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All the appeals from the EBU’s major weekend evdrage been included herein. It is hoped that they
will provide interest and an insight into the wamt people in England are ruling the game.

After the success of the earlier editions it wasidled to repeat this publication, which has beenopu
the EBU website in the L&EC section. The feedbfrokn this will be used to decide whether to reghe in
future years. So, whether you liked this publmator not, if you can see how you would improvefitou
would like to purchase a paper copy, or if you hamg other comments, please tell the L&EC Secretholin
Pain. If you wish to comment on the actual appdhks layout, the editing or the Commentary pleaighe
Editor, David Stevenson. The way to contact th&eC&Secretary or the Editor is detailed on the pexfe.

Comments have been made on the appeals by anattera group of people who have donated their
time, for which we thank them. Also thanks are thu€eter Eidt of Germany and Jeffrey Allerton oigiand
for doing the proof-reading.
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Commentators

There are comments on each Appeal by various cotatoes. Their comments herein reflect their
personal views.

David Stevenson(b. 1947), the Editor, is an International Tournatrigirector from Liverpool, England. He
has served as a member of the Tournament Appeatsm@tee of the World Bridge Federation, and on
Appeals Committees in the ACBL, Scotland, IrelaBduth Africa and Sweden. He is a member of thesLaw
& Ethics Committees in England and Wales. He vaameérly the Secretary of the European Bridge League
Tournament Directors’ Committee, a commentatohanACBL appeals books and Chief Tournament Director
of the WBU. He hosts forums for Bridge Rulings &mupeals Committees.

Barry Rigal (b. 1958) lives in Manhattan with his wife SuelRBicHe was chairman of National Appeals for
the ACBL for three years and is a full time bridglayer, writer and commentator. His tournament reéco
includes most of the major UK National titles amebtUS National titles.

Bob Schwartz(b. 1945) is a computer consultant. Member ofAREBL Board of Governors, ACBL National
Appeals Committee and the ACBL Competition and Gmtions Committee. Married (over 30 years) with 3
children. Likes golf and poker — tolerates bridge.

Eric Landau is an American. He was a successful tournamenepla the ACBL and Canada in the 1970s
and 1980s, but has been semi-retired from competgince the late 80s and currently plays only anca
while. He is the author of the book "Every Hand Adventure”, and his writings have also appearedha
Bridge World, the Bulletin of the ACBL and variolssser-known publications. He directs at the cnb
local levels occasionally, and managed a bridge fduseveral years.

Frances HindenandJeffrey Allerton are tournament players from Surrey, England. Resagrcesses include
winning the 4* teams at Brighton, while Jeffreyaipast European and World junior champion. Thel bsed
to direct club and county competitions, and are e of the EBU panel of referees.

Heather Dhondy (b. 1966) is a part-time accountant and part-tomeége professional living in North London
with husband Jeremy Dhondy (chairman of the EBU 4@and Ethics Committee). She has been a nationa
appeals chairman for a number of years and is efeBIUU panel of referees as well as being a memibreo
EBU Selection Committee. She is also a regular negrabthe English ladies team.

Jens Brix Christiansen(b. 1951) lives in Copenhagen, Denmark. He wasddaas an international TD in the
1990s and has been chairman of the National Apfgatsmittee and Laws Commission for the Danish Bridg
Federation since 1998. He headed the effort tskasa 2007 edition of the Laws into Danish.

Paul Lamford is a Grandmaster and winner of a few national evefie is author of Starting Out in Bridge
and 50 Bridge Puzzles and a regular contributdhé¢olnternational Bridge Laws Forum and the Bridigevs
Mailing List. He is a former Executive Editor ofiBge magazine and Macmillan bridge books.



Nakatani Tadayoshi (b.1945) of Yokohama served the Japan ContractgBrideague over 30 years as an
administrator as well as Chief Tournament Directbie organized various international bridge evdetsl in
Japan including the NEC Cup, 1998 PABF (Zone 6)ndhanships in Kobe. He also served PABF as
Secretary for some 20 years. Undoubtedly his n@jatributions to the Japanese bridge communityevlees
Japanese versions of 1987, 1997 and 2007 Laws pifdate Contract Bridge, along with the Japanessioe

of “Commentary” on 1987 Laws by Endicott and Hansen

As a bridge player, he won a dozen Japanese nhtitles and represented Japan in PABF and WBF
Championships.

Richard Hills (former chess champion and Aussie bridge experprirmus inter pares of the Bridge Laws
Mailing List (bIml). Note that the new website folml is:

http://www.rtflb.org/

Richard's successes include:

Co-Chair of the DIAC Social Club’s Film Festivallsaommittee,
Co-author of the 2007 Lawbook’s Index, and

Co-llege Spaghetti Eating Champion.

Robin Barker (b. 1961) is a research computer scientist ahtiteonal Physical Laboratory, near London, and
is a TD for the EBU and the European Bridge LeagA#éer studying mathematics at Cambridge, he spent
few years in the professional theatre, before gt proper job. He now lives with his family indfer.

Tim Reeshas been playing bridge since school, and hasmast of the English and Welsh national titles at
some stage. The 2008 Schapiro Spring Foursomes letmdphis set of major titles, the Gold Cup and
Crockfords being the others. He has representecedVatl every European, Olympiad and Commonwealth
Games since devolution from Great Britain in 200@h his greatest success being a silver meddieaf002
Commonwealth Games. Tim works at the Transport &ebkelLaboratory, analysing (and hopefully solving)
motorway congestion.
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Abbreviations

There are some abbreviations, and they are listegt h

EBU English Bridge Union

WBU Welsh Bridge Union

ACBL American Contract Bridge League

L&E Laws & Ethics Committee

L&EC Laws & Ethics Committee

WB EBU White Book, containing regulations for TDs0aACs
OB EBU Orange Book, containing regulations for play
WBF World Bridge Federation

TD Tournament Director

Director Tournament Director

AC Appeals Committee

Committee | Appeals Committee

LA Logical alternative

Al Authorised information

M Misinformation

Ul Unauthorised information

BIT Break in Tempo [a hesitation, or over-fast Lall
PP Procedural penalty [a fine]

NOs Non-offenders

N/S North-South

E/W East-West

(A) Alerted

(H) Hesitation [agreed]

(1), (2) etc | References to notes below

P Pass

AVES Spades hearts diamonds clubs

Dbl Double

Redbl Redouble

NT No-trumps

5-CM Five card majors

Benji Benjamin: a popular name for a form of Acol whe#d/€ openings are

D

strong and artificial, /4 openings are weak
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General

From the i' August 2006 a new Orange Book applied in Englamtjated each year. You can
download a copy from the L&EC website — see Costadthere were major changes to the alerting ruldse
most important changes were: first the introductiérfAnnouncements” for the ranges of INT openirigs,
Stayman and simple Transfer responses, and forahafwo level openings; and second that alertingvab
3NT was usually stopped.

From the i August 2000 Tournament Directors are permittedgice “weighted” scores when
assigning, for example if they adjust a score bgeani misinformation they might give a score of 566+
making and 50% of#l +2. Previously only Appeals Committees were p#gedito do this. The World Bridge
Federation hopes that this will reduce the numtiedppeals. From % August 2008 weighted scores have
become the normal form of adjusted score hererantbst of the rest of the world.

The format used to show such results is based efiMlaastricht protocol” whereby higher N/S scores
are shown first. It helps scorers and TDs if asgstent style is used. Example:

Score assigned for both sides (Law 12C1C):
10% @& —1 by West, NS +100
+60% @& doubled -3 by N/S, NS —-800
+30% @& making by West, NS —1370

Unlike most other publications of this sort arouhd world, we have named the Tournament Director
in each case. He or she is the man or woman vibadsd the table, took the evidence, told the péattee
ruling, and presented the case to the Committag.ti& ruling will only be given after he or shest@nsulted
with at least one other Director and probably astieone experienced player. Thus he or she isalety
responsible for the ruling — on rare occasionsrtghe may not agree with it himself or herself.

The 2007 Laws came into use in England 8iagust 2008. Appeals 1 to 14 were held unded 887
Laws. The remaining ones were held under the naw thook.

Published November 2009
© English Bridge Union 2009
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APPEAL No 1: Did he or didn’'t he?

08.002 Swiss Teams Congress

Tournament Director:

John Pyner

Appeals Committee:

Jeremy Dhondy (Chairman), David Burn, Richard Boryde

IMPs to VPs Q9
Board no 13 vA7
Dealer N ¢ A8763
Both vulnerable | 4 A K 7 3
4 KJ10842 N 4763
vJ3 W v Q109852
¢ Q2 "¢ 105
*Q64 S %98
& A5
v K64
¢ KJ94
#J1052
WEST NORTH EAST SOUTH
1e Pass 2%
Pass 3v Pass 34 (A)
Dbl S Pass 64
All pass
Play | Lead| W N E S
Trl E 48 49 46 s A
Tr2 S *4 &3 9 *J
Tr3 S 42 ¢ A +5 ¢4
Tr4 N +0Q +3 ¢ 10 *J

Result at table:

6¢ -1 by North. Leaa 6

Director first called:

After trick 4




Director’s statement of facts:

North stated that East had hesitated before playit@ an allegation strongly denied by East, who baithad
played in his normal tempo, which he attempted émanstrate. North said East's alleged hesitatiosh ha
deflected him from his intended line. He alwaysypl&or the drop with a combined holding of 9 cauntdess
there is reason to do otherwise. Later the TD ofeskEast’s tempo from a distance and would desdrias
measured and steady.

Director’s ruling:
Table result stands

Details of ruling:
An observation of East’s tempo leads the TD to tatethat no hesitation has occurred and that yncase,
whatever rate the 10 is played declarer draws any conclusions ab\is risk.

Appeal lodged by:
North-South

Basis of appeal:
East’s alleged hesitation

Appeals Committee decision:
Director’s ruling upheld
Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:

The TD found by observation that East played coesity and steadily and that there was not a hesita
Nothing we heard persuaded us otherwise. In angteve considered that even if a hesitation had medut
was not reasonable to draw the conclusion thaa# from Q 10 x.

We thought this appeal was quite close to a reterdf the deposit.
Keep the deposit:

Bob Schwartz’'s comments:
The AC thought this appeal was quite close to ant&in of the deposit. | disagree. It was nowhezar
close—KEEP THE MONEY.

Frances Hinden’s comments:
"Quite close"? It's obvious to keep the money.

Barry Rigal’'s comments:

Awful, awful director call (correct would be to userecorder form if the EBU has such things). GxiriieD
ruling and the Appeals Committee should have withhiee deposit. Why does the tempo of the diamadhd 1
(known not to be a singleton) affect declarer’'syphaith the diamond jack visible in dummy? Trulytdaus
attempt to get something for nothing, and Northusththave been made aware of this in the only wayeld
understand.

(Incidentally East’'s tempo on other deals is suglgmrelevant and | question the competence obaeywho
would think differently.)



David Stevenson’s comments:
Players holding QTx do not hesitate as to whetbeplay the queen. If East really hesitated thenshess
likely to hold the queen. The appeal was frivoland the deposit should have been kept.

Heather Dhondy’s comments:
| would not return the deposit. Whether there wésemk of tempo or not, it doesn’t indicate thastHzas the
gueen. It's not as if he would ever be thinkinglafying it in this situation.

Nakatani Tadayoshi’'s comments:
A good decision by TD and AC. The write-ups by &id AC are convincing: my only suggestion is prdypab
the deposit should have been kept.

Paul Lamford’s comments:
| would go a little further than the AC and beliet® deposit should have been retained. Who i tigght
mind would consider playing the queen from Q10x?

Tim Rees’ comments:
The TD ruled “no hesitation”. It is very rare tteat AC will overturn that decision, as they are kelly to have
any new evidence. If players were informed of tthey would be less likely to appeal.

Here, there is an additional consideration regardive appeal. Even if East hesitated, it is unneaisie for
declarer to think that this might be from QTx. Niweonvould consider playing the Q in this situation.

Therefore, I'd have retained the deposit.
A reasonable decision:

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

With KJ9x in dummy, East would have nothing to thabout whichever holding (Q105 or 105) he had been
dealt. North surely knew this, so there is no seator him to draw a false inference from the adleg
hesitation. Hence there is no reason for the TRdjast the score. As the AC “thought this appesd quite
close to a retention of the deposit” it would hde=n helpful if they had explained why they hadnéwvally
decided not to do so.



Richard Hills’ comments:

If (I repeat if) East is the sort of person whoitses at crucial times when an opponent mightdmenved, an
infraction of the ‘hesitating with a singleton’ Law8D2, then East will *not* be a *consistent* heasdr.
Therefore, the Director’'s well-intentioned attempt gather evidence about East's tempo after North’s
complaint was futile. However, this hypotheticaw. 73D2 scenario is most unlikely because, as fheeAls
Committee observed, ‘even if a hesitation had aeclit was not reasonable to draw the conclusiahitiwas
from Q 10 x.’

On the other hand.....

If (I repeat if) North is the sort of person who kea eight-ever / nine-never 6D slams most of tme tfexcept
when queen-third or queen-fourth are offside) atlbcal club, because North always takes the feydben if
the queen-doubleton is offside claims that LHO hesitated and browbeats the local Director intangivan
adjusted score, then North’s local Conduct anddstliommittee should have taken action against Norit
ago.

Almost certainly neither of these two dire scena@oe true, so | support the actual rulings, inclgdhe return
of the deposit.

Robin Barker's comments:
OK.

If there was a hesitation then an adjustment igrater:

Eric Landau’s comments:

No hesitation, no adjustment, obviously. But Ihmubled by both the director and the committee satiag
that there would have been no adjustment even ténapo violation had been found to have occurred.
Hesitating with a singleton is the classic exangflan action likely to mislead an opponent (exgiccited as
such in L73D2), and must call for redress unde3Hif that law is to mean anything.

Jens Brix Christiansen’s comments:

At the time of the alleged hesitation, the two tariding diamonds are the Q and the 10. If Easd|leged, had
indicated by his tempo that he had a choice to nhefere playing the 10, he would necessarily alsid ithe
Q. In this case, an adjustment according to Law wW8Eld seem to be automatic, and the referencést tiois
own risk" in Law 73D1 should not be applicable hérke case therefore boils down to the TD's undawia
task of establishing as a fact whether East dideddplay the 10 unusually slowly. It would be didiiit for the
AC to overrule the TD on this point, but an appefahat finding certainly has merit.

Final summary by editor:
The majority view is that since a hesitation withxQs unreasonable, the deposit should have begn ke



APPEAL No 2: It's not for takeout?

08.003 Swiss Teams Congress

Tournament Director:
Barrie Partridge

Appeals Committee:
Jeremy Dhondy (Chairman), David Burn, Richard Boryde

IMPs to VPs 4 Q1085
Board no 9 v?2
Dealer N ¢ AQ73
EW vulnerable | o4 Kk 987
& K94 N 4 J6
vJ1095 vyAQ76
+964 i B4 KJ1052
& 1092 S &J5

o A732

vy K843

+ 8

&»A643

Basic systems:

North-South play Strong club, Precision style
East-West play SAYC

WEST NORTH | EAST SOUTH
1¢ (A1) Pass
Dbl (2) Redbl
Pass Pass Pass (3)
INT (3) Pass Pass
Pass

(1) Precision style with 2+ diamonds

(2) E passed before¢lwas alerted. The players decided amongst thenssédvallow a change of call by E.

Double was for penalties, not alerted.
(3) See TD statement of facts.

Result at table:

INT + 2 by North, NS +150

Director first called:

At point (3) in the auction.




Director’s statement of facts:

E/W had a clear agreement that the doublesofnhs for penalties but were unaware that it wagadée. This

is an area found confusing by some players and pl&Y more frequently in France. OB 5H2 states that
tolerance should be applied although adjustmenisbreanecessary when the opponents have been damaged

First though it was possible under L21B for N t@wge his final call but it was not possible foroSib so. N
changed his call to INT and, as shown, this wasqghsut. This made 9 tricks. | was called back&uthimed
that despite N having been allowed to change hss,ptheir side were still damaged as, with correct
information, S would not have redoubled but b, Wvhereupon N would bid4l and they would reach the
making spade game. A ruling under L21B3 was thgaested.

Note by editor:

OB 5H2:
For a year from the effective date of this Orang®IBa certain amount of latitude should be shown to
players while they get used to the new alerting amaouncing rules. Penalties should only be given t
repeat offenders who make no effort whatever toviothe new rules. Adjustments may be necessary
where the opponents have been damaged, but 5 Huldshe remembered.

Director’s ruling:
Table result stands

Details of ruling:

The TD consulted with colleagues and they consdlénat South, with her holding, should be awaréhef
likely meaning of the double and had the opporjutatask without putting her side’s interest akrishe TD
ruled the result to stand. (Laws 21B1, 21B3 and &&® below). Also OB 5H1 and 2 refers.

Note by editor:

OB 5H1:
A player’'s claim to have been damaged because gtherents failed to alert or announce a call will
fail if it is judged that the player was aware tf likely meaning and if he had the opportunityask
without putting his side’s interests at risk.

Appeal lodged by:
North-South

Basis of appeal:
Misinformation. Would reach#



Director's comments:

In addition to taking account of OB 5H1, the TD dmd colleagues considered the effect of not talsuch
account, but concluded that if South had known thatdouble was for penalties, then in view of dlotual
bidding decisions made, the probability of N/S reag a spade game contract was too low to consideling
under L12C3. North’s action in bidding INT is od@. seems a much more normal action and they considel
INT to be wild or gambling.

The TD also learned that at the table, East pabsémte the & was alerted. The players decided amongst
themselves to allow a change of call by East. Pavstates ‘until the end of the auction, a playaymvithout
penalty, change a call when it is probable he ntbdecall as a result of misinformation given to Hiynan
opponent (failure to alert promptly....)’

However Law 9B1 states ‘the director must be sunedat once when attention is drawn to an irregiytari

Players cannot make changes of call under Law 2iowi the TD. The TD needs to establish the prdipabi
that the original call has been made as a resuttisinformation. This would certainly have madelé@ar that
the change was because doubled becomes penalty when vas alerted.

Appeals Committee decision:
Director’s ruling upheld
Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:

The failure of N/S to get toM was not a result of misinformation but the chaaéeN to bid INT. When he
changed his call to INT he had the info (authodigkedt S had a real (9+) redouble and it was h@oehthat
led to the problem.

NB we did not agree that INT was wild or gamblifi@{s additional notes) but we did think it inferior

Both sides should be reminded of their responsislito call the TD in the event of an infracti@\W should
also have alerted the double of if it were agreed to be penalty. (W apologisethatappeal for his failure to
do so). Their agreement if as stated should b&éewcadrd.

Agreeing with the AC and TD:

David Stevenson’s comments:

OB 5H2 suggests that tolerance will be appliedlultigust 2007: this appeal was some months aftat; th
Unless South was very inexperienced, it should lweearred to him how surprising it is that East \dind a
takeout double of d artificial but not of ® natural. The TD’s view that South should havetgeted himself
seems reasonable. Furthermore, not botheringlittheaTD after East’s first call was probably antdbutory
factor. Good ruling and decision.

Nakatani Tadayoshi’'s comments:
| agree with the decision by the TD and the ACmin opinion, failure to reach 4S is due to the 1Nd lby
North.

| presume a warning was issued to both sides focalbng TD immediately after an irregularity?



Agreeing with the AC but no comment on the TD:

Heather Dhondy’s comments:
| agree with the appeals committee.

It seems a reasonably obvious position to protecrself as South, especially given the confusioerdlie
slow alert of 1D, if your call is really going telaffected by the meaning. It seems to me thatvii® trying
to get a second go when it turned out that thégirmal choices hadn’t worked out too well, but ded not seem
to me that the failure to alert caused their badlte

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:
| agree with the AC.

Jens Brix Christiansen’s comments:
| like the TD's point that N/S contributed to thantage they are claiming by not calling the TD aftesx
original irregularity. Overall | agree with the A2Xomments on the case.

Paul Lamford’s comments:

Failure to call the director at the correct timeldoindeed make it harder for N/S to obtain rediEtsey were
misinformed. And did not South wonder why East pdssver a natural One Diamond but now wanted to
double One Diamond which could be 2 cards? Northi#Sare playing a Strong Club and one would have
expected South to ask about the substituted dolildees seem that the poor N/S bidding was then roaiise

of failing to reach Four Spades, not the misinfdroma

Agreeing with the AC but not happy with the TD:

Eric Landau’s comments:

The director made several dubious judgments, bikeld into the correct ruling. South's holding m way
justifies the finding that she "should be awardhef likely meaning of the double” absent any adddl table
action, but once East changes his pass to a daiftelelearning that 1D may have been short, it khbave
been clear without the TD needing to "establishytiaing further. And while bidding INT may indeeeé b
"odd", to consider it "wild or gambling” is an alodwstretch. The committee's comments, which sugbes
they ignored the director's reasoning but cambadcsame result, are spot on.

Frances Hinden’'s comments:

The whole table should have called the TD afterfitlsé irregularity. Making up rulings must be dsgaged -
while some people know you are allowed to change yall after a misexplanation, rather fewer kndnatt
you can't always change it. While | agree withihieng | don't like the Director's comments. If 1NSTwild or

gambling, then a split score should be considergd-420 for the E/W, +150 for N/S (I agree witle tAC that
INT was merely 'inferior").

General comments:

Barry Rigal’'s comments:
Aargh!

| can’t think of anything nice to say about anyevigo would expect South to work out that double veoald
be penalties. But the whole farrago (or is it &d@?) would probably have been better left to rsteen. Too
messy or complex to learn anything from it.



Bob Schwartz’'s comments:

Good job by the TD in bringing into play 9B1 theyed enhancing Law 21 which requires a TD’s presehce
tend to agree with the TD’s evaluation of the 1Nill as wild and gambling rather than the AC’s.m eurious
to know whether E-W were informed prior to the stdrthe match that N-S were playing Precision—aflD
still requires an alert, but perhaps E should redkeady been prepared. The form says this was Ebaluit is
that board 9 of the match or board 2 if there abea&rds to a match? The failure to reach 4S wagsalthe N-S
bidding rather than the failure to alert the double

Richard Hills’ comments:
The Appeals Committee wrote, ‘Both sides shoulddminded of their responsibilities to call the TiDthe
event of an infraction.’

This is not quite correct. Players have a righavtoid drawing attention to an infraction. Laws19and 9A2
use the word ‘may’, and the Lawbook’s Introductexplains that ‘may’ means, ‘failure to do it is matong'.
It is possible that you may not want to draw attento a beginner’s infraction, or alternativelywsdime by
ignoring a trivial infraction which causes no damag your side.

It is only once attention is drawn to an infracti@s indeed happened in this case, that the Dirsbtmuld be
summoned immediately (Law 9B1).

Robin Barker's comments:
OK.

Not quite agreeing with the AC:

Tim Rees’ comments:
Was N/S’s poor result caused by the MI? No, it Wwad bridge by them, so they shouldn’t be entitlecr
adjustment.

Did E/W'’s infraction contribute to the result? Pablty, as if they had explained the meaning of thebie,
South might have done something different.

So natural justice would suggest that each sidelldhme awarded a bad score (N/S +150, E/W -420) La
12C1B allows such a split score if “the non-offerglside has contributed to its own damage by age®error
(unrelated to the infraction) or by wild or gamlgjiaction”. The TD considered North’s INT to be wdd
gambling, but didn’t take the next step of splitite score. The AC (correctly in my opinion) calesed that
the 1NT bid wasn’t wild or gambling.

However, | would argue that it was unrelated toittfieaction. South’s redouble was related to tHeaiction, as
the meaning of the double was relevant, but Norditson could be argued to be unrelated. This miightl
more liberal interpretation of Law 12C1B than othenight make, but it would allow the TD and AC to
penalise the infraction, while taking into accobad bridge from the non-offenders.

Final summary by editor:
Different views, but no-one really has much sympddtin North-South.



APPEAL No 3: Weak and Defenceless

08.004 Swiss Teams Congress

Tournament Director:
Barrie Partridge

Appeals Committee:
Jeremy Dhondy (Chairman), David Burn, Richard Boryde

IMPs to VPs 49743
Board no 21 v AJ98752
Dealer N * K
NS vulnerable | 4 g
a A8 N 4 Q1052
v 43 ¥ none
¢ AO642 u Bs 03105
Q652 S »KJ843
o KJ6
v KQ106
¢ 873
& A107

Basic systems:
North-South play Acol + 3 weak twos
East-West play Acol

WEST NORTH EAST SOUTH
lv Dbl 2NT(A1)
3¢ 3v Pass 4v
Dbl (H2) Pass 5¢ Dbl
All pass

(1) At least a raise to8 without the double
(2) Slow double. Convention card shows that this doshtawrs values.

Result at table:
5¢ x v by West, NS -550

Director first called:
At end of hand



Director’s statement of facts:

Although the TD was not called until the end of Hand, it had amicably been agreed between therddlgat
there had been a very significant hesitation by &bile the double of¥l. The TD was asked for a ruling
concerning E’s & bid. E stated that he had very little defensiversith for his bidding to date and also that
W'’s double showed values and was not describedoasalty double.

Director’s ruling:
Score assigned for both sides:
4v x v by North, NS +790

Details of ruling:
L12C2 and 3, 16A.

Appeal lodged by:
East-West

Basis of appeal:
E/W do not agree that pass is a LA.

Director’'s comments:
The TD consulted with colleagues and they feltafac that passing with the E hand was just as nofichLA
with the value-showing double as it would have biedlowing a penalty double.

Appeals Committee decision:
Table score re-instated
Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:
W did not double 2NT.

E had a sub minimum with little defence and goadrdinds. We thought it a clear action to pwiix4
Agreeing with the AC:

Barry Rigal’'s comments:

| normally hate to reward players who pull slow bi@ms but | think | would have duplicated East's@us. In
the USA the directors have taken to polling a santpltest what constitutes a logical alternativés tight
have been worthwhile in a case of this sort?

David Stevenson’s comments:
The AC have this right. East will not pass the deub

Eric Landau’s comments:

The committee was right to overrule the directorehgulling 4HX is a clear action. Had the doubken
purely for penalties, it would have been a muclsetaase, but even then still not clear that pgséihX is a
logical alternative to pulling it.

