
APPEAL No 1: Should I alert?
Tournament Director:

Ian Mitchell
Appeals Committee:

Jeremy Dhondy (Chairman)   Filip Kurbalija   Jon Williams
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Basic systems:

East-West play Mini NT (10-13 pts), 3-level responses pre-emptive
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(1) 10-13

(2) Explained simply as ‘transfer’

(3) Denies 3-card support

Result at table:

3NT –2 by North, NS –200
Director first called:

By telephone to a TD after midnight – over an hour after end of match.
Note by editor:

According to EBU regulations, the Correction Period for asking for a ruling expires at the start of play next day.

Director’s statement of facts:

Phone call was made late on Friday night to register a request for a ruling: details were submitted on Saturday afternoon.
N/S are claiming damage on the grounds that the 3( bid should have been alerted, as its meaning was affected by other agreements, and the ‘transfer’ explanation was insufficient.  E/W play that an immediate 3( response to 1NT is pre-emptive.  North claims that, armed with this knowledge, it is less likely that she would have bid 3NT.
Director’s ruling:

Table result stands

Details of ruling:

TD ruled that 3( is not alertable – it is competitive in nature, and is scarcely affected by undisclosed agreements.  The opponents could reasonably expect that there were other such agreements, and had the opportunity to ask for any further implications about the bid.
3( was a free bid, and therefore hardly likely to be made on a weak hand.  Even with a correct explanation, TD does not believe that North would have bid any differently.  Orange book 5.2.1 (c).

Note by editor:

Orange book 5.2.1 (c) says:

5.2.1
You must alert a call if

 (c) it is natural, but its meaning is affected by other agreements which your opponents are unlikely to expect.

Appeal lodged by:

North-South

Appeals Committee’s decision:

Score assigned for both sides (Law 12C3):

   15% of 3( –1 by West, NS +50

+ 85% of 3NT –2 by North, NS –200

Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:

Our reading of 5.2.1 (c) indicated 3( is alertable.
If North was in full possession of the facts we believe that she might not have bid 3NT but would have done much of the time.  Because N/S did not play Lebensohl North would have a guess more often here.

We do not agree that North is required to ask to receive info here.  If she asks and then passes South would be under ethical strain.

