Laws and Ethics Committee — January 11" 2012

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE EBU LAWS & ETHICS COMMITTEE

HELD AT 2 BLOOMSBURY STREET, LONDON WC1B 3S§!§®N WEDNESDAY
JANUARY 11™ 2012 At
éggiﬁgfiéézs%
Present: Jeremy Dhondy (JD) Chair@;agzra andﬂégi?cted Member

;ﬁii

Mike Amos (MA) cted Member g%gsy

Max Bavin (MB) ef Tournament Diregtor
Sally Bugden (SB) BU Chairman ‘%g%;igg?
Barry Capal (BC) .iii'" EBU General Manager &iigﬁggh

Frances Hinden (FH) ice Chairman and Elected Merber
Neil Morley (NM) i Vie
Martin Pool, (MP)

Tim Rees:(TR);,. ‘
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allge’q for nominations for Chairma_n for 2011-12..
g;é‘“her nominations JD was declared elected
Vice Chairman. With no other nominations FH
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and took the chair. JD prof osed: Fra
was decIared?éé’l%@;ted. %iégyig |

A,

JD wissp;eigggift placedon, rggord thwe%-ggqntribution made by David Stevenson over the years while he
wasgggghge Committeefiﬁggéf%) i,

: ) i _
JD conééfa;t«glated FH on beggi‘rﬁf“}ga memfbfefn of the winning Gold Cup team.

R W g )
1B Aﬁ’éfjbgies for Absence David Burn (DB) Elected Member

R Grattan Endicott (GE) Vice-President
Andrew Petrie (AP) EBU Vice Chairman

Gordon Rainsford (GR) Co-opted. Assistant Chief TD.

M

1C JD advised committee members of a change to the terms for Members of Standing
Committees passed by the Board on Nov 2™ 2011 which would apply to all new members from
2012 onwards and which was now in force for existing committee members:

Successful applicants must ensure that they avoid situations which ma y cause them to be
found guilty of a disciplinary offence as stated in the EBU appendix A disciplinary rules, bye
laws 3.2.v.  Such actions may create a conflict of interest in the work carried out on behalf
of the union and, in addition may reflect badly on fellow directors or standing committee
members.
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2.1/72 Minutes of the previous meeting

There was one correction to hand 11.024 where a double by North had been omitted. The minutes
of the meeting of September 21% 2011 were approved and signed.

2.3 Matters arising
2.3.1. Appeals from non-affiliated clubs to the EBU acting as Regulating Authority

JD said that the Board had considered this and confirmed the decision taken by the previous L&E
meeting that non-affiliated clubs could appeal to the EBU as Regulating Authority. It was also
agreed that a charge would be made for such a service. The level of charge would be decided at
the time that an appeal was received.

2.3.2 Player being woken up by an alert or announcement ﬁﬁ
*(z {

The WBF had considered this at the Laws Committee Meetlng
issued the following footnote to Laws 25A to take effect immed

o
i €
B

ih, i
A player is allowed to replace an unintended oaj!f/f ﬁﬁe conditions dee%lbed in Law 25A are
met, no matter how he may become aware ofdh’/sierror 153

it

P

;e case had taken over a year to

come to a hearing and another was bemiéj»eferred to the EBU (seex4 4). The Committee agreed

that the proposal put forward to offer a further; way to! resolve dlsputes swithout the need for full

disciplinary hearings was a 9%09;9"9 and, subject to esomeﬂgmlnor rewordlng, would be roIIed out at
the County Chairman’s con;fif;ence‘and througp thegClub Commlttee

i3

iidng
: i

7 ‘tﬁjha. E%é Zv
L34
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2.3.4 Members psyc%e record (7:41.019)

i feiiid

il
i
i
H
§ H
2:12}%' i;%
i
H

{
;f{ 0 33 ! .
The Committee looked at the rec ’r%(l:l%geéi %6§yches by a imember going back to 2003. The Committee

1 5%1: TN,
was surpnsedstogﬂrggd onlygfodrigé ig &rs recxor)de §r‘f I'surmised that there were likely to be others
i3
which had’§not§be

dino reciordégiiﬂfg e Committee 68 icluded that there was no systematic pattern to
the onegggvéllable sozthe%rx%e was! rgg’ §t}rﬁung further to pursue at this time.
i diih i
k

Z§i gg ﬂ& § !;

TDs ag 3% émlnded to recor%l%2 gzych th} sked (OB6C1)
i ] 21 :

i ik
235 Response to request ( 7«§ i11. 013/027/049)
The Commlttee ,Qted that th( member had responded as requested. The member explained that
he always encouraged his, opponents and partner to report psyches to ensure there is no evidence
of anything untoward ““Iso said that in one of three cases he reported the psyche himself as the

opponents had not W|s red to.