Robin Barker's comments:
Agree with AC.



Paul Lamford’s comments:

| think it is clear that the slow double demonslyatuggests bidding on, so the only question isthdrePass is
an LA. If, indeed, double shows “convertible vafugsthe modern style and West would just pass with
trump tricks, then it does seem that 5D is the @hysible choice, with an aceless hand with goechps. So
| agree with the AC.

Agreeing with both the AC and the TD:

Bob Schwartz’'s comments:

| agree with both the TD and the AC. The TD ruilec way that the offending side would have to abife
they so desired. | would think this situation isstbbandled by a committee of peers rather than aofD
consultation with other players. | think the ACcbkad the right decision (I would never sit-facintast loud x
or a slow soft one). | don’t understand what aufailto x 2NT is supposed to suggest.

Tim Rees’ comments:

Is there anything in the auction to suggest thatstlikely to make? The comment from E/W that West’
double shows values and is not a penalty doublebeadiscounted as self-serving. The fact that Vilebt't
double 2NT (did this suggestion come from the AGrom E/W?) isn’t relevant — he could easily hava4&2
shape.

So the question is whether East’s hand is suffiyjaimusual for him to remove his partner’s penaouble.
Under the Laws in force at the time, pass would bbegical alternative if a significant number oapérs (the
EBU guidance suggested 30%) would pass on thisoawudtthink this is quite close, and | would bdling to

go along with the AC’s decision.

Under the 2007 Laws, pass would be a logical atere if a significant number of players (the EBuidance
suggests 20%) would consider passing, of which seodd actually pass. Under these new criteriapubg
disallow East’s & bid.

One final point: as the decision is quite close, TiD was right to disallow thes#%id, and force the offending
side to appeal.

General comments:

Heather Dhondy’s comments:

We have not been told what the 3H bid signified, bthink it could be relevant. Some play it as ‘akest
action” in which case it needn’t show extra heartgth. If, for example, North had just shown a mimm,
what is to stop West having 4, or even 5 good tuipNorth was, say, 4441)? | am generally suspisiof
these self-serving comments about doubles showialyiés”. After they have been made slowly, thabiactly
what they show!

I’'m not sure about the AC’s comment about the latldouble of 2NT. That is what you would do if you
wanted to double 3H, for sure, but if you wantedltmble 4H you might not want to reveal your planhes
stage and warn them off bidding it.

Nakatani Tadayoshi’'s comments:

| think the TD should have consulted with playefshe class concerned, not with his colleaguesth@f TD
polled players and came to the decision that gaasliA, | would be inclined to support the TD)adree with
the AC that passing the double with this hand d&edvulnerability is not a LA for East. | am amazedead
that the meaning of double in this sequence wasslom the E/W convention card.



Richard Hills’ comments:
Directors’ judgement: ‘.....passing with the E hawak just as much of a LA with the value-showinglale as
it would have been following a penalty double.’

Correct as far as it goes, but since passing athgpoal penalty double from West is not a logiakérnative
for East, neither is passing a value-showing dofrble West a logical alternative for Eagb ©

This is one of the pillars supporting the Appeatsminittee system; as a general rule at least onee@dpp
Committee member has greater bridge judgementriieliine cases (in this particular borderline cagmeals
Committee member David Burn) than the combinedderiddgement of the Directors.

WBF Code of Practice for Appeals Committees, page 4

‘An appeal committee will ideally incorporate a qaaf strong players together with other members
considered to be of broad bridge experience whahabalanced objective approach to the decision
making process. The chairman of a committee sheunddire that the stronger players play a leading
role in questions of bridge judgement.’

Doubts about the understanding of double and suggesfor polls:

Frances Hinden’s comments:

The meaning of the double is relevant: oppositersetal 'values' double, not implying trump trickss much
more tempting to bid than if partner could be lomkat QJ109 of trumps. Did E/W really have an agesg
about this exact auction? Even pairs playing 'degleinerally take-out' would usually play this osganalties.
| would be interested in the results of a poll witinee possible meanings for the double: valuesalties, or
undiscussed.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

The EBU convention card has a section for “speasss of doubles” but it should not be inferred fribra
inclusion therein of a phrase like “value showinmubles” that double is played that way in this icatar
sequence.

The TD “consulted with colleagues” to determine thlee or not pass was a logical alternative, buetieb
approach would be to carry out a poll of peersadt&including the colleagues as part of the samptey are
deemed to be peers). If a comprehensive poll bas properly performed then the AC is unlikely tvér a
reason to over-turn the TD’s ruling.

Final summary by editor:

A generally popular decision. Note that TDs arpeeted to poll here, but they do not always wiiie tesult
of polls on the form. Perhaps they should. Alseittea that a TD should deliberately rule in suctag that
the offending side has to appeal is at least twegasys out of date.



APPEAL No 4: Imprecision club

08.010 Spring Congress Swiss Teams

Tournament Director:
lan Muir

Appeals Committee:
Ted Reveley (Chairman), Richard Pike, Bill Townsend

IMPs to VPs & 10
Board no 28 v 1053
Dealer W ¢+ Q964
NS vulnerable | o 310872
4986543 N s A
vyKQJ762 v A94
+ none i B4 1087532
& 3 S 654
e KQJ72
v 8
¢ AKJ
& AKQO9

Basic systems:
East-West play imprecision diamond and some Ac@M; weak NT

WEST NORTH EAST SOUTH
Pass Pass 1¢ (A) Dbl (1)
28 (2) Pass 2¢ (A) Dbl (3)
4v Pass Pass 44

Dbl All pass

(1) S asked W aboutel Reply 12-17, no 5-CM, not weak NT
(2) Not alerted. # shows 8-11, mild game try, 5-CM
(3) S asked W about2 Reply no 4-CM

Result at table:
44 X — 5 by South, NS -1400, leakK

Director first called:
At end of hand



Director’s statement of facts:

The TD was called at the end of play and asked by ®cord the psyche. W stated that there had heen
psyche and the TD asked S to repeat the auctidading any alerts or questions. It became known tihe
conventional # bid had not been alerted. S claimed that he isagaoh by this misinformation and would not
bid 44 had he been alerted to the artificiad.2

Director’s ruling:
Score assigned for both sides:
4v x - 1 by West, NS +100

Details of ruling:

Too late to change a call. (L21B3)

Director’s option to award adjusted score. (L40C)

Assigned score awarded ‘most unfavourable’ foratiending side. (L12C2)

Appeal lodged by:
East-West

Facts under dispute:
That 4¢ x is defeated; that W’s#® could be natural.

Director's comments:
2% shows 8 to 11 and is a mild game try with a 5- CM.

Appeals Committee decision:
Director’s ruling upheld
Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:

Don’t keep money as on some defencesdight make. However we agree in general with Tihgu It should
be made clear that if using a complex system, inagambent on the players to ensure the opponere khe
full meaning.

Adjusting is reasonable, but not the way it wasedon

Barry Rigal’'s comments:

There was an infraction; but did it damage Southsblinded like West had hearts and thus not spades.
understand E/W keeping their result; giving N/S wWiele shebang as opposed to an apportioned seserts
over-generous to me.

Eric Landau’s comments:

The committee didn't keep the money "as on somendet 4H might make", but isn't that true of juxila
any contract ever undertaken? Perhaps they meansdme reasonable or likely defenses”, but timatts
clearly the case here. Even if North were to laadinlikely club against 4H, switching to a trunffeaseeing
the dummy seems clear from either side.



Nakatani Tadayoshi’'s comments:
The decision by the TD and AC with their reasons @K, but | have a feeling that even if 2C hadrbakerted
properly (a 5-card Major with 8-11), there seembéa certain chance South still might have bid 4S.

Another point is that | do not object to assignittgx-1 to E/W (offending side) as ‘most unfavouratiiat was
at all probable’, however for N/S (non-offendinges), this would not be ‘the most favourable regudit was
likely’. 4Hx would make more often than not, | believe?

Bob Schwartz’'s comments:

The failure to alert 2C is what caused all of thebems on this hand—and is deserving of the most
unfavorable result. However, that being said,nkht is a stretch to say that 4H is down 1. Westpretend
that South’s 4S bid did not occur—but | would dehd my stiff spade vs 4H given the 2 takeout K'slorth
knew West had at least 5H-who has the spades? IMebt--partner. With that lead 4H is a probablekma
With a trump lead (or a club followed by a trumpj & down 1. | wish the TD and/or the AC preserttezir
reasoning for a set of 4H not to mention which hawodld have doubled 4H.

| also would like to raise a question about Wedtkcall. Was it influenced by the failure to aldre 2C call?
If 2C was a mild game try—what changed? WhatWiesst learn? He learned that East had real diamonds
Why not bid 4H over the initial x?

| would have reverted the contract to 4H x +/- 5@l given a procedural penalty to E/W-they defipite
deserved one (if not 2). | absolutely hate givielV that score—but | can find no real justificatitor 4H
down 1.

Suggesting a weighted score would be better:

David Stevenson’s comments:
It seems incredible that people playing an arafisiystem fail to alert. The TD comments that ohthe facts
under dispute is whethe#ds artificial, but does not explain and this mak#fe sense.

Even the AC accept that making nine tricks exaistiyot certain, so why no weighted score? Telkdrgeems
easy on a pointed suit lead, and a spade seemshemough.

Frances Hinden’s comments:

The TD was called "to record the psyche". It's cear which bid was the psyche - East's openingpisin
accordance with the described methods, but thisibebeen considered further. The auction is a ndewas
incorrectly not alerted, giving N/S misinformatiddouth bid 4 in the belief that West had clubs and hearts. |
don't see why South would double instead with thevkedge that West solely has an invitational hand
hearts. However, if N/S were not under the impamesshat West had shown a club suit, they would have
chance of getting to% | would give N/S at least some percentage of +@0 a share of €, a tad of #x-1
and a smidgeon of®k making.

Robin Barker's comments:
Both the TD and the AC might have awarded somegmage of 4HX=.

Tim Rees’ comments:

N/S have been given MI, and they have been damiagéd The TD has awarded an adjusted score unaer L
12C2 (1997 Laws). In England, TDs were encouragagsé Law 12C3 instead, and give a weighted rufiag.
would not be part of the weighting, bue doubled and & would be possible outcomes. I'd have liked to have
seen the TD give a ruling including proportionseath. I'd certainly have liked the AC to have cdesed this.



Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

First of all, the TD/AC should ask South why he ‘tia not bid 4 had he been alerted to the artificia”2
He might come up with a plausible explanation (h#rere is one: East has denied 4 spades whilst vde%
have many if he has shown a rounded two suiter)tlsitalso possible that this particular South@ding was
not affected by the misinformation.

The AC notes that “on some defences mhight make”. (I agree: most Norths will look narther than their
singleton spade and the natural line leads toitRst) If the TD considered it most equitable tberunder
(1997) Law 12C2, then whilst the offending sidedddchave been assigned the ‘most unfavourabletrésatl
was at all probable’, the non-offending side shdwddve been assigned ‘the most favourable resuitwha
likely had the irregularity not occurred’. As amspade lead is arguably ‘at all probable’ but kedl, this
might have led to a split score (for N/S. X = by West, NS -590, for E/W¥X - 1 by West, NS +100).

Notwithstanding the potential for a split scoreg ttormal practice in England in such circumstansés award
a weighted score to both sides, using (1997) La@312Here 75% of ¥x = by West, NS -590, plus 25% of
4v x - 1 by West, NS +100 for both sides might haverbiair and equitable.

Keep the money:

Heather Dhondy’s comments:

| agree with the AC except that | would keep thenmpo | do not understand even the description @f&asic
system, and why N/S are supposed to deduce thaa2€be natural (one of the facts under dispdyeiyond
me.

| understand that 4H will make on some defencesthat is not the test. The TD gave the correghgulnder
Law 12C2, so there is no case for appeal.

No reason to adjust:

Paul Lamford’s comments:

Firstly, East's One Diamond is a psyche — it ig@sg distortion of the stated range of 12-17. BatsWiid not
field it in any way, driving to game in hearts. Efsled to alert Two Clubs, but it is not clearrtee why South
thinks that, had he done so, and then West bid Hearts as he did, that would make an iota of iffee to
his decision to bid Four Spades. Presuming, thah& 2C shows 8-11 with only one five-card mafouth
with correct information, will only be able to cdade that West wants to play in Four Hearts oppositlD
opener. His ridiculous double of 2D was to blamehat was wrong with 2S or 3S instead when he wbald
shown his hand? The TD and AC seem to want to ‘ghirnthe psyche and the failure to alert, contraryhie
rectification guidelines in the Introduction to thaws. The table result stands for me. And yesgibieaten on
a trump lead (or a club lead and a trump switch) vy should North not make his obvious lead of the
singleton spade? To allocate 0% of 4Hx = is qust®rashing. Even thinking about keeping the moneg &
mistake.



General remarks:

Richard Hills’ comments:
‘It should be made clear that if using a complestasn, it is incumbent on the players to ensureofiponents
know the full meaning.’

Hear! Hear!

My complex Symmetric Relay system has even its ieganferences fully explained by me (and/or paial)
the opponents.

EBU Laws and Ethics Committee’s comments:
When the number of tricks likely to be made in atcact is uncertain, and that contract is assigitesbems
odd not to use Law 12C3.

Final summary by editor:
Why did neither the TD nor the AC weight the sc8rekhere was a general feeling that this was aakest



APPEAL No 5: | was confused

08.011 Spring Congress

Tournament Director:
lan Spoors

Appeals Committee:
David Burgess (Chairman), Ted Reveley, Clive Owen

MPs to VPs 4« KJ8765
Board no 10 vyKQJ3
Dealer E ¢ none
All vulnerable | & 765
432 N 4 109
v76 v 10954
+18753 u B4 AKQ64
& AJ10 S 43
& AQ
v A82
¢ 1092
#KQ982
Basic systems:
North-South play Acol
East-West play Acol
WEST NORTH EAST SOUTH
Pass 1a
Pass 1a Pass INT
Pass 2% Pass 2¢
Pass 3v Pass E
Pass VP All pass
Order of play
1. ¢ Kruffed 6. ClubtoKand A
2. &A 7. Diamond ruffed
3. «Q 8. Heart to ace
4. HearttovJ 9. & X 10 vQ
5. aK 10. +¢5led

Result at table:
44 + 1 by North, NS +650, leadK

X



Director first called:
At trick 10

Director’s statement of facts:
The TD was called to the table by W. Apart from doyn\W’s ¢ 5 and N’sv Q were visible.

West explained that declarer thought it was hid kead E/W disagreed and asked the TD to determimeesev
lead it was. The TD looked at 2 now quitted trieksl asked what the contract was and where thehadd
been. The TD was toldadand dummy had led a club. W had won this trick #re@TD ruled that it was her
lead. The TD was recalled at the end of the hanehvdeclarer was shown to have clubs in her hand.

The TD read L45D to the players and asked whetragrplied. E, W and S agreed that attention wasirasn
until the end of the hand. N was still trying tonk@ut what had happened.

Director’s ruling:
Score assigned for both sides:
44 v by North, NS +620

Note by editor:

The TD ruled that declarer had called for a hearthe trick that he revoked, so dummy had misplayedrd.
The TD ruled that attention was not drawn to thesgality of dummy’s error until the end of the fan
therefore the revoke laws apply. (L45D and L64A2)

Appeal lodged by:
North-South

Basis of appeal:
‘| did not revoke’.

Was attention drawn before both sides had play¢detmext trick?

Director's comments:

If a revoke has occurred, but is not yet establistige TD felt it was his duty to do nothing to pneleclarer
realise his error. The TD did not instruct the ¢atd play on but left after ruling that it was Wléad. The TD
suggested that the basis of appeal was aboutitisdj of fact but North denies this.

Appeals Committee decision:
Director’s ruling upheld
Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:
N may (as he claimed) have called for a heart. tighbto have observed that dummy had too many iaad
not enough clubs. He did not correct dummy’s pk.did revoke.

The committee felt that N seemed very confused féesoft-hearted and returned the deposit.



Another meritless appeal with the money returned:

David Stevenson’s comments:

Why feel soft-hearted? Ok, North was confusechattime, but hours later when the AC was held gunel
should have accepted what happened. It is thisod@ppeal where North cannot possibly get angtirat
should be stopped, but will continue if ACs givedsits back.

Bob Schwartz’'s comments:

Soft-heartedness is not an acceptable excuse toKBBPING THE MONEY! Confusion, | can relate to—
many of my partners observe that quality in me.sThas merely a matter of Law—and should never have
reached a committee.

The TD should have made sure the revoke did nefrocc

Barry Rigal’'s comments:

Agreed that once director determined a club wagdadbr, and North was informed of this, it washeically
up to him to correct his revoke. But as TD | wobkllve made sure no revoke occurred. Returning thesite
seems fine to me.

Frances Hinden’s comments:

The Director's duties include "to rectify an eraorirregularity of which he becomes aware in anynnaa". |
can understand not pointing out a revoke befobedomes established, but if the TD was aware theacer
had called for a heart and dummy had played aludughould have said so.

Heather Dhondy’s comments:

This seems to me to be a case of director errcg.CHil for the TD was made when the 5D, QH and dymm
were visible, then the revoke was not establishecksdeclarer had not played to the next trick.réfoe the
TD should have instructed North to substitute theg With a club. Far from returning the deposit odit o
sympathy, | would have ruled in declarer’s favond adjusted to 4S+1.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:
Does the Chief TD review the legality of rulingddre they are heard by an AC?

| am surprised at the TD's comment: “If a revoke becurred, but is not yet established, the TDifeltas his
duty to do nothing to help declarer realise hisetr (1997) Law 81C6 states that it is the TAugyto “rectify
an error or irregularity of which he becomes awiarany mannerwithin the correction period specified by
Law 79C” (my italics). At the point when he wassficalled to the table, the TD seems to have baeare of
an unestablished revoke by declarer (once he thed that a club was led) at trick 9, so he shoaldehensured
that this irregularity was rectified immediatelyden Law 62A. After following with a small club ardsing
this trick, declarer would have claimed the remamanding up with 11 tricks. Law 82C (Directoraey
applies and, in my view, the correct ruling 41 by North, NS +650, for both sides.

Nakatani Tadayoshi’'s comments:

Based on the write-up, the decision by the TD dedAC is fine. But if | were called to the tableybuld have
allowed declarer to replace HQ played at trick $hvéa club from his (her) hand. | well understamd @an
accept the action this TD had taken at the tahle] believe that sorting out the mess and ensuricg 9 is
constituted with legal cards is a part of direaresponsibility to keep the game going. Maybe ghhibe
stepping out of my duty as a director.



Robin Barker's comments:
As a “soft-hearted” TD, | might have read Law 450 time or simply asked North what card he caltem
dummy, since it was still in time to correct thesplay by dummy.

The TD should have made sure the revoke did nafrplbat the deposit should have been kept:

Tim Rees’ comments:

It took me some time to work out what had happdmm@. Essentially, the TD’s first visit to the tallas to
restart the play, and was irrelevant to the revokieg (the ruling was the same as it would haverbé&the TD
was first called at the end of the hand).

Law 45D refers to “attention drawn to [a card mas@d by dummy] before each side has played to ¢xé n
trick”. It feels wrong to me that the TD was at thble at that time, but that he chose not to asstipns about
what had happened. It might well be that he actetbraing to EBU guidance, but it seems that a full
investigation at this point would have identifiéchit North had revoked.

However, given what happened, it seems clear tloathNevoked. She might have been confused atirties t
but that isn’'t a valid basis for appeal. South dlas responsibility for the appeal — he could hex@ained to
North what had happened. So I'd have kept the depos

No problem with TD or AC:

Paul Lamford’s comments:
| was West (I do seem to get them). The facts arstated. North made no statement that he thowghi
called for a heart from dummy until the end of lfaad, at which point the revoke was discoveredpuight he
had possibly ruffed with the wrong suit, rathemthehat he actually stated he did! It was a techmidang, and
the TD and AC were right.

Richard Hills’ comments:
The Director (not the players) has the responsgjbibr rectifying irregularities and redressing dage. The
Director’s duties and powers normally include ats® following:

6. to rectify an error or irregularity of which hieecomes aware in any manner, within the correction
period established in accordance with Law 79C.

Note that Law 81C6 states ‘within the correctiorriga¥, *not* ‘immediately’, so | agree with the thdb
Director’s policy.

In a hypothetical case where the Director is caltethe table for another reason and observesakegbut all
four players do not observe the revoke, then La@8equires the Director to rectify the revoke@ns time.
*But* fairness to the offending side requires theebtor to delay that time until the only revokew atill
applicable is Law 64C (Director Responsible for gy since otherwise the Director is the third e of
the dozy non-offending side in helping them acqbwaus revoke tricks.

Final summary by editor:

Is the TD required to point out the revoke by LatC8? Or should he do so even if not required? The
majority thought so. It seems a pity that the EBXEC did not comment on this aspect of the appiarabf
Law. Some of the minority thought the appeal fiows, but only one of the majority said so. | wend
whether the rest who thought the TD should havatpdiout the revoke really thought the appeal hadtm



APPEAL No 6: Fielded mishid?

08.012 Spring Congress

Tournament Director:

lan Muir

Appeals Committee:

Jason Hackett (Chairman), Michael Byrne, Jon Wiika

MPs to VPs «QJ642
Board no 7 v965
Dealer S ¢ K82
All vulnerable | a4 A Q
o A109 N & K87
¥ none v AKJ87
¢ A7643 u Es 03
#KJ865 S 742
453
v Q10432
¢ 1095
#1093

Basic systems:

East-West play splinter bids over all openers.

WEST NORTH EAST SOUTH
Pass

1e Pass 3v Dbl(1)

4 4y Dbl All pass

(1) S asked W the meaning o? 3After some questioning W alerted the Bid and explained it as a splinter

showing a singleton or void.

Result at table:

4v X - 4 by North, leae Q

Director first called:

At end of hand

Director’s statement of facts:

The TD was first called at the end of the play arfdrmed of the auction. The E/W convention cardfoms
that J» 3v is a splinter bid, so there is no infraction. Téurned to the table to give his ruling and wasdsk
by N/S whether this was supported by W’s subseqgpass$ of the double. TD retired for further consatien
to this aspect of the auction.



Director’s ruling:
Artificial score awarded:
Average plus to N/S, 30% to E/W

Details of ruling:
W'’s failure to bid on over his partner's double &f indicates to me that he believes his partner o ho
values/length in hearts. The TD classified this &ED fielded misbid.

Note by editor:
According to regulation, a Red Misbid is scoredhas +/Ave —.

Appeal lodged by:
East-West

Director’'s comments:

If E has the values for a splinter bid and a penddiuble of 4, the TD feels that E/W should bid on to game
or possibly slam. Failure to do so implies thathiiks E now has hearts although the bidding do¢suyaport
this. E/W agree that they do splinter with a sitmbeace.

Appeals Committee decision:
Director’s ruling upheld
Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:
The Orange Book clearly states that a fielded rdifdlis into the same category as a fielded psy€has there
are no grounds for the committee to adjust theescor

The committee strongly considered, in what wasazlkblnd white case, retaining the deposit. Thezenar
grounds whatsoever for standing the double oppassiegleton or void heart often leading to defagd cold
game with slam possible in diamonds. However tlegperience of the E player, and our being led tebe
this to be his first ever appeal, committee pestided to return the deposit.

L&EC Secretary’s comments:
East is unranked.

Keep the money:

Bob Schwartz’'s comments:

Everything perfect until the last sentence. Keep #$$. Total waste of everyone’s time. East may be
inexperienced—but West is the one who passed thbleloWhat is his level of experience? It isnlevant in
any case-these kind of appeals need to be punished.

Why the extra penalty?

David Stevenson’s comments:

| think this is alright and yet | wonder whether\&gst | would really believe East had a shortaBassing is
interesting as it seems to give East a further obao describe his hand. But why the 10% penaly@ the
TD not know the regulations since he gave no reéason



Frances Hinden’s comments:

From the White Book: " ...While a procedural peyalt a standard amount is normal with a fieldedcpgy
and no procedural penalty at all with an illegaltmoel or a fielded deviation or misbid, the TD dbese the
right to penalise to a greater degree in aggravatedmstances.”

| agree with the TD and the AC that West changediind during the auction, with the pass #k4howing
evidence that he now believed partner had heagtshe fielded the misbid and opponents were dathd)4 |

don't see any 'aggravated circumstances' so 69#@ icorrect ruling, and it's a pity that the D ihdeed the
AC) did not know this.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

In England, the assigned score adjustment for @' ‘frelded misbid should be the worse of the taditere and
average minus for the offending side (and the beft¢he table score and average plus for the ritanders).
The actual TD/AC assigned score would have beerecbhad the fielded bid been a psyche rather ¢ghan
misbid.

Meritles, but returning the deposit is acceptable:

Heather Dhondy’s comments:

| agree that this is a meritless appeal. In myiopirthis is what the consultant “cuddly” is for, ander to stop
these appeals ever having to take place. | wouldargue with the judgement to return the deposig@unds
of inexperience, but | hope that East/West wer tioht this was the only reason for so doing.

Should N/S get redress?

Nakatani Tadayoshi’'s comments:

The decision by the TD and the AC is OK under #gutation in the Orange Book (a discussion is goimgt
BLML if this regulation of ‘RED fielded misbid’ idegal under the LAW, but | refrain from making any
comment here).

It is fine to give average minus to E/W but | feebit uneasy to give average plus to N/S when ymsider
South’s double of 3H with this hand (maybe my bnddistyle is too old-fashioned). It seems to me N/S
deserves the table result of 4Hx -4?

Paul Lamford’s comments:

| would agree that passing 4H doubled is unlawiuhiore ways than one. Opposite Kxx x KQxx Axxxx @i
looks minimum for a FG splinter, you probably ngesit to find the right grand. And | presume thated
fielded misbid exonerates North-South from punishinfier the clearly wild double of 3H by South.

