Appeal No. 15

Belgium v Czech Republic

Appeals Committee:

Jens Auken (Chairman, Denmark), Grattan Endicott (Scribe, England), Carlo Mosca (Italy), Jean-Paul Meyer (France)

Open Teams Round 14

Board 4. Dealer West. All Vulnerable.
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Comments: 

Contract: Three Spades Doubled, played by South

Lead: Jack of Diamonds

Result: 9 tricks, NS +730

The Facts: 

Appeals 12 and 15 are from the same match, but from different tables.

The Director was called at the end of the play. West claimed that he had been misinformed and that if he had correct information he would lead the King of Spades. The information he had been given suggested that North/South had fits in both majors and in this circumstance the King of Spades did not seem a useful lead. 

The Director: 
Consulted expert players, all of whom led the Spade (although one said he would like to know who were his opponents), and established that North was correct in explaining that South’s bid was natural by agreement. 

Ruling: 

Score adjusted to 3[X-1, NS -200

Relevant Laws: 

Law 75A, 40C 

North/South appealed.

Present: All players and both Captains.

The Players: 

informed the Committee that, to West, South had explained North’s bid as a cue bid with a fit in both majors. North had not been surprised by the number of Diamonds in the pack because in his judgement East could have a three-card suit. He had correctly explained his partnership agreement to East. The East player stated that his bid would always show at least four Diamonds.

The Committee: 

Agreed with the Director that West had received misinformation and had been damaged in consequence.  The Committee found that the King of Spades would be the likely lead if West had not been misinformed. Serious consideration was given to retention of the deposit.

The Committee’s decision:

Director’s ruling upheld.

Deposit: Returned

