Appeal No. 4

Israel v Latvia

Appeals Committee:

Steen Møller (Chairman, Denmark), Herman De Wael (Scribe, Belgium), Naki Bruni (Italy), Grattan Endicott (England), Krzysztof Martens (Poland)

Open Pairs Semi-Final “A” 1st session 

Board 12. Dealer West. North/South Vulnerable.
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Contract: Three Diamonds Doubled, played by North

Result: 9 tricks, NS +670

The Facts: 

West called the Director, explaining that Two No-trump had not been alerted. He claimed that he would not have doubled 3{, but bid 3], if he had known that South was showing both minors by bidding 2NT.

South said that before the last pass, she had indeed told West that she also held diamonds.

The Director: 

Did not see any misinformation.

Ruling: 

Result Stands

Relevant Laws: 

Law 40A

East/West appealed.

Present: All players except West

The Players: 

South explained that she had intended 2NT as “to play, unless doubled”. She thought that, since she had already shown clubs, she must now also have been showing diamonds.

East stated that North should not have run from clubs to diamonds, if 2NT was only “to play”.

When asked what he would have done after 2[X in the South position, he reluctantly agreed that 2NT might well be a good call.

The Committee: 

Considered that South had done more than she should. It is not clear that 2NT would by agreement show diamonds, but it did show them by deduction. She was under no obligation to reveal this to West, and yet she did.

The Committee felt that the Appeal lacked all merit.

The Committee’s decision:

Director’s ruling upheld.

Deposit: Forfeited