The legalities:

Barry Rigal’'s comments:

This is a new position for me; if East is unrankkdl West do something so terrible when he passedh®
have Unauthorized Information? I’'m not sure | seleuit in the circumstances my unfamiliarity withetlaws
here suggests that comment from me is inappropriate



Richard Hills’ comments:

Extract from EBU Law and Ethics Committee minute§eptember 2008:
Discussion moved on to the disclosure of psychmddecies, with Mr Burn suggesting that psychic
tendencies should be disclosed but as soon as gahal it becomes subject to the regulations on
partnership agreement. An example given was whereatiction went 1C (Precision) followed by a
psychic 1S overcall - made on any 13 cards. Paraheays treats the call as showing a genuine spade
overcall so there is no element of fielding. Mrv@teson said that it was correct to disclose such
tendencies but you couldn’t use them for your owe@. Ut would also be allowed to know that one
opponent psyched but the other did not.

Mr Burn suggested that whatever the committee didldvbe illegal but the most sensible way forward
was to allow disclosure.

The reason that Davids Burn and Stevenson werg tfiemselves in knots is that historically the EB&s
treated ‘fielding’ as an infraction in and of itteHowever, the new Law 40 in the 2007 Lawbookitiks that
it is not ‘fielding’ which is an infraction -- any@® may make any call, Law 40A3 -- but rather ‘fietyl is
merely *evidence* of an undisclosed partnership ansthnding, and it is the *undisclosed nature* lod t
partnership understanding which is the infracti@ee Laws 40A1, 40B4, 40B6 and 40C1.

So if  were an Aussie TD deciding Appeal 6 undesgie regulations, | would rule ‘table result s&indVest

guessed that the odds of East holding a singletant lmpposite West’s void in hearts were lessyikiedn East
making a mistake, so West took a Law 40A3 puntwds West's *cards* which let West make a luckysgje
not any nefarious undisclosed East-West partnenshgerstanding. (Plus the North-South auction iplexV

another clue. How probable was it that both Saritd also North chose to pass on the first rounthef
auction when holding 12 or 13 hearts between them?)

Meanwhile, David Burn’s hypothetical example of amfielded 1S overcall of a Precision Club is alssiky
resolved. Since a nefarious undisclosed partrershderstanding about a 1S overcall is automayicadl
infraction of Law 40, it is entirely irrelevant wier it is fielded or not (any fielding merely meathat the
perpetrators are caught today, rather than tomgrrow

Disagreeing with the ruling:

Robin Barker's comments:

| don’t agree with the application of law/regulatito rule red fielded misbid. For there to be rafnaiction, the
law requires a concealed partnership understar(@mgd)); to rule fielded misbid, the EBU regulaticaquires
evidence of a CPU. What CPU are we suggesting/Mf “3H = splinter or penalty double of hearts™2hink
West's Pass is based on the knowledge that pedaliples are to be passed and are often based rmap tru
length. The fact that this understanding conttadite systemic meaning of 3H means West is inaadgary. |
do not see any attempt to conceal any partnerstdprstanding of 3H.



Tim Rees’ comments:

I’'m nowhere near as convinced by this as the TDA@Gdvere. They suggest that the bidding does nppacti
the fact that East has hearts. However, both oppsrieve passed at the 1 level, making it extremelikely
that they have 12 hearts between them. Forcing \idesissume a near-impossible layout, rather than hi
inexperienced partner has made a mistake, seemesrm®ty harsh. Presumably East intended to Midather
than &.

I'd also consider that N/S were largely responsibletheir bad result. Bidding®ion three small opposite a
lead-directing double looks wild to me. | suppdsattonce the TD has ruled a red fielded misbidrytkigng
subsequent is cancelled, so the TD was right nobtsider N/S’s actions.

However, | wouldn’t have ruled the red misbid, armebuld have let the table result stand.

Final summary by editor:

This one is definitely not agreed. Some of the m@mits suggest a misunderstanding of the Englistigrusas
Robin says, a Red Misbid ruling needs evidence GP&). As to the legalities, it is a little late ¢ballenge
them, whether they were legal under the old Lawkbinooperation at the time of this appeal, the new
book that came into operation three months laténitkly legalised the Red Misbid approach, so l@wgit is
realised that it is a breach of Law 40.



APPEAL No 7: Another misbid?

08.013 Spring Congress

Tournament Director:
Phil Godfrey

Appeals Committee:
Ted Reveley (Chairman), Paul Lamford, Clive Owen

MPs to VPs 4J109632
Board no 14 v K108652
Dealer E ¢+ 10
None vulnerable| o none
4« A84 N s K
v973 vJ
¢+ A643 W FeKQ8S5
1072 S #QJ96543
Q75
vAQ4
¢J972
* AK8
WEST NORTH EAST SOUTH
1 INT
24 (A1) 26 34 Pass(2)
Pass 3y Pass 36
All pass

(1) ‘the majors’, subsequently 5-4
(2) S asked about the alert before call

Result at table:
34 + 1 making by North

Director first called:
At end of hand

Director’s statement of facts:
N called to state that explanation of 2lid not fit the contents of the hand. She woulgehhid 4 if she
thought it was intended as club support. This tneatt is now on the convention card.

Director’s ruling:
Table result stands



Details of ruling:
The TD was satisfied that East’s explanation waseco and W had misbid. No damage.

Note by editor:
Regulations require misbids to be categorised basdte possibility of partner fielding them.

Appeal lodged by:
North-South

Director's comments:
Although this method was not specifically on thedcthis is such an unusual treatment of tise @ would be
difficult to give such an explanation if they waret playing it.

Appeals Committee decision:
Director’s ruling upheld
Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:

The TD decision was a misbid although the explanadid not appear on the card. Whilst we agree with
misbid we feel that as the convention was not enctird N/S have a reasonable case to make anébsitis
therefore returned.

Should be ruled as a misexplanation:

Barry Rigal’'s comments:

In the US this would be clear; if it is an unustr@atment and not on the card assume mis-explanatbb
misbid. | think that is the right way to go; if thdave no system notes reflecting it they have edbtheir
opponents and got away with it. Punish the offemdeand here that is clearly E/W not N/S. Yes maybgh
‘knew’ what was going on but without the mis-ex@#taon he had a far clearer action.

Bob Schwartz’'s comments:

I’'m not as convinced as the TD and AC regardingaidence of a misbid. If it isn’'t on the convemticard or
in any kind of system notes-I would be pretty slegt | would certainly not rule the same way as 1D —
based on “no damage”. Of course there was damagt§uestioned the explanation before passingriktl
would still bid 3S). Actually the treatment is bt unusual-many people play conventional resgoasier a
INT natural overcall, but they should be listedtlom Convention Card. A 2C bid as Landy is certaong of
them. | have played Cappelletti, Suction, and Kxaish different partners.

| would have ruled +/- 420.

Frances Hinden’s comments:

Misbid or misexplanation? As the Director is toqume mistaken explanation rather than mistakenrcatie
absence of evidence to the contrary (21B1Db), theecbruling is mistaken explanation and an adjestinto 4
making is correct (with some percentage of an oe&rdepending on who the eventual declarer wowdyl b
Playing 2 as the majors is a popular treatment in someedyand it is plausible that East plays it witheosh
or has discussed playing it with this West; thaeslmot make it evidence that it was this partnpishi
agreement.



Heather Dhondy’s comments:
If E/W cannot provide evidence that this is theethod and the evidence of the West hand does ppbsithe
fact that it is their method, | don’t see why thetould get the benefit of the doubt. | would adjosAS=.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

(1997) Law 75D (Law 75C in the 2007 Laws) requites TD to presume mistaken explanation in the atesen
of evidence to the contrary. Here the only evidetw the contrary is East's explanation itself, alhis
presumably given equal weight to West's actionhenhtand. | disagree with the TD's conclusion titavbuld

be difficult to give such an explanation if theyr@eot playing it”. Perhaps East plays this coteenwith
another partner and had confused his agreementsaggehe had deduced from his own shape and the 1N’
overcall that his partner 'must’' have both majors.

Assuming that West's&bid had been described as natural, N/S would almesainly have reached 4 of a
major, over which East (still picturing his partneith both majors) would not find the profitablevea The
successful defence tords very unlikely to be found, so | would favour @ighted score with ¥i/4= and

4v [4+1 being the possible outcomes. The TD/AC should eaguto the N/S methods to establish the
likelihood of South becoming declarer (an openiiegribnd lead may be less obvious to West).

Robin Barker's comments:

| do not see sufficient evidence not to presumeerpination rather than misbid. The unusualnesthef
treatment is only evidence that East thinks thith&r agreement; the fact that West bid 2C on liaisd is
evidence that the unusual treatment was not tlgegeanent. | think the AC should have overturnes T

decision that this was a misbid, and ruled on rfosmation.

Is it true?

Nakatani Tadayoshi’'s comments:

From the write-up, it is difficult to understancati2C was a misbid by West rather than M| by Eespecially
when you see the whole hands. Probably this EAM# ga example of this particular agreement to T A6
from a previous match?

Tim Rees’ comments:
The TD and AC have determined tha& ®as a misbid. | might have been a bit more suspg;ias it wasn’t on
the convention card, but | haven’t had the berméfitearing the players.

A fielded misbid?

Jens Brix Christiansen’s comments:

It was established that 2C shows the majors aaegridi E/W's agreement, but no information is giadout
the values shown. Unless 2C may include a weak Hsatdntends to pass partner's next bid, Easizd pass
seems to be a fielded misbid.

North bid a presumably non-forcing 2S without ingqug about 2C after the alert. At that time, theref North
probably thought that 2C was intended as club suppet she attempted to sign off in 2S rather tharsue a
game contract. This makes it less than obviousghatwould have bid 4S if East's explanation hatrieed
West's hand. But that is immaterial once the TDfbard sufficient evidence supporting that West imashid.



Why appeal?

David Stevenson’s comments:

Why did N/S think this suitable for appeal? Ydsstmethod is unusual in England and not on theesysard
but all that was explained at the time of the mulinfhere is a section on the appeal form for wigyruling is
appealed which is too often left blank as herefoiereturning the deposit | should like to knowatkhe basis
of appeal was.

Reasonable ruling:

Paul Lamford’s comments:

Generally the onus is on the offenders to showttiere was a misbid not a misexplanation, but teéhod of
playing 1C — (INT) — 2 C and 1D — (INT) — 2D asongjis not that uncommon — | believe it led to ihkéng

in the Spring Fours Final (the one that seems ta ¢ of a secret) — and | think it is best. Ia finding of fact,

the TD (and the AC) were in agreement that this thasEast-West method and West misbid. The omission
from the card would be quite common even amongpiayers. There is only so much room, even using
Allerton filigree 6 point, to get everything on aadinding of fact based on the balance of prolighs often
required. The ruling flows easily once the TD 8ridhisbid”.

Richard Hills’ comments:

This case was resolved under the old 1997 Lawbd#cause the old 1997 Law 85 about disputed faats w
overly terse, some American Directors incorrectgedl to rule that evidence necessarily meant *witte
evidence, so such an American Director would hasenaatically ruled Mistaken Call, due to nothingtten

on the card.

The actual TD and AC got the ruling of Mistaken Bight this time without any guidance from the 19%&v
85, but future TDs and ACs will have plentiful garcte from the new 2007 Law 85A1.:

‘In determining the facts the Director shall bags iew on the balance of probabilities, whichasay
in accordance with the weight of the evidence labis to collect.’

The new criteria ‘balance of probabilities’, ‘wetgbf evidence’ and ‘able to collect’ means thatmer ruling
of Mistaken Call (even by an American Director) dam achieved when the Scales of Justice are ftiljed
highly credible verbal evidence.

Final summary by editor:

A majority feel that the ruling and decision wergomg and that it should have been treated as a
misexplanation. The rest range from doubtful tpgyawith the treatment. The main question seenfetbow
much the TD and AC should be assumed to have fouhdrom their investigation, and how much it shbul
just be assumed to be a misexplanation withoutsinyating.



APPEAL No 8: Would she pass?

08.014 Spring Congress

Tournament Director:
Phil Godfrey

Appeals Committee:
Jeff Smith (Chairman), Richard Winter, Catherineyar

MP Pairs 46
Board no 5 v K4
Dealer N ¢+ KQJ8
NS vulnerable | o AKJ532
s A105 N 4+ KQo9s7
v A2 v 10875
¢975432 | W S e 10
2Q7 S & 1064
4 JA432
vQJ963
¢+ A6
&98
WEST NORTH EAST SOUTH
1 Pass lv
26 Dbl (1) All pass

(1) After opening lead double was explained as ‘exélaes’ with diamonds. Not alerted.

Result at table:
2¢ X - 2 by West, NS +300

Director first called:
At opening lead

Director’s statement of facts:
S had not alerted the ‘non-take out’ double as@®r5E2(a). E claimed that if she had known it wasgity

orientated she would have bid 2

Director’s ruling:
Score assigned for both sides:
24 -1 by East, NS +50



Details of ruling:
E/W damaged by failure to alert. E should be alldwe bid 2 as rescue. N has already shown a good hanc
with # and¢ and hand is probably a misfit so may pass this(@ifC?2)

Appeal lodged by:
North-South

Basis of appeal:
N would bid 3

Director's comments:
Although several players would bide3over 2, any doubtful points should be resolved in favoiithe non-
offending side hence the score @f 21.

Appeals Committee decision:
Table score re-instated
Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:
With the correct explanation, we don'’t believe tBaivould have pulled to& Thus we are reverting back to
the table score. (It is a little surprising thgt&ssed £x).

The alert rules are wrong

Barry Rigal’'s comments:

I’'m shocked, shocked, that a penalty double requaiert here. What else should a double mean (ifano
support double which absolutely WOULD require aer? After all if North had spades....he’s bid them!
Since in Acol as we all learned it there was NQeothterpretation but penalty the alert rules sotuddulous

to me. Justice was restored by the AC. (Those wigsicely off the tongue and appear to be hdardoo
infrequently.)

If you think the alerting rules are wrong it is witgble to say so based on a single sequence: ged o
explain why the overall alerting of doubles is wgpmemembering that previous efforts to solve gngblem
have been a total failure. But anyway, the algrtmules are what they are: you cannot give a rulimg
decision based on dislike of them: they have timlb@wved.

No damage: East would not bi#:2

Bob Schwartz’'s comments:

| definitely do not agree with the TD ruling eventhe extent of 2S —1 and the likelihood of Eadtling 2S. It
would take very careful defense to defeat 2S it loa done of course-but requires some degree ef chr
agree with the AC that East might not bid 2S aathlalso somewhat surprised by South’s pass.

What about a weighted score?

David Stevenson’s comments:

Completely amazing. Is everyongre what would have happened? Why? Appeal afterappees out for a
weighted score: since EBU TDs have been able @ tiigm for eight years now they should be usebemt |
consider that anyone who thinks East would alwagis2s (TD) or never (AC) really has little idea of how
things happen at the table.



Tim Rees’ comments:
The TD made a reasonable ruling on this, then tGemade a very poor adjustment.

The TD correctly ruled that the double af 2hould have been alerted, then said that Eastdbeuallowed to
bid 2 as a rescue, which would be the final contracts TWas appealed by N/S on the basis that they would
have gone on to®

The TD might have applied a weighted ruling (LavCB2at the time), assigning percentagesa@i2d 3 (and
possibly 2* if he felt that East was not certain to remoVe towever, assigning 100% t@ 2nd making the
offending side appeal was not wrong.

However, what the AC did was wrong. They have ingglotheir own judgement on East, saying that he dvoul
not have removed a penalty double. Why should teyhis? East has been deprived of the opportuaity
make the winning decision by the MI, and for the &8Gurther deny him a good score is poor (and plait of

the ruling was not appealed by N/S). At the vergste the AC should have awarded a weighted scare fo
20%[2 8,

Finally, their comment about it being surprisingttibouth passed#?is strange. South’s pass shows that the
double was penalties, and confirms the MI.

As mentioned elsewhere giving incorrect rulingsasdo make sure the offending side have to appEsahbt
been considered correct in this country for margrye

Frances Hinden’s comments:

A number of judgement decisions required here. hmpaht have helped determine whether East wouildl g
penalty double of € It is not at all 'surprising' that South pasged did the AC misunderstand the auction?
My view is that East should be assumed to iciRleast some of the time but that would not déredauction.
South didn't mention doubling this for penaltiethaligh that is possible; North certainly would pass out 8
undoubled. N/S have a case if they suggest theoauatould continue... £ P P & P 3NT making 9 or 10
tricks. | agree E/W have MI and may have been dachdgut | don't think they can hope for more thahare

of -150 for +2.

Paul Lamford’s comments:

| am with the director on this one as far as theisitoncerned. East is certainly much more likelypid 2S if
the double is basically penalties, which is whattfa values with diamonds” means surely — but hghinnot,
and he never will if double is takeout. | don’trtkiany North with a pulse would pass out 2S howesed 3C
looks normal if double would, as it seems, be persalWe cannot give South too much of the sucae8NT,

or he will do better than the table score! At agioguess, | am going for 25% of 2Dx — 2, 0% of 28§ 65%
of 3C +2 and 10% of 3NT =. But | should be pollipayers of like ability and methods with the cotrec
information ...

Richard Hills’ comments:

Both the TD and the AC were wrong. Given that theth ruled that there was an Ml infraction, angegi that
there were a number of possible outcomes had thatfhction not occurred, both the TD and the Atusld
have chosen to award a weighted score.

In particular, the Appeals Committee ignored theamaoint pairs nature of the scoring. At matchpxir300
in 2Dx is often the same bottom as -800 in 2Sx. th&orisk-to-reward ratio of running to 2S is vérgh at
matchpoints; tails you break even, heads you hawed a better spot.



Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

Well done to the players for calling the TD as sasrthe infraction had come to light. The TD shduhve
given West the opportunity to change his last dalt, the form is silent on this issue. At whatmadid East
claim that she would have pulled tea?2 If she had said so before seeing her partnand,H'd be inclined to
believe her.

If East does pull to€then North/South will surely bid on and a weighsedre betweensX-2 (W), 3%+2 (N),
3NT (S) and 3NT+1 (S) would seem sensible. Ifweghting attached to South reaching 3NT is reédyiv
high, it may transpire that E/W do better to kesgirttable score, i.e. there was no damage fronmfrection.

Or a split score?

Eric Landau’s comments:
| don't believe that East "would have" pulled to&lther, so E-W keep their result. But to leav& M4th their
windfall requires a much stronger finding, that tsapulling was "not at all probable”, and the coittee
doesn't seem to have addressed that questiomolt'slear whether that was an oversight in thelib@rations
or merely in their writeup.

Happy with the TD:

Heather Dhondy’s comments:
Seems reasonable to pull to 2S at MP pairs wherhgwa been doubled for penalties. Hence | belieaeEast
has been damaged, and agree with the TD’s ruling.

Various possibilities:

Nakatani Tadayoshi’'s comments:
| am not as convinced as AC that East would ndttplS with a correct explanation.

If East pulled to 2S, then it is, in my opinionyydikely that North would bid 3C, so | would ruBC by North
NS +150 to both sides.

However if you bid 2D with this hand, sometimes ymi away with it but sometimes you get -300 orsepso
AC’s decision could be right.

Robin Barker's comments:
OK. 1 guess I can live with either the TD or AGing.

EBU Laws and Ethics Committee’s comments:
The TD thought East would bid2 the AC thought East would pass. Surely a casa feeighted ruling under
Law 12C3.

Final summary by editor:

The majority see the merits of a weighted scoteseéms strange how many TDs and ACs show doultt abo
the result and then give a single score. Theressase support for the AC’s strange comment that tirere
surprised South had passed a penalty double.



APPEAL No 9: Who has the diamonds?

08.015 Spring Congress

Tournament Director:
Rob Turner

Appeals Committee:
Jon Williams (Chairman), Bill Niccol, Andrew Petrie

IMPs to VPs « Q543
Board no 19 v 6
Dealer S ¢ AK104
EW vulnerable | & A Q93
4 K10987 N £ AJ
vAQ85 vJ73
. w By 7632
& KJ10 S & 8542
462
vy K10942
¢+ QJ85
& 76

Basic systems:
North-South play transfers after a INT overcall

WEST NORTH EAST SOUTH
Pass

1a INT Pass 2¢ (1)

Dbl Pass (A2) Pass 2v

Pass Pass 3¢ Dbl

All pass

(1) 2¢ not alerted. W’s double was for take-out
(2) The pass waalerted — denies 3 hearts.

Result at table:
3¢ X - 4 by East, NS +1100

Director first called:
At end of auction



Director’s statement of facts:

E asked after the alert and was told ‘denies 3tbledWhy are hearts relevant?’ ‘Because @vas a transfer’
(South). There was general merriment at the taldeEaargues that since the double showed diamondgab
merely competing. The TD was also concerned thdtdaenot been called as soon as the irregularitgrboe
apparent.

Director’s ruling:

Split score assigned:
Score assigned for N/Sy2 1 by South, NS -50
Score assigned for E/W: result stands

Details of ruling:
The TD considers that E, being fully aware that\as a transfer but W’s double had been made itehief
that it was natural, had acted frivolously. He vebatly denies this. (L21)

Note by editor:
Under the 1997 Laws (which this appeal was) redies®t given at all to a non-offending side whanooits
‘wild or gambling action’ after the infraction.

Appeal lodged by:
Both sides

Appeals Committee decision:
Score assigned for both sides:

2v - 1 by North, NS -50
Both deposits returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:

Failure to alert 2 by N and explanation subsequently supplied by scegulted in misinformation under Law
21 which states ‘the quality of the contract iglevant, the pair is damaged if it is judged theyld have got
a better score in the contract they might havehegaevithout the misinformation’.

Good decision by AC:

Barry Rigal’'s comments:
Complex case but correct decision. Was East at fiadailing to work out what West had done? Yesybea
but not to a degree that robbed him of protectromfthe failure to alert.

Heather Dhondy’s comments:
| agree with the AC. The misinformation has contluEast into believing his partner’'s double meamesthing
different. | have no sympathy for N/S.

Good decision by TD:
Robin Barker's comments:

| understand the TD not adjusting the score for Bv¥kién they did not call the TD when the failureatert 2D
became apparent.



Tim Rees’ comments:

| think the TD got this completely correct, there tAC made a poor decision to overturn his rulingstts
actions, opposite a partner who has shown a stemadiamonds, are wild, gambling, frivolous ang ather
adjective you'd care to mention. He fully deserie&eep his -1100.

N/S shouldn’t gain from their infraction, so thegt@v-1, as ruled by the TD.

Bob Schwartz's comments:
TD got it perfect.

How can East argue that the x showed Diamond<D Mvas natural as West assumed at the time—thex the
is takeout for the other suits and East has lastnind by bidding 3D. The 3D bid is beyond a faluo
continue to play bridge-something that seems te leeen entirely missed by the AC. If the word “ggpas”
needs definition-3D should fit the bill. Southailssolutely correct in alerting the pass as den@ihgarts—he
must assume that 2D was alerted properly. E/W—ealhe& keep their score—they earned it. N/S stoul
play in 2H -1 (-50). The failure to call the Tiba timely manner as required by law is as usuaitayating
factor.

Eric Landau’s comments:

This is the worst decision in the set. The direatderstood the reality of the situation (see dgtof ruling")
which the committee ignored. You don't get redrpst because an opponent committed the technical
infraction of speaking misinformation unless youduatly wind up misinformed, and this East knew dékac
what the situation was when he bid 3D. The conemighould have reinstated the table result for biokss,
kept E-W's deposit, and warned East against takireh obvious double shots in the future. Contrastwith
case #2, where the committee did the right thinfguiness clear-cut circumstances.

Jens Brix Christiansen’s comments:

East's bid is obviously in the wild or gamblingexgdry. East seems to know that West's double nav& been

for take-out, yet he bids as if West was not maimfed. This is a clear argument for denying E/Wess
when the score is adjusted. However, when Nortinsh®auth's explanation of his pass, North now knthas
South intended his 2D to show hearts. Unless Nertinmly convinced that South has misbid, NortHl wow
realize that 2D should have been alerted, and Nsrtherefore obliged under the 1997 Law 75D1 tib tbe
director at once. Had he done so, the director avchve allowed West to change his call, and the
misinformation would have been resolved. This islear argument for denying E/W redress. The ch@ce
difficult, but | would have supported the direcsaapproach here.

Side note: The AC seems to have quoted a commeatatiie laws rather than the laws themselves im the
comments.

Nakatani Tadayoshi’'s comments:
| think TD got the situation right and AC erred.€Tauction clearly suggests, in my opinion, that ¥8d3ouble
is a take-out of Diamond and | believe East’'s 3Bgeegious enough as to cut the infraction and dgme

If I remember correctly, the quote by AC that ‘dpgality of the contract is irrelevant, the paidemaged if it

is judged they would have got a better score in tbatract they might have reached without the
misinformation’ is not for this situation, but fthhe case where, after Ml, non-offending side rea@hsuperior
contract of 5C which fails due to bad break whenirdarior contract of 3NT, which they would have bi
without a MI, will succeed.



Richard Hills’ comments:
The Director gave a legal ruling under the old 198wbook still in effect (a 1997 Law 12C3 ‘equitgplit
score). However, if the new 2007 Lawbook had beegffect, the Director’s ruling would have beelegal
under 2007 Law 12C1(b):

‘If, subsequent to the irregularity, the non-offergiside has contributed to its own damage by @sererror
(unrelated to the infraction)...’

Yes, East made a serious error but No, East’s &rasrnot unrelated to the infraction. If North rgiden a
timely alert of the transfer-to-hearts 2D, then YM@suld never have made a takeout double of théeued

and so ‘natural’ 2D, thus East would never have dadexcuse to misunderstand West's double via a 3D
balance.

The TD was nearly right:

Frances Hinden’s comments:

If Ml comes to light part-way through the auctiare you allowed to know that partner's earlierscalere
made with MI? The TD ruled that East should knoat thartner thoughte2was natural. | cannot see anything
in Law 16 that makes this information authorised smree that East was technically correct to asstimt
West had diamonds. However, when the 'generaliment’ occurred it was clear that there had been an
irregularity (either 2 should have been alerted or the pass not aleatadiooth sides should have called the
TD. The TD would have discovered the N/S agreemed that 2 was a transfer, West would have been
allowed to take her double back, North (still thimk2¢ natural) would pass and the final contract wowdde
.making, 2 one or two off, or 8 one off if South (thinking partner deliberatelyspad a transfer) competes in
diamonds over a#2bid from East. Knowing that both pairs are verpenenced | would rule that E/W lost
their right to redress by not calling the TD at fieper time and they keep their -1100. N/S al$enofed and |
give them -50 in 8 (under Law 12A3).

