
counts with interest (and/or guarantee) charges from
connected parties imputed where no such charge had
previously been made, or with an adjusted level of in-
terest (or guarantee) expenses if the rate originally
charged was not demonstrably arm’s length.

2. Profitability

The second pillar of the test would be concerned with
the adjusted profitability of clubs. The adjusted set of
accounts obtained from the first step would be used to
test whether each club is operating within prudent fi-
nancial constraints. In practice, this could be
achieved by requiring that the company does not
report a loss for more than two or three consecutive
years and should be, on average, profitable over an ap-
propriate period, e.g., five years. Profitability would
need to be defined by the use of an appropriate profit
level indicator, such as profit before tax, for instance.
The rationale for having a multiyear break-even test
would be to accommodate exceptional circumstances
or unforeseen shocks.

3. Thin / thick capitalisation

The third pillar of the test might be considered a belt
’n’ braces element of the framework. The intention
would be to add a further degree of financial security
and prevent behaviour aimed at circumventing the
rules. The objective for the thin-capitalisation test
would be to reinforce the requirement that clubs oper-
ate within their means by ensuring that the compa-
nies do not accumulate debts beyond the level at
which they can be expected to meet interest charges
and repay principal. In practice, the rules would re-
quire clubs to meet certain restrictions routinely used
in transfer pricing for evaluating whether companies
are thinly capitalised. For example, they might re-
quire that the clubs’ debt/equity, debt/earnings, and
interest-cover ratios are consistent with market

benchmarks and therefore with what might be ex-
pected for a wholly independent enterprise operating
at arm’s length.8 Careful consideration should be
given here as to what sectors would provide reliable
market benchmarks – e.g., media and entertainment,
property, or some sort of average of both. Useful refer-
ence points could also be deducted from credit rating
methodologies. For instance, an upper bound on le-
verage levels might have been inferred in prior years
from the following extract from Moody’s guidelines
for rating sports-related enterprises: ceteris paribus,
‘‘an enterprise should possess leverage (as measured by
total debt-to-EBITDA) well under 5.0x in order to be
considered investment grade’’.9

Thick (or excessive) capitalisation refers to a pre-
ponderance of equity rather than debt in the capital
structure of a company. A thick capitalisation compo-
nent would be included in the test to stop clubs from
making large capital injections aimed at circumvent-
ing the rules on profitability by signing and paying the
wages of star players upfront (assuming, of course,
that billionaire owners would want to commit funds
to clubs in the form of equity rather than loans in the
first place). To be effective, such rules would likely
need to include a requirement that equity injections
are considered to have been made in the previous ac-
counting period. Otherwise, they could be cancelled
out by upfront payments on player transfers and
wages.

4. Penalty sanctions

A failure to meet any of the elements of the test would
result in a points deduction for the club concerned in
the same way as currently applies to clubs that go into
administration.10 The number of points to be de-
ducted would, of course, have to be determined. The
overriding consideration, however, would be to create
a disincentive for failure that is sufficiently strong to
alter the behaviour of clubs and their owners, and en-
courage them to live within their means and treat ex-
penditure on players and facilities in the same way as
a rational businessman in other sectors of the
economy would consider an investment. Thus, in a
way, these rules would act as pre-emptive measures to
address the distorting effects of utility-seeking behav-
iour by owners, excessive risk taking, and the poten-
tial financial mismanagement of clubs.

III. Application – an illustration

Given the current state of affairs for most Premiership
clubs, as illustrated in Table 1, the test could clearly
not be applied straight away. A period of transition
would be required. Nevertheless, calculating indica-
tive figures for arm’s length interest charges and/or
guarantee fees is illuminating.11

The first step involves the identification of those
clubs relying on interest-free loans and other non-
arm’s length financing transactions. Based on the
review of publicly available financial information, 11
clubs were identified for which adequate data were
available.