2.3.6 Any other matters arising

4.4 SB wished to thank JD, GF and MP for overseeing the disciplinary bye law changes
to County Constitutions. She informed the committee that all counties had been made aware of
these proposed changes via a letter sent on 15" December 2011.

5.1 GF asked about the advice on claims. JD said he had written a piece for the latest
Appeals Focus. Attached as Appendix A

5.2 GF asked about the publication of Split Tie regulations. JD said it would be referred
tothe TC. . _

5.6 FH had responded to Mike Fisher. The response is attached as Appendix B.
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5.10 GF asked about this item now that Mr Stevenson was no longer on the Committee.
The Committee did not wish to continue with the review.

3 Appeals to the National Authority
None this time

4 Disciplinary Cases

4.1 Wroxall
The secretary reported that the matter was ongoing and that the Club had not completed its own
procedures. Consequently the Laws and Ethics committee would take no action at this stage.

4.2 Doors

The Chairman reported that the matter was not yet resolved. Sin i e last meeting there has been

correspondence between EBU Honorary Counsel and the Chaifm éﬁi@ﬂthe County Disciplinary

3327

Committee and it is hoped that the matter will be concludecg inithe ”Anearzfuj;ure with the county

4

i,

$
i%j}k‘s
HH
&gé

t3

taking the appropriate action.

4.3 Great Northern Swiss Pairs 2
An incident from the Great Northern Swiss Palrs toa complalnt fromap ti fp%wnt The
e CBA and had beeh concluded.

Q
:i-

The Secretary reported that he had recelvef respon .
expressing regret at what had happened The Commi e consudered the matter to be closed and
papers were put to file. ( ’

4.5 New case — Eaglm

dg» ed theg wes%:They had now run into difficulty over forming a

DlSCllenary Cor§nmlttee to ’deal il’ch the matteriand had asked the L&E Committee to take over the

case. TheéL&EaCommlttee not that they had correctly followed their county procedures to reach
¢ i ,

the cur th- stage. ! T

%;?3%2
{ i
The‘zb& : Commlttee conS|dered ’t% h ere must be members of the County assoua'uon with
expertlse |n deallng with dlsmpllnary ters e.g. magistrates, members of service boards etc who

'''''

Sk

i
The L&E Comrénttee concludedéthat the matter should be dealt with by the County if at all possible.

JD offered to act: as‘nthelr dlscgpllnaw secretary and would approach the county with that offer.
Action: JD

5 Technical Matters
5.1 Agreeing the score

FH said that there were numerous instances where the use of electronic scoring devices

- (BridgeMates, Bridge Pads, Bridge Scorers) had led to local difficulty where players did not show
the scores to the opposition or where the EW players pushed the ‘accept’ button without really
looking at what had been entered. This led on to discussion about when was it too late to change a
score that had been incorrectly entered (e.g. wrong polarity declarer, incorrect number of tricks).

The Committee confirmed that electronic scorers were no different to paper travellers in that they
merely recorded what had happened so the usual rules for changing errors on paper travellers
should apply. This meant that the Correction Period laid down in Law 79 C1 should apply. Clubs
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(acting as Tournament Organizers) were recommended to define their own Correction Periods as
the law allows.

MB said that there was now a section in each congress programme which gave the preferred
protocol for using electronic scorers and is copied here:

e North (or South) is responsible for entering the contract & result into the
Bridgemate, and East (or West) must be shown it to verify its accuracy by pressing
the Accept button.

o [t is best to enter the contract, declarer and lead at the end of the auction — this
saves time, reduces the risk of entering the wrong board number, and ensures the
lead is fresh in your mind.

e Entering the lead accurately can assist the scorer in reselving errors of data-entry.

