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Commentators

Jeffrey Allerton is a tournament player from Surrey, England. Hepsst European and World junior champion,
and recently won the Gold Cup and the Camrose.ddd to direct club and county competitions, aradnisember
of the EBU panel of referees.

Robin Barker worked for 20 years at National Physical Laborats a research computer scientist. He is an EBU
National Tournament Director and an EBL Tournaniginéctor. Away from bridge he enjoys walking theasts

and moors of the South-West of England, wherevssliBut this has been constrained by medical enol in
particular, periods of wearing an aircast boot,clitgan be used to stamp his authority when dirgctin

Andy Bowles“is just a bridge player who happens to be on tti¢oEs mailing list.” He has won the Camrose and
the Gold Cup, and is interested in the Laws anil #pplication.

Heather Dhondyis a professional bridge player, teacher and wr8&e is a constant fixture on the England
ladies’ team and won both the European champiossimnp the Mind Sports Olympiad in 2012. She is also
member of the EBU panel of referees.

Richard Hills’ chief claims to Directing and Appeals Committee éaame his frequent (and frequently
controversial) contributions to the Bridge Laws N List (biml).

Paul Lamford is the author of a couple of books on brids@ Bridge PuzzleandStarting Out in Bridgeand is a
frequent contributor to Bridge magazine aviétrobridge He is a County Director, regular poster on bridge
forums, and has been a member of many Appeals Cibeesi

Tim Reeshas been playing bridge since school, and has vwast afi the English and Welsh national titles at som
stage. He has represented Wales at Europeans, @iygrgnd Commonwealth Games since devolution froeaiG
Britain in 2000, with his greatest success beisdver medal at the 2002 Commonwealth Games. Tianmgember
of the Laws and Ethics Committees for both England Wales. He works at the Transport Research badngy
analysing (and hopefully solving) motorway congasti

Barry Rigal is a full time player, writer, journalist and commt&tor married to Sue Picus. After living in London
for 35 years he has been resident in New York éarly 20 years, and now is considered an Amerigamd
family and still British by his NY friends. He wafairman of ACBL National Appeals for three yeand has
commented on appeals for two decades. He is ciytteying to construct a handbook for appeals (godd luck
with that one!).

Frances Hindenis married to Jeffrey Allerton. She has won maniigr events and has bronze medals from the
European Open Championships. She used to dirdziacld county competitions, is vice-chairman oflthers &
Ethics Committee and a member of the EBU panetfefrees.



APPEAL No: 10.005

Tournament Director: Nick Woosnam

Appeals Committee:David Harris (Chairman), Tim Rees, Clive Owen

& AK9653 Board 7 : Dealer South : All vulnerable: Swiss BéMatchpoints => VPSs)
vKQ West North East South
+ K Pass
& AKQJ Pass ) Pass ?
a8 4 J10742 Dbl 26 Pass 2NT
v AB62 v J983 Pass & Pass 4
¢ A97543 *J2 Pass 4 AllPass
#1063 *97
+Q
v 10754
¢+ Q1086
#8542

Result at table: 44 making by North.

Director’s statement of facts:

North paused following the lead oftathen paused (disputed by North) again followingst\éeplay of A before
following with singleton K. West continued witk 9ndicating heart entry and contract subsequen#igianwhen
North discarded K& on the Q1@. North maintained that the play of the Kvas at his normal tempo. Disputed by
East and West and not noticed by South.

Director’s ruling: Score assigned for both sides 41 by North

Details of ruling:

Under L73D to vary the tempo is not in itself afragtion. My first thoughts were that inferencesnfrsuch is at
own risk. This was communicated to East/West aay #sked for further clarification. L73D2 certaimhentions
misleading opponents when playing a singleton tsatiowed.

White Book page 63 recommends a pause when dumfingtisabled. Third hand can pause with a singleto
declarer plays quickly from dummy but declarer stiqalay in tempo from own hand L73A2

Appeal lodged by:North-South
Basis of appealNorth feels he played at normal speed.

Director's comments: On reflection, | have awarded an adjusted scoreunti?C1la resulting from 73F as | feel
North’s opponents were significantly misled froneitthormal line of play whether North’s hesitatioas
accidental or not. | have ruled in favour of the+wdfending side as | consider cashing Aext as most probable
continuation on the bidding

Comments by North-South:

| paused for a few seconds on seeing dummy. Thevas played. | tend to hold my hand bunched up pilyse
after the A was the time it took me to un-bunch (fan) my hand find k¢ - no longer. | cannot be sure exactly
how long this took — maybe 3 seconds. | may noeleplained this fully at the table — however, Titenever
really asked. His first comment to our opponents {ifayou draw inferences it is at your own riskhigh led me to
think he was ruling in my favour. An opponent sdithought we were here to play a bridge tournathddnless
the TD silences the whole table so that everybaaygive a well thought out view, it is hard to eaplthis
precisely. Also, at another table in the same miéte®» was led to the A and a trump returned. This is a
legitimate line of play — might a weighted scoredppropriate?
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Appeals Committee decision:

The TD’s ruling is upheld. Appeal Committee findfast that declarer did hesitate prior to playing ftom his
hand, albeit inadvertently and that West was miaked result. It is acknowledged that the TD ctalde obtained
more detailed facts at the time he was called.

