Appeal No. 11

Austria v Belgium

Appeals Committee:

Steen Møller (Chairman, Denmark), Grattan Endicott (Scribe, England), Naki Bruni (Italy)

Open Teams Round 12

Board 20. Dealer West. All Vulnerable.
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Comments: 

(1) Forcing

(2) Game-forcing

(3) Cue-bid
(4) no 1st or 2nd control

(5) 1st control

Contract: Five Clubs, played by East

Lead: Three of Hearts

Result: 11 tricks, NS -600

The Facts: 

The Director was called to the table before the opening lead. South drew attention to the ‘long’ delay in returning the tray after the 4NT bid. West disputed this. South also complained that he had failed to obtain a clear explanation of the 5 Clubs bid, West had taken time to make this bid and stated that he was unsure what was the agreed trump suit. After the play was completed the Director was recalled and North/South protested the failure to show the King of Clubs, the 4NT being RKCB, or to bid 6 Clubs.

The Director: 

Could not establish how long had been the delay in returning the tray after the 4NT bid, and made a Law 85B ruling, advising the NS players of their right to appeal.

Ruling: 

Result Stands

Relevant Laws: 

Law 16

Law 85B

North/South appealed.

Present: All players, both Captains, and the Austrian scorer.

The Players: 

North/South wished to stress that they suggested no ethical fault on the part of their opponents but they felt that the failure to admit possession of the King of Clubs could have been influenced by the long delay in passing the tray and should be considered a use of unauthorized information. There was in their opinion illicit information and their opponents had gained from it.

East/West confirmed to the Committee that 4[ was bid to suggest a possible contract and denied a Heart control, West being limited to a doubleton in Spades at this stage. East confirmed that the 3} bid would normally show at least four cards in the suit.  Whilst East had deemed Clubs to be the trump suit when he had bid 4NT, if partner had responded 5{ he could sign off in 5 Spades. West said he had chosen not to show the key card because he thought he had a bad hand. Both sides expressed opinions as to whether 5[/5} should be made. South said the delay had been at least one-and-a-half minutes before the tray came back with the 4NT bid, but East said that the tempo was normal – about 15 seconds.

The Committee: 

The Committee held that the circumstance in which 4NT was bid following a long and complicated auction was one where East had some entitlement to consider his bid whatever the nature of his problems. It is not the case that West can tell from a delayed return of the tray in such a position what East has needed to think about. The Code of Practice states: “Attention is drawn to the distinction to be made in the tempo expected when players encounter highly unusual situations. Directors and Appeals Committees should be sympathetic.” Furthermore the Committee was of a mind that the delay was not anywhere near one-and-a-half minutes.

The Committee’s decision:

There was no unauthorized information. Director’s ruling upheld.                                                   

Deposit: Returned

