Appeal No. 12

Czech Republic v Belgium

Appeals Committee:

Jens Auken (Chairman, Denmark), Grattan Endicott (Scribe, England), Carlo Mosca (Italy), Jean-Paul Meyer (France), 

Open Teams Round 14

Board 10. Dealer East. All Vulnerable.
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3NT
All Pass

Comments: 

2} is weak with Diamonds, or 20-23 balanced, or a semi-forcing one-suiter

Contract: Three No-Trumps, played by East

Result: 5 tricks, NS +400

The Facts: 

Appeals 12 and 15 are from the same match, but from different tables.

The Director was called during the auction, between North’s Pass and East’s 3NT bid. East complained that she had not received a clear explanation of South’s 2D bid. Her difficulty was that after a natural overcall 3C would be forcing, whilst after a take-out bid 

it would be non-forcing. The Director asked the players to complete the board, at the end of which East-West felt they had been damaged.

The Director: 

Considered there had been an infraction but that the damage was not consequent.

Ruling: 

Result stands.

Relevant Laws: 

Law 75A, 40C, 12C2.

East/West appealed.

Present: All players and both Captains 

The Players: 

East stated that in the absence of an alert from North she thought herself entitled to treat South’s bid as natural. Opposite a forcing 3NT her hand was so good that she believed she must bid 3NT. North said he had not alerted but, in answer to her question, had told East that the actual situation had not been discussed but that it would be either take-out with majors or natural.

The Committee: 

Decided that there had been misinformation by North to East, and that East was entitled to some protection. The Committee did not consider East’s 3NT bid was the best judged bid available. Various possible alternative auctions (with good information) were examined. A contract of Four Diamonds was selected from these as most nearly fitting what was appropriate for both sides under Law 12C2.  This being adjudged equitable there was no reason to have recourse to Law 12C3.

The Committee’s decision:

Score adjusted to 4{ by East/West, 2 down, NS +200

Deposit: Returned