Appeals Committee’s comments:

The AC was not persuaded that there was any g@sdmeo overturn or adjust the TD’s ruling and ¢fiere
dismissed the appeal. The AC return the depositea$D might have obtained fuller facts when catkethe table.

Barry Rigal's comments:

Given that this dispute relates to the facts,ikhwe have to live with the TD ruling. | can’t sesn happy with
this but nothing else seems any better. If a rulinglving an adjusted score had been considerptbpgate it is
FAR from clear that cashimgA was the right defence (give Easlxxx and a singleton diamond for example).

Robin Barker's comments:

| agree with the TD/AC ruling. If the TD appeare quick in reaching his conclusions and the AC toa-
examine that facts, | guess this is a reason twréhe deposit.

Andy Bowles’s comments:

| sympathise with declarer: before making any cominghe director should give each player a chaocdte his
version of the facts, but this doesn’t always happwever, the director is paid to ascertain tetd, and we
should accept his findings unless we have a goagbrenot to. | think that there is some chanceWsest would
continue a diamond even without the hesitatiorg s@ighted score seems appropriate.

Heather Dhondy’s comments:

If the king of diamonds is played at normal speeseems to me that West does have a legitimatesgageto what
to do at trick 2, having to decide who holds thegkiton diamond. The hesitation has definitely@#d his play,
however it is possible that a proportion of theetine may have gone wrong anyway. | would weighstizge in
favour of the unoffending side, but perhaps a speitentage of 4S making.

Richard Hills’ comments:

If the Director’s “first thoughts” caused an inltialing based upon the wrong Law, Law 73D1'’s “atrorisk”,
then that was a Director’s Error. The non-offendside should not be required to draw the Directattention to
the correct Law 73D2 ruling prohibiting “hesitatibgfore playing a singleton”. But if North had pdalythe king in
tempo.this hypothetical Director’s Error did in faccur, then it was commendable that the Direloégt an open
mind and changed the ruling.

Frances Hinden's comments:

There is no reason for the AC to overturn the Tididing of fact about North’s hesitation beforeytey from
hand, but West is still on a guess: if the leaal $ingleton he should return a diamond at trick Waveighted
score would be more appropriate.

Paul Lamford’s comments:

| agree with the TD and AC. But again we only atlfos the damage. So, we poll some players andHowl often
they find the winning defence (basically anythiniges than a diamond) without the hesitation. Westill on a
guess if North had played the king in tempo.

Tim Rees’ comments:
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The AC might have given a weighted score, but tetiat thevA was a sufficiently clear defence to find without

“knowing” that declarer had two diamonds. Northdldeer) should be ready to play when he calls foara from
dummy.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

Disputed facts cases are always difficult. The ED to determine, on the balance of probabilitigsmtwhe facts
were and rule accordingly. Equally, it is underdtgvie when the side whose version of the facts\babeen used
in the ruling decides to appeal. The AC will getigrstick with the TD’s determination of the faaisless
additional information comes to light at the appétdwever, this does not make the assigned scat®@o of 4-
1 correct! The question for the TD/AC to considethis: if¢K had been played in tempo, what card would or
might West have played at trick 2? It seems tomaéwhilst West might have found the winning defené
cashingvA, the defence found at the table would also bessipility, as would switching tolaw heart. As we
can't be sure what defence West would have foung/ysa weighted score betweesdand 4 -1 is appropriate.



APPEAL No : 10.016

Tournament Director: Sarah Amos
Appeals Committee:Alan Kay, Neil Rosen & Cameron Small

4 KQ10974 Board 24 : Dealer West : Love all
v75 West North East South
¢5 Pass 2 (1) » A Dbl A (2)
*#KQ82 3NT (3) Pass 4 Dbl
& A82 453 4v All Pass
v 10932 v AQJ86
72 ¢ AKJ94 D Weak to intermediate (9-12)
31065 &7 (2) Values and a spade honour
216 3) West asked about the double and then thought bbidding 3NT.
v K4
¢+ Q10863
& A943

Basic systems:

North-South: 2 over 1, 15-17 NT, 5 card majors
East-West: Weak NT, 3 weak 2's, 4 card suits

Result at table:4v making by West
Director first called: At end of play of hand.

Director’s statement of facts:

| was called by North who was unhappy about Eambxéng 3NT. He stated that West had asked quessibast
the double of 8 before thinking and then bidding 3NT. | asked Easy he had bid ¢ and he said that he fancied
that the heart finesse was losing and as Soutlhkm@sn to have a spade honour he felt that the laandd play
better in a suit.

Director’s ruling:

Score adjusted to 3NT-5 by West. If West is lefplay in 3NT he has little alternative but to take heart finesse
and NS will take 9 tricks. The Ul from the questand thinking before bidding would tend to indécdtat 3NT is
a less secure contract than if the bid had beere nmatgémpo. East has a logical alternative in pas3iNT/
L16Bla

Appeals Committee decisionTD ruling upheld. We agree that West asking aboeitalert has shown some doubt
and East is not entitled to take this into consitien.
Barry Rigal's comments:

I'm confused. If 3S showed hearts and a minor BMMm asks for the minor sov4is forced on East. Thus there is
no LA to bidding. Even if this is not the case, #@ has been derelict in their duty or write ugpot mentioning
this. And WHAT was 3S?