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

| strongly disagree with the TD's comment that ‘tE&®ing fully aware that+#2 was a transfer but West's
double had been made in the belief that it wasrahthad acted frivolously”. On the contrary, theuble of a
transfer shows diamonds and East had carefullydadoiaking advantage of the unauthorised informatat
West had failed to query the lack of alert befdre doubled £ .

However, all four players were at fault slightlyrlesxr in the auction. At the point where South expéd that
2¢ showed hearts, it became apparent that North hbati feo alert a conventional bid. Attention hactbhe
drawn to an irregularity and all four players weesponsible for calling the TD - Law 9B1(a). Thte TD
should consider the damage causedhiyirregularity and adjust using (1997) Laws 12A1/22@oth sides
being offending for this purpose.

Had the TD been called at the proper time, Westldvbave been allowed to change her call and woalgh
chosen pass; then the final contract would have [2ee- 1 by North (I understand that N/S were a regular
partnership; North knew¥2 to be a transfer but had just forgotten to alerffhis is the “most unfavourable
result that was at all probable” for N/S, so tlsathie score assigned to them.

Meanwhile, E/W's failure to call the TD has denWeést the opportunity to change her call. Hence'thest
unfavourable result that was at all probable” fO/VHs the table result.

Hence | agree with the TD's split ruling.



Paul Lamford’s comments:

This was discussed at some length on IBLF andhktthat the failure to call the director at thentigme could
deny East-West redress. That time was when Soathdsthat 2D had been a transfer and it had nat bee
alerted. | disagreed strongly that 3D was friveloalthough it would need to be wild or gambling &osplit
score to be awarded.

The laws state:

[9B] 1. (a) The Director should be summoned at owben attention is drawn to an irregularity.
(b) Any player, including dummy, may summon thesdar after attention has been drawn to an
irregularity.

But the judgement as to whether failing to follo®19a) is enough to deny redress is a value judgefoethe
TD and AC. It would seem that they did not consitier point however, and in this they were wrong.

Keep the money: all the money!

David Stevenson’s comments:

Despite the AC’s pronouncement, E/W should be dkreelress if they committed ‘wild or gambling’ aoti
after the infraction. The TD’s view was that Wksew exactly what was going on and tried a gambbasgs.

| think this correct since he had double# \&ith a singleton diamond: now he knew ®as a transfer and
allowed the contract to be played i#. 350 | believe the AC was wrong.

To be honest, it is not immediately apparent wizestecN/S had for appealing. Did they belieweddubled
would have been reached even f 12ad been alerted? It looks another frivolous apmend | would not be
totally averse to keeping both deposits, sincelhes ruling looks perfectly correct and clear.

Final summary by editor:
With one dissenting voice it is agreed that bottesishould get a bad score. There is some doébttog
actual approach of the TD.



APPEAL No 10: An improving five-count

08.017 Grand Masters Pairs

Tournament Director:
David Stevenson

Appeals Committee:
Geoff Wolfarth (Chairman), Eddie Lucioni, Richarik®

Butler Pairs 462
Board no 17 v5
Dealer N ¢ 103
None vulnerable &#AQ1085437
4QJ10843 N «975
v K vJ10864
¢ KO85 W Ele A9764
& K7 S % none

& AK

vy AQ9732

¢J2

*J96

Basic systems:
North-South play natural
East-West play natural

WEST NORTH EAST SOUTH

A Pass 5
Pass(1) Pass Dbl Pass
5a Pass Pass Dbl
All pass

(1) Alleged hesitation

Result at table:
54 x v by West, NS —650, leaslA

Director first called:
At end of next board

Director’s statement of facts:

Before passing W asked i#5showed several aces: this was understood to bkealt was alleged he paused
as well: when asked whether he thought W repliatihle did think some time before passing. E sagdvwabuld
always double on this sequence.



Director’s ruling:
Score assigned for both sides (Law 12C3):
40% of ®v" by N; NS +400
+ 60% of % - 1 by N, NS -50.

Details of ruling:
There was a break in tempo before W’'s pass. E'bldowas not evident: pass is a logical alternativeus
double is disallowed. (L16A, 12C3)

Appeal lodged by:
East-West

Basis of appeal:
Double is automatic for East.

Director's comments:
Consideration given to whether N/S defence 4#x Svas bad enough to be considered ‘wild or gambling
Decided not. Defenc® A ruffed, trump to king, trump ace, club.

Appeals Committee decision:
Director’s ruling upheld
Deposit forfeited

Appeals Committee’s comments:
Break in tempo established. No E would bid as E ddclear anti percentage action. Frivolous appeal
unanimously agreed.

Should be a PP, but certainly right to keep theocd#p

David Stevenson’s comments:
After this ruling | was asked why | did not givedta PP as well since she was a Grand Masterndicer
both the AC and myself erred in not doing so.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:
| agree with the TD's decision to disallow Eastialile and with the AC's decision to retain the d#po

In view of the AC's assessment of the situationo ‘Blwould bid as E did. A clear anti percentageéoact,
there is one thing missing from the ruling. Famir“carefully avoiding taking any advantage” of tig as
Law 73C requires, East seems to have gone outrofidneto take advantage. For a player experieeocedigh
to be playing in the Grand Masters Pairs, a hefbggdural penalty was indicated; would 12 imps gtandard
penalty) be enough? If anyone considers that % imight sound too harsh, | would point out thastSa
illegal action stood to gain up to 14 imps had NéBcalled the TD.

The TD's comment about considering whether thendefdhad been 'wild or gambling' is a red herrimg; t
EBU White Book (section 90.4.5) explains that “tvdr gambling action' does not include defensiversrin a
contract the non-offenders should not have beeend@ig”.



Barry Rigal’'s comments:

I’'m not going to look at the weighting. A perfecedsion bar the procedural penalty due to Eastytda
encourage her not to do it again — and to knowtti@police are on the lookout for her. A Grandraasb less;
was that how she got the points?

Correct to keep the deposit, but should give ad@, the weighting may be wrong.

Frances Hinden’s comments:

Absolutely correct to keep the deposit. As East Grand Master and has clearly breached Law 7A8Guld
also give E/W a hefty procedural penalty. The phap# is extremely interesting but overall N/S should ge
more than 40% of 11 tricks.

Paul Lamford’s comments:

| would be imposing an additional procedural pgnalh East-West here, as well as retaining the degdas
addition | would survey a number of Easts to seatiliey lead after (4C) — Pass — (5C) — All Passed to do
a simulation on it which made the JH a clear winméth a spade second and the ace of diamondstantlis
third, although an eminent member of IBLF thoudite AD was obvious. Deep Finesse unerringly fishesi
as well.

My guess is 75% of 5C = and 25% of 5C — 1 as thghwed score.
Correct to keep the deposit, but the weighting bewrong.

Nakatani Tadayoshi’'s comments:
Good decision by TD and AC. One thing | would likepoint out is that | would give more percentag&C
by N; NS +400, say at least 50%.

Correct to keep the deposit.

Bob Schwartz’'s comments:
An appalling waste of time. If this deposit haekeb returned my comments would have had to have bee
censored.

Heather Dhondy’s comments:
| agree with the A/C. There is no case for allowtiihg double by East.

Jens Brix Christiansen’s comments:
Deposit? No return! | concur.

Richard Hills’ comments:
Deposit forfeited. Hear! Hear!

Robin Barker's comments:
No problem with TD and AC ruling, or retention dietdeposit. | am not sure why the TD had to cardide
quality of the defence to 5SX when EBU White Bo@k45 says:
‘Wild or gambling action’ is action markedly worslean bad bridge, and does not include defensive
errors in a contract the non-offenders should ratdbeen defending.



Tim Rees’ comments:

West's hesitation was agreed, so the sole basithéorappeal was that East’s double was automatiotHer
words, that pass was not a logical alternativet Thalearly not the case (most people would passt’& hand
on this auction). Therefore, the retention of tepakit was correct.

EBU Laws and Ethics Committee’s comments:
East’s double was a gross use of unauthorisednaon and the correct decision was made to keep th
deposit.

Final summary by editor:
A unanimous view to keep the deposit. Severalghota PP should have also been given, and thew soene
worries about the actual weighting.

There was also a question about denying redresswitat or gambling action’. This is well known as
disagreement over the intention of this bit of Wikite Book, which has now been cleared up. The Yévite
Book due in 2010 will clarify that such errors danused to reduce rectification, but only in exieal cases.



APPEAL No 11: Lucas or Weak?

08.024 Shapiro Spring Foursomes

Tournament Director:
Robin Barker

Appeals Committee:
Chris Dixon (Chairman), Roger Bryant, Patrick Jaumnd

IMP KO s 104
Board no 30 v K2
Dealer E ¢ AJ10632
None vulnerable| o 0 53
o Q6 N o AK952
vQ1l076 v 94
+ K984 s Be 05
& KJ2 S 10764
4J873
v AJ853
¢ 7
A998
WEST NORTH EAST SOUTH
24 (1) Pass
Pass 3¢ Pass 3v
Pass 3NT (2) All pass

(1) Announced as weak
(2) Corrected to Lucas4b and 4+minor, weak

Result at table:
3NT - 3 by North, NS —-150, leasi4

Director first called:
At point (2) — see auction.

Director’s statement of facts:
The TD was called by N before 3NT. W had corredteslannouncement ‘weak’ o#2to Lucas (® and 4+
minor, weak). The TD offered S the chance to ch&vgehe declined. The auction continued; E led a club.
At the end of the hand N wanted a ruling.

1) Weak 2 changed to Lucass2might change his marginal overcall.

2) E has Ul from the fact that partner passedtinking it was weak. This suggests not leadispade.



Director’s ruling:
Table result stands

Details of ruling:
1) Overcall not affected by weak v Lucas.
2) E has Ul which suggests a club lead, but a spadkiseequally good.

Appeal lodged by:
North-South

Comments by North-South:
3¢ overcall is very borderline. Would not have doaefknown to be Lucas. Also defence on a spade lea
might have led to down 2.

Comments by East-West:
3¢ is normal bid by N (identical in other room). Cligad 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 chitzls is normal.

Keep the money:

Barry Rigal’'s comments:

This is the sort of appeal that deserves to bedmown very hard. N/S know very well that theunaiof the
opening is absolutely irrelevant. The 3D call isi@ty attractive over both bids; equally they cae she lead
was irrelevant to the chances of 3NT. Take the mamel try to teach them a lesson.

Bob Schwartz’'s comments:
An appalling waste of time. Since THIS deposit Wig8irned-please consider my comments as censored.

David Stevenson’s comments:
In appeal after appeal | see no merit whatever.ilé@8ome people think monetary deposits are ingffecany
form of controlling frivolous appeals is ineffeativf the ACs do not rule them frivolous.

Paul Lamford’s comments:
The original ruling and AC decision are fine; hoandt be right to return this deposit?

Agree with AC:

Heather Dhondy’s comments:
| agree. Weak v Lucas is not going to affect themad 3D protection.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:
| agree with the TD and the AC.



Nakatani Tadayoshi’'s comments:
Good decision by TD and AC.

Number of tricks?

Frances Hinden’s comments:
There is interest in the play on a spade lead antirmation, so right not to keep the deposit & thfference
between 6 and 7 tricks mattered.

A small adjustment is correct:

Richard Hills’ comments:

North-South were told trivial MI, which anyhow wasry quickly corrected. But yes, the appellanthduve a
Ul case, since East illegally knows that, on averayest will hold fewer spades than one would ndyma
expect for a pass of a Lucas 2S.

So if | was the Director, | would rule that East shinitially lead the non-suggested logical altéireaof a
spade (Law 16B), and | would rule that East wowdt mecessarily later switch to a club, and | woullg that
declarer would not necessarily be down three f604ut some of the time down two for -100 instead.

So my weighted ruling is:

60% of 3NT -3 by South, -150
40% of 3NT -2 by South, -100

Robin Barker's comments:
| am not sure | got this right (as the TD). 3NTs3ikely on a spade lead, but perhaps not certRechaps the
TD and the AC should have assigned some percenta&3j¢T-2, as well as 3NT-3.

Tim Rees’ comments:

This appeal had two parts. The AC rightly rejectbd first part, that North’s bid was affected by th
explanation. There is little (if any) differencetlween a Lucas 2 and a weak 2, when a player isidennsg
overcalling.

The second part of the appeal has more merit. E@stUl from the incorrect explanation. After a eatr
explanation, East would have an expectation of sspagle support opposite. With the incorrect expiana
West might have had club length, and East shoulchbeful not to take advantage of that. His comntlesit a
club lead is automatic is self-serving, especiaiyNorth was told that East was likely to have spahd clubs
before he bid 3NT.

Therefore, | would adjust the contract to 3NT osxaead. Most lines seem to lead to -3, so | wonibgle
with the TD’s ruling. However, the AC says thatis3he likely outcome. If that is the case, thegytshould be
assigning a weighted score to reflect the chaneg.of

Final summary by editor:
While the majority agree with the decision, or ewsep the deposit, there is an alternative viewetham
East’s Ul.



APPEAL No 12: My spade holding is a bit poor

08.025 Spring Bank Holiday Congress

Tournament Director:
Kathy Williams

Appeals Committee:
Michael Byrne (Chairman), Anthony Whiteway, André@Wwompson

MPs to VPs 4987614
Board no 18 v A2
Dealer E ¢ AJ653
NS vulnerable | o A
4 none N o A1052
v Q107 vKJ643
¢ K102 s Beg74
#K1076432 S &8

«a KQJ3

v 985

¢+ Q9

#QJ95
WEST NORTH EAST SOUTH

Pass Pass
ANT 2¢ (A1) 2 34
Pass VP Dbl (2) Pass
ANT All pass
(1) Astro

(2) Slow double — agreed.

Result at table:
ANT - 4 by West, NS +200

Director first called:
At end of auction

Director’s statement of facts:
The TD was called at end of auction by S to resenlds because of slow double. The TD was calkcklio
look at hand at end of play. N felt the slow doutéel induced W to bid again.



Director’s ruling:
Score assigned for both sides (Law 12C3):
50% of ¥ x — 4 by East, NS +800
+ 50% of 4 v'by South, NS +620

Details of ruling:
Ul (L16A)

Appeal lodged by:
East-West

Basis of appeal:
Double of 4 was slow; 4NT take out.

Comments by East-West:

We do not agree that pass is a LA — partner hasahmbn-forcing and terminalv2 over & . | have the
authorisednformation that | have psyched and | am at faable vulnerability. Even with 2 trump tricks for
partner there is unlikely to be any defence4x4

Further, the opponent’s pass of 4NT is wild and lgiamy and shows the desire to achieve a double- 3t
other point is that 4NT isn’t demonstrably suggesieer % by the UI.

Appeals Committee decision:
Score assigned for both sides:
50% of 4 v'by South, NS +620
+ 50% of 4NT — 4 by West, NS +200
Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:
W'’s removal of 4 x is reasonable and consistent with his earliaoast N/S have not taken a double shot but
were victims of a psyche that was exposed to E/@/remt N/S (caused by the hesitation).

Everything was handled sensibly by the TD and dppe.
No case for any adjustment:

Barry Rigal’'s comments:

Why did the table result of 4NT down four not stantfest psyched and could not stand the heat; hisgrs
tempo was absolutely irrelevant. If it worked analsEdid not field the psyche then kudos to EastiVied
they keep their top...this time.

Bob Schwartz’'s comments:

A very effective psyche that was put in jeopardyalsiow x. The slow x, however, did not affect Weesall.
How can the AC say that the 4NT pull was reasonabte consistent with West’s earlier actions-anah they
50% of 4S x???? This makes absolutely no sadee can North with 3 aces—not double 4NT when partn
has bid 3S? N/S have stopped playing bridge—dmsérve their result. If the TD had ruled proparkgd N/S
had to appeal they would forfeit their deposit éssl heard by same committee as case # 11).



David Stevenson’s comments:
Finally! An appeal with merit!

The AC say that West’'s removal of the double #fvhs reasonable — so why did they adjust the schaite
result stands: no infraction.

Paul Lamford’s comments:

| was West on this hand, and Stefanie Rohan E&st.tisought the psyche was not sufficiently exposed
ethically elected to double. | considered thatjmaspartner had bid a non-forcing 2H and not doutéd
(which showed spades and another, anchoring tavdladcer major), prospects of defeating 4S on thiecaised
auction were almost non-existent. It is always fmsgo construct hands where it is beaten, buhtblding of
such hands is not demonstrably suggested by thedsable.

The adviser at the event thought the decision foose Pass was a grossly inappropriate hand evaiuati
agreed, and also regarded the Pass of 4NT by Ssuthclear WoG action, and again the adviser agiiéex
opponents were prepared to play in 2H a short eige and your partner has bid a vulnerable ganmeatce.
And bidding 4NT is not “more successful” than pagsia requirement for it to be removed. Both lagdipots,
5C and 5H, can be taken for 800 fairly easily.

Tim Rees’ comments:
Oh dear! This is a poor use of Law 12C3, which leang it into disrepute. The TD seems to be usirtg iry
to restore equity, without explaining how the eletseof the score are achieved.

Here, the potential infraction was West’'s removahe double. Therefore adundoubled cannot be part of the
adjusted score. Also, how can*be part of the adjusted score, when the auctimted in 4NT? If the TD
thought that East’s hesitation suggested 4NT rédtiear %, or that East was in receipt of Ul that stopped hi
passing 4NT, then she should have explained thisef the ruling.

The AC has picked up one of these (changmgdb4NT), but has not picked up the other (thatdbeble of 4
had already occurred). The other thing they haveedwrong is to say that West's 4NT is reasonablbeEit
is automatic (in the sense that pass is not adbgilternative) or it is not. In the first caseg ttable result
should stand; in the second case, the removas®oisddisallowed and the result is changed 45= Law 12C3
caters for uncertainty after the infraction, ané tisallowed action should not make up any parthef
weightings.

Here, | believe that pass is not a logical alteveaior West. As he says, he knows that he hashesland that
East has signed off irm2 At least 70% of players would remove the doutsleaning that (under the old Laws),
pass is not a logical alternative. As | don't skattthe hesitation suggests that 4NT is going tamoee
successful thansor 5v, | would allow the 4NT bid and let the table restand.

The AC’s comment that the hesitation exposed tlyehesto E/W but not N/S is wrong. West already knew
he’d psyched, and his removal of the double aldtiedest of the table to this fact.



Simple alternatives complicated unnecessarily byTth and AC:

Eric Landau’s comments:

Where on Earth did those odd scores come from?46 (60+620, when there was no infraction until 48 ha
already been doubled?) This should be as simmdestraightforward as Ul cases get. East doub&ard
West, in possession of unauthorized informationgesting a pull, pulled. Either passing 4SX wasgical
alternative to bidding 4NT -- adjust to 4SX, NS ©7%r both sides -- or it wasn't -- table restéinds. Why
make it any more complicated than that?

Jens Brix Christiansen’s comments:

When the AC adjusts the score, they have ruledwhesdt's 4NT is an infraction. Still, they award Nd@®% of

an inferior score that can only be reached via Weadtraction and 50% of an inferior score that wapossible

at the time of the infraction (East had alreadylded 4S at that point). In this way, the AC is redressing the
damage completely. The assigned scores with weggrtsbe used to incorporate different possible aues

based on the situation immediately before the atilva, but they should not be used to award onigigda
redress. Once the AC has ruled that 4NT is anatifna, | believe the logical consequence is to sidjlne score
based on 4Sx only (10 tricks, NS +790).

The TD ruled that a contract of 5H was a likelycmme on the hand. This is a bit more tricky, sibee
presumably would be an infraction too (indicatedtbg slow double over the logical alternative ogag
4Sx), but it is an infraction that damages the raffs. Still, | would prefer not to include the pibdgy of a
contract of 5H in the assigned score.

On a different note, although | see a case fonguihat passing 4Sx is a logical alternative forstVehat point
of the ruling is not clear cut to me.

Richard Hills’ comments:
Julian Huxley (1887-1975):

‘Operationally, God is beginning to resemble nau&r but the last fading smile of a cosmic Cheshir
cat.’

Director's Cheshire cat adjustment:

50% of 5Hx East-West, +800 N/S /-800 E/W
50% of 4S North-South, +620 N/S / -620 E/W

Appeals Committee's Cheshire cat adjustment:

50% of 4NT East-West, +200 N/S /-200 E/W
50% of 4S North-South, +620 N/S / -620 E/W

‘Well! I've often seen a double without 4S," thoudttice; ‘but 4S without a double! It's the mostricws thing
| ever saw in all my life?’

Yes, *if* West's 4NT was an infraction of Law 73@hen* that hypothetical infraction occurred *aftdtast’s
double of 4S, *so* an undoubled 4S contract shouldver* be part of the Director’'s nor the Appeals
Committee’s Law 12 rectification.



Heather Dhondy’s comments:

| don’t understand why any % of 4S undoubled israed. Shouldn't it be 50% of 790? Without knowiing t
NT range it is harder to comment, but | am surprigeat the double was slow — it looks a fair pgndtiuble to
me, but normal for West to remove. Can't see tlse ¢ar a split score, either removing is ok osit'i.

A simple adjustment:

Frances Hinden’s comments:

Both the TD and AC rulings are technically wrong: percentage of&} undoubled can be included in any
adjustment as the potential infraction came atter double of 4. This ruling was appealed to the L&E; as
preparation for the hearing | carried out a pofick pollee gave their answer in isolation and withamowing
the full hand. Those asked were (in my opinion)adfll similar or higher standard than the West glagnd
excluded anyone who objects to psyches. Out of ddple polled, 6 passed, 8 bié Zand 1 abstained. |
conclude that pass is a LA, and thus a ruling4x 4naking 10 tricks is appropriate. Passing out 48ibad
bridge, not wild or gambling.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

Does the Chief TD review the legality of rulingsfdre they are heard by an AC? If pass is not &#bg
alternative then the table result should stand}{diE is not demonstrably suggested over any othkroguhe
Ul). If pass is a logical alternative then theyooltcomes permitted in the weighted assigned socwst be
ones starting with West passingxX The award of a weighting tosdundoubled is particularly curious, as
44 had already been doubled before the alleged imndract

A poll concluded that pass is a logical alternafime\West, suggesting that the correct ruling iadgust to 4 x
(S)=, N/S +790 for both sides.

Robin Barker's comments:

This is an unauthorised information ruling and atgd under Law 12C3. In the EBU we adjust to aue®
that arise if the player in receipt takes actiohsuggested by the unauthorised information, waataconsider
outcomes where the slow action (for example) de¢happen. So | do not think it can be right tclude 50%
4S= (undoubled) in either TD or AC rulings. SurBest’s best chance of a good score is to pass 48X,
think Pass is a logical alternative to 4NT and wlcadljust to 4SX=.

Support for the AC:

Nakatani Tadayoshi’'s comments:
AC'’s decision is well reasoned.

Final summary by editor:

The simple question for the ruling is whether Raas an LA for West, and if so was it suggested @MF by
the slow double. Different views are expressedowever, with one dissenting vote, it was felt thiae
weighted scores by the TD and AC were not well-gitout, being illegal, unnecessary or just wrong.

National Authority (EBU Laws and Ethics Committee)decision:
E/W further appealed to the National Authority.

Score assigned for both sides:
4a doubledv'by South, NS +790
Deposit returned



National Authority’s comments:

Should the appeal be heard?

The Committee considered the four tests in the @raBook Section 8B4 as to whether the Appeal to the
National Authority could be heard. The Committearfd that under clause b) there had been an errrein
application of Law or Regulation.

In such a case as this where a player providesgrantith unauthorised information that player may choose
from among logical alternative actions one thatlda@emonstrably have been suggested over anothéreby
extraneous information. (The 1997 Laws of Duplicatmtract Bridge were in force for this case.)

In this case the action that provided the unausiedrinformation was East’s slow double.

When making a ruling in a case such as this theahD the Appeals Committee should have considered
whether the 4NT bid is allowed after the slow deud not. It is not permitted under EBU regulatiomsllow
ANT to be bid a percentage of the time and nothers. To rule that it can be used a percentagieectime is

to give what is known as a ‘Reveley Ruling'.

Consequently it was agreed to allow the appeaétbdard and the deposit was returned.

The Committee’s decision
Having decided to hear the case, the Committeeidenresl the matter afresh using all the informapoovided
by the parties.

Committee members were reminded that it was usiaguhauthorised information that was the infractioot
the creation of it. So the committee’s attentiorswdeawn to West's 4NT bid. Either the 4NT bid wasmpitted
or it was not. No other ruling was possible.

The Committee considered whether passiag 4onstituted a logical alternative action and doded that it
was because of the percentage likelihood4at going down.

Next the Committee considered how the play#4rx4night go and concluded that declarer would alwagke
10 tricks, losing two spades and a heatrt.

Consequently the board was rescored ass4& making 10 tricks by South although it is not inteded to
rescore the match result.



APPEAL No 13: Unauthorised Panic

08.027 Spring Bank Holiday Congress

Tournament Director:
Andrew Kambites

Appeals Committee:
Steve Gore (Chairman), Malcolm Pryor, Paul Denning

IMPs to VPs 4 92
Board no 6 vyK6542
Dealer E PO
EW vulnerable | o 108532
4J10876 N 4« AQ3
vAl073 vQJ9s8
¢+ KQ7 i By A432
&9 S *Q4
4 K54
¥ none
¢ 109865
* AKJ76
Basic systems:
East-West play strong club
WEST NORTH EAST SOUTH
INT Dbl (1)
2v (2) 3% 3v Pass
34 All pass

(1) INT = 15-17, double was for minors.
(2) Not alerted. W meant it as transfer because theyaldy play transfers over double of 1NT.