It will be included in the 2012 White Book, the next Club Focus ] e Club Committee will be

informed.
s
i

5.2 Logical alternative i

{ 1577, i
Correspondence from Richard Fleet was considered coﬁc rning hand 09. 047;|3mthe 2009 Appeals
Booklet. He had querled the statement i in the wrlte upi‘lzwould have thoug ht thatic once a player has

i

Rebulatlng AUth’orlty for the event and any disciplinary
the L&E Commﬂétee In licensed events the licence holder was
nary |n0|dents should be dealt with by them. It was agreed that

¥ mfg

be”amended to ﬁreflect this. The Chairman would inform the TC

{ xthat in héété; of the National Pairs the club or county (as appropriate)
‘ini §|multaneous pairs the Regulating Authority is the club

holdlng tﬁe%hf}eat In the Portle:r?? Pairs the Regulating Authority is the EBU itself.
i) *Y@ %

i . _ Action: JD

The Committee noteﬁ mmutes They can be found at
http://www.ecatsbrid m/documents/wbfinfo/WBFlawscommitte/default. asp

5.5 Laws of Duplicate Bridge 2017

The WBF Laws Commitiee has issued an open invitation to individuals, TDs and NBOs to send
any thoughts they may have as to desirable changes in the laws for the next revision due in 2017.
Suggestions are invited in two categories

(a) Those which propose a change in the effect of the law; and

(b) Those which retain the current effect of the law but target an improvement in wording
and/or layout of a law.

The WBF Laws Committee hopes to institute very few in (a) but to concentrate on (b). But all
suggestions will receive consideration.
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Responses should be sent to the Laws Secretary Grattan Endicott grandaeval@tiscali.co.uk. The
subject line should include the words ‘Duplicate Bridge Law’ followed by a faw number if
applicable. The invitation to respond is open until December 315 2012.

The EBU may decide to make its own submission as an NBO. Suggestions following the same
protocol as above should be sent to the L&E Secretary john@ebu.co.uk by August 31%* 2012 for
consideration at the September L&E meeting.

The Chairman has made a submission asking for the return of a table of contents in the next
edition.

5.6 Claim diagram

The assistant Chief TD has produced a new form for use by TDs for recordlng the play in claim
situations. It is attached as Appendix C.

5.7/5.8 failing to correct Misinformation during the auction at the c ‘ fime

FH introduced this item by giving an example. Player A gives m 1 atlon during the auction.
Player B (his partner) becomes declarer and fails to correct the mlsmfor‘ ation before the opening

lead. The contract makes but would have ‘gone off on a dlfferent lead. At thé end of the hand all is
owing ‘

u > on. Player B knew the pa rjtg nership
nH his failure ; §t§°§ correct it before . §‘c?e opening
),-,- i R

.4%’«
i

erstanding i.e. had heard both the
found the winning lead.

original misinformation and the correctuon he mlgh

f g jg
o If all the opening leader knew was;thb‘ actu

i
winning lead. ‘ggg}gé ] .t

H ﬁ
GR commented on an example case with details of tJ) ndivia, emall as follows:
si13 RETHEN 3

{"i ‘ glxi

S b =N, faware that<players are only entitled to the
correct mformatldﬁ and not the knowledge gf a misunderstanding, but if the
ﬁdmg comes to Ilght in the process of dlsclosmg the correct mformatlon the

!/:>

§§ ;
g%%i ‘
gnon offendmg players

ux«

esjthat the player deliberately chose not to correct the misinformation —
he didn't hear |t ut as always we adjust for an inadvertent infraction in the same way as
for a deliberate Gne in order not to have to decide (or state) whether the breach was

intentional. Where a player doesnt hear partner’'s explanation clearly he should ask for it to

failed to take such care to protect his opponents should expect to be adjusted against when
it damages them.

The committee agreed that Law 23 was the applicable law to enable an adjustment to be made
and that could include a weighted ruling under Law 12C1(c ). A procedural penalty up to the
amount of the gain by the offending side could also be made if that was thought to be appropriate.

It was noted that in some cases the laws give insufficient incentive to own up to ones own
mistakes.
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59 Referees Panel

It was agreed to add Jason Hackett to the panel of referees. David Martin(who no longer plays
regularly in EBU events) was thanked for his service and deleted from the list of active referees.

The committee confirmed its current position of not allowing Panel Tournament Directors to sit on
Appeals Committees unless there were exceptional circumstances.