Two write-ups, and we are 0/2 on competence...
Tim Rees’ comments:

There’s no mention of wha#3neant. If it was Michaels, then East has no reagwtsoever to remove 3NT and
I'd have kept the deposit. [#3wvas asking for a stop, or if E/W had no specifjre@ment, then there is some
bridge merit to removing 3NT. It should still besdilowed because of the Ul, but an appeal wouldnger be
frivolous.
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Paul Lamford’s comments:

| agree with the TD and AC. Pass must be a logiltatnative. West could have Kx of hearts and Ibtdilok suits
stopped for example. East knows that biddimgigiright because of the UL.

Robin Barker’'s comments:

Agree with the ruling. There is no mention of aaolEp
Andy Bowles’ comments:

No mention of the deposit, which should have bespt.k
Heather Dhondy’s comments:

Surely this should be down 6! South will switchatalub after which they can take four clubs, fipades and a
heart.

Richard Hills’ comments:

The facts suggest that East thought tlatvas showing 5/5 in hearts and a minor, while Whestight that 8 was
a request to bid 3NT with a spade stopper. Heaggde with the TD and AC that Law 16B1(a) / Law Zg®plies.
A detailed example of this recurring problem caridaend in Law 75A.

Frances Hinden's comments:

Why not keep the deposit? Neither the TD nor theh&@e investigated whas&ctually meant, but it doesn’t
matter — unless EW suggest that 3NT is artifid¢talst has absolutely no business bidding over it.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

West is entitled to know the meaning of South’sldeuAs he was asking about an alerted call, | deeé why the
fact that he asked a question makes pulling 3NTraore or less attractive. On the other hand, if‘thieking”
was significant enough to make the 3NT call outafipo, then East does have Ul which demonstralggesis
bidding over passing 3NT. Only if that is the cded agree with the TD/AC ruling.



APPEAL No : 10.017

Tournament Director: Roland Bolton
Appeals Committee:Ben Green, David Gold & Cameron Small

& K97 Board 24 : Dealer West : Love all : Matchpointed®a
vJ8 West North East South
¢ AK10642 Pass (3 Pass(H) ¢
642 1la 2¢ 2+ (1) All Pass
4 QJ543 & A102
vA74 v K9 (2) Slow bid of &
49875 ¢+ QJ3
*Q #A9763
4 86
v Q106532
¢ -
#KJ1085

Result at table:24 making by East
Director first called: At end of the auction

Director’s statement of facts:

North called TD to table at the end of the auctiod stated that East passed after thought andaralde a slow bid
of 24 . These facts were agreed by both East and Wedh Kiso brought the TD’s attention to the fact tha
slow 2¢ suggested that East should have bid more than 2

Director’s ruling:

Cancelled # bid and applied a weighted score of:

20% of 22 = by N, 50% of 2-1 by N, 30% of 2= by W

Details of ruling: Applied L12B1, L12C1a, L12C1c

Note by event CTD:

The Appeal came right at the end of the event.hdiEleft and there was no option but to try to bkarappeal in
their absence. The Committee was appraised ofittie &nd told they could stop the hearing if thedyyM/S
presence was essential. They completed the appeal.

Appeal lodged by:East/West

Director's comments:

Appeal lodged very late hence N/S had left and wegavare of the appeal being lodged. N/S were tnibiea
appeal. Appeals Committee Chairman was informdtede facts.

Comments by North-South:None. See CTD’s comments

Appeals Committee decision:

Committee felt that theal bid was an automatic action and that the raigtavas also normal given the passed
hand status of the overcall. Table result restored.

Barry Rigal's comments:

The 1a is not automatic but normal enough, and a balah@e over 2 /2v is also likely. Nonetheless if East did
break tempo significantly | believe West shouldhledd to a higher standard —and the three AC menarers
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probably not typical when judging what is an actiyna player of normal aggression. They would @l 1a;
would every player in the field? If West was ngiessed hand at love all, this would be even harder.

Tim Rees’ comments:

I’'m not sure why the TD included any portion @ & his ruling. If 2 is disallowed, then a subsequesatt® West
(after passing) would also be disallowed. And I'tage East getting into the auction, so if thei$disallowing
24, then the contract should be adjustedt@P22v.

However, | agree with the AC tha# Is sufficiently automatic for it to be the onlygical alternative. After that,
East is entitled to do what he wants, as he ismaceipt of Ul

Richard Hills’ comments:

If West belongs to the “optimistic novice” classpidiyer, then & was legal, that call being West's only logical
alternative (see the Law 16B1(b) definition of ‘logl alternative”). From my “pessimistic expert”ipbof view
North-South have not yet found a fit and the sittgiejueen may be more useful as a defensive csodhe »
overcall may lead to a bottom; scoring -50 dectpfs instead of +50 defending 2

The Appeals Committee may or may not have comeitiptihe correct ruling, but they chose the wrorgsaning
to get there, the groupthink idea that their peastmptimistic novice” style of bidding was neceslkeaa
universally automatic style of bidding.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

| agree with the AC ruling.4Llseems normal and I'm not convinced that the sleamé East’'s Pass makes the
overcall any more attractive. There’'s no need tkarajudgement on thedid as East has no UL

Robin Barker's comments:

Although it was unfortunate that N/S were not pn¢sie such (unauthorised information) cases theoftending
side will usually have little to contribute to whet a call should be allowed. The ruling is a défece of
opinion/judgement: it appears the TD thought sotaggrs would Pass (and Pass was therefore a logical
alternative); the AC thought all players would h#l(and Pass was not a logical alternative).

