
APPEAL No 11: Lucas or Weak?

08.024 Shapiro Spring 4s
Tournament Director:

Robin Barker
Appeals Committee:

Chris Dixon (Chairman), Roger Bryant, Patrick Jourdain
	IMP KO
Board no 30
Dealer E
None vulnerable
	( 10 4
( K 2
( A J 10 6 3 2
( Q 5 3
	

	( Q 6
( Q 10 7 6
( K 9 8 4
( K J 2
	N

W                     E

S
	( A K 9 5 2
( 9 4
( Q 5
( 10 7 6 4

	
	( J 8 7 3
( A J 8 5 3
( 7
( A 9 8
	


	WEST
	NORTH
	EAST
	SOUTH

	
	
	2((1)
	Pass

	pass
	3(
	pass
	3(

	pass
	3NT (2)
	All Pass
	


(1) Announced as weak
(2) Corrected to Lucas 5( and 4+minor, weak
Result at table:

3NT - 3 by North, NS –150, lead (4
Director first called:

At point (2) – see auction.
Director’s statement of facts:

The TD was called by N before 3NT. W had corrected the announcement ‘weak’ of 2( to Lucas (5( and 4+ minor, weak). The TD offered S the chance to change 3(, he declined. The auction continued; E led a club.
At the end of the hand N wanted a ruling.

1) Weak 2( changed to Lucas 2( might change his marginal overcall.

2) E has UI from the fact that partner passed 2( thinking it was weak. This suggests not leading a spade.
Director’s ruling:

Table result stands

Details of ruling:

1) Overcall not affected by weak v Lucas
2) E has UI which suggests a club lead, but a spade lead is equally good.

Appeal lodged by:

North-South

Comments by North-South:

3( overcall is very borderline. Would not have done so if known to be Lucas. Also defence on a spade lead might have led to down 2.
Comments by East-West:

3( is normal bid by N (identical in other room). Club lead is automatic because of N’s 3NT bid.
Appeals Committee decision:

Director’s ruling upheld

Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:

3( is normal not affected by misinformation.
3NT – 3 likely outcome even on spade lead as club switch is normal.