5.10 Committee screeners for TD reports
FH and TR were appointed the screeners for current year.

5.11  Time limits for holding appeals

A situation had arisen at the end of the Middlesex Congress where a player had been given a
ruling, indicated he wished to appeal, withdrawn it and then reinstated: |t* The player was not in
contention. The organizer (not the TD) had indicated that any ap uld have to wait until
equipment had been packed away which could have been abo hour. The player withdrew the

appeal.

possible. ahi
5.12  Explanations — Correspondence from Sarah BDunn

The Committee considered correspondence from Sarah Du ;

iégi’ x§§§
LA
f,;fssﬂ.

J"f

(extract) Player A makes a call. Partner Bex pl{ ins its meamng The explanatlon accords
with the system file that B has glvensto A but'A! ﬁes either temporarlly forgotten the
Y i

agreement or never rea!ly knew it. ’tendeq;gi IS'C a!! to,have a different meaning. The
opponent’s rely onfB,s ,explanatlon andgare ’de’maged **Bilsypleased to announce at the end
of the hand that h|s 3explana’uoq was correictfand can prove it because he has a copy of the
system file to, hand A may conflrm B’s explanatlon is correct because it suddenly rings a
bell as being isear’?ethmg he ongce read in theg system file.

My, -l s i

ity ti155
It seerps generally‘

acceptedﬁ' y’the bndgeépop latlon that the opposition are just fixed and

§i% e

h we allow those who cannot remember their systems.

o \}Just because it is i

Sup por‘ung evidence

It was agreed to refer‘t e correspondence to GE (see 5.5).
5.13  Standard Penalties

FH distributed an updated draft of the proposed schedule of standard penalties. It was agreed to
circulate amongst the committee and other interested parties any final changes with a view to
finalising the document in time to be implemented in August and be included in the next edition of
the White Book.

There was a long discussion about whether what the penalties should be for being rude, abusive or

swearing at partner. MP in particular felt strongly that the penalties should be the same whoever
bad behaviour was aimed at. The majority view of the committee was that a player could choose
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his partner and that arguments between partners away from the table would generally not be
considered subject to penalty. The TD would still impose BB@B penalties if other players were
disturbed or inconvenienced.

Action FH

6. Applications for new permitted methods
None this time.

7. Reports from Tournament Directors

General Comments:

e Aform had been received from a County Assoc:atlon Wh!Ist

do so. It was noted that had this been done there mlghté v
conduct an investigation in agenda item 2.3.4. i

't igzri ‘
h% rman had SImpIy wrlften as stated by

Committee Decision. AC* (;,ha|rmen were
ossible and,. in particular, to 3g|ve reasons for

%
i’ D R
;ziﬁ i

e The Committee noted one form where the AC Ch
the director’ in the section Reasons for Appeal
reminded to complete the sections as fully:
their decisions. ’*

agfg
i;?

. TDs are remlnded to ensure that players are a' , of the' Appeals Advisor service where it

perform the role.
11.076 Tollemache Qualifier

AJ94 i

sl

vAQU i

+QUB73 §§§
Q4 il Rdbl
AKQ1087 A652/)1 34
v

5¢

The Committee agreed h
HCP if by an unpassedgh d) by agreement should be alerted because of their unusual
nature(OB5E2) and noted prominently on the convention card.

The Secretary to write to East/West to remind them of the fact.
Action: JP

11.079 London Year End Swiss Pairs
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AKQ1042 Board 30 : Dealer East : Love all

v3 West North East South

¢J942

%1096 Pass 1v
AA987 #J63 14 Pass Pass 3%
vJ74 v 10652
+653 +AQS Pass 3NT All Pass
*753 %Q82

A5

vAKQ98

¢+ K107 Result 3NT -1 by N = -50

#AKJ4 i,

1‘*“%3;?

The TD said he was called at the start of the next board by N whé% elt that due to the action

l hhe fi
by West he was lured into playing the hand incorrectly and werg’éioff Iileﬁ gsﬁked the TD to review

West's overcall on Axxx and 5 HCPs. He also queried Ea§t’s failure to rais eﬁaThe EW method is to
overcall usually on 5-card suits but can also do it on 4- cagd?sults which wasgnot on the convention
card. East said he took no action because he had a fla{%rgwand and was going no%vhere

I
i éoanIdered classifying a psychg fbut decided
2

LEE
H
1 S 4

Knowing that EW were a regular partnership the T
against it, preferring to record the hand only. i ﬁ?‘ i
imih i