Andy Bowles’ comments:

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

Frances Hinden's comments:

| don't like East's actions —42is the bid of someone who knows he has alreadysi®values with a couple of
hesitations. If West had KQJxx Axx xxxx x then gaiseuite playable but he didn’'t even show a gaoser with a
2v bid. However EW have done nothing that obviousdss to a ruling against them, so the AC haveritins.

Paul Lamford’'s comments:

Both East and West took normal auctions and iairsl o see what grounds there were for any adjugtme



APPEAL No : 10.018

Tournament Director: Roland Bolton
Appeals Committee:Brian Senior (Chairman), Eddie Lucioni, Artur Madinski

oA Board 12 : Dealer West : NS vulnerable : MatchpairPairs
vQ73 West North East South
¢ AJ653 Pass (3 1a Dbl (1)
»J1097 2NT (2) Pass ] Dbl (3)
4 K7643 #J10982 3e Pass Pass Dbl (4)
v 10 v AJ965 All Pass
¢+ Q72 + 109 D Sputnik/negative double — no alert
& A654 a2 (2) Explained as 11-12 hcp balanced
4 Q5 3) No alert but suggests hearts
v K842 4) No alert
¢+ K84
#KQ83

Result at table:34 x + 1 by East
Director first called: At the end of the auction

Director’s statement of facts:

TD called at end of the auction. West explained Z2Rdws at least 4 spades and a good raise tr 3nore. TD
offered North his final pass back. North declinedhange his call. TD asked North if the doubl8#fwas
penalty. North then asked TD if he should alertdbable if he is uncertain — no partnership agre¢mas to its
meaning.

Director’s ruling:

TD ruled that that South would bi@ 4over & and this would be the final contract. TD gave wé&g ruling as to
the outcome of #. 70% of 4 making and 30% of# - 3

Details of ruling: L12B1, L12Cla and L12C1c

Appeal lodged by:East/West

Basis of appealMisinformation

Director's comments:

South said that had he been given correct infoondte would have bided. South had asked iv3was forcing
and told that is was a game try far 4

Comments by East-West:

1. The double of 8 was described as ‘suggesting defending’ rather plesalty — a reasonable view of the hand
and more consistent with the non alert.

2. West saying he would not accept the game try ig diferent from stating he would not bi@ 4nce
opponents revealed a diamond fit.

3. The South player had obvious concerns regardingxtpkanation of 2NT and could have sought clarifara
from the CC or from West.

4. The explanation of 2NT did not include any refeeetecbeing balanced
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5. Any weighted adjustment (if considered necessdrgylsl include elements o#3 (4¢ not bid) and 4 x (bid
by either East or West oves 4. Also possible is8+1 (undoubled).

Appeals Committee decisionRevert to table score.

Appeals Committee’s comments:

While there may have been a poorly worded explandtom E/W, we feel that South should have pretgct
himself more — N/S are very experienced and wonlslkthat at least West was also experienced. TBeaktions
were, at times, very dubious and we feel basiesiyed their bad result.

Barry Rigal's comments:

Nonsensical AC ruling. Double o#3and the sit by North are based on wrong impressigartner’s spade length.
East gave MI and N/S should be protected. SoutHdwvdauble @ and North would pull to#, making 130.

Just because South might have worked it out doesein he has to disbelieve the opponents. TheismunsE/W
not N/S. if the committee had ruled the way they/laecause North should have removed the doubleratteiving
the right information | would have more sympathyhtheir decision.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

I’'m not sure from AC’s comments whether they judgjeat the misinformation did not affect the N/Siaas (a
conclusion consistent with their decision to restitye table result). If they are saying that tiveas
misinformation, but that the N/S actions at thddaftere “wild or gambling”, then a split score (buas the TD’s
ruling for E/W, the table result for N/S) would &ppropriate in accordance with Law 12C1(b).

Robin Barker's comments:

In this case, it seems important to know what 2Neant. Firstly what West intended; and then what tvas
partnership understanding (if any) — this is whés Mere entitled to. Neither the TD nor the AC appe have
reached a finding on this.

| am not sure how South could have protected himsete — the AC seem to think South should be desmding
the explanations and assuming West had a goodaobsgmdes. But the AC think any misinformation wasthe
cause of the bad score for N/S, in which case @ineyight not to adjust.

Andy Bowles’ comments:

| don't agree that South should have protectedifrBNT wasn't alerted, so whether East said “2@®adlanced”
or just “10-12” is irrelevant — it still means “I® natural”. The suggestion that South should fle-checked
by looking at the card or asking West is absurd.

Would NS have bid any differently with correct infuation? Probably.

In the auction South was given, RHO had a weakduiter, LHO was 2=3 in the majors, and opener wabgbly
balanced. In that context, a penalty double witfalanced 13-count is understandable — you would@xpto go
down on power.

