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       The times to consider using Law 12 are: 

 When another law refers the director to Law 12. 
 When there is no rectification in the Laws for the infraction and the non-offending 

side has been damaged. 
 When normal play becomes impossible. This would be as the last resort and not the 

first or easiest solution. 
 When there has been an incorrect rectification. Perhaps players have made their 

own incorrect ruling or the director has made an error. 

       Offending sides do not receive favourable adjustments. 

       Directors should strive to find ways under the Laws to allow boards to be played. They 
should take some time, if necessary, to look up various laws to find a rectification. Some 
laws require boards to be played even though there is a likelihood that the result will need 
adjusting. Getting a table result whenever possible provides a fall-back position which is 
not available if play is cancelled too soon. A rectification that later proves less than perfect 
may be repaired later, preferably with an assigned score.  

       If there is a law dealing specifically with the type of infraction then the director does 
not need Law 12. 

       When a law stipulates a rectification, the director may not award an adjusted score 
because the rectification seems harsh or generous. Law 12B2 It may be that after 
automatic trick adjustment for an established revoke the revoking side is worse off than 
had there been no revoke. The non-offenders gain a trick or tricks that they would not have 
won in normal play. This may not be changed. Offenders do not have scores improved.        

       Give an assigned adjusted score whenever possible. Law 12C1(a) 

       When a director is required to use his judgement, it is recommended to conduct polls. 
See ABDA Bulletin No. 51 for guidance on polling. When a director has polled correctly, it 
would be unusual for an appeals committee to change the ruling. 

Law 12C1(c)   Awarding an Adjusted Score 
An assigned adjusted score may be weighted to reflect the probabilities of a number 
of potential results, but only outcomes that could have been achieved in a legal 
manner may be included. 

       The option for Regulating Authorities to forbid weighted scores has been removed. 
Australia opted to allow directors to award weighted scores under the 2007 Laws so no 
change here. The tainted result is not usually included in a weighting. This is not a new 
application and refers to so called Reveley rulings where the offending side gains by using 
in the weighting part of their tainted more favourable score.  

Example: NS are deemed to have reached 5CN-1 with the help off UI. 
       Possible results to be weighted are 4HE(10) and 4HE(9). 5CN(10) is not used in the 

weighting unless there are legal ways to reach such a contract. 

       An assigned adjusted score is a real bridge score or it may be a weighting of two or 
more real bridge scores. It may be a split score or even a split and weighted score. A split 
score may result from both sides being treated as non-offending (perhaps after a director 
error), from both sides being treated as offending and from non-offenders having their 
redress of damage reduced. Split scores may also be weighted. 



        

Example 1: EW play in 4S after bidding over NS’s 4H and easily make 10 tricks for EW 
420. NS claim damage suggesting that West may have used unauthorised information 
from a withdrawn call. The director polls a number of players of whom none would have 
bid 4S in an untainted auction. He assigns an adjusted score of 4HN making 10 tricks to 
both sides +/- 620. Making 10 tricks is clear cut. 

Example 2: EW play in 4S making 9 tricks for EW -50. After polling, the director rules EW 
could have used unauthorised information to reach 4S and believes that 4H by North 
would have been the contract without the EW infraction. However, it is unclear as to how 
many tricks North would have won. The director adjusts the score to, say, 60% of the 
matchpoints for making 10 tricks and 40% of the matchpoints for 9 tricks. The director may 
need to conduct a second poll to make his decision about the weighting. He may look at 
the results on the board to get some feel for how likely 9 or 10 tricks are. He does not look 
at the results to decide if there was damage. The result of 4S-1 does not feature in the 
weighting because it was obtained illegally.  

       Weightings may lean in favour of the non-offending side (sympathetic weightings). 

Law 12C1(d) If the possibilities are numerous or not obvious, the Director may 

award an artificial adjusted score (see C2 below). 

       This law is not to be used as an easy alternative to applying sufficient time and 

thought to weighting. It will be up to the director to decide what constitutes “numerous or 
not obvious”. More than four possibilities could be reason enough to consider awarding an 
artificial adjusted score. 

Law 12C1(e) If, subsequent to the irregularity, the non-offending side has 
contributed to its own damage by an extremely serious error (unrelated to the 
infraction) or by a gambling action, which if unsuccessful it might have hoped to 
recover through rectification, then: 

(i) The offending side is awarded the score it would have been allotted as the 

consequence of rectifying its infraction. 
(ii) The non-offending side does not receive relief for such part of its damage as 

is self-inflicted. 

       “Wild” has been removed from the 2007 Laws. “Gambling” is essentially a double 

shot. The error is now “extremely serious” though this is not really new as the previous 
clarification said that the test for “serious” error had to be “extremely” high. 

       What constitutes an “extremely serious error” should be judged according to the 

calibre of player. Revokes, failing to take the setting trick when able, creating a major 
penalty card and ignoring correct procedure will usually qualify. Inferior lines of play need 
to be idiotic for the class of player to be classified as an extremely serious error.   

       The Director must determine whether an action is subsequent one way or the other. 
The timing of the action is a simple factual question, yes or no, and there can be no 

weighting for may be subsequent and may be not subsequent. 

