Appeal No. 2

France v England

Appeals Committee:

Steen Møller (Chairman, Denmark), Herman De Wael (Scribe, Belgium), Naki Bruni (Italy)

Ladies Pairs Qualifying 1st session 

Board 5. Dealer North. North/South Vulnerable.
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4NT
5[
All Pass

Contract: Five Spades, played by South

Result: nine tricks, NS -200

The Facts: 

West had intended her bid of 4NT to show a choice of contracts, but East interpreted it as being Blackwood (RKCB in effect). East wanted to give this explanation in written form, but could find no paper. North claimed that she asked “Blackwood?” and had received a positive reply.

The Director: 

Found that there were facts in dispute and applied Law 85B, deciding that North had made her call without waiting for an explanation. Since she did not receive an explanation, she could not claim misinformation.

Ruling: 

Result Stands

Relevant Laws: 

Law 85B

North/South appealed.

Present: All players 

The Players: 

West explained that she intended 4NT to indicate either both minors, or one minor and a 3-card Heart fit. That would be the correct system if East had opened the bidding, or if West had been able to bid 2NT. East explained that she had interpreted it as Blackwood. East/West told the Committee that they had never encountered the sequence and had no way of proving the one or the other explanation to be correct.

North repeated that she had asked the question and had thought she got a positive reply. East denied having answered to any question.

North stated that she intended to disturb East/West’s Ace asking and would not have bid 5[ if she had received the other explanation.

The Committee: 

Agreed with the Director about the disputed facts. Most probably, North had mistakenly interpreted some gesture from East.

However, she would have received the same information if she had waited for a written explanation. The Committee decided therefore to affect a ruling as if the answer had in fact been Blackwood.

Since East/West had no way of providing evidence that this explanation was correct, the Appeal Committee must assume mistaken explanation.

The Committee considered North’s choice of bid very poor. In fact, the overcall might be more appropriate over the explanation as given by West. The Committee felt that North had not been damaged by the explanation.

The Committee’s decision:

Director’s ruling modified, but original table result still stands.

Relevant Laws: 

Law 40C

Deposit: Returned