If South knew that dummy had four trumps and RH® adgame-try, that would give opener an unbalanced
minimum with length in the minors. Now South's defiee prospects would look much worse, and hishsffe
prospects much better.

With correct information, South might have biel 8ver 3, probably leading to 3NT-3, and he might have4sid
at either his first or his second turn. | wouldeghoth sides a weighted combination of these scores

West's claim that he would have bisl 4ver 4 is unconvincing. He's already shown quite pooggrdent by
bidding only & opposite the game-try; why should his judgemedtisaly improve on the next round?

Heather Dhondy’s comments:

There appears to be confusion over whether the\2diTdescribed as balanced or not, and | would banght
clarification of how it was described at appealt i/as described as 11-12 balanced, | have someathy for
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South. It seems quite possible that the opponeatia 5-2 fit, and that East has overcalled Vight. In these
circumstances | would rule in favour of N/S, uphigithe TDs decision.

Frances Hinden's comments:

It's not for South somehow to work out that he’'eibgiven a misexplanation; it's one thing to saghpps he
might suspect that 2NT isn’'t natural, but quitethroto say he should explicitly disbelieve an axption. It's
clear that he would have no recourse at all iflinese to bid on the assumption 2NT was a good Sjgasks
competed in diamonds and got doubled by a maximass n a balanced hand.

However, although N/S have received MI I'm not eaiii sure what the result should be: South’s cléiat he
would bid 4 and they would play there is a little suspectabds 13 HCP and only three diamonds. We aren’t
told the N/S system, but playing strong NT surebrth could have, say, Ax xxx AJxx Axxx? | can cartpa see
N/S finishing in 3NT-3 — which is still an improvemmt over concedingaX+1.

By the way, saying that the explanation of 2NT wiid include any reference to being balanced malkebadly
disposed towards E/W. If it's explained as '11-42h no mention of spade support, that is a nat2iil bid:
while it might be ‘unbalanced’ in the sense of lggisay, 2245 or 1345, it clearly does not includmary spade
support.

Paul Lamford’s comments:

South knows from the auction that 2NT cannot benahtand he was told thav 3vas a game try for spades, so he
knew what was happening when he doublkedsd that bad bid was the cause of his bad resgitee with the AC
here.

Tim Rees’ comments:

| don’'t see how South could have done much mopedtect himself. He's asked a question and gokarakeply.
Looking at the opponents’ CC presumably wouldnitehbelped. So the AC is basically saying that Sehtuld
have ignored the explanation and acted on whateheved was going on. 2NT to show a good raise sippan
overcall is common among experts, but not for eegeerienced players. Why should South have to ghess
opponents’ methods?



APPEAL No: 10.019

Tournament Director: Roland Bolton
Appeals Committee:Graham Osborne (Chairman), N Fitzgibbon and A Mesb

& K984 Board 43 : Dealer South : Love all : Swiss Teams
v 85 West North East South
¢ J74 INT (12-14)
11064 Dbl Rdbl A(1) Pass £ A
Q2 4 AJ1073 Pass Pass Dbl A (2) Pass
vKQ97 v J1063 Pass ] Dbl A (3) All Pass
+ Q1062 +53 gg ihovvls at least 4clubs
enalty
*AQ8 465 *93 3) Penalty
v A42
¢+ AK98
»K752

Basic systems:

North-South: Variable NT and 5 card majors
East-West: 5 card majors and strong NT
Result at table: 24 x-4 by North

Director first called: At end of play

Director’s statement of facts:

The double of & was explained as penalty but systemically it vake ut. East said he believed the partnership
agreement was that the double &f ®as take out. West said he believed that the gistiip agreement was that it
was for penalties. Was unable to ascertain if Ssyshssing of #x showed he held clubs, while North’s redouble
showed clubs, he stated that South could have bet@ clubs. INT guaranteed at least 2 clubs.

Director’s ruling:

Adjusted score. TD ruled misinformation had damalg&sl and gave a weighted score of
70% of 2x-2
30% of & x-4

Because sometimes North would pa#x 2and sometimes would bia2if known that East’s double o#2was for
take out.

Details of ruling: L75B, L12Cla & L12C1d

Appeal lodged by:East/West

Basis of appealMisinformation

Director's comments: Result at other table was -300 to N/S

Appeals Committee decision and Comments:

We found that E/W had no clear agreement abouddble of 2 and that therefore N/S were misinformed.
Given the system of running from NT doubled th&® Mere playing we felt there was some probabitigt tNorth
would [not] run from 2x if he had been correctly informed. We considerpttay to 2x and felt that there was a
reasonable chance that the defence would only@aiieks. We assigned 70% okR-1 (100) and 30% of&x-4
(800)
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Barry Rigal's comments:

Reasonable. North’s decision to remowexdnight be argued to be wild and gambling (doeka'have a partner?)
so | think he was generously treated but | appaftbe general approach.