Result at table:
34 v by West, NS -140

Director first called:
At end of hand

Director’s statement of facts:

But they never discussed it if double was conveatigwW said this later)

N asked and was told ‘undiscussed’ by E.

On discussion after N said that W had Ul becaudailire to alert  and the answer to N’s question. | asked
W why he bid @ - he said he had to make a game try oppositeoagtT.



Director’s ruling:
Table result stands

Details of ruling:
W has Ul but it is hard to see how it leads #0-3W surely knows of a 4-4 heart fit and a morenmalraction

would be to bid #. My impression is that E/W were floundering abwuan unfamiliar situation caused by a
non-penalty double that they were not used to.

Appeal lodged by:
North-South

Director's comments:

The TD would comment that the Jid doesn’t make much sense with or without Uhe-&uction suggesty 4

(if 3v is meant as super-accept of S then E will cordrerto 44 ). The Ul doesn't alter that and that the only
reason spades plays better than hearts is bedsubedrt break is 5-0 which W couldn’t have knowhcould
equally be using Ul to pase 3f 3v accepted spades in system but was meant as natural

Comments by North-South:

1) As TD has stated if W believed E had hearts thenwbuld seem normal. If 8 is conventional
agreeing spades them presumably (see 4).

2) If E had alerted € as spades then hig Did would presumably show 5 hearts, W would presoisn
raise to # (see 4).

3) It is possible that W thought that E had misunaedthis partner's ® bid and had Ul. Consequently
ignoring the implied heart fit to bida3

4) | do not understand E/W comments stating thati8a game try overs8 - what would be the bid ‘to
play at the lowest level'. Following this line»3should have been the try followed by 4

Comments by East-West:
W has Ul that E has not simply forgotten to al€herefore W should ignore this and assumeagrees spades
with a heart feature, as it would over a penaltylde or if uncontested.a3is a game try. Should maybe have

alerted ® but this gives partner Ul and as we said thisndiscussed over the double showing minors so didn’t
really know what was going on.

Appeals Committee decision:
Director’s ruling upheld
Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:

We believe W made hisa3bid in line with their systematic understandings #ook a very pessimistic view of
the hand, which turned out to be correct. We agigethe director’'s assessment that the potentiabas not a
factor.

Should be some sort of adjustment:
Barry Rigal’'s comments:

It looks to me as if West used Ul and fell on hastf In situations of this sort where he is cleartyth a game
call I'd simply adjust to 4H or 4S and take it frahere.



Paul Lamford’s comments:

A poor effort by the TD and AC, correctly criticsdy the L&E. West's selection of 3S is not “catbfu
avoiding taking advantage of the UI". If his parti@s a break for spades with hearts, he is ctosgislam try
than signing off in 3S. There were arguments obFIBhat 3S was “super ethical” but they seemed
unconvincing. Blind panic does seem more likelydAmlon’t buy the “pessimistic view of the hand”.

Richard Hills’ comments:
North-South assert that they do not understandtdst-West comments, and North-South also suggessbfo
excellent sequences whereby East-West could hgeztdy bid to an unlucky game.

Grattan Endicott (Laws Drafting Committee CoordargtMay 2004

An interesting thought. | have not seen, as far all, a regulation in any competition that aatly
says ‘It is forbidden to play inferior bridge’.

Tim Rees’ comments:

| think the TD and AC were guilty of muddled thingi here. The question they need to ask is what Wesid
have done with no Ul (i.e. East alerte &nd explained it as spades). Eas¥siSnow a game try in spades,
which West would clearly accept.

The TD and AC have also queried how the Ul lead3tdrhat’s straightforward — the Ul tells West thagrte
is confusion over what trumps are. It's not cldaythave an 8-card fit in either major, so Westyisg to get
out alive by bidding his longest suit. The Ul inases the risk of going off at the 4 level (if Westks the
wrong trump suit).

E/W deserve to be shot!

Bob Schwartz’'s comments:

| do not buy W’s explanation that 3S was a gameftBjH showed spades---what would a non-game tR?Be
4S? 3S is clearly a signoff in Spades and is @fanisuse of the failure to alert. All four ptirmade by N/S
were well-reasoned and | don’t understand why t@eréjected every one of them.

TD made a poor ruling. AC made a ridiculous oneegithe N/S points. E/W got away with not only usisig
the procedure but avoided a well deserved procégdaralty.

The logic was wrong but the result was right:

David Stevenson’s comments:

When players make a bid which they intend as adifi and partner describes it to mean somethisg, ¢here
is a very common instinctive reaction to bid theingest suit at the lowest level. This is illegafl,course,
because they are using the Ul. In this case, thesudgests bidding 43 over any LA because that is
‘Unauthorised Panic’: players just do it.

But is there damage? If West makes the ethicabb#¥ it looks as though it makes! So | believe taleiguit
stands is the correct decision even though the é&Ghg reason wrong.



Frances Hinden’s comments:

We must not rule against E/W whatever West bidsnhet have some legal alternatives. If West Imdwhich
made with 4 going off, | can see N/S saying that was suggdsyetie Ul (‘why not bid game in the known 9-
card fit'?). If West bid 4 which made with # going off, | can see N/S saying that was suggelsyethe Ul
(‘why not bid 4 as choice of games/retransfer’). With no Ul, B&' bid sounds like a transfer break and the
logical alternatives arewd (whatever it means)#4 and 4 (partner could just have KQ9x KJx Ax Axxx). The
Ul clearly suggests# as this is now the most likely fit and West hatuga for game. 8 may indeed be a
panic bid after a misunderstanding, but it alskéolke an attempt to get a bad score as E/W Havevdlues
for game. If we force a# bid on West as the only call not “demonstrablygasged” by the Ul, he might make
it on the likely diamond lead as there is a casatarting trumps with the ace.

Good decision:

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

An excellently-reasoned ruling by the TD, confirmegthe AC. When a player takes an apparently walus
action after receiving Ul, there is a natural teatiph to assume that the score has to be adjustediever, the
TD is only empowered to make an adjustment if tHeae been a breach of Law. Did West “choose from
logical alternatives one which could demonstrabdywen been suggested by the UI” (Law 16A) or fail to
“carefully avoid taking advantage” of the Ul (LaBQ)?

Let's review the evidence. In the authorised angctWest believed (or hoped) that his Bid was a transfer to
spades, so¥8must imply primary spade support. The Ul suggésés partner may just have been raising
hearts in which case he is no longer guaranteéaltbspade support. Thus the Ul demonstrably suggadis
which give the partnership the opportunity of gejtout of playing in the 'known' spade fit (PassIB ) over
bids which commit the partnership to playing indgm (2 /44 ). The Ul does not suggess Jverd4 (or vice
versa) The underbid worked well here because of the unfakde lie of the N/S major suit cards, not because
of the UL.

Robin Barker's comments:
This is not an easy ruling but | agree with TD/AKE unauthorised information does not suggest 3S.

West has unauthorised information from failure lerta?H. Without the unauthorised informationhink 3H
shows hearts and a spade fit; we don’'t know if 3ld be a minimum HCP. West’s logical alternatives
(opposite 15-17 HCP and some major suit fit) appearbe 4H and 4S; as the chosen action (3S) isnot
logical alternative we still need to decide if 3Ssuggested over the logical alternatives. Theutinoaised
information suggests East does not have spadssiggests 4H over 3S or 4S.

It is possible that the unauthorised informatiorggasts a marginally weaker hand because 1NT-(X)-
2H[=NAT]-(3C)-3H is competitive but INT-(X)-2H[=S]3C)-3H is a game try. This suggests 3S over 4§, b
this suggestion depends on the nuances of meaniiigs different bids available:

INT-(X)-2H[=NAT]-(3C)-X/3D/3H and
INT-(X)-2H[=Spades]-(3C)-X/3D/3H/3S;

and these nuances of meaning are difficult to detex. | do not think the suggestion of 3S (or Pas®r
4H/4S is “demonstrable”.

It is possible that 3S is “unauthorised panic” bbuhay have been an attempt to avoid taking adgentd the
unauthorised information (although East might hanemtioned this at appeal).



Heather Dhondy’s comments:
| do not understand West’s actions but | can’tlsee they were affected by the Ul. | would allow seore to

stand.

Nakatani Tadayoshi’'s comments:
You can make a lot of arguments looking the hamdkthe auction, but reading the detailed write-yprb

and AC, | respect their decision. Basically E/W st lucky.

EBU Laws and Ethics Committee’s comments:
The decision is wrong.a3is ‘unauthorised panic’ — better bid spades bexdlsmve them. 8 is an illogical
alternative, but it can still be adjusted agaiA#though wrong, it was observed that this is whatprs do.

Final summary by editor:

Opinion is pretty much split between those whoktilmat West may have tried to do something illdgalwas
lucky, and those who think there should be an &ajest. But the latter group are not very convigcas to
what the adjustment should be and why.



APPEAL No 14: Six, what six?

08.028 Spring Bank Holiday Congress

Tournament Director:

June Booty

Appeals Committee:

Jon Williams (Chairman), Andy Smith, Eddie Lucioni

MP Pairs « Q9743
Board no 3 ¥ none
Dealer S ¢ AQ843
EW vulnerable | & 3109
48 N 4 AKJ1065
vyKQ®6 vAJ102
eKkJo72 |V "+ none
*KQ76 S ® 432
a2
v987543
¢ 1065
& A85

Basic systems:

East-West play Benji Acol, 4 card majors, 12-14 NT

WEST NORTH EAST SOUTH
Pass
1le 1a Pass Pass
Dbl Pass Pass 2y
Dbl Pass Pass(H) Pass

Result at table:

2v X — 4 by South, NS -800, leadB

Director first called:
At end of hand




Director’s statement of facts:

S believed the slow pass affected the way he pladlyechand. The TD ruled the result to stand becafise
L73D1. E had something to think about and was thegeentitled to do so. If S draws inferences fithiat then

it is at his own risk.

Cards played:

Play | Lead| W N E S

Trl w 48 49 210 a2
Tr2 E v6 43 s A v 4*
* S says that without the hesitation he would halaged a higher heart.

Also the TD does not feel the hesitation suggestsheer play of the cards.

Director’s ruling:
Table result stands.

Details of ruling:
L73D1

Appeal lodged by:
North-South

Appeals Committee decision:
Director’s ruling upheld
Deposit returned

No merit whatever so why return the deposit?

Barry Rigal’'s comments:
No reason to return the deposit. Otherwise fine.

Bob Schwartz’'s comments:
DEPOSIT RETURNED????? 1@2!@XXYY%$#&* @!! Aghhftthhhhhhhhhh

David Stevenson’s comments:
Back to appeals of no merit whatever. Why showidEast think with his hand?

Frances Hinden’s comments:

East had nothing to think about, but bidding hashed a new level of precision if the speed of s pacates
the six of hearts in one hand rather than anofftegre is also no way to avoid going four off whategard is
played. South has not explained why he was damageihence | see no reason to return the deposit.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

Whilst it is a little surprising that East wouldirik with his actual hand (assuming that double wfvizas
penalties) it is hard to see how this would haveca#d South's play. What was the basis of app#ahard to
see one from the facts given, which puts the omuthe AC to explain why the deposit was returned.



Jens Brix Christiansen’s comments:
| would not return the deposit on this one.

Nakatani Tadayoshi’'s comments:
Close to frivolous appeal?

Paul Lamford’s comments:

| agree that declarer draws the inference at his jpevil. East was presumably considering whethep#énalty
against the non-vulnerable opponents was sufficientas — but with no tricks to spare. For thevebe an
adjustment, it would be necessary to show both hkatould have known that a BIT would benefit hand
that there would have to be no bridge reason. Addn't see how ruffing high helps declarer at sest
overruffs and it is still a trivial -800, with Westturning a diamond and East ruffing and switchim@ club
being simplest. So, | would have retained the diépos

Richard Hills’ comments:
Forfeit the deposit! East passed 1Sx without h#sit, and West led the eight of spades (denyingohe
third). This is a classic sea lawyer appeal, wasthe Appeals Committee’s time.

Robin Barker's comments:
Clearly East has something to think about, mighveha slam or the penalty from 2HX may be inadequé&é
course, North/South are entitled to ask for a guftom the TD but | think the appeal is without mer

Tim Rees’ comments:
Was South able to offer a plausible explanation Witeyhesitation caused him to play a low heartotf I'd
have retained the deposit.

Good decision:

Heather Dhondy’s comments:
The play of the H4 was careless and not affectetthéwuction. | wonder why there are no comments.

EBU Laws and Ethics Committee’s comments:
The Committee was shocked that the deposit habeweat kept.

Final summary by editor:
Yet another complete waste of everyone’s time. Whiythey not keep deposits?



APPEAL No 15: How weak is intermediate?

08.051 Brighton Swiss Pairs

Note by editor:
Laws of Duplicate Bridge 2007 were in force for Ajaps 15 onwards.

Tournament Director:
Marilyn Jones

Appeals Committee:
Jeffrey Allerton (Chairman), Michael Bell, Paul feety

MPs to VPs o A5
Board no 26 v KJ1073
Dealer E ¢ AK 10
All vulnerable &AJ2
49072 N s K
vQ92 v A86
¢ 1965 W Be Q432
1087 S *#KQ943
4 QJ108643
v 54
¢ 87
® 65
Basic systems:
North-South play strong club
East-West play Beniji Acol
WEST NORTH EAST SOUTH
1% 24 (1)
Pass VP All pass

(1) Intermediate — no range agreement.

Result at table:
44 + 1 by South, lea#x

Director first called:
At end of hand



Director’s statement of facts:
E/W felt N had made no effort to play beyond gamel. N said he was aware that the points didrdtal N
said he felt his cards were wrongly placed andidal®.

Director’s ruling:
Artificial score awarded:
Average minus to N/S, average plus to E/W

Details of ruling:
44 was a fielded misbid. Orange book 6B.

Appeal lodged by:
North-South

Comments by North-South:
Intermediate jump overcall shows 6 playing triake&y be fairly light on high cards.

Appeals Committee decision:
Director’s ruling upheld
Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:
N’s comment to the TD ‘someone didn’t have thed’ lsuggests he was catering for a psyche or misbid
partner. N could expect slam to be good oppositeyrhands with 6 playing tricks.

Reasonable decision:

Barry Rigal’'s comments:
Again the fielded misbid rule is totally unfamiliee- me; I’'m not sure | see the infraction but wheiRome....

David Stevenson’s comments:
Good decision, though N/S seem to have enoughcafa for the deposit to be returned. If North werbe
believed then there cannot be any hand which ishngdam. The basic point is that he has seerb#fizre.

Richard Hills’ comments:

See my comments on Appeal 6. But unlike Appealvbefe West's cards gave a vital clue), here North’s
fistful of honours merely tells North that somedres deviated from their announced system, but Niots
not know whether it is East or South. But thentN@uccessfully guessing that his partner (withl-kebwn
habits) is the culprit creates a Law 85A1 ‘balanterobabilities’ assumption that North-South havieacted
Law 40C1:

‘A player may deviate from his side’s announcedeusidndings always provided that his partner has

no more reason to be aware of the deviation thavehie opponents. Repeated deviations lead to
implicit understandings which then form part of thartnership’s methods and must be disclosed in
accordance with the regulations governing discleswf system. If the Director judges there is

undisclosed knowledge that has damaged the oppoienshall adjust the score and may award a
procedural penalty.’



Nakatani Tadayoshi’'s comments:
Another case of ‘fielded psych/misbid’ and | do motmment as long as TD and AC are unanimous uihaer t
Orange Book regulation.

Paul Lamford’s comments:
| agree with the TD and AC ruling. North has juddledt East would not psyche 1C as dealer at gainsodhe
has viewed that his partner has forgotten the sysRed fielded misbid.

Tim Rees’ comments:
South has psyched/misbid, and North has takenteonabat allowed for that. Therefore, the TD an@ #were
correct to assign an adjusted score.

Disliking the fielded misbid approach:

Bob Schwartz’'s comments:

I'm sorry—there seems to be no indication thateéheas a hesitation or some other violation by Sdath
indicate his hand—and North made a decision tiraetliout to be right (GOD forbid). Without the lellead
6S is probably a make since stiff spade king witisilikely be found. If North bid 6S E/W would neueae
heard from. | hate this kind of a ruling. | haté\Eeven trying for it. A pox on everyone involved.

Robin Barker's comments:

The TD/AC ruling is in line with current practicé the red fielded misbid regulation. But, agairdisagree
with the current practice. | do not see eviderfce @oncealed partnership understanding; | thinks4s&sed on
the assessment that it is more likely that plagetsthe range of jump overcalls wrong than that lBas not
got an opening bid.

Accepting the fielded misbid approach but feelirdpies not fit here:

Frances Hinden’s comments:

| think the ‘fielded misbid' adjustment can be aed when there is no evidence of Ul and no patehtl-
related damage. Yes, North thought the Bid suspect, but he did have a 20-count and hi®© ldpened
vulnerable. There is no suggestion that he hadtahle action' Ul or that this is a frequent parshg misbid.
| would simply record the hand (in case this become implicit N/S agreement) and leave the tabdelte
unchanged.

Heather Dhondy’s comments:
| don’t strongly disagree with North’s view of H&nd. The lead is coming through his hand, anddnds are
poorly placed. | would allow the table result.

Final summary by editor:

The fielded misbid approach seems to be a peculimglish view, and yet it is based on Law 40. yBia
develop implicit agreements, do not disclose thent gain an advantage therefrom. This is illegdl. the

English authorities have done is to make regulatiorsimplify the approach to evaluating and peiraii these
abuses.

Several of the commentators just accept the ade@kion, while one or two are unhappy with thecpture.
But there is a vocal minority who feel the case haye been misjudged.



APPEAL No 16: Can | protect?

08.052 Brighton Swiss Pairs

Tournament Director:

Chris Benneworth

Appeals Committee:
Frances Hinden (Chairman), Paul Lamford, Jon Wilka

MPs to VPs o K964
Board no 14 vQ1l04
Dealer E ¢ AQJ6
None vulnerable| o 10 3
1072 N o A
vAJ5 v876
+ K2 s Be 9853
#AQ752 S #J9864
4 QJ853
v K932
¢ 1074
& K

Basic systems:

North-South play Benji Acol, Astro over INT ¢ 2=« and another
East-West play Acol 3 weak twos, weak NT

WEST NORTH EAST SOUTH

Pass Pass
INT Pass (H1) Pass 2¢ (A2)
Pass 24 All pass

(1) N hesitated briefly before passing (see below)
(2) 2¢ =4 and another

Result at table:
24 +3 by North, NS +200, lead7

Director first called:
At end of auction



Director’s statement of facts:

The TD was called to the table at the end of tieti@n, but before the opening lead. W said thatethead been
a ‘hitch’ before N passed — explained as movingatols the bidding box, then stopping, then (afteelkay)
removing the pass card. Both E and W agreed tleapdlnse was not long. S said that ‘if there waaus, it
was brief’. No other comments were made. The TD ealed back by W at the end of the hand and atked
make a ruling. The TD asked if anyone wished toasajthing further — no-one did.

The TD ruled
a) there was a hesitation
b) the alternative call of pass was a real alteredor South.
The TD informed N/S they could, if they wished, sol an appeals adviser.

Director’s ruling:
Score assigned for both sides:
INT v by West, NS —90

Details of ruling:
A hesitation occurred. Laws 84/85A
Not to choose from among logical alternatives. L®BB1A

Appeal lodged by:
North-South

Basis of appeal:
We think E/W are trying to get away with it.

Appeals Committee decision:
Table score re-instated
Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:
AC see no logical alternative to S acting in thespaut seat with 9 cards in the majors and bejpasaed hand.

The AC was right:

Barry Rigal’'s comments:
Again though it pains me to rule in favour of offiems, passing out INT as a passed hand is notigabt®
Again a poll of a representative sample of playessld be informative; no?

Bob Schwartz’'s comments:
TD got it wrong. AC got it right.

Heather Dhondy’s comments:
| think it is normal to protect with the South carsb would allow the bid. | hate the N/S statedshakappeal
when it is they who have bid after a hesitation.

Robin Barker's comments:
Agree with AC.



Paul Lamford’s comments:

This did not detain the AC very long. Surely eveniatermediate player with the methods to do sold/ou
protect at MPs. It might be closer at IMPs, andakvempted at the time to state to the appelldnisesume
the instigator of the appeal is the one who weridd with an ace, which is why you scored your hegse-
2007, but the new EBU code on politeness preventedeing sarcastic.

No adjustment though the reason given by the Aftisight:

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

At this vulnerability the alleged hesitation doed demonstrably sugges¢ dver Pass. The weaker the North
hand, the more likely -50/-100 is to be a good sayainst -90/-120 in INT. Hence the AC's 'no adjest’
ruling is correct, whether one sides with the TDnth the AC on the 'no logical alternative' questi In any
case, the TD should have performed a poll to backis ‘Pass is a logical alternative' assertion drite did,
should have presented the findings of his polhtsoAC.

Could go either way:

David Stevenson’s comments:
| cannot decide here, so | would probably poll asd the results. Generally a 9 count with 543utematic,
but singleton king?

The TD got it right:

Eric Landau’s comments:

The director got this right, while the committeess to have been overly influenced by the actuatiNwand.
The notion that passing out INT was not a logittelaative to balancing flunks the "reverse thaaibn" test:
If (a) North had held a six-count with 1-2 in thejors (as likely on the auction as his actual gl and if
(b) South had Ul that North's hand was likely tounsuitable (as opposed to favorable) for a batanaction
and if (c) South had passed out 1NT, I'm doubtiat the committee would have adjusted the scotieetoesult
of an "imposed" balancing action with quite the saatacrity with which they allowed South to balamnt¢he
actual situation. The lesson here is that thig isseful test, and should be invoked any time anciti@e is
considering allowing a Ul-suggested action to stamdhe basis of "no logical alternative".

Nakatani Tadayoshi’'s comments:

| feel a bit uneasy about AC’s comment that pas@fgOT a LA for South; with South’s hand beingy,s8-
QJ853, H-K932, D-K74, C-10, then | could agree, with the actual hand, | believe PASS is definitaliLA
especially after an agreed BIT by partner. | thimk score should be INT by West NS -90 as TD ruled

Richard Hills’ comments:
Director’s ruling and reasoning: Yes.

Appeals Committee’s ruling and reasoning: No. Mebecause you are a passed hand does not meaothat
miraculously gain extra values, nor does this woindipassed hand status make your overcall of 1Nang
less risk of being doubled for -300.

Of course, all risk is removed once ‘pard’ thoughyf hesitates.

For what it is worth, at the table | would alwaygas pass at my second opportunity, assessing mgjeson
king of clubs as often useless offensively, buterfoequently gaining a trick on defence.



Tim Rees’ comments:

Once the TD has determined that there was a hesitdhe sole consideration is whether pass bySmua
logical alternative. | believe that 80-90% of plesyvould bid here, meaning that pass is not a &gilterative
under the 1997 Laws and the EBU interpretatiorhefrt.

However, under the 2007 Laws, pass is a logic&rrative (Law 16B1B). As this hand occurred after 1
August, when the new laws came into force in Engjldhne TD got it right and the AC was wrong to state
the table result.

Final summary by editor:
Nearly everyone thinks it is a straight questioould pass have been an LA? But the opinion oftisver is
split very much. Tim suggests the new Laws tipltakance, and he may be right.

Several mention polling. TDs are encouraged td, poit | doubt they mention it on the form. | tkithey
should put the results of polls on the form esglgcighen they are relevant to their own decision.



APPEAL No 17: Slow signoff

08.055 Brighton Swiss Pairs

Tournament Director:

lan Muir

Appeals Committee:
Heather Dhondy (Chairman), Malcolm Harris, Cathgéag

MPs to VPs o Q82
Board no 15 v AJ10
Dealer S ¢ 2
NS vulnerable | a4 AJ9843
4903 N 4 KJ1074
v6 v932
+0QJ98643 | W Be k75
& K102 S 76
4 A65
vKQ8754
¢+ A10
Q5

Basic systems:

North-South play 14-17NT, 4-card majors

WEST NORTH EAST SOUTH
lv

3¢ 4¢ Dbl Redbl(1)

Pass 4v Pass 4a (2)

Pass 5#(3) Pass 5v (H4)

Pass 6v All pass

(1) 1% round control

(2) 1°72" round control

(3) 1* round control

(4) Agreed slow

Result at table:

6v + 1 by South, NS +1460, lead)Q

Director first called:

At end of hand




Director’s ruling:
Table result stands

Details of ruling:
Receipt of Ul, logical alternative but in my opinipass does not meet the new (or old) criteriadgical
alternative (Laws 73C, 16B1B).

Appeal lodged by:
East-West

Basis of appeal:
Pass is a logical alternative

Comments by East-West:

| thought North-South were on the same wavelengtk.rbC was spiral scan and the responses were:
a) slow 5H: QS and JC

b) immediate 5H: one or none of those

c) slow 5D: KS and JC

d) immediate 5D: QS and KC

e) others: both KS and KC, grand-slam try

Appeals Committee decision:
Score assigned for both sides:

5v + 2 by South, NS +710
Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:
Pass of 8 is a logical alternative and the Ul has made iteradtractive to bid on.

Agreeing with the AC:

Barry Rigal’'s comments:

This is a truly tough decision. Once South movesr dkie sign-off in 4H they are known to have extiist
does North have anything in reserve? With onlydhlramps | say no; slam on a spade lead is indetdng
special. I'll go with the Appeals Committee — theégserve the benefit of the doubt once in a whit. the
hardest of the cases so far.

Bob Schwartz’'s comments:
TD got it wrong AC got it right.

Paul Lamford’s comments:
| was East again! The TD was impressed with tH& iNéthods but the AC less so.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

How did the TD reach his opinion that “pass doesmeet the new (or old) criteria for logical altative™?
Another good hand for a poll, although it wouldiberesting to know North's reasoning for bidditens the
inferences available to regular partnerships imstaictions are not always obvious to the casualaker.
From the information available, the AC ruling loat@rect to me.



Nakatani Tadayoshi’'s comments:
| agree with the AC decision: North has shown ut$ Value and there is no logical reason to bidegnept for
Ul (slow pass). With Club K instead of Jack, no a#her than 6H even with UL.

