Appeal No. 34

Belgium v Turkey

Appeals Committee:

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

Jean-Paul Meyer (France), Jaap van der Neut (Netherlands)

Open Teams Round 29

Board 9. Dealer North. East/West Vulnerable.
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All Pass

Comments: 

4} showed a good Heart pre-empt, 4NT was for the minors

Contract: Five Hearts, played by South

Lead: Ace of Clubs

Result: 11 tricks, NS +450

The Facts: 

5{ had been alerted by North to East, and explained as “shortness”. The bid had not been alerted by South to West. East/West have an agreement that the Double of a short suit asks for the lead of the higher remaining suit (in this case Spades), while a double of a holding in Diamonds simply says not to lead a Diamond. West called the Director after the play and  stated that if he had known the Diamonds were short, he would not have misinterpreted partner’s double and would have led a Spade, thereby defeating the contract.

The Director: 

Ruled that there had been misinformation, but that the Spade lead would not have been found all the time.

Ruling: 

Score adjusted to 

Both sides receive:

25% of 5]= by South (NS +450) plus

75% of 5]-1 by South (NS –50)

Relevant Laws: 

Law 75A, 40C 

Law12C3, Code of Practice enabling Tournament Director to award Adjusted Scores under Law 12C3.

North/South appealed.

Present: All players and both Captains 

The Players: 

North drew the Committee’s attention to the fact that East had first doubled and only then had asked the meaning of his bid. East stated that he knew from his holding, since West held at least 5/5 in the minors, that the North bid was shortness.

The Committee: 

The Committee was somewhat concerned over a possibility that East might have doubled initially to show his fit in Diamonds. However, this would not in any way affect the meaning of his bid for West according to his partnership agreements. An alert by South would have been appropriate, although normal bridge reasoning would lead any player to think that North should not be expected to have bid a Diamond suit, as such, after West had shown length in both minors. In making his choice of lead it was crucial for West that he should know the meaning of North’s 4{ and it represented a gross failure of self-protection on his part when he did not ask about that meaning before he made his lead. For this reason the table result was restored. The Committee also considered that East should be advised that it would be better in such a situation to enquire about the North bid so that there could be no doubt that his double was indeed intended to request a Spade lead – on this hand there is some question as to whether he would know that he wanted a Spade lead, but if he had asked the question it would be apparent to the Director that indeed that was his intention.

The Committee’s decision:

Original table result restored 

Deposit: Returned