Paul Lamford’'s comments:

Two Spades by North looks to be a serious errdr| think it is related to the infraction of the Mio escapes
punishment, much as it merits the bad result!nkhhe AC and TD did a good job, and agree thatifence is
likely to take six tricks. | would not complaintiiey had decided 100% o#2-1.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

As North’s redouble only shows clubs, it appeass Morth has to guess between stickingdx 2nd running to

2« . North is entitled to know the correct E/W agreameéut he is not entitled to know that E/W havd ha
misunderstanding. At the table, he was told that Bad the trump length. If North had known the Eveement,
he would have the information that East’s doubls t&e-out and West had a penalty pass (i.e. griflg strong
clubs to defend#x opposite a take-out double). | can’t see howkhiswvledge makes it any more attractive to run
to 24 ; North has to make the same guess (with appareqtlgl likelihood of success) on either auctiomddeit
seems most equitable to rule ‘no damage’ fromnfraction and to allow the table result to stand.

Robin Barker's comments:

Presumably, redouble could be single-suited with€las well as two- or three- suited) and Soushnweoption
but to bid 2 and to pass the double @ 2It is not clear how this is supposed to work analves some guess
work by N/S — hence the weighted score when they wasinformed.

Andy Bowles’ comments:

Given that EW had no clear agreement about thelihods, | agree with the committee. If North knowattEW
are might be in the middle of a misunderstandingrd is less reason for him to run from. 2f, on the other hand,
EW had had an agreement to play takeout doubkbsulé that there was no damage, because Nortti'siale to
run would be unaffected by knowimgwthe opposing trumps are divided. | agree withrilmaber of tricks too.
There's no reason to assume that the defenceewitlsgtrump promotion.

Heather Dhondy’s comments:

| don't really see a difference in North’s actidnhie double is penalty, or if it is take-out corteel to penalty by
West. If he has no idea how many clubs South’s jgassggesting, they have a flaw in their systemd, lze will
have to guess what to do in either case. | wolddvethe table result to stand.

Richard Hills' comments:
| concur with the Appeals Committee.

(a) If West's description of East's double &f &s “penalty” was accurate - because East had ynaistalled -
then 100% of the table result of 2-4 (800) should stand.

(b) If East's description of East's double &f &s "takeout" was accurate - because West had dallaw
misremembered - then 100% & 2-1 (100) should be assigned.

(c) However, the form says “....we felt that East-Wasked a partnership understanding about theldaudo
this fact was all that North was entitled to by L&ence 30% of the time North could be Lawfully ohee to have
chosen the wrong guess about East's intent.

Frances Hinden's comments:

The N/S methods mean that North has to guess whtetleould run or not based on the volume of th&/ E/
double. Given the correct information that E/W &reuare if double is take-out or penalties, he teaguess what to
do and the AC ruling is reasonable.
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Tim Rees’ comments:

N/S are playing a method of running from 1INT dodleat relies entirely on guesswork. And is thealy that
much difference between one opponent making a pedalble, and him making a takeout double angartner
passing for penalties? The only way that North wdulow it was right to pass is if he knew that ¢ipponents
were in the middle of a misunderstanding, and hetdegally entitled to know that. In the circunstas, 70/30
that he would guess right looks generous to North.

Note that the AC made the appealing side’s scorsaydy adjusting the number of tricks to be takethe
hypothetical contract of#® Despite that, | think it was right to return ttheposit.
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Tournament Director: Robert Sassoon
Appeals Committee:Frances Hinden (Chairman), Victor Silverstone,i€bagger

& 95 Board 21 : Dealer North : NS vulnerable : MatchpeshPairs

vJ10 West North East South

¢ J976 Pass ¢ Pass

#KJ873 2¢ Pass 4NT (1) Pass
a8 & AKQG6 5% (2) Pass 5NT Pass
v A54 vKQ72 6¢ (3) Pass ¥ All Pass
¢+ KQ832 ¢+ A1054
& A542 *Q D RKCB 0314

431107432 (2) 0 or 3 key cards

‘ -

#1096

Basic systems:

North-South: Benji Acol
East-West: Acol

Result at table: 7¢ =
Director first called: After claim had been made by declarer (West)

Director’s statement of facts:Cards held at time the of the claim.

a5 Board 21 : Dealer North : NS vulnerable
vJ10 East on lead
+9
& KJ8
& & KQ6
v A54 vKQ72
+ Q8 ¢
a5 &
& immaternial
v
¢
»

| was called to the table by North after West hiaihwed her contract. North was disputing that West not stated
her line of play as there was a trump which sgkded to be drawn. West indicated that she hadittadime to
explain her claim before the TD was called.

Director’s ruling:

| felt that it was not at all likely that declaneas unaware of the outstanding trump given her pfage hand
(which included finessing the10) and also given the timing of her claim.

Details of ruling: L70C2
Appeal lodged by:N/S

Basis of appealDeclarer could have been unaware of the outstgrtdimp.
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Director's comments:

While | was at the table declarer was asked whettege were any trumps outstanding to which sheddiately
replied “Yes, the 9”

Comments by North-South:

When declarer won trick 6 with thesAl dropped the J. Declarer claimed the contractlgalised seeking an
explanation. She said “They’re all there”. Aftepause dummy said “There are no more trumps ostid that
there were and said should we call the TD. At neetdid declarer say she was playing a heart tAtleeto draw a
trump. Only when the TD came did she say she wplalg a heart to the A but by then declarer was awlagre
was another trump out. There are other ways babknd for example & then a spade ruff.