Then, appropriate financial charges to be imputed
were calculated. In this simplified analysis, the
weighted average of the interest rates paid by each
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club to external providers of finance was used to proxy

(internal) comparable uncontrolled price data in

order to compute the relevant adjustments. Where

data on loan transactions with unconnected parties

were not available (as in the case of Wigan Athletic),

the median figure for the sample of interest rates was

used instead. Table 3 details the various interest rates

used in the analysis.

Moreover, according to Arsenal’s 2007 accounts, its
fixed-rate bonds are guaranteed (interest and princi-
pal) by Ambac Assurance UK Ltd for an annual fee of
0.65 percent of the principal outstanding. This figure
was used, for the purpose of this article, as a proxy for
an arm’s length guarantee fee.

Using these data, appropriate interest expenses and
guarantee fees were calculated for the clubs being
considered and then used to derive an adjusted set of
accounts. The results of this analysis are presented in
Table 4.

As shown by the table, Chelsea’s accounts would be
adjusted for the purposes of the tests by imputing an
additional £40.7m of interest, Fulham would add an
extra £14.7m, and so on. It should be noted that New-
castle United received a £100m interest-free loan from
the owner, Mike Ashley, during 2008, which has not
been considered in these calculations that are based
on 2007 data. If considered however, this loan would
lead to a further £8.3m adjustment. Although illustra-
tive only, these figures do provide an understanding of
the sums involved and the extent by which clubs
would be required to alter their behaviour to meet
even the first pillar of the test.

IV. Conclusion

This article was conceived as an interesting example
of how transfer pricing concepts and analysis could be
used to address certain of the problems facing the Pre-
miership. Specifically, their application would curb
the distorting effects of utility-maximising behaviour
by club owners. Over a period of time, this would
bring the interaction between clubs and their owners
closer in line with what might be expected from arm’s
length dealing between relevant parties. It would also
provide a financial safety net for clubs, and create im-
proved conditions for achieving continuity for the en-
terprises involved in Premiership football. Details of

Table 3: Weighted Average and Median Interest Rate Used

Club Interest  Rate (%)

Arsenal 5.8

Aston Villa 7.9

Blackburn Rovers 9.1

Bolton 7.0

Chelsea 8.9

Everton 7.8

Fulham 8.4

Liverpool 7.4

Manchester City 7.4

Manchester United 10.8

Middlesbrough 7.1

Newcastle United 8.3

Portsmouth 8.4

Sunderland 8.4

Tottenham Hotspur 7.3

West Bromwich Albion 7.5

West Ham United 8.0

Median 7.9

Source: Own calculations, performed on MS Excel, based on data
from the Clubs’ 2007 accounts.

Table 4: Interest-Free and Guaranteed Loans—Arm’s Length Adjustments 2007

Club Loan Amount
(£m)

Type of Adjustment1 Adjustment
(£m)

Un-Adjusted PBT
Margin %

Adjusted PBT
Margin %

Blackburn Rovers 3 I -0.3 -7.9 -8.5

Chelsea 578 I -40.7 -39.8 -65.3

Fulham 180 I+G -14.7 -40.4 -76.0

Liverpool 185 G -1.2 -16.2 -17.1

Manchester City2 20 I -0.5 -19.4 -20.6

Middlesbrough 25 G -0.2 -17.5 -17.8

Newcastle United 2 I -0.1 -37.8 -37.9

Portsmouth 21 I -1.6 -43.1 -46.5

Sunderland 9 I -0.6 -58.6 -61.4

West Ham United 34 I+G -2.3 -38.3 -41.5

Wigan Athletic 53 I+G -2.6 -30.9 -40.0

Sources: Own calculations based on data from filed accounts and from Conn D., “The Credit Crunch: Club by Club breakdown”, 22 October
2008, www.guardian.co.uk.