Richard Hills’ comments:
Extract from the Editor’s riding instructions:

...As to style we ask you to be somewhat kind um wording. | do not expect or want you to avoid
criticising people, but if you can do so in a frikypway it would be appreciated. ‘I find it diffilt to
believe anyone allows 6NT’ means much the samét agm$ a dreadful decision to allow 6NT’ but
seems much nicer...

| find it difficult to believe anyone allows 6H.

With an ultra-minimum splinter bid (indeed 6H omhakes because the club finesse works), passindi'Sout
non-forcing 5H is always a logical alternative KMorth.

Robin Barker's comments:
Agree with AC.

Not sure:

Eric Landau’s comments:

There's not enough in the writeup to comment meguily on the decision. N-S would seem to haveeitp
good case for there being no logical alternativebidding a slam -- South's auction seems prettyl wel
constructed to get North to bid a slam with secandnd control of either minor -- but despite ifgparently
being good enough to convince the director, wetdyet' any hint of it. Even if N-S didn't atterftethearing,
the director should have offered the rationale ihelhnis finding in their favor. And even if 5H wass noted,
"agreed slow", we expect "slow" in high-level caibidding auctions. One hopes the committee tljdist
take the blind leap from "slow" to "slow enoughctinvey unauthorized information”, but some indwatihat
they knew the difference would have been nice.

Tim Rees’ comments:

I'd like to have heard what North had to say altbatauction. If he argued that his hand had a soofrtricks,
good trumps and theA opposite his singleton, and that once South lwak gpast game, he was always bidding
slam, then | would allow his¥6bid. His 3% bid would have been in case South was interestgdaind. If North
gave a less convincing explanation, then | mightstdo 3.

Agreeing with the TD:

David Stevenson’s comments:
| think the TD was right. You have two aces, partmakes a slam try, you sign off, partner goesdaw the
only question is the grand: you are not stoppingodthe small slam. So pass of 5 not an LA.

Final summary by editor:
Like the last case this seems just a matter ofgbriddgement. While my view was a minority ondotaof
doubt was shown by other people. What would yoowr % if had been bid quickly?



APPEAL No 18: Is pass forcing?

08.056 Brighton Swiss Pairs

Tournament Director:
June Booty

Appeals Committee:
Frances Hinden (Chairman), Jonathan Mestel, Maldtiypor

MPs to VPs o Q82
Board no 15 v AJ10
Dealer S ¢ 2
NS vulnerable | a4 AJ9843
4903 N 4 KJ1074
v6 v932
+0QJ98643 | W Be k75
& K102 S 76
4 A65
vKQ8754
¢+ A10
Q5

Basic systems:
North-South play Acol weak NT, multi 2D and weak/3H
East-West play better minor, 2 over 1 game foraeiable NT

WEST NORTH EAST SOUTH

1lv
3¢ A VP Pass (H1)
Pass ANT (2) 5¢ 5e
Pass 6% Pass Pass
64 Pass (H) Pass %
Pass Pass 74 Pass (H)
Pass Dbl Pass Pass (H)
Pass

(1) N/S claim pass is forcing in this situation
(2) Thisis RCKB in clubs

Result at table:
74 X - 5 by West, NS +1100

Director first called:
At end of auction



Director’s statement of facts:

E/W complained that N should not be allowed to4NT after his partner’s hesitation. The TD ruled thsult
should stand because at H1 the TD felt that thtneeship was in a game forcing situation and thatas a
forcing pass. When partner makes a forcing passffhetively says ‘I know we should take some acton |
don’t know what’ and if partner hesitates and passeeffectively says ‘I know we should take sorctéa but
don’t know what'. L16B1A says that after receividg the partner ‘may not choose among logical alwes
one that could demonstrabhave been suggested over another’. Although therealternatives the TD does
not believe 4NT has been demonstrably suggested.

Director’s ruling:
Table result stands

Details of ruling:
Action has not been demonstrably suggested oveéhandgLaw 16B1A)

Appeal lodged by:
East-West

Comments by North-South:
5& not LA after pass by S as this suggests slam.

Comments by East-West:
We have no agreement with taking a bid. 4NT isan@0% action unless the hesitation suggests etxénagsh.
In Acol opening bids are 10+ points.

Appeals Committee decision:
Director’s ruling upheld
Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:
Deposit returned due to uncertainty over forcintureaof the pass.

No merit in the appeal:

Bob Schwartz’'s comments:
Keep the money!! South can take 12 months and gastill forcing. 4C promises another bid andVE/

David Stevenson’s comments:
Routine decision: 4 is surely forcing to game, so passing osiginot an LA. Not much merit in the appeal.

Paul Lamford’s comments:

| am sure that the TD and the AC are right thatthNedNT is not suggested in particular by the tati®in, and
the pass of 4S is clearly forcing. | presume thawt®s 5S showed two keycards plus the queen ofigeu
North’s clearly forcing pass of 6D seems to be Hasten interpreted by South as showing that alkéyeards
were present and the fact that it was slow does@@in to convey anything in particular. 7C was duoleal to
be a lucky make, and East-West’'s appeal seemeel noobe out of pique at the result than anything.efd |
don’t think that should mean they get their monagko



Good ruling but complex enough to allow the depimskie returned:

Barry Rigal’'s comments:
The complexity of the auction allows the returrtteé deposit. There are some valid concerns herevauall |
think the director ruling made perfect sense.

Frances Hinden’s comments:
The deposit was returned because E/W obviously'tdigimderstand about forcing passes, so from their
perspective we could see that it wasn't frivolous.

Heather Dhondy’s comments:
| agree with the TD and think she had a good unaeding of the situation and communicated it watbhw
what she wrote. | am surprised that the ruling agsealed, but do not disagree with returning thposie.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:
| agree with the TD and the AC.

Nakatani Tadayoshi’'s comments:
A good write-up by the TD which convinces me the dii2l AC decision is right.

Robin Barker's comments:
OK.

Tim Rees’ comments:
| agree with the TD and the AC that 4NT was not destrably suggested by the hesitation.



A view from the dark side:

Richard Hills’ comments:
This Director’s syllogism:

When partner makes a forcing pass he effectively $&know we should take some action but | don't
know what’ and if partner hesitates and passesffextively says ‘| know we should take some action
but I don’t know what'.

Law 40C3(a):

‘Unless permitted by the Regulating Authority ayglais not entitled during the auction and play
periods to any aids to his memory, calculationemhinique.’

My alternative syllogism:

(1) For many people, an agreement to play hightiireing passes is accident prone, with frequengétting
and/or misinterpretation.

(2) I used to play high-level forcing passes (ameament now removed from my system). But, when |
perpetrated an in-tempo forcing pass, my ‘pard’ Maiten routinely pass also, for a red-faced sadre250
for us, instead of our cold vulnerable slam.

(3) A sloooow forcing pass is demonstrably an taignemory’.

(4) *If* a sloooow forcing pass has jogged a snopastner's memory, *then* partner violating system Law
16B non-suggested logical alternative.

(5) Ergo, *if* South’s extra-values forcing passdhiaeen made in tempo, *then* North might have fttego
the partnership’s agreement to apply extra-valoesrfg passes in this sort of auction, *insteadfdveng that
South was employing a minimum-values non-forcingspathus* causing North to sign off in 5H.

Final summary by editor:
With one exception there is unanimity that thermglwas right, so interest was mainly as to whetihéeep the
deposit.



APPEAL No 19: Hesitation or not?

08.059 Brighton Play with the experts

Tournament Director:
Jim Proctor

Appeals Committee:
Jeremy Dhondy (Chairman), David Price, Tom Gisborne

IMPs & 107
Board no 6 v 83
Dealer E ¢ 986532
EW vulnerable | & Kk Q7
a KQ54 N 4 J8632
vy AKQ62 v74
¢ K4 u BEeAQJ
& A2 S 853
o A9
vJ1095
¢ 107
#J10964

Basic systems:
East-West play 5-card majors, strong NT

WEST NORTH EAST SOUTH
Pass Pass

2% (A1) 3¢ 34 Pass

44 (H) Pass ANT Pass

5¢ Pass 64 All pass

(1) Strongest bid

Result at table:
64 v by East, NS —-1430

Director first called:
During the play

Director’s statement of facts:
The TD was recalled at the end of play. N and Sigho that the 4 bid was out of tempo. E thought only
slightly so.



Director’s ruling:
Score assigned for both sides:

44 + 2 by East, NS —680

Details of ruling:
The TD decided that it was a hesitation situatiod gave an adjusted score & 4 2 by E (Laws 16B1,
12C1A, 12B1).

Appeal lodged by:
East-West

Appeals Committee decision:
Director’s ruling upheld
Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:
The 4 was out of tempo. The continuation after the laéisih was not evident (Law 16B).

Ul must suggest another LA over the action chosgnhat is not the case here:

Barry Rigal’'s comments:

At the very least an incomplete (but in my opinanonsensical) ruling and decision. Yes there vesgation

but the TD and Appeals Committee did not discussltaws (remember them?). For an adjustment to take
place the hesitation must DEMONSTRABLY point to caation over another. Here West might have less in
spades not more; East is free to do what he wants.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

The AC states that “the continuation after the taéisin was not evident (Law 16B)” but the quoted la only
relevant when the action chosen “could demonstrbbiye been suggested over another” by the Ul. aperh
West was considering an alternative strain @&yxx ¥ AKQJxxx ¢ X # AK or 4« AK v AKJIX ¢ xx & AK10xx)

in which case it could be argued that Pass is sigdeby the hesitation. Hence no actiomesnonstrably
suggested by the Ul and the table result shoulallbeed to stand.

Robin Barker's comments:

Is it obvious that a slow 4S suggests bidding dran think of many reasons for a slow 4S: extlaes poor
spades, and (most likely given West's hand) unc#ytabout the meaning of West’s available caldeither
the TD nor the AC addresses the issue; perhapolivious that a slow 4S was a balanced minimurin feitr
spades.

Tim Rees’ comments:

Assuming that the# opening was normal Acol (23+ or GF), East appéatsave the values to make a slam
try. It's close under the 2007 Laws whether pass i®gical alternative. However, | don’t think thte
hesitation demonstrably suggest going on. The apemald have a 2425 shape or similar, and be degidi
between 3NT, # and 4. I'd have let the table result stand.



Passing 4 is not an LA:

Eric Landau’s comments:

I'd have voted to let the table result stand. Asd it, West has a pretty bare minimum 2C opestewhen he
opens 2C and then raises spades, slam is likelftrendive-level must be safe. | don't think Ehas any
logical alternative to making some sort of try o4&, and whatever he does will get him to 6S.

Bob Schwartz’'s comments:

| don’t think I like this. When you open with a@bg and artificial 2C bid, you usually expect @vh some
kind of structure available for your next bid. mg case it came back with partner having madeealfid at the

3 level. | would think the 4S bid is correct (dexathe KD) and if it was made in such a way thatrée was
even doubt about a hesitation-then | would not ictemsa hesitation to be flagrant or suggestivet Ehsse to

bid 3S (I would pass or bid 3N) but, having bidé@%l facing a 2C opening | would certainly make heotall
over 4S. As to what would happen subsequently, ih@me than open to suggestion or arguments—but | do
NOT accept 4S as the final contract. The TD aedA@ did not seem to take this into consideration.

N made a very good disruptive bid-and then scredioregissistance when it did what it was designedbto

If I were the TD I think | would allow the tablegelt to stand and let an AC hash it out. | donkithere is an
offending side here. As to what the AC should doaeluld have to be there. That being said E just dmmm
into 6 knowing he was off a control and did not abkut the Q-THAT makes me suspicious.

Frances Hinden’s comments:
This would be a good hand for a poll. If partnenginely has game forcing values it's hard to belihat it
can be right to pasa4

Heather Dhondy’s comments:
It is a good question as to whether 4S is forciiguld a suit bid and agreed following a positive2® ever be
passed below 4NT?

| would allow the 4NT bid as | don't think the hiedion has suggested bidding on (what constitutes©a4S
bid in this auction?).

The actual hand is a questionable 2C opener, andlam still made. North, whilst creating problemsthe
auction, presumably got his partner off to the wyrtaad ultimately.

If 44 was forcing surely E/W would have pointed this?out

Nakatani Tadayoshi’'s comments:

Of course this is a hesitation situation, but tbapis whether pass over 4S with East’s handLi8.a After all,
West did open strong two and | believe East’'s hiandorth at least one more push. Incidentallyhoutt
North’s 3D bid, the most likely lead against 6S Egst would be CJ which defeats 6S. The damagelfis s
inflicted by 3D bid?

Ruling is Ok — just:

David Stevenson’s comments:
A close one. But East’s continuation is not eviden



Ruling correct and appeal without merit:

Paul Lamford’s comments:

If East-West are experienced players this seerteyeaht abuse of Ul. East has bid a game-forcingr38nly

JXxxx opposite what can seemingly be a 21-countr@ngresses on when his partner raises to gamesldive
4S says it nicely; | am a bit good for this pardf didn’t want you treat 4C or even 4H as naturalwould

serve East right if South had found the club leAdd another deposit that should not have beemmedi

Richard Hills’ comments:

Since West failed to cuebid 4D, East had no busitgéng the Old Black when holding such a diapheno
spade suit. For example, 6S has no play on thsutaand 5S fails on a 4-1 trump break (quiteljikafter
North’s 3D preempt):

A54 18632
AKQJ 74

32 AQJ
AKQJ 853

Why are East-West appealing in a Play With The Bsp®on-event?
Why did the Appeals Committee return the depo¥i&s it because East-West were non-experts?

Since the Laws of the game permit appeals, thelatdrof the event is considered irrelevant. Arel players
may not feel it is a non-event anyway.

Final summary by editor:
The commentators are clearly in disagreement. Sbimk the appeal without merit, some think it dpsome
think passing 4 is not an LA, some think that the Ul does not ssggoing on over passing.



APPEAL No 20: Not a skip bid

08.063 Brighton Open Pairs

Tournament Director:
Jim Proctor

Appeals Committee:
Jon Williams (Chairman), P Collins, R Miller

MP Pairs ¢ KQJ
Board no 22 vy KQ106
Dealer E ¢ 973
EW vulnerable | o k 10 2
4109543 N 4 A2
vo?2 vas
¢ AQJ108 | W o654
& A S &#J96543
4876
vyAJ754
¢ K2
Q87
WEST NORTH EAST SOUTH
Pass Pass
1a Dbl Pass 2v (1)
Pass Pass 24 Pass
Pass 3v All pass

(1) The 2» bid was preceded by ‘stop’. The did point-count is 6 to 9.# is negative.

Result at table:
3v - 1 by South, NS -50

Director first called:
When ‘stop ® ’ was bid.

Director’s statement of facts:
The TD told N/S that the bid wa¥ 2and the ‘stop’ was unauthorised information to(Te TD was satisfied
it was not a mechanical error). The TD was recabed/W at the end of play.

Director’s ruling:
Score assigned for both sides:
24 v/ by West, NS -110



Details of ruling:
3v bid cancelled; 8 v by West awarded (Laws 16B1, 12C1A).

Appeal lodged by:
North-South

Appeals Committee decision:
Director’s ruling upheld
Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:
It was felt that any 8 bid should have been made by S notwithstandingwiith Herbert negatives S had
shown 6-9 points. N is minimum with poor distrilorti

No merit, and North’s actions deserve worse thdosaideposit:

Barry Rigal’'s comments:

Back into procedural penalty award again. When IN@tlooking at SKQJ (can you say ‘defence?’ andtso
has passed 2S (can you say ‘nothing extra?’ fotH\tor bid after receiving Ul puts him fairly andusgely in
the ‘heavy slap around the face with wet fish’itery. Certainly a returned deposit does not maketiNfully
aware of the significance of his actions.

No merit:

Bob Schwartz's comments:
Keep the $

David Stevenson’s comments:
Clear enough, and not much merit.

Paul Lamford’s comments:

This is a clear Ul situation, and North certainigt dot carefully avoid taking any advantage. Tlopstard here
suggests that South might have bid 2H over (1Ot — (Pass) or 1D — ( Dbl) — Pass, which puts tiore in

the 8-10 range. | agree with the TD and AC rulindon’t think | would have returned that deposther. What
possible grounds for appeal were there?

Richard Hills’ comments:
Why did the Appeals Committee return the depo¥ias it because North-South were non-experts?

Robin Barker's comments:
OK: little merit in this appeal. Would it be illagfor South to bid 3H because he knows North Wwél
constrained to not compete on marginal hands?

Tim Rees’ comments:
This ruling looks clear-cut. So much so, | dont sehy the deposit was returned.

Reasonable enough:

Frances Hinden’s comments:
Reasonable to return the deposit.



Heather Dhondy’s comments:
| agree with the ruling. The 3H bid is not evidand could have been suggested by the Ul. SoutHdshuast
definitely have done more on the hand.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:
Looks like a sensible ruling by the TD/AC.

No adjustment needed:

Nakatani Tadayoshi’'s comments:
In my opinion, with this vulnerability | am inclieto accept a raise to 3H by North over 2S in distion.

Final summary by editor:
A majority feel the deposit should have been retin



APPEAL No 21: Transfer advances

08.066 Brighton Swiss Teams

Tournament Director:
Chris Barrable

Appeals Committee:
Jeremy Dhondy (Chairman), Paul Hackett, Rob Cliffe

IMPs to VPs 9
Board no 3 vyQ952
Dealer S ¢ AJ642
EW vulnerable | o 105 4
& K82 N 4 Q106543
v 108 v K73
+ 08 u Es ko
»AKJI763 S 98
o AJ7
vAJ64
¢ 10753
Q2

Basic systems:
North-South play strong NT, 5-card majors

WEST NORTH EAST SOUTH
le

2% Dbl (A) 2v (1) Pass

3% 3¢ Pass Pass

3v 44 All pass

(1) Not alerted but E/W say it should have been alertsdows spades.

Result at table:
4¢ v by South, NS +130

Director first called:
At end of hand

Director’s statement of facts:

E/W said that 2 should have been alerted as it shows spades atalk that they havevdon — they have a
4-4 heart fit and because of this claim damage. Tlheconcluded 4 was the maximum on the hané.AK,
small club, ruff withe 7 gives a trump promotion.) Note there is no gu@®rthat N or S would play the
contract.



Director’s ruling:
Table result stands

Details of ruling:
N/S have MI (failure to alert®), however looking at the possible result® (Av, 4v—-1, 3, 3v+1) we
believe that the score of —2 IMPs (—200 at othigleta:130) will not improve.

Appeal lodged by:
North-South

Basis of appeal:
N believes he will bid and maker 4

Director's comments:
N/S have lost 2 IMPs on the board since E/W plageth -2. Match result 18-2.

Appeals Committee decision:
Score assigned for both sides (Law 12C1C):
50% of # v'by N/S, NS +420
+ 10% of 3NT -2 by East, NS +200
+ 40% of 4 -1 by N/S, NS -50
Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:

There was misinformation. N/S were damaged. Theghtnwvell have reachedv4with a double fit. This could
be defeated if a 3rd club is ruffed w7 or declarer gets hearts wrong. E/W could find th8/ bids 3» E
will think he has a strongish 4-6 and may play 3Miich on normal defence will go down 2.

Good decision by AC:

Barry Rigal’'s comments:

| agree with the Appeals Committee — the defence tiird round of clubs for the trump promotion Wbbe
spectacularly unsuccessful if East did not have hbkart seven. Some might argue with the weighting
calculations but that is low down my list of prites; good decision, | think.

David Stevenson’s comments:
At last a weighted ruling! Mind you, the assigrsedre looks not much different in effect from thble score!

Correct to over-rule TD but actual weighting colild improved.

Nakatani Tadayoshi’'s comments:

| think that the rectification does not improve tlesult is not a suitable reason to keep the teddalt in a
teams match. Therefore the AC made a good deaisioacting TD’s misjudgement. | do not quite agvéath
the AC’s weighted score but it is acceptable.

Robin Barker’'s comments:

| think that without the misinformation, North/Sbutvould bid 3H before West could do so and this iou
often get passed out. | think the score assiggetidoAC should include more of 3H= and 3H+1 by N/his
would still improve the score for N/S, but not byech. The TD was not far wrong in ruling that Né&buth
were not damaged.



Paul Lamford’s comments:

| would agree that it is clear that N/S were dandaged that it is not clear what would have happenmih
correct information. The double-dummy defence wffimg with the seven of hearts is not necessary in
practice. Play will normally go AKJ of clubs, anddE will discard while South ruffs. Declarer wilay ace of
spades, ruff a spade, finesse the jack of headsash the ace of hearts. Why on earth would heotpmn the
doubleton ten? It is my view that lines that wookicur in a month of Sundays should not be included
weighted score. In which case +130 is about thé foedN/S anyway, although +200 might be possibl¢hie
way the AC suggests, so a tiny adjustment is all hneeded.

Tim Rees’ comments:
This is a good use of Law 12C1C, assigning weighteates due to the Ml to N/S.

| think the AC got a bit confused trying to inclu8NT in the weightings, due to Ul to East. Once Wess bid
3%, E/W aren’t going to play in 3NT.

Correct to over-rule TD but actual weighting coudd improved. And why do the AC know the effediseaf
decision?

Bob Schwartz’'s comments:

I’'m in dangerous territory here-so | will restramyself. Are TD rulings really supposed to be madsed
upon what has happened at the other table or Wkatesult of the match is? There is clearly a failw alert
and damage has occurred. The TD has lost his/het.rAs for the AC: | agree but would do 70% of +42(
20% (or less) of -50 (I could live with 80-10 dgki | could live with a procedural penalty as el

Heather Dhondy’s comments:
| don't really understand the 3NT thing, but wouglkltainly give N/S some generous proportion of 4htj |
believe 50% to be generous since in practicedtds on to fail.

What happened at the other table, and the matcit ege irrelevant, N/S were damaged by the MI.
Prefer TD’s ruling:

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:
It is difficult to construct a sensible auction aearive at 4 so it is very surprising to find the AC's ruling
implying that contract being reached as much as 8D#te time. | prefer the TD's ruling.

Richard Hills’ comments:

| prefer the Director’s ruling. North-South have@mbined 19 high card points (including the wasfeden of
clubs) with no particularly exciting distributiosp are most unlikely to be declaring 4H 90% of tinee
without MI as the Appeals Committee assesses. oAfgh if 4H is reached, | agree with the Appeals
Committee that North-South are likely to makewveftimes out of nine.

Final summary by editor:

A strong majority for a weighted adjustment, thoygbbably not the actual one given! Some surghaéthe
AC was told the effect of their decisions. It isugual, surprising and inappropriate for the machre to
appear on the form.



APPEAL No 22: ‘I thought it was routine’

08.067 Brighton Swiss Teams

Tournament Director:
Neil Morley

Appeals Committee:
Heather Dhondy (Chairman), Neil Rosen, Tim Rees

IMPs to VPs 4 QJ86
Board no 7 vyKQ53
Dealer S ¢ 82
All vulnerable | o 954
s K N 49753
v 38 v Al1l096
+19764 i B+ K1053
& AKJ983 S ® 6

o A1042

vJ742

¢+ AQ

1072

Basic systems:
North-South play 5 card majors, weak NT

WEST NORTH EAST SOUTH
1a(1)
Pass 1lv Pass 2y
3% 3v Pass Pass
3NT(2) Dbl 4¢ Dbl
All pass
(1) Alerted

(2) Not alerted and showing diamond stop and suit
Result at table:
44 xv' by East, NS —710, lead2

Director first called:
After opening lead faced



Director’s statement of facts:

S called the TD to the table after dummy had babétet claiming that he had been damaged by therdaib
alert 3NT. He said that N was inexperienced ant khhad doubled 3NT for penalties as she thoughias
natural. S said that she would not have doubedhdd 3NT below alerted.

Director’s ruling:
Table result stands

Details of ruling:
Both N and S are experienced players and in thé/ay field. Both players are sufficiently expeed to
realise that 3NT was not ‘to play’.

Appeal lodged by:
North-South

Director's comments:
N is a Premier Life Master (554 greens and 8 gahtg). Even if N believed that 3NT was natural yShiss
own statement said he realised that it was notalatdis double of 4 must be for business.

Comments by East-West:
‘| thought it was routine’

Appeals Committee decision:
Director’s ruling upheld
Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:
At this level we feel that N could have worked ¢t 3NT would not be natural — N is not an inexgeced

player. Also the double of¢dwas thought ill-judged.
Another frivolous appeal - and maybe a PP as well?

Barry Rigal’'s comments:

While I could live with a small adjustment in therin of a Procedural Penalty to E/W | would not do @
think the 3NT bid requires an alert but we are platying against children) I'd hate to deprive Nodhthe
knowledge that she has made a frivolous appeal.

So I'd keep the deposit — or tell North that shiy qust avoided that fate.

Bob Schwartz’'s comments:

Keep the money!!! Make North wear a sign wherplag's that says “554 greens and 8 gold points malees
inexperienced!!!” or better still make South weaedhat says “all 554 greens and 8 gold points misathat
you can't play bridge.”

David Stevenson’s comments:

Since the main thrust of South’s argument was Naath was inexperienced and would have done songgthi
different, and since we know North was not inexgreced, the deposit should have been kept and hoasit
to N/S for ‘trying it on’.



Robin Barker's comments:
OK: no merit.

Good decision:

Frances Hinden’s comments:
Another man explaining how his female partner hesnbdamaged! Unless there is some reason (e.gidgag
difficulties) | expect players to be able to expltieir own actions. Good ruling by the TD and A&

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

The AC states that: “N could have worked out thd 3tuld not be natural”. Perhaps North was morerawa
of OB 5B5 (in the absence of an alert, opponentsassume that the call does not, by agreementyitdlin an
alertable category) than of OB 5H1 (the opponedtly to protect herself). If East interpreted 3N3 a
conventional only by virtue of a general bridgeengince (and not by virtue of any implicit or exflic
partnership agreement) then OB 5B9 applied, meaheigeast was correct not to alert.

Let's assume that the 3NT bid should have beetedlerHow did the lack of alert cause damage? \didy
Southcall the TD and explain hoiorth would have acted differently? If North had expé&d to the TD in her
own words why the alleged misinformation had attdcher bidding, the TD/AC should have been a lotemo
inclined to believe that she might have done somegttifferent.