Comments by East-West:

Obvious as the news found immediately — smatb the K void South therefore 4-0. Smalto 10 then A, then
claim.

| put the cards on the table and immediately Nardinted a TD. | had no chance to speak. Clearljzdped that
by playing the J | would forget but the 4-0 spditgasy to remember.

Appeals Committee decisionAdjusted to % -1

Appeals Committee’s comments:

The timing of the claim i.e. before crossing to thém draw the last trump indicated that declarey heve had a
lapse in concentration and believed that there werieumps out, although earlier play was constsigth
knowing about the 4-0 break. Unfortunately, the &3 to decide if it was “at all likely” declarerchbeen
confused by the false card. This has to be a stilgeapinion. Committee could not come to a unanimo
agreement after substantial discussion and it westeally decided 2-1 with one dissenting opinion.

Barry Rigal's comments:

I would have voted the other way but the AC congdehe right issues and came to a subjective @piwvhich is
unarguably a reasonable one — even if not the armild have produced. Here, the process is moreritapt than
the final result.

Tim Rees’ comments:

It would have been helpful to see the line of playto the point of the claim, to try to gauge whatlarer might
have been thinking. However, the fact she’s claimbde in the wrong hand to draw trumps suggesis she’s
forgotten about the trump. If she’d been in hanthattime of the claim, I'd have been more inclinedllow it.

Jeffrey Allerton’s commnts:

The AC comments show why the EBU L&EC needs to giearer guidance on how to handle claim casem| c
see both arguments here, but changing one or tweecAC members might have resulted in a 2-1 ovgté the
other way.

Richard Hills’ comments:

“At all likely” is a high standard. The famous freznt Appeals Committee member, Grattan Endicostgha
personal rule-of-thumb that for the Director andippeals Committee to rule in favour of the claimmader Law
70C2 they have to have confidence that there ssthen an 18% chance that the claimer has forgatient the
outstanding trump.

Robin Barker's comments:

| think this is the sort of ruling where you hadb® there — forming an opinion of what was gointhattime of the
claim. I think I would have ruled the same waylss TD but the AC decision cannot be criticised.



APPEAL No0:10.022

Andy Bowles’ comments:
The committee are much better placed than we grelge what West knew.

One consideration is that West's description ofplbag is incomplete: obviously she ruffed a cluls@te point,
but she made no mention of this. That is a hiritdha had also lost track at the table.

Paul Lamford’s comments:

Usually when there is only one trump out and itas mentioned, the ruling goes against the decl&aaly the
claimer just has to say how she plans to retuiratal to draw the missing trump, and she has toioretitat
trump. The majority were correct here, althoughsavould say that should be “the majority was cdfrec

Heather Dhondy’s comments:

| agree with the AC. Declarer has to state “dravthegtrump”, and the fact that she didn't state drandeed how
she was crossing back to hand to draw it is evieléimat she has forgotten. I'm surprised that itnitagnanimous,
but of course | wasn't present at the appeal.



APPEAL No: 10.033

Tournament Director: David Stevenson
Appeals Committee:Malcolm Pryor (Chairman), Michael Byrne, David Baki

a7 Board 22 : Dealer East : EW vulnerable : MatchpadrPairs
vJ875 West North East South
¢ 763 le Dbl
*KQ964 2v A(1) 3% 34 Pass (2)
4 QJ8 & AK10432 | Pass ® All Pass
v 43 v K62
+ KQ9842 + 105 D Alerted. Not asked
&52 & A8 2) Before passing, asked abowtifid. Told fair raise to £, typically, 7-9
% 965 with 3 spades.
v AQ109
+ Al
#J1073

Basic systems:

North-South: Natural
East-West: 5 card majors

Result at table:4v =
Director first called: About 1 board after the end of the hand.

Director’s statement of facts:

| was approached a few minutes after the end dfidimel by E/W to ask whether they were out of timagk for a

ruling and if not to look at North’sw4 bid in view of South’s question.
Director’s ruling: The request for a ruling was in time. Ul does najgest # bid

Details of ruling:
In time. L92B Ul does not suggest did. L16B

Appeal lodged by:E/W
Basis of appeal:Ul
Director's comments: North was asked why he bi¢ 4

Comments by North-South:

| bid 3# for the lead in case they reachead dut consider # obvious once 8 is passed.

Appeals Committee decision:

We agreed that Pass was not a logical alternativildrth and that ¥ was not suggested by the question over any

other actions — see additional points below.

Appeals Committee’s comments:
Additional points:

1. N/S claimed that double oilshowed # unless stronger and we tested this to our satisfawith 3 or 4

alternative hand shapes and point ranges put to N/S
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2. We fully accepted that North, if competent, willtrsell out to @, also that the# bid is highly unlikely to be
passed (E/W have a 9 card fit) and that #eb8l is the right call to get a club lead versuarger spade
contract, knowing that if the bidding dies at 8lorth can then mention the hearts.

3. We felt the # bid was evident overa3given the partnership methods.
4. The UI, didn't, in our view, suggest the 4id rather than any other action.

Please will the TD suggest to South that askingeston if she has no intention of bidding wouldndge her side
in a different scenario.