       WBF Laws Committee, Philadelphia 12th October 2010: An ACBL example was cited 

of a contract of 6 Spades reached after a slow signoff by the partner. The contract should 
go one light but defender revokes allowing it to make, an example of a serious error 
unrelated to the infraction. It is decided to adjust the score. The defending side will bear 

the consequence of its serious error and be awarded -980. The declaring will be put back 



to the five level and as to the number of tricks to be awarded the Director will assess what 

would have happened in that contract. (At the lower level it may be that Declarer and/or 
defender would have reason to play differently.) 

       The defenders were going to get a good score for 6S going down so all the damage 

was caused by the revoke. 

Exercise: EW reach 4H. North feels quite sure that the score for 4H will be adjusted for an 
EW infraction so he decides on a “double shot”, having already over reached to bid 2S and 
3S. North bids 4S with his very poor hand, possibly thinking nothing is lost if 4S fails. He is 

doubled and goes down 3 tricks non-vulnerable for NS -500. 4H makes 10 tricks on a 
lucky lie of the cards. 

*3SN (7) -100 6 Without East’s Infraction NS earn 6 matchpoints. 

EW earn 0 matchpoints. 

The score EW would have received without  
their infraction 

3HE (10) -170 4 

1NTXW (7) -180 2 

4HE (10) -420 0 

 

*4HW (10) -420 1 

After East’s infraction NS earn 1 matchpoint. 

NS would have been damaged by the 
infraction 

3HE (10) -170 6 

1NTXW (7) -180 4 

4HE (10) -420 1 

The damage caused by the infraction is 5 matchpoints 

*4SNX (7) -500 0 After North’s gambling action 

NS earn 0 matchpoints. 
 

Add back the damage of 5. 
NS get 5 matchpoints. 

3HE (10) -170 6 

1NTXW (7) -180 4 

4HE (10) -420 2 

On other occasions the non-offenders may have been heading for a good score but 
some gambling, crazy, grossly inferior action earns them a bad result. They keep their bad 

result. It wasn’t caused by the infraction but by their own action. The offenders keep the 
result that would have been likely without their infraction. 

Law 12C2(a)  When owing to an irregularity no result can be obtained [see also 
C1(d)] the Director awards an artificial adjusted score according to responsibility for 
the irregularity: average minus (at most 40% of the available matchpoints in pairs) 

to a contestant directly at fault, average (50% in pairs) to a contestant only partly at 
fault, and average plus (at least 60% in pairs) to a contestant in no way at fault. 

       Note that this law does not say “no result has been obtained” but “no result can be 
obtained”. If a board is incomplete but has reached a stage when completion of the board 
can be foreseen then an assigned score is appropriate. 



       These percentages are cast in stone. If the director wants to give 30% or 0% then the 

way to do it is to award 40% (for causing the problem) and then impose a procedural 
penalty as well. See Law 90A   

Law 12C2(b)  When the Director chooses to award an artificial adjusted score of 
average plus or average minus at IMP play, that score is plus 3 IMPs or minus 3 

IMPs respectively. Subject to approval by the Regulating Authority, this may be 
varied by the Tournament Organizer as provided for by Laws 78D, 86B3 and (d) 
hereunder. 

       There is no authority to vary +/- 3 imps for teams matches. 

       Law 78D allows this to be varied by Regulating Authorities for methods such as Butler 
and Cross Imps. Law 86B3 allows Regulating Authorities to change the procedure set out 
in Law 86B2 when boards have been played at only one table.  

Law 12C2(c) The foregoing is modified for a non-offending contestant that obtains a 
session score exceeding 60% of the available matchpoints or for an offending 

contestant that obtains a session score that is less than 40% of the available 
matchpoints (or the equivalent in IMPs). Such contestants are awarded the 
percentage obtained (or the equivalent in IMPs) on the other boards of that session. 

       If the non-offenders average 64% on the other boards in the session then they get 
64% on the problem board. If the offenders average 38% on the other boards then they 

get 38%.  

       Say the nett imp difference for a match is + 28 imps to the non-offending side on the 

other 7 boards ie an average of 4 imp per board. They will move to +32 imp and their 
opponents will move to -24 imp. In a close match, it may even be that awarding artificial 
adjusted scores will result in both teams getting VPs for a win/loss or perhaps there will be 

win/draw draw/loss situations. 

Law 12C2(d) The Regulating Authority may provide for circumstances where a 

contestant fails to obtain a result on multiple boards during the same session. The 
scores assigned for each subsequent board may be varied by regulation from those 
prescribed in (a) and (b) above. 

       Law 86B deals further with multiple board losses in teams. ABF Regulations may 
cater for this in the future. 

Law12C3 In individual events the Director enforces the rectifications in these Laws, 
and the provisions requiring the award of adjusted scores, equally against both 
members of the offending side even though only one of them may be responsible 
for the irregularity. But the Director shall not award a procedural penalty against the 
offender’s partner if of the opinion that he is in no way to blame. 

Law 12 C4 When the Director awards non-balancing adjusted scores in knockout 
play, each contestant’s score on the board is calculated separately and the average 
of them is assigned to each. 