Paul Lamford’s comments:
It appears from subsequent postings on this mtttgrthe statement that North was inexperiencedfalas
and self-serving and she should have known 3NTant#gcial, so | accept the AC view.

Tim Rees’ comments:
The 3NT bid should have been alerted, but N/S w&perienced enough to know that it wouldn’t be redtu
They have a responsibility to protect themselvekast to some degree.

Natural justice might suggest that N/S keep th&lO; as they caused their own bad result, butBhat should
only get +130, as they shouldn’t gain from thefrastion. Unfortunately, the wording of Law 12C1BEakes it
difficult to do this. Law 12C1B states that a s@dore should be awarded if “the non-offending sids
contributed to its own damage by a serious errarglated to the infraction) or by wild or gambliagtion”.
Here, the error was caused by doziness (or lackhofight), and can’t really be classified as “wild o
gambling”.

| would favour allowing ACs to use a slightly mdieeral interpretation of Law 12C1B, so that thenagjive
both sides a poor score, when they think thatlib#t pairs are at fault.

Decision a bit harsh:
Nakatani Tadayoshi’'s comments:

The decision is acceptable but seems a bit todlarthe non-offending side when there was a cféeaction.
4D undoubled might have been suitable.



Richard Hills’ comments:

This time | agree with the return of the deposéicduise indeed there was MI due to the failuread 8NT.
Once North chose to double 3NT, then South’s doobléD was *not* (as the Appeals Committee alleged)
‘ill-judged’, since most of South’s values are d@md honours, plus South has an outside Quick TAmXin a
suit North never bid.

So the question is whether North is:

(a) a very expert player who realised that 3NT was @omiwo-suiter, but very carelessly doubled, or

(b) a not very expert player who did not realise tHdT 3vas a minor two-suiter, so sensibly doubled, but
who would also sensibly refuse to double an ale3téd, or

(c) a complete rabbit who would double 3NT whetheratrinwas alerted.

For North players in categories (a) and (c) thetiN@outh of -710 would stand. But as Director &mgeals
Committee | rule that a North player with exactlg@®d points falls into category (b), so | adjus¢ tscore to
N/S -130 and E/W +130.

EBU Laws and Ethics Committee’s comments:
The Committee was unanimous in believing that #ygodit should have been kept.

Final summary by editor:
While there was some sympathy for E/W, more thotightdeposit should have been kept.



APPEAL No 23: ‘Can | overtake?’

08.068 Brighton Swiss Teams

Tournament Director:
Gordon Rainsford

Appeals Committee:
Tim Rees (Chairman), Andrew Thompson, Cameron Small

IMPs to VPs o A8
Board no 19 vQ6542
Dealer S ¢ 75
EW vulnerable | & 9872
4 KQJ743 N 4 1092
v 108 v KJ9
¢ 310 u B4 AKQO92
%1093 S *J4
465
vyA73
¢ 8643
® AK65
WEST NORTH EAST SOUTH
INT(1)
24 Pass 3¢ Pass
3a Pass 2P All pass

(1) 10-12 HCP
Result at table:
44 v by West, NS —620, leaslx

Director first called:
At end of hand



Director’s statement of facts:

The play had gonex to king; #A winning, #x to queen ruffed in dummy wi2. Then declarer led 10 and
when S played low she hesitated (agreed hesitatiptained to the TD as wondering whether she catfitatd
to overtake) before playing low. N won thé and returned a 4th club.

N explained to the TD that she knew her partnefccoat haves Q andy A because of the 10-12 NT opening.
The hesitation had led her to believe that shetha@ Q and not ther A and so she had returned a 4th club
reasoning that the only way to defeat the contnas if S had started with three clubs and couldl the 4th
round withe Q.

Director’s ruling:
Score assigned for both sides:
44 —1 by West, NS +100

Details of ruling:

W had failed to be particularly careful when vadas might work to the benefit of their side. W had
demonstrable bridge reason for her hesitation —shbeld have decided to overtake before leadingd-she
could have known that it might work to her benefit (L7BO'3F).

Appeal lodged by:
East-West

Appeals Committee decision:
Director’s ruling upheld
Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:

There was an agreed hesitation by W afteth® ands 5 had been played. W’s hesitation during a triakeg
the impression to the defence that there was deroim the suit led. Although we are sure that dexlhad no
intent to deceive, that was the effect of the lgéisih. L73D1 allows the opposition redress. If Wi laought
before leading the 10 from dummy then there would not have been theesaferences about the spades.

Good ruling:

Barry Rigal’'s comments:

| like this ruling, although | could imagine th&iete would be times I'd rule the other way hereluinmy had
the bare S10 left for example, this would be ataimse where declarer’s thought processes woulddigi¢d.
(Yes they might still have thought before playimg tS10 but | would not hold that against them.)sTikia
close and important case.

Bob Schwartz’'s comments:
OK. As an aside-l have never been a big fan efwbrding of Law 73-and have advocated changirigrit
years.

Heather Dhondy’s comments:
| agree with the TD and the AC.

Nakatani Tadayoshi’'s comments:
A good decision accompanied by a good write-up.



Robin Barker's comments:
OK: routine Law 73D1.

Tim Rees’ comments:

Since | was chairman here, | obviously agree withruling! There was no bridge reason for a hesitat the
time it occurred. One thing we checked was thatiN®defence was consistent with the informatioa bhd
available. As she had no clues about South’s @nfth, it was reasonable to play her to have a@-suait.

No merit;

David Stevenson’s comments:
Another good ruling and appeal with no merit.

Frances Hinden's comments:
Why return the deposit?

Richard Hills’ comments:
Why did the Appeals Committee return the depodivas it because West, a non-expert, might have lgross
misinterpreted the motive for the retention of degposit as an animadversion on her ethics?

Two different approaches:

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

North's line of defence was based on declarer gaplayed 3,9,10 from an original holding #f10963,
thereby leaving himself with an unnecessdfyrdund club loser. Even then one would expectciader who
started withe KJ7643 v A(X) ¢ x(x) #10963 to discard this self-generated club losemamd king before
drawing trumps.

Law 73F instructs the TD to award an adjusted sifdre determines that an innocent player has dravaise
inferencefrom a remark, manner, tempo or the like of an oppondrt has no demonstrable bridge reason for
the action....” (my italics).

The difficulty on this hand is that North may haleesady drawn the false inference that his partodise Q

from that player's failure to casinA at trick 3. The TD/AC has to decide what thisrtigailar North

would/might have done at trick 5 after the samé stethe play without declarer's hesitation. Rg@shit is most
equitable to assume that he would have switchedheart some of the time and to award a weightsidraesd
score, attaching percentageglao-land4e = .

Paul Lamford’s comments:

| would agree that this is a situation where aatan in tempo might work to declarer’s benefitt bhere is
still a duty on the non-offenders to continue taypbridge. It would not have helped N/S one iotdalith had
Qx of spades and ruffed the fourth club with theayy as declarer simply overruffs and draws trurapen if
West only has five spades there is no uppercsedims here that N/S have pulled the wool overyhs ef the
eminent panel. The ONLY reasonable chance to ddfeatontract is that partner has #ha, and continuing
with a fourth club was a WoG blunder.

Final summary by editor:
As with many of these cases, there is some doutnl efether the deposit should be returned andishidie
main bone of contention.



APPEAL No 24: The king?

08.074 Autumn Congress Pairs

Tournament Director:
Martin Lee

Appeals Committee:
Jeremy Dhondy (Chairman), Jon Williams, Paul Lamhfor

MP Pairs 85
Board no 7 vyQ1l0732
Dealer S ¢+ Q8
All vulnerable | & k5
& AK N o J94
v] v A864
¢ 10543 i Beo7
10876 S & 94
73
v K95
¢ AKJ62
*Q

Basic systems:
North-South play Acol mini NT
East-West play Strongsl 15-17 NT

Result at table:
2NT - 1 by South

Director first called:
At trick 3 before E had played to the trick, aftard played from dummy. The position before thiaktis as
shown in the diagram.

Director’s statement of facts:

The TD was called by S (declarer) who told the TBt although he had already called &€ from dummy he
wanted to play the5. After speaking to all at the table the TD watssfad that there was a pause of about 2
seconds after th@K was called when he stated he wanted%be The TD read Law 45C4. In the TD’s view a
delay of 1-2 seconds is not ‘without pause for tifau The TD ruled the K played.

Director’s ruling:
Table result stands

Details of ruling:
Compulsory play of card (Law 45C4)



Appeal lodged by:
North-South

Basis of appeal:
Does not agree with TD’s interpretation of the law.

Appeals Committee decision:
Director’s ruling upheld
Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:
The#K was designated; there was pause for thoughtreast be played.

Law 45C4A applies.

Law 45C4B although the pause was agreed to be hoeétheless the designation was not changed guickl
enough.

The deposit was returned because we thought thisvedy close and discussed it for some time.
No merit:

Barry Rigal’'s comments:

No deposit return; the law is perfectly clear (asd-Goat would say) and just because South doekkedahe

result of the law, does not mean he can appealimplinity. As these situations go, the pause rehilgs make
it easy both for the directors and committee; thleguld not have needed to debate —and thus rétemeposit.

Bob Schwartz’'s comments:
This was NOT relatively close. Time that the ACka® irrelevant as to merit, but relevant as to voell they
do their jobs. KEEP THE DAMN MONEY. This was a neatbf law and nothing else period.

Frances Hinden’s comments:
Another soft-hearted AC. It looks as if the depesls returned because they knew N/S would be vesgtuf
it were kept, but the appeal was frivolous.

Good decision:

Heather Dhondy’s comments:
| agree with the ruling given. As | understandwiithout pause for thought” covers a slip of thegio@, which
is not what happened here. Although very unfortifat N/S, South was careless.

Nakatani Tadayoshi’'s comments:

In my opinion, the point of this appeal is whetl@& was an_unintendedesignation and whether declarer
changed it without pause for thoudttiere can be a pause between designation andelpaovided there’s no
pause for thought after declarer realizes his enhd designation). This is not clear from theemp but it
appears declarer called for CK under mental-lapsé¢he decision is OK.




The appeal should have been to the DIC. Good idecis

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

As the basis of appeal was “does not agree withsTiterpretation of the law”, why was this appeaatd by
an AC? Law 93B1 states that: “The Director in @eashall hear and rule on such part of the appedkals
solely with the Law or regulations”. Although thlaaw goes on to say: “His ruling may be appealeth®
committee”, there is no mention on the appeals fofia review of the ruling by the Director in Charg

The ruling itself looks like a straightforward bonking to me, so it is a little surprising thaetAC considered
the ruling to be “relatively close”.

Wrong approach:

Paul Lamford’s comments:
| was on the AC here, and agree with the L&E thatreached the right decision for possibly the wrggagons
in that there was probably a change of mind, wisahore relevant than the pause for thought.

Robin Barker's comments:
Agree with TD/AC. Although the pause was shortafpears there was a change of mind — the original
designation (“king”) was not inadvertent.

The appeal should have been to the DIC. WrongGaagr:

Richard Hills’ comments:
The Appeals Committee lacks the power to overttudeDirector on a matter of law.

Law 93B3:
‘In adjudicating appeals the committee may exerals@owers assigned by these Laws to the Director,
except that the committee may not overrule thedborein charge on a point of law or regulations, or
on exercise of his Law 91 disciplinary powers. (Hoenmittee may recommend to the Director in
charge that he change such a ruling.)’

However, as a casebook panellist | have the powvéutnptiously assert that the Director has misprated
Law 45C4(b), which does not merely say ‘without g&Uin which case the Director’s factual deterntioaof
a delay of 1-2 seconds would be definitive), btiteahas the looser criterion of ‘without pausetfamught’.

Edgar Kaplan (prime mover behind the 1975, 1987 B9@7 editions of the Lawbook) noted that even 10
seconds would not be a ‘pause for thought’ if Soméis a nervous ditherer who not only was unthinking
who also spent a lot of time being unthinking. Example:

‘King of clubs; oh dear this is dreadful, what haveone, what | really meant was, oh how silly & m
the five of clubs.’



Wrong approach, and no merit:

Tim Rees’ comments:
In my opinion, this was clearly not a “slip of thengue”, and so cannot be corrected. With respettte AC, |
don’t think it's close at all, and I'd have retaththe deposit.

The appeal should have been to the DIC. Furtheenttre ruling was completely wrong in Law and themm
guestion of inadvertency was overlooked:

David Stevenson’s comments:
If this was an appeal based on the TD’s interpiadf Law why was the appeal not made to the Darem
Charge?

When there is an attempt to change a bidding ¢drds always been interpreted that the pause dugthit was
from the realisation of the mistake. Surely thisigion is no different, so the player was only ofitime if he
immediately realised it was wrong, and then consididefore doing anything, a very unlikely scenario

Thus I believe the TD and AC were wrong.

However, was it inadvertent? This looks to mehemigjh declarer suddenly realised he had singlet@erm
opposite Kx, so was a change of mind. Thus | wowdtl have allowed a change but because it was no
inadvertent: it was in time.

EBU Laws and Ethics Committee’s comments:
There are two questions: has the law been inteapmrrectly? Have the TD and the AC consideredtnesct
guestion?

When considering whether a card from a bidding b@y be changed, it is clear that the pause forgiiou
applies from the realisation of the wrong card.e Hame applies to cards called from dummy, so nibisa
guestion of whether one or two seconds is a pdusgeayhether it is a pause for thought, i.e. whethesas after
the realisation of the mistake. We believe thatdchange would have been in time.

But was the card called for inadvertent? Neitlner TD nor the AC seems to have considered thisjthsit
likely that declarer asked for the king, then readi he had the singleton queen, then tried to ehlisgplay of
the king. In this case the card was not calledrfadvertently, and may not be changed even et

Final summary by editor:

| believe the majority of the commentators misdeel boat here. The ruling was wrong, the procedre
appealing was wrong, the AC’s decision was wror8y remarkably good fortune the correct result was
reached despite the flaws in the process.



APPEAL No 25: An unexplained double

08.079 Autumn Congress Teams of Four

Tournament Director:
Eddie Williams

Appeals Committee:
Jon Williams (Chairman), John Amor, Ed Scerri

IMPs 4 85
Board no 25 vJ1074
Dealer N ¢ 72
EW vulnerable & AKQ108
4 KQO93 N 4 J6
v 82
W E.'Q953
¢+ J95 ¢+ AKQ864
29754 S *2
a A10742
v AK6
¢ 103
&#J63

Basic systems:
North-South play strong NT, 5 card majors, 2 oveafine force.
East-West play Acol and Multi

WEST NORTH EAST SOUTH
Pass 1e 1e

INT Dbl (1) Pass (H2) Pass

2¢ Pass Pass Dbl (3)

All pass

(1) N/S could not give an explanation of what the deuhkant in this sequence
(2) E’s pass was only slightly out of tempo in my opimi
(3) N did not alert this double and subsequently passed

Result at table:
2¢ x + 1 by East, NS —-380

Director first called:
After North’s double.



Director’s statement of facts:

The TD was called to the table after N's doublé&agas unable to give an explanation of the douldte. TD
sent N away from the table and asked S to expharsystem. He said that his partnership had neagmet in
this sequence. The TD asked N back to the tablesandS away. When asked N said that their pahiperad
no agreement in this sequence.

The TD stayed at the table while the auction cargth N failed to alert S’s double and at the enthefauction
E asked N what the double meant. N's answer wasteadidn’t know in this sequence. The TD explditiet
as she had passed she obviously thought it wasefmalty in which case she should have alerted it.

At the end of the auction S reserved his rightsabee of E’s alleged slow pass. The TD was askekl diatte
end of play by S and asked to look at the boai® f&dt W’'s 2 bid was suggested by E’s slow pass.

E felt that he had not hesitated, S suggested thasea long hesitation. The TD was present atahke tduring
the auction and the TD felt there was a breaknmte by E.

Director’s ruling:
Table result stands

Details of ruling:
W’s 2¢ bid is not suggested by E’s break in tempo passiore by N/S failure to explain their double. The
TD does not believe pass is a LA. (Orange book 3B10

Note by editor:

Orange book 5B10:
A player who is not sure whether a call made istal#de, but who is going to act as though it ispsia
alert the call, as the partnership is likely to bensidered to have an agreement, especially if the
player’s partner’s actions are also consistent vitiat agreement.

Appeal lodged by:
North-South

Comments by North-South:
| have only had time to look at point 1). | disptibe wording by the TD as it implies deliberate usuafation.
We had no agreement as to what my double meamt &uetion like this.

Appeals Committee decision:
Director’s ruling upheld
Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:
It was felt that 2 was the only LA to leaving 1NTx despite the breatempo.

No merit:

Bob Schwartz’'s comments:

| would doubt any double of INT in that stage & #uction is alertable UNLESS it was something rothan

penalty or cards. Opponents are only entitledgre@ments a partnership has in place. After alhefsending
away from the table and discussions East mighaicgytbe expected to take some time before passiog

long was it? West’s 2D bid is 100%. KEEP THE MONE!!!



Make a weighted adjustment:

David Stevenson’s comments:

The TD was wrong to tell North “as she had pas$edabviously thought it was for penalty” since tlgahot
necessarily true. When part-scores are doubledl,aaplayer does not know what is going on, she tnigh
consider passing [especially when the double isrmotgame] and hope that the contract goes offfe [dgic of
the TD is nowhere near certain.

Despite all the fuss over N/S’s bidding, this cordes/n to a simple Ul case: was there Ul? Yes, passed
out of tempo, the TD saw that himself. Were tHeks to West's pass of the double? Yes, with a geoade
stopper, no guaranteed diamond fit, many playenddveonsider passing and some of those would pases
the Ul suggest bidding over passing? Yes, surast Bvould not consider what to do with a completely
balanced hand. So | would have adjusted to 1NTbl@ougoing down two or three tricks, a weighted
adjustment.

Keep table result:

Frances Hinden’s comments:

Once South couldn't explain the first double, thess no point of sendinijorth away from the table. The
AC's comment doesn't make sense: | think they rieanbelieve there is no LA te2 | don't agree. Surely if
East had a weak hand with long diamonds he wowe bh&l; why isn't a strong NT possible as N/S have
idea what the double meant? I find it astonishimaf,tafter a great deal of palaver with both Nantldl South
being sent away from the table, anyone could sayethwas a Ul-providing BIT from East and | would
personally leave the table result unchanged.

Jens Brix Christiansen’s comments:

It is unfortunate that the TD criticised North foot alerting South's double before the end of pitég/.cannot
pass judgment on whether North thinks that Sowthisble is for penalties without knowing the natofe
North's hand; he should not have such knowledgthatt time; and if he did, he should carefully avoid
disclosing such information to the other players.

The observed slight break in tempo from East folommediately after a situation where the TD hat lath
North and South taken away from the table and sjuesdly has explained to East that no explanasdhe
explanation. Surely such a slight break in tempesdwot convey useful unauthorised information tcsi\ie is
entirely understandable that East needs a littie to compose himself in that situation.

Nakatani Tadayoshi’'s comments:
| agree with the decision by the TD and the AC.e problem was caused by N/S for not adequatelyaéxph
their calls. East has a bridge reason to hesithen/S fails to explain the meaning of the double.

Tim Rees’ comments:

In between North’s double and East’s pass, the k& questions, then took each of North and Sountly a
from the table for separate discussions. This pnekly took several minutes, yet the TD concluded Hast
had hesitated during this time. It could be thatBanitial question passed Ul, but | wouldn'tew hesitation
here, due to the confusion surrounding the expilamat

So I'd allow West's 2 bid, on the basis that there was no infractiofcBy.

As an aside: the AC appears to have asked the wgqoestion of itself. It shouldn’t be consideringetier 2
is an LA, but whether pass is.



Richard Hills’ comments:
| support the ‘table result stands’ ruling of theddtor and Appeals Committee.

| could not find a specific Orange Book clause dboo agreement’ calls. However, excellent advise
contained in clause 75.2 of the 2006 edition ofWhate Book:

‘To say that one's partnership has no agreemenilstvinue in some cases, is frequently inadequiate.
such cases every effort should be made to propgerents with as much guidance as possible, eg ac
to general principles in similar circumstances.’

The EBU, of course, has the right to adopt whatelent regulations it wishes. But *if* North-Soullave one
of the rare completely true ‘no agreements’ abbatriature of North’s double (which is quite possilsince
both North and South independently asserted thisetd®irector), and *if* ‘no agreement’ calls inrggral need
not be alerted, *then* the EBU is creating a rodits own back with Orange Book 5B10, *so* | themef
support the return of the deposit in this case.

A simple solution, which would avoid a future incext belief by a pair that they were deemed tonblellging
in ‘deliberate obfuscation’ (and therefore thatrpgainsequently choosing an unnecessary appeatéo tieir
actually unsullied names), would be for the EBUntduture require that all of the rare completaiyet ‘no
agreement’ calls should be alerted.

Robin Barker's comments:

Both the TD and the AC think Pass is not a logat@rnative (I think this is what AC are saying)think the
break in tempo by East is due to the lack of anyneaship agreement of the double and does notestigg
anything, so does not suggest 2D over Pass (I thiskvhat the TD is saying). So | agree with TO/A

Let me quote the preceding section of the OrangekBo
5B 9 General bridge inferences, like those a newntngr could make when there had been no
discussion beforehand, are not alertable, but gyptanust alert any inferences drawn from partngrshi
experience or practice which have a potentiallyxpeeted meaning. A call with an alertable meaning
arising from an implicit agreement (see section 3) Must be alerted.

If North’s decision to treat South’s double as pees was based solely on general bridge inferetiw it
appears from OB 5B9 that the double is not alegtalblam told that for a pair with any partnersexperience,
OB 5B10 applies and all “late auction” penalty diesbare alertable. Experienced players, who tripliow

the alerting regulations, frequently get this wrong

Give everyone a bad score:

Barry Rigal’'s comments:

| do not think the director established there wdla from East, more a pause from the clarificatafrthe
facts. Had he established there was a BIT I'd meesghat inclined to let West pull (though passingstrhe a
Logical Alternative and one demonstrably suggebtethe tempo break since what else could Eastihkitig

of except a redouble?) due to the poor performagdé/s.

Really I'd like to rule against both sides.

Finally — doubling no-trump for penalty needs agri&dl God save us all! If that is what the rules dagnge the
*kkkkk rules



Heather Dhondy’s comments:
East had a normal 2D bid after the double, but ehodedge his bets. The question is whether Westieval
of INTx should be allowed, and | believe that passlogical alternative.

Although | would be tempted to return the score1tdTx-3, the final double of South is worthy of
consideration. It is certainly poorly judged, andpdit score of -380 to N/S and -800 to E/W is aloility.
Should keep all the players happy!

General remarks:

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

As written, the AC comments are unclear: the mace that 2 is judged to be a logical alternative does not in
itself make the ruling correct; the “is it a lodi@ternative?” question needs to be asked abautliernative
action(s)not chosen at the table, in this case Pass. Perhap&QGhis trying to say that pulling to#2is not
demonstrably suggested by the Ul, in which casenithadjustment’ ruling follows without needingctansider
whether or not Pass is a logical alternative.

Paul Lamford’s comments:

A bit of confusion here. “The TD explained thatsd®e had passed she obviously thought it was foalfyem
which case she should have alerted it.” As it wakable of 1NT, it should not have been alerted Vfas
believed to be for penalties. Does a BIT by Easrdiie double demonstrably suggest a 2D bid to West
hardly think so; East might have been considerieddrible, 2C or 2D. At teams it looks normal for \Wes
select the safer part score, and partner will Hasediamonds a very large percentage of the tinggven that
SW have nine spades; and he is minimum for INTlighty odd comment by the AC, but | presume théjt*
that 2D was an LA that would be selected by a cieffit majority despite the break in tempo.”

Final summary by editor:
A bit of a mess. Was there UlI? Some thought sotno adjustment is suitable. Others did not thank
adjustment was necessary otherwise. However, there a lot of peripheral comments.

As for the alerting of doubles, to assume the raleswrong because of one sequence is short-sigtrigcism
of alerting rules really should look at the overaimembering that the previous alerting rulesdoubles did
not work.



APPEAL No 26: Tolerance for spades

08.082 Tollemache QR

Tournament Director:
Nick Woosnam

Appeals Committee:
David Price (Chairman), David Burgess, Jeffrey Ate

Teams of 8 XIMPs| & 2
Board no 23 vAJ3
Dealer S ¢ 973
All vulnerable &#AJ8632
#J963 N o A8
v 1084 v Q7652
¢ K542 by By AQJ
&54 S & K109
4 KQ1l0754
v K9
¢ 1086
Q7

Basic systems:
North-South play Multi 2
East-West play Dixon defence to multi

WEST NORTH EAST SOUTH
2¢ (Al)
Pass 26 (A2) Dbl (3NA) | All pass
(1) Multi

(2) Explained as prepared to play im ®ver weak 2
(3) Not alerted — explained as spades or tolerancepfades before play starts.

Result at table:
24 X — 1 by North, NS -200, leasl

Director first called:
At end of hand



Director’s statement of facts:

Called to the table at end of play. N felt thathael been damaged by the explanation, as he plageld $o the
10 and later K expecting E to have at least 3 spadd therefore more likely to have J if has 4 {{@m can be
made on club lead on actual layout by spade to KQaand ducking a spade, a more likely line if E bid
described as ‘values’ or takeout.

W seemed certain that their methods showed spadiesdevance for spades (normally 3+) which is whey h
didn't alert the double of artificial bid (correctfE ‘knew’ that S has weak 2 spades so his choiae w
pass/double or 2NT — the latter 2 as last changettinto auction (as partner unlikely to protest),chose off-
system in terms of spade length with some hopeadhpr having spades and subsequent penalty (adnbat
some element of take out in post mortem).

Director’s ruling:
Table result stands

Details of ruling:

Dixon defence not described on the convention ddalever the TD is satisfied by W’s explanation mad
before play started that the double normally shepedes or tolerance for spades in this situatiehtiat E
had deviated slightly in a ‘bid or not to bid’ dsicin.