L&E Comment: EW should be reminded that if they mgk §oy, ercalls on 4-card suits by agreement

this and the potential for very slender values should be pro f ‘“é;ntly displayed on the convention
card. HHHIT

iy
3

Action: JP

11.082 Year End Swiss te m

§
a 10 A
v1042 il
¢ KJ942 "%§%
»+KJ93 i, e
AQ f g?%AKJ%Z‘L‘
Ll
vAQOgE3 viiin
¢ ABTHI ¢3 "
#1021}, 3
kg7543
W%im
+ Q06
#8761

The TD was called after all the boards had been completed and the cards returned to the board.
Declarer had claimed with a trump outstanding but still with a master trump. The TD was told that
no claim statement had been made but that this had been the norm for the match. Initially North
had agreed the last 5 tricks to declarer but after returning the cards to the board and some
discussion South disagreed. When asked East said she had not forgotten a trump but did not know
why she claimed then and not when 410 fell, save that she didn't tend to claim early. Both sides
had been claiming without statements. When asked declarer said she knew she could draw trumps
and had good hearts on the table with ¢A as an entry.

The TD ruled that because of the way in which claims had been made in the rest of the match and
that he was called late he thought East had not had the opportunity to state a claim or clarification
statement and on balance he believed she had not forgotten. So he allowed the claim.

Page 8 of 13




Laws and Ethics Committee — January 11" 2012

The Appeal Committee ruled under Law 70C. The fact that four out of the five trumps had been

drawn followed by a claim without stating the fifth trump would be drawn gives sufficient doubt that

declarer was aware of the outstanding trump. If declarer believes that all trumps had been drawn a
diamond to the ace followed by a top heart is a normal play resulting in the contract going one

down.

L&E Comment: Whilst the correct result is to rule 64 - 1 this should have been given under Law

69 A/B rather than Law 70C as the round had in fact ended.

8

Date of next meeting
Wednesday May 16" 2012 at 1pm.

Road tube station).

The meeting closed at 5.20pm.
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Claims and Concessions Appendix A

The L&E are considering re-writing some of the advice in the White Book regarding Claims and
Concessions. The law has not changed but the material could be better organised and the
committee is keen to give some more detailed advice to assist.

Gordon has produced a Claim Diagram to go with appeal forms (see Appendix C) to indicate the

line of play and position reached at the time of the claim. This should assist both appeal
committees and the L&E follow what has gone on at the table.

Here is an example:

5
Dealer East WAQ107532
Both Vuln %4
AA K9
VK6
4Q38
SAK10974

Contract: 6NT by West
Lead: 4!-5

,,,,,

i Hid ?gf i,

Hai

s;?é m§ tgof; i il nded ‘tricks did NOT necessarily mean that this
o Announcmg that he had 6 diamonds, 5 spades and 2 clubs is a |

s being claimed rather than the order of them.

512

Mish 3
gonﬂrmed h Et £a§

Q]
I N
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Dear Mr Fisher Appendix B

Apologies for taking rather too long to follow up on my commitment to get back to you. I'm going to
give you quite a lot of philosophy, but bear with me.

One of the hardest things about starting to play duplicate bridge is when you move away from the
small group of people you learned with, and play against a wider range of people. If you've taken a
course of lessons, then you will have been playing mainly with people who have taken the same
course, so you will know and generally understand what their bidding means. It can be a bit of a
shock when you first play against a strong club system, or Standard American, or Nottingham
Club, or any of the various home grown systems people have invented. Of course, that's also part
of the attraction and enjoyment of the game for many people, that they can make up their own
bidding system and try it out, and certainly for me the fact that no-one: n' prove that any one
system is ‘right’ is what keeps the game interesting.

That leads us to what is actually a fundamentally insoluble problem designing an alert system.
The objective when playing bridge is not to have “h|dden”‘agreements to.make sure your
opponents know as much about your system as you do.;:You could just have?’a ruIe that you have
to explain every agreement you have about every bi make, but that would slow the game up
enormously if you had to do it all the time (there’s a; puter programme called ‘FuII Disclosure’
that tries to do this when you play online). It would!also give all sorts of ethical problems to your
partner, as he hears everything you think you have agtl,ed to play, ot just each of your bids.
Instead we have a compromise, where if your opponentsimrgl;t; be surprised at the meaning of a

bid, it's alerted. If it's not alerted, your opponents are supf)é’ éd to know what it means without
)
i
Wiy

needing to ask any questions. ‘é%fg’% }lfﬁi
%
nly ‘ |el§tglf your opponents won't

i 5‘ : zg?*g»
irﬁle except for the very

We could just have a one-line regulation for;zalerxti
understand it without an explanatlon deal*
%

1 what is the standard meanlng for this bid’ and
getting totally drffer. pendmg on where people play.

