Appeal No. 22

Israel v Wales

Appeals Committee:

Jens Auken (Chairman, Denmark), Grattan Endicott (Scribe, England), Naki Bruni (Italy), 

Jean-Paul Meyer (France)

Ladies Teams Round 10

Board 18. Dealer East. North/South Vulnerable.
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All Pass

Comments: 

(1) Majors or Minors or Diamonds

(2) Preference for Diamonds

(3) Majors

Contract: Two Hearts doubled, played by East

Result: 7 tricks, NS +100

The Facts: 

The Director was called during the auction and North complained that a convention had been used by East/West that was not on the Convention Card. The Director required the players to complete the hand. Called again after the play of the board was completed, the Director was told that North/South felt damaged. They believed they would have found their 3NT contract if they had been able to prepare a defence to the convention beforehand, instead of playing “blind” against it.

The Director: 

Applied a penalty of 0.5 VP to East/West for a deficient Convention Card. 

Ruled that North/South had not been damaged by the use of the convention.

Ruling: 

Result Stands

East/West receive a penalty of 0.5 VP

Relevant Laws: 

Law 75A, 40C 

Law 40B, 40E1

North/South appealed.

Present: All players and both Captains 

The Players: 

North/South repeated to the Committee their belief that, with time to prepare a defence to the convention, they would have found their 3NT contract. South said she had intended her double to show points. She could not redouble on the previous round because this would be an S.O.S. asking for rescue.

The Committee: 

Agreed that for sure East/West were at fault.  As for North/South they should be aware that a double of 1NT by a passed hand would not be for penalties, whoever were the opponents. This is only common sense. Accordingly they should be expected to have prepared principles by which to counter two-suited doubles, in particular, in this situation. Moreover it is not unusual that a double following a penalty double can now be a take-out double in a situation like this.

The Committee’s decision:

Director’s ruling upheld.

Deposit: Returned