Notes:
1 “I” indicates either the imputation of an arm’s length interest charge on an interest-free loan or of an additional interest charge where the
original interest rate was not arm’s length. “G” refers to the imputation of a guarantee fee on funds obtained through a guarantee from the
owner or any controlling company.
2 The £20m were loaned to Manchester City by its Directors at an interest rate of 5% per annum. The adjustment refers to the imputation of an
arm’s length charge accounting for the difference between the 5% originally charged and the club’s weighted average external cost of finance
(i.e. 7.4%).
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any proposal made along the lines of the framework
outlined in this article would need to be examined
carefully. Other issues would also have to be consid-
ered, for example, how the rules would address the
potential for a complicated series of transactions to be
entered into by related parties and for future income
streams to be securitised. Nevertheless, the article
provides for the current readership a good example of
how transfer pricing principles have relevance beyond
tax compliance and planning. Indeed, it illustrates
how transfer pricing can – in some circumstances – lie
at the heart of behavioural change.
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NOTES
1 Kaká has now joined Real Madrid for a reported fee of over £50m.
Various facts reported at the time of writing this article have similarly
been overtaken by events in what is a constantly changing landscape.
2 ‘‘Half of Premier League clubs are ‘‘insolvent’’ ’’, FourFourTwo Staff, 6
January 2009, http://fourfourtwo.com.
3 Due to the subject matter of this article, it is possible that it will be
read by non-specialists in transfer pricing. Transfer pricing refers to
the definition of terms and conditions for transactions (goods, services,
finance, and intangibles) between entities belonging to the same group
of companies. An estimated two-thirds of world trade takes place be-
tween related parties. For transactions between wholly independent

parties, the market determines price. For related party transactions,
there is no market price and the parties involved have to determine it
themselves.
4 Most clubs operate on the edge of viability and many are loss-making
and face insolvency. This is inconsistent with rational profit maximis-
ing behaviour. A possible explanation advanced in the literature sug-
gests that team owners may be utility rather than profit maximisers.
Following Sloane, many authors have modelled the problem as one of
agents that maximise playing success subject to a break-even/financial
solvency constraint. However, the willingness of billionaire owners to
contribute resources to their ‘‘trophy assets’’ in case of financial
troubles makes budget constraints soft and hence leads to the accep-
tance of long-run financial losses, high salaries, inefficiently large
squads, etc. See Sloane P., ‘‘The economics of professional football: the
football club as a utility maximiser’’. Scottish Journal of Political
Economy, 17, 121-146. See also the related works of V. Matheson, S.
Szymanski and V. Avgerinou.
5 Figure on gearing reported in ‘‘Deloitte Annual Review of football fi-
nance 2007’’, Deloitte Sports Business Group, (May 2008).
6 ‘‘Premiership Credit Crunch’’, Equifax, 6 January 2009, http://
www.equifax.co.uk. In legal terms, technical insolvency is defined as
the situation that exists where the liabilities of a firm exceed its assets.
7 Walters G. and Hamil S., ‘‘All Party Parliamentary Football Group In-
quiry into English Football and its Governance – Memorandum of Writ-
ten Evidence’’, July 2008, Birkbeck Sports Business Centre, Birkbeck,
University of London. Southampton Football Club’s holding company,
Southampton Leisure Holdings Plc, went into administration on 2
April 2009. See ‘‘Penalised Saints face relegation’’, http://news.bbc.co.uk,
23 April 2009.
8 An alternative approach might be to stipulate that ratios lie within
certain reference points or safe harbours. Whilst simple, this approach
may be misleading since it does not examine the underlying financial
economics. Nevertheless, HMRC currently appears to be using the fol-
lowing rules of thumb in thin capitalisation cases: 60:40 debt/
shareholders’ funds, 4:1 debt/earnings and 4:1 interest cover.
9 ‘‘Moody’s Methodology For Rating Sports-Related Enterprises’’, Moody’s
Investors Service, September 2002.
10 ‘‘Rules of the Premier League’’, Section C, Para 60.1, ‘‘SportingSanc-
tion’’: ‘‘Upon a Club suffering an Event of Insolvency: the insolvent
Club shall thereupon suffer a deduction of 9 points scored or to be
scored in the League competition’’, available at http://
www.premierleague.com.
11 Questions surrounding what constitutes an arm’s length interest rate
in circumstances where debt may be standing in the place of equity are
set aside for the purpose of this illustration.
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