3§§*§ v

(85

Thatlonge-llne alert regu \ 't Wlp, newcomers to duplicate get things right, because they
don’t yet know what their nents mlght expect their bids to mean. When you play in a world
champlonshlp, the WBF regulation is very short indeed, because these players are expected to
have a good%"l éea what is une; ected and what isn’t. However, when we write regulations for club
play, we need'to;give guida to help people know what might be considered unusual and what
isn't. Asa consequence,( lerting regulations worldwide vary, depending on what has become the
most common meaning:for a bid in that country: in France, you have to alert a weak 1NT opening
because it's so unusual« ‘while in the USA you alert an Acol two because nobody plays them there.
These regulations have nothlng to do with the “best” or “correct” meaning for a bid; they partly
derive from the idea of whether a bid is ‘natural’ or not (the basic idea is that natural bids aren't
alerted), but mainly derive from the objective of not surprising your opponents. When questions
arise, it is initially the TD’s role, and eventually it's our job as the L&E, to decide if something

should be alerted or not.

To take the sequence that started this whole correspondence, as you point out if you respond 1NT
to 14 it doesn't say anything about your hand other than you have enough to respond, not enough
to respond at the 2-level, and you don’t have spade support. This isn't really ‘natural’, in that you
might be totally unbalanced and not really ‘want’ to play in 1NT, but it's not alerted because nobody
will be surprised to find you play it that way. By contrast, if you respond 1NT to 14, it's actually a
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completely different meaning: it is much more precise, because it usually promises a balanced
hand, frequently has 4-card club support and certainly denies a 4-card major. If partner opens 1,
the next hand overcalls 14, and you bid 1NT then the expected meaning for most experienced
players is again quite precise: it shows about 6-9 HCP, an approximately balanced hand, and a

- spade stop. If you don't have that hand, you can pass (or make a negative double if you have

learnt about them), and partner will get another go. It's a different auction to the one where RHO
passed over partner’s opening, because you know you are not ending the auction. If you want to
agree to play that 14 — (1) — 1NT is still a ‘bucket’ bid, just showing high cards and nothing about
a spade stop, then of course you can: but everyone on the L&E agrees that this is unexpected and
should be alerted.

| understand and sympathise that if you are fairly new to bridge you may. not yet have learnt about
how to deal with overcalls, so you haven't yet worked through why 1 ight have a different
meaning after intervention, and hence you wouldn't understand or sge the need to alert it. The
problem comes when you play against someone who has had diffi t Iessons and they hear the
’ }They end up defendlng

is-‘standard*-or-‘natural~and-what-isn’t, we-cannot Ju !
eventually get upset. !

%ﬁplrcate player to ask for an

adjustment because of the laok of an aléfts; but t’s’s’" ;},\good tlme*toilearn about the alertlng rules. The

beforehand, but it's a good thlng§to‘remember for th’é‘i gfe s no reason that should
discourage anyone fromﬁplaylng agaln when it s explalned 3|mply“ as a way to allow strangers to

play happily agalnst each%ther Unfortunately I 5can’t personally control the smaII mlnorlty of -
;n»b ’ ious:t

,;pleasant or deterring for the TD to ‘called on’ a
:D is ever called on any other player. The TD is there to help;,

are especially careful with new players. Every EBU club that |
/ '}y encourages new duplicate players, frequently by having
‘llcate or sumllar sessions, to get people used to the way duplicate

I hope this helps you understand why we have taken the view we have.

Page 12 of 13



Laws and Ethics Committee — January 11" 2012

Appendix C — new claim diagram form

ENGLISH BRIDGE UNION

Claim Diagram
PLEASE COMPLETE IN BLACK INK USING BLOCK CAPITALS

(for L&E use only)

Tournament Tournament Director Board no Dealer Vul Date
A Contract: Declarer:
v Claim by:
*
£

A
Hand v
Diagram .
L3
A
v Play record
¢ T
L) T2
T3
T4
Claim statement: 5
T6
T7
T8
T9
T10
» T11
v T12
.
L3
o
Position at v
time of claim ¢
L
A
v
.