Appeal lodged by:
North-South

Basis of appeal:
N/S believe they deserve some or all ax2making as double is more takeout than spadessanddd have
played hand differently.

Director’'s comments:
Recommend deposit returned as non-frivolous. Likelgffect qualification as teams in contentions ldttual
line chosen for spades 2-4 fails when J offside.

After consulting with other TDs we felt there werat sufficient grounds for adjusting the score 4x2naking
(or part thereof) given that spades may be 3-8l&drance N may have given more weight to spade & and
duck line considered.

Comments by North-South:

E’s double not alerted so assumed to be penalt@sng length in spades. W’s explanation did nohtioa

take-out. E subsequently explained (with TD prestrat ‘there is a possibility of an E/W heart[tiespite N
having some support] or [failing that] a minor ditit That sounds like take-out to me. Their defeit@ a multi
is not explained at all on their cards. My lineptdy assumed spade length in the E hand. If destials take-
out | would have assumed the opposite. On a clad lean afford 2 spade losers (and 3 diamonds).

Appeals Committee decision:
Director’s ruling upheld
Deposit returned



Good decisions:

Barry Rigal’'s comments:

Sensible appeal; | think the committee did the trigging. But in Standard Dixon (it must be writtdown
SOMEWHERE) is the double two-way? That is my belef when South passes West assumes take-ouwd). If s
maybe there is some scope for adjustment.

According to the description of Dixon on my Bridgge and my understanding it is normal for this deuie a
simple takeout double of spades.

Bob Schwartz's comments:
Well done by all. As usual some Multi users hatemwMulti backfires-and do so love to try for recréisrough
non table actions.

Frances Hinden’s comments:

It does look as if there is some element of MI frEast/West — playing both double as penalties &l &s
natural but having no take-out bid is unusual. Bgsha better explanation would have been “usupiids
length but he might be stuck with a good hand”. ideer, | don't believe that it is more likely thagctarer
would make the contract with that explanation s@uld leave the table result unchanged.

Heather Dhondy’s comments:

Disappointing lack of detail from the A/C for what an interesting case. | think that there is nmugh
evidence to suggest that an incorrect explanatisnbeen given, and West’s action of passing isistams with
the explanation he gave.

Nakatani Tadayoshi’'s comments:
A reasonable decision by the TD and the AC, Narst ghose an unsuccessful line of play.

Paul Lamford’s comments:

| am pretty sure that East-West are giving asduollexplanation of their methods as they can, ars liss an
awkward bid when North bids 2S, with 2NT being Iélsan ideal. But let us say that East could have a
doubleton spade; declarer would not play a spadeet&ing and then duck one — that only succeeatls Ax
onside, and loses to Jx or Jxx onside. Don't belidwrth!

Robin Barker's comments:
OK. Perhaps a more accurate explanation was “spadealanced”. | don’t think “take-out”, or evamy
explanation including “take-out”, is the correctdrmation, so there is no damage from misinfornratio

No merit:

Richard Hills’ comments:

Given the Law 85A1 ‘balance of probabilities’ rudinvas that East-West did indeed play the Dixon riedfdo
the multi, which was indeed not alertable, andhemtnore was correctly explained, there has not begrMl
infraction, so it is unnecessary to analyse thg.pla

North-South butter no parsnips by quoting Eastasoaing for East legally (Law 40A3) deviating frahe
East-West agreed system.

Whether or not to keep the deposit should depeia tipe quality of the appeal, not upon the qualtian of
contending teams. Keep the money!



Some adjustment correct: why did the TD recommetdning deposit?

David Stevenson’s comments:

Oh dear, oh dear. Was there MI? Well, the doulale not alerted, which shows length in spades. dvew it
appears that the description was amended in timfspgades or tolerance for spades”. What on eawtts d
“tolerance for spades” mean? It sounds like ticages to me!

Why did East double? The explanation seemed tthéiethis was his last chance. But if so, suraywhll
double again with a doubleton spade! | believe Hast's explanation makes it certain there was Nlhe
form is then confused but it seemed that befogettto the AC the meaning had been watered dovimctade
other hands.

Given all this there seems little doubt that witbaarect explanation North would have played thadgs right
some of the time, so a weighted score seems norBiw#lthe AC upheld the TD, and did not see fiexplain
why.

Why did the TD recommend returning the deposit?il§Mihwas not frivolous it is not EBU practice fdDs to
give such advice. Had he come to the conclusidmalderuled wrong?

Some adjustment correct:

Tim Rees’ comments:

There are two parts to this ruling: was there Mk &vas North damaged by it? The TD has ruled tieetwas
no Ml, but doesn’t seem convinced, as he then gagd® comment that North probably hadn’t been dadag
as he’d play a spade to the 10 anyway.

The AC has been particularly unhelpful, not recogdiheir thoughts at all.

To take the potential damage first, | find Nortatgument convincing. He can afford two trump losetshe
can largely ignore the 3-3 break (where either Vimeks). Against a 4-2 break with length with Easgpade to
the 10 is correct. Against a 4-2 break with lengith West, a spade to the K is correct. So if Heégn given
MlI, I'd give him at least 50% of&*=.

So what about the potential MI? As described, E/Mdthods look inferior at best, unplayable at wolgt
want to ask them lots of questions about what tteewith various shapes and strengths. Do they hawd for
takeout of spades? The write-up suggests thatdbey.

If that’s the case, then | suspect they use doobBa as a balanced hand, not strong enough or unseitabl
2NT. So it's not that East has chosen to deviat @se-off, it's what they often do, and they aoé explaining
the double properly.

The key question (and one that doesn’t appearue haen asked) is when will West pass the doulder@pect
he won't pass with a doubleton, and might not whittee. If so, that's not a penalty double and Narés given
MI.

So I'd adjust the score. Personally, I'd give NiW® tvhole of 2*=, but I'd be willing to go with a weighting
such as 70/30.



General comments:

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:
| was on the AC. This appeal hearing was inteadgiy the Chief TD, who explained that the restithe
appeal did not affect qualification after all angjgested that we reach a swift conclusion!

Final summary by editor:

Most think that it was right not to adjust, but mditagreed why: perhaps there was Ml but not dampgrhaps
there was no MI. In my view it is more importaatdescribe methods carefully and completely whety dre

unusual. In this position the most common defaaagouble is takeout of spades: the next most comisio
double is penalties, showing spades. This pairpl@gng neither and it is unclear what they plagad why

they doubled on the actual hand.

It helps the Laws and Ethics Committee when theyere hands, people who comment on hands for this
booklet, and people who read this booklet if AC i@han explain decisions, especially unclear ones.
Chairmen are reminded of this but sometimes doarat,this case would be more interesting if thei@ten

had bothered to explain the AC’s reasoning. Ofselne may have been affected by the DIC’s unpsiafeal
attempt to hurry the AC. Add to that the advicdlef TD not to retain the deposit and the actidith® TDs

are worrying.

National Authority (EBU Laws and Ethics Committee)decision:
N/S further appealed to the National Authority.

Deposit forfeited.

National Authority’s comments:
None of the criteria for hearing the appeal was. fle¢ appeal was rejected and the deposit retained.



APPEAL No 27: Probably natural

08.083 Tollemache QR

Tournament Director:
Steve Quinn

Appeals Committee:
David Harris (Chairman), Michael Byrne, David Beava

Teams of 8 XIMPs| &« K104 2
Board no 6 v Q10975
Dealer E ¢ A4
EW vulnerable &J8
4 AJO973 N 4 Q65
v K2 vy AJ64
+ 0 by By 1083
#A9654 S 1072
48
v 83
¢ KJ97652
»KQ3
Basic systems:
North-South play strong club
WEST NORTH EAST SOUTH
Pass 1¢ (1)
2¢ (2) Dbl (t/0) Pass Pass
2v Dbl (pens) | Pass Pass
24 Dbl (pens) | All pass

(1) Could be zero diamonds
(2) E said ‘probably natural'.

Result at table:
24 xv' by West, NS -670

Director first called:
At end of hand after board scored.

Director’s statement of facts:
At end of auction before opening lead W explaineat @ showed# ande. N said that he would not have
doubled.



Director’s ruling:
Score assigned for both sides:
24 v West, NS -110

Details of ruling:
After consultation with colleagues the TD ruledémove the double, based on misinformation to N.
E/W have no agreement to show 2 suiters over@difdiamonds.

Appeal lodged by:
North-South

Appeals Committee decision:
Score assigned for both sides (Law 12C1C):
70% of 3v by South, NS +110
+ 30% of 3 —1 by South, NS -50
Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:
Without the misinformation we believe that N/S wibygirobably have competed to 3D and made that axntra
70% of the time.

A split score:

Barry Rigal’'s comments:

Far too generous to N/S; maybe E/W get that badesioot I'm sure the world would double 2S as North.
Maybe E/W do not get that windfall but just looktlat South hand and ask ‘Don’t you want to pumisbple
who open that hand at the one-level?’ Why wouldtNpass 3D if South ran from 2S or 25*? (Note Salith

did not do so at the table KNOWING West did not én@ramonds and that he had negative defence for his
opening bid.)

No adjustment required:

Bob Schwartz’'s comments:

WHOA!! Question number one! What is the ACTUAIRARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT?? If 2D showed
C+S over natural 1D what is the agreement overrtiiceal 1D? If there is none — W misbid and shibuaot
have said anything prior to the opening lead extiggitE’s explanation was not our agreement antthiese is
no agreement in place. Question number 2! E‘pantbably natural’. Was this in answer to a quastasked
at the time of the 2D bid? If so, again was tha@&neagreement, if not then the answer should haee be
undiscussed. If this was the case and | was Easuld send West away from the table—tell my oppdtsien
what we play versus natural 1D and say that’s edin add. Question number 3. Did either N or $ ask any
qguestions of W during the 7 subsequent bids thederra(N 3x'sanda P S 3 P’s)? If not—whym8buth
opens a hand most would preempt with and comes ®aithya good result due to confusion.

Table result stands.
AC decision Ok:

David Stevenson’s comments:
Good decision by the AC. | wonder if the TD comset further action by N/S?



Nakatani Tadayoshi’'s comments:
| think the AC’s decision is just right. In my opon, West should be warned (or given a PP) foibdedtely
making a misleading bid (2H) after East has givdriidwN/S.

Richard Hills’ comments:
The Director was partially correct in removing Nust double of 2S, but had a blind spot about furthe
competition to 3D by North-South in the absenc#of

Did this case have to go to appeal? Could noDinector (or the Director in charge, if that waslifferent
person) revise his own error, thus saving the wdatstee of the appellants and the Appeals Committee?

Former Appeals Appendix to the WBF Code of Practg8F Comment:

‘This case from an ACBL tournament is included ideo to make the point that with their extended
powers it is appropriate for Directors to cure anpvious ills before the appeal committee becomes
involved. If the Chief Director has guidelines whitcave not been followed in a ruling by one of his
assistants, or in a ruling he has given, he has ggewunder Law 82C to put things right. Every
opportunity should be taken to put a squeeze onuh&ber of matters that come to committees.’

Original ruling may be correct:

Robin Barker's comments:

Neither the TD nor AC seems to have considereditiaithorised information from East’s explanatior2Df

or they have decided that Pass (or Redouble) wetelagical alternatives to 2H. The TD ruling on
misinformation is reasonable, given North/Southiatesment at the table that they were damaged throug
doubling 2S, not through not bidding 3D.

Wrong weighted adjustment:

Eric Landau’s comments:

An interesting divergence of opinion. The direati@cided that the probability of N-S reaching 3Ceoan
undoubled 2S was zero, while the committee thoughitas 100%. | suspect the truth lies somewhere in
between.

Frances Hinden’s comments:

A very hard ruling. With the correct explanationé\maven't discussed the defence to an artifieabgening”
North surely might still double#, as he has good defence (South turned up witlmpising lack of defence
for an opening bid). And what about East? What tiaspass of x? East presumably had the additional
information that E/W play a cue of a natural &s the black suits. If he now realised that higlanation was
wrong he should have called the TD before his fpaads, and North would have had the opportunitgmoove
his own double during the auction. | think we caowse West from a Ul ruling — he heard his parpaes 2 x
(presumably either diamonds or no preference) aed 2 as either a heart fragment or equal black suits.
Bidding again when that was doubled was reasorebeast hadn't bicv2over 2 x. | also think that 8 will
make more than 30% of the time as it needs a yegific defence and a mis-guess (albeit a percentag-
guess) from declarer to go off. Overall | thinlwduld give a weighted ruling including a good pertege of
24 x making, but if East worked out what was happemmntpe auction and failed to say anything we cda @
PP to E/W.



Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:
Reminder to all TDs and ACs: whenever there isaarclof misinformation in the auction, always comsid
unauthorised information as well.

From West's point of view (withe2 showing both black suits), | wonder what East'spEs» x showed. It's
technically best to play it showing a hand withdodiamonds (redouble is available to show no pesies
between the black suits). If E/W have this agregraéier 2-suiters, West should have passed eutdhd the
score should be adjusted to a weighting®k24 (W) and 2 x -3 (W).

If pass is not considered to be a logical altemeator West, then we need to consider the effettthe
misinformation. North claims that he wouldn't had@ubled with correct information, but he alreads ta
huge clue from West's bids of 2and 2 that West had not intende@ 20 be natural, especially given East's
doubt about the original explanation. Did Norttvéna duty to protect himself by asking about tivead

2# bids (OB 5H1) if the meanings of West's bids a#echis actions? Should East have called the TD anc
changed his explanation of the ®id from “probably natural” to “possibly natural™?

General remarks:

Jens Brix Christiansen’s comments:

The TD's comments seem to indicate that East’'saegpilon reflected E/W's agreements fairly preciseiy
then, of course, there would be no infraction andreason to adjust. Instead it looks as if the HEDd(
subsequently the AC) find that this is a case dhgumisinformation rather than mistaken call inrsabce of
evidence to the contrary (Law 21B1b).

Wrong approach altogether:

Paul Lamford’s comments:

| think everyone has missed the main point onltlaisd. From West’s point of view he must continigging
as though East has alerted and correctly expldm®edid. He obtained a gold star for shaping ouhv2H
when his partner did not bid either 2S or 3C onfittst round, but then he fell from grace by cotieg to 2S
when his partner indicated by passing 2H that hetedhto play there. | see no reason, from Westist puf
view, why East cannot be 1-6-5-1 with something lKKQJTxxx JT9xx x. This looks a routine adjustmient
2Hx by West. That will always make six tricks, 82— 2 N/S +500 it is.

As a passing point | would expect N/S to make 3Derthan 70% of the time. West might well start with
the king of hearts and now has to cash the acparfes before playing a second heart, and the rthinad of
hearts will promote a trump trick in practice. Nidefence, and | guess we give the benefit of théotdto the
non-offenders. But they merit more than that.

Tim Rees’ comments:
The AC has done a good job here, using Law 12Cldater for what might have happened without the MI.

On a separate issue, I'd liked to have asked Weést lve bid 2. It looks like he might have been taking
advantage of the Ul to sow additional confusiorkdst had explained the ®id as spades and clubs, the only
reason for West to bidv2would be to suggest playing there if East hadtlen@nce East passe®*2 it would
then be logical for West to pass also. So | migivehadjusted the score te*22.

Final summary by editor:
Another messy case, with various different views.



APPEAL No 28: ‘The Laws require an adjustment ...’

08.085 Year End London

Tournament Director:
David Stevenson

Appeals Committee:
Jeremy Dhondy (Chairman), Ryan Stephenson, Neven@IS

MPs to VPs 4 none
Board no 20 v 10
Dealer W ¢ 10864
All vulnerable | 4 AQ1098763
4 K9865 N 4 AJ1072
vKQ7 vyA643
¢J73 W =+ AQS
2J5 S * 2

4 Q43

vJ9852

¢ K92

& K4

Basic systems:
North-South play natural, 3NT pre-empt in a minor
East-West play 5cd majors, strong NT

WEST NORTH EAST SOUTH
Pass 3NT Pass (1) | 4% (2)
Pass (3) Pass VP All pass

(1) Before passing looked at convention card and akkéedid not understand answer
(2) Pass or correct
(3) Before passing asked meaning of 3NT — see below.

Result at table:
44 v by East, NS —620, leaslK

Director first called:
Before W’s second pass



Director’s statement of facts:

There was a language difficulty and TD called befdy’s first pass. S sent away from the table and N
explained meaning of 3NT. N called TD back at thd ef the auction to reserve rights after W’s quoest
followed by E’s bid. Recalled TD at end of handask for a ruling.

E considered action (as opposed to pass) routmee s$ had limited hand. She said it was too dauger
previous round when S was unlimited.

Director’s ruling:
Table result stands

Details of ruling:
Action rather than passing was evident, i.e. passwot a logical alternative.

Appeal lodged by:
North-South

Basis of appeal:
44 after the questions unacceptable

Director's comments:
N said the laws required an adjustment unless TM@a40 players and 9 took action. TD explained it
not part of law.

TD only consulted one other person because ofipecionsiderations.

Appeals Committee decision:
Director’s ruling upheld
Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:
That for E to bid was evident although we beliededble was much more clear thasm.4

W should be told that he should not ask unlessdseahreason to do so and we did not accept hiqmipbdn
that he was considering action based on his hand.

No merit;

Barry Rigal’'s comments:
The fact that East bid 4S when double was so muate rfiexible surely means he did not take the actio
suggested by Ul. Correct ruling — keep the deposit.

Bob Schwartz’'s comments:

Keep the $$3$. North gets an award as biggest cyybfhll times. East has clear cut double of 4C—wkS
idiotic but worked. Not suggested by any hesitatdfy didn’t South pass 3NT? Why didn’'t South bid?
Why didn’t North follow up by bidding 4NT?



Good decision:

David Stevenson’s comments:
| thought | got this right, and so did the AC. &sva little surprised to get a lecture on the L&ws.

Frances Hinden’s comments:
Agree with the ruling, and if N/S are a strong gy should have known better than to appeal Ligits hope
the TD explained the Law clearly to North.

Heather Dhondy’s comments:
Pass on the East hand is not a logical alternatikalthough a double is more normal, it will leadhe same
contract.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

It is unfortunate that the TD was unable to conswte than one person. Had he been able to pedoratid
poll to support his ruling, then North would (quiightly) not have appealed. The poll should befqrered
amongst peers of East, i.e. ones who consider&datdangerous to act on the previous round”. racpce,
this means that the poller should ask everyone wiggt would have done on the fiestd second rounds of the
auction.

Nakatani Tadayoshi’'s comments:
| agree that even after all this Ul, pass is nb&dor East.

Paul Lamford’s comments:
Nothing to add to the AC comments.

Richard Hills’ comments:

The wimpy, wimpy, wimpy East, too scared to takeasmcimmediately, is the sort of opponent | wouldelto
pick up and carry around in my pocket. If | wasuthoon this deal | would pass partner’'s 3NT in temgive
off for -500 would be a near top compared to thenad -620 or -650.

Robin Barker's comments:

TD/AC ruling OK. If East did not understand theseser to her question, is it likely that West had no
understood the answer either? If West's reasoagking at his turn was that he had not understioe@arlier
answer, then | think that is sufficient reason gk, aegardless of his hand. Depending on how Wegtéstion
was phrased, it probably would not convey any dsefiauthorised information. For example: “Can you
explain again what is 3NT? | did not understandryanswer to my partner.”

Tim Rees’ comments:
| agree with the TD and AC that taking action waglent, i.e. that pass was not a logical altermatiWest’s
guestion did not suggest tha would be more successful than double, so the takldt should stand.

Final summary by editor:
Pretty unanimous, except for whether to keep thaayo It is not impossible that the AC’s decisionréturn
the deposit might have been connected to North'g peor English.



General comments

Barry Rigal’'s comments:

There are several procedural aspects that worrfammore than the (competent) performances thig toy

both TD and AC. Yes there are a few bad decisianghis was a far more encouraging trend than weéen

in the past.

(1) RIDICULOUS to alert penalty doubles of no-trump akner’s second double when it is penalty. Those
are the normal meanings of those calls; changedhditions if that is what the conditions reallysa

(2) An appalling performance by the appealers herdapfafew deposits taken and procedural penaltiagédxh
out. The sort of case that gets me seeing red enaplayer uses Ul, gets ruled against, appeatsithe
decision is upheld. When this happens the firstghthe AC want to be doing is to discourage thas/eit
from wanting to have his unethical behaviour exgdsethe public again. If he can’t see what hewdidng
then withhold his deposit, give him a PP, and mayds# learn....

(3) I think the European/US habit of polling a samphel getting opinions on LAs would be useful for the
committees. This was not done enough here.

(4) There are some important decisions here. Spedificases 17/19/23 and maybe cases 7/12 are all
interesting.

(5) The fielded misbid rule looks like garbage to niee Inever seen a case where it produced a semssé
and the cases here are no exception. Bobby Wofffrasig on the law of coincidence; the two lookyver
similar to me and I'm against them both.

A few times | have commented that | think Barnpgpraach to alerting doubles is short-sighted and ha
completely missed the problem that England waadrio solve.

Bob Schwartz’'s comments:

| would like the franchise for all deposits tha¢ aeturned, in which 90% of the commentators say &hould
have been kept. | would be easily be able to afforthke my wife to England which she would trubyé to
visit again.

What constitutes forfeiting a deposit in these ¢/2n

David Stevenson’s comments:
As always, the strongest feeling | have after negdhese appeals is the amount of time wastediwoldus
appeals. But since the ACs do not keep the depasdre time will be wasted next year.

Perhaps there were a few more weighted adjustnbistsyear, but weighting is still often overlooked a
possibility when adjusting.

Frances Hinden’s comments:

| was most surprised by the number of TD actionglwlare plainly wrong, not just a matter of judgeme
counted five of these (5, 6, 9, 12, and 25). Otle®va generally good standard, with the fewest raxnolh
appeals for a while where the AC has obviouslyniisbved the ruling. The three most obvious areas fo
improvement that | see are: (i) keep the depositenadten on frivolous appeals, (ii) experiencedpahould
be penalised for not calling the TD at the rightaior making up their own rulings and (iii) morey#r polls
might help reduce the number of appeals based ethwha call is a LA or not.



Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

2008 was not a great year for the EBU appeals ctieesi | disagree with over one third of the final
decisions. Whilst the AC improved the TD rulingtino cases (16 & 17) there were two others (9 &\&hgre
perfectly sensible TD rulings were changed fortloese.

Surprisingly, the most common oversight this yeaswhe reluctance to use weighted rulings where the
outcome absent the infraction was unclear. The7 208lwvs make it clear that weighted scores should be
assigned in these circumstances.

TDs should be encouraged to take polls in all steshthesitation situations to justify their rulingmrticularly
when it is considered that there may be no logati@rnative to the action chosen. Under the 208W4d, a
logical alternative is an action which “among tHass of players in question and using the methddbe
partnership, would be given serious consideratigra tsignificant proportion of such players, of whanis
judged some might select it”. In England, “sigeeint” is defined as at least 20%. | recommend Tie ask
as many players as possible (preferably, at leagtfor the results to be statistically meaningful.

Jens Brix Christiansen’s comments:

In earlier batches of EBU appeals, | have had theression that Danish standards for ruling "nodagi

alternative" were a bit more restrictive than tiBUEstandards. In this batch | see no differenchénstandards

applied in England and Denmark. This may be coamal, or it may be due to the implementation ofvLa
16B1b in the 2007 version of the laws.

Nakatani Tadayoshi’'s comments:

Reading the EBU 2008 Appeals, | have the impresshan the quality of the rulings by TD and AC has
improved so much, as can be understood from my cartsn | think the guidelines in the Orange Booksimu
have contributed to this improvement.

Also as | see it, the 2007 Laws have not had moithence over TD and AC rulings so far.

Concerning the 2007 Laws, as the WBF has given wideretion to the Regulatory Authority on the
interpretation of many laws, | am afraid that tmay lead to different bridge being played undefed&nt
Regulatory Authorities. In this respect the ruingt World Championship games conducted by the WBF
would and should be a guideline along with WBF La@asmmittee minutes. | know it is a difficult tabkit

any Regulatory Authority should start preparinguadgbook modelled on the EBU’s Orange Book.

Paul Lamford’s comments:
The standard of AC decisions was very variablerggaid the number of deposits returned was fahiglo; in
several cases the appellants did not have a gpoght in their favour.

Richard Hills’ comments:
The purpose of a deposit system is to give monesh&wity when an appeal has *no merit*. For an éqip
Committee, each and every other consideration ghmelirrelevant.

Robin Barker's comments:

The appeals committees have done a good job in somglicated rulings. On the subject of red fielde
misbids, | do not think there should be an artificadjusted score where the fielding is based gplidm
partnership understanding. | think these auctisinguld be dealt with as misinformation (or sometime
unauthorised information) unless the partnershigewstanding is not a permitted agreement.



Tim Rees’ comments:

This year’s rulings seem to be worse than in previgears. | thought the final rulings were incoriad cases
out of 28 (compared to one poor ruling last yeAnother cause for concern is that where the AC aleérnhe
TD's ruling, | thought it made the ruling worse3rcases out of 7 — not a good record.

There was a better use of Law 12C1C (the old 12Kki8)year, but there were still a few cases whieaneas not
used where it could have been.

There were several cases where the non-offenddeghead contributed to its bad result. I'd like &&sa more
frequent use of Law 12C1B, awarding a spilt scar¢hait both sides were given a poor result. It miged a
slightly more liberal interpretation of the Lawatiow this, but it would allow natural justice togvail.

Final summary by editor:
Several commentators are worried, as they are gy by the prevalence of meritless appeals wiherédC
do not keep the money.

Several comments have been made at the absendayef polls. TDs are encouraged to poll, and mkhi
several of these decisions involved polls but tBedld not say so. Perhaps a more useful commeuntdame
that TDs who take polls should write the resultdlmnform. Perhaps there should be a section efotim for
this.

As for fielded misbids, if a pair breaches Law HA@rt it is correct to rule against such pairs. mtethod that
the EBU uses in such cases has been regulatedseeoaulifficulties in assigning, and now constitutn
interpretation of Law 12C1D.

Overall, some thought it was better this year, samese. Fairly normal, in other wordg)



