The facts about the irregular publication of the name of the author of D3
Via the Internet site of M.Lepsic where a large number of remarks concerning the PWCP II were collected, the jury was informed by A.Tavernier, referring to Turbo Dambase that the author of the composition of D3 was A.Kuyken.

The jury supposed that the composition was published before, because that is the case with all the remarks of this kind, where the name of the author is mentioned. 
At that moment of time the jury did not know that A.Tavernier was participating. It was irrelevant for the jury if A. Kuyken was participating or not. Participating with a composition that was published earlier is not allowed. Considering the rather unlikely case that somebody else participated with this composition, the jury found it proven that A.Kuyken was the author.
In both cases D3 should be eliminated, what the jury did unanimously.

Later the jury found that Turbo Dambase clearly indicates that the composition was not published. The part of Turbo Dambase with compositions is only available for members of the Staff of “De Problemist” (DP) of the “Kring voor Damproblematiek” (KvD). It was also found that A.Tavernier is in the possession of Turbo Dambase. A detail in this context is that A. Tavernier is not and never was a member of the DP Staff.
The important thing is that A.Tavernier has seen in his Turbo Dambase that the composition was never published. It cannot be overlooked, because it is the only information available.
It was decided by the KvD and published in DP that the contents of this part of Turbo Dambase are not publicly available and should not be used for other purposes than for articles by the DP Staff. For this case of D3 it means that the composition was not published and the contents of Turbo Dambase were misused by A.Tavernier.

The jury decided to accept and score D3. This decision is supported by the CPI.

The CPI discussed the case and concluded that:

1. A.Tavernier should have kept the information out of Turbo Dambase secret and should have asked the author if he, Tavernier, should inform the contact of the PWCP II Ayrat Nagumanov or not.

A. Kuyken might have agreed when he was not participating.

2. A.Tavernier should have informed the contact of the PWCP II before publishing a remark about D3 on Internet.

Then the contact could have presented the case to the jury in such a way that the name of the author and the number of the composition were kept secret. The jury might have advised the contact how to reply A. Tavernier.

3. A. Tavernier did not contact the CPI or the KvD with the question how to handle the situation.  

4. A. Tavernier did not mention to anybody and in particular not to the jury or the contact, that the composition was not published, though it is clearly indicated as such in Turbo Dambase. Even when it was not clear for him, he could have asked many people what to do, including asking the author. 
The CPI considered the possibility that A.Tavernier was not fully aware of what he did and is glad that the problem for the participant could be solved by the jury. 

However, the CPI considers the behaviour of A. Tavernier unacceptable.
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