Appeal No. 5

Israel v Austria

Appeals Committee:

Jens Auken (Chairman, Denmark), Herman De Wael (Scribe, Belgium), Naki Bruni (Italy), Grattan Endicott (England), Steen Møller (Denmark)

Open Teams Round 6

Board 20. Dealer West. All Vulnerable.
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Contract: Four Hearts, played by West 

Lead: Ace of Clubs

Play: Ace of Diamonds, King of Clubs, intending to give partner a ruff thereafter

Result: 10 tricks, NS -620

The Facts: 

East had explained the bid of Three Clubs as “Trial bid with at least 3 clubs”.

North called the Director because he had based his plan on that explanation, intending to cash the first four tricks. With a different explanation, he would have played differently and defeated the contract.

The Director: 

Discovered that East/West could not demonstrate that the explanation which North had received was the correct one and adjusted the score. The Directors believed the defence to be difficult and checked around the room, finding that 20 out of 27 declarers made Four Hearts.

Ruling: 

Score adjusted to 

Both sides receive:

25% of 4]-1 by West (NS +100) plus

75% of 4] made (NS –620)

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: 

East/West explained that they had recently changed their system and that East’s explanation had been the correct one. West had bid as if there had been no double in North. However, they agreed that they could not produce any evidence to support this.

East told the Committee that North had asked the same question twice and that the second time he had added that partner might well have forgotten the recent change in system.

North/South explained that the defence actually taken at the table was consistent with the explanation that had been received. With an explanation that better corresponded to Declarer’s actual hand, finding a successful line of defence is not difficult.

North /South believed they should get more benefit of the doubt than had been given to them.

The Committee: 

Believed that the Director had made a correct decision when ruling that there had been misinformation and damage. The Director should however not only have followed the frequency of similar results around the room, but considered the deal on its merits. Given that this defender can picture declarer with singleton club, a successful line of defence is much more easily found than the awarded weight of 25% would suggest.

The Committee decided the defence would be found more than half of the time and settled on 60%.

The Committee’s decision:

Director’s ruling modified

Both sides receive:

60% of 4]-1 by West (NS +100) plus

40% of 4] made (NS –620)

Deposit: Returned