Barry Rigal's comments:

Disagree strongly with there being no LA te ANorth’s hand is in no way worth a drive te 4bidding 3 then

4% also makes sense but not this way). The fact3bath had nothing to think about suggests Northveaseally
thinking about bidding (and that it is not cleaattlSouth had extras). I'd let the bid stand because the UK rules
don’'t mandate that a question by South hangs Nwaté, but | certainly think it is much closer ththa AC.

Tim Rees’ comments:

Why is South asking her question about the meaoiir2y? It looks to me like an attempt to wake her partie
as she has no intention of bidding herself. ThiBdgal (Law 20G1), and a PP should have beeniegppd South.

| agree that North’s¥is evident (assuming he knows the meaning of gposition’s bids).
Paul Lamford’s comments:

| agree with the AC thatlis correct with the double fit, and bidding cldlst will get the right lead againsi4
(doubled). | presume South was thinking of biddisgwhich is why she asked abowt 2if it was a fit non-jump,
she would be less inclined to do so. But then stesgd, conveying Ul, and | agree with suggestiagttie TD
explain this to South. Clear to return the depasitsome Norths would seriously consider passieg &— “only
six points, partner”

Richard Hills’ comments:

In my methods | would choose a Trap Pass over £astopening bid with the South cards, due to being
endplayed in the auction if | doubled and pard tstanted bidding diamonds. The fact that Soutihctiobse a
takeout double gives added weight to the North{sassertion that minimum-values takeout doublem® four
hearts.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

North’s bidding is unusual. He made a limit bidtba previous round, so why shouldn’t he trust laigner when
she decides not to compete further? Was North ¢ixigeSouth to give preference back to clubs abthevel if
she lacked 4-card heart support? Law 73C requiss®rs to carefully avoid taking any advantagerduthorised
information from partner and North’s bidding seeéméreach that Law as well as Law 16A. The Ul sstgéhat
South has extra values, increasing the chancd¥hé&r 5&) will make.

Robin Barker's comments:

The short statement of the AC decision seems entaugphold the TD ruling — and to keep the depeditit there
is no mention of the deposit. In my experience,rafely keep the deposit when the “non-offendinglesappeal
even when there are no logical alternatives tati®n takerandthe unauthorised information does not suggest
the action taken.

Andy Bowles’ comments:

The committee's ruling is fine, but | disagree withir advice to South. As long as South is coestsibout asking
in this type of situation, no Ul is conveyed by theestion. Indeed, the policy of asking only when wre
considering bidding creates more Ul, because k&lthileen-pass and pass-without-asking convey Ul.

Instead, | have some advice to North: when your RhlBes an alerted call in an auction where yous sidtill
potentially involved, make a point of asking theamiag, even if you don't care at that moment. el is
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typical: at some point NS are going to want to krtbevmeaning of 2, so it costs nothing to ask now rather than
later. Routinely asking in these situations elin@sdoads of Ul.

Heather Dhondy’s comments:

I’'m quite surprised by everyone’s view on this. Thesstion has been asked at a dangerous time vemad have
thought that # is far from evident. If partner also has shortdgsa there are a lot of losers around in our coptra
so why not simply defend a partscore? | think mathtracts could easily be failing.

Frances Hinden's comments:

| don’t think the question particularly suggestsding 4¢» to North so | would leave the table result on thetis,
but | disagree with the AC that pass is not a LANorth.
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Tournament Director: Gordon Rainsford
Appeals Committee:Alan Kay (Chairman), David Gold & Jonathan Mestel

& J105 Board 11 : Dealer South : Love all : Hybrid Scoring
v 1094 West North East South
¢ J1098 lv
& AK9 3e Pass Pass Dbl
4 KQ9632 a4 Pass ® All Pass
vQ v A73
¢52 ¢+ KQ743
#8654 % 10732
& A87
v KJ8652
¢ A6
*0QJ

Result at table: 4v =
Director first called: At the end of play.

Director’s statement of facts:

In a contract of # West led ke . South won and led&Jpausing to think before overtaking and then led 1®
West's Q. West now played a club believing thattBsuhesitation in play marked East with the (Bouth said he
needed to get a count on the hand before decidieghsr to overtake the club and that he would getea signal
by playing the J rather than the Q.

Director’s ruling:

It is not a demonstrable bridge reason to hesitédtea deceptive card when the pause reinforcedeleption. If
South had played the cards in tempo, West would baen much more likely to playsCand another spade,
rather than another club. Score adjustedvtel4

Details of ruling: L73F

Appeal lodged by:N/S

Basis of appealHesitation in play

Appeals Committee decisionScore returned to table score of=

Appeals Committee’s comments:

We decided that South had a legitimate bridge reémohis action and it was unfortunate for Wesitt tie took the
wrong decision.

Barry Rigal's comments:

Unless South is a conman he did nothing wrong {#xoethe auction when he showed short spades!$t Was
not getting this right, come what may.

Tim Rees’ comments:

I’'m not convinced declarer’s hesitation was legétm Declarer should be held to a higher standhenad the
defence regarding potentially misleading hesitaidine defence often has to pause to think whéowolg to a
trick. Here, declarer had ample opportunity to krabbout overtaking the club before leading to tiekt | don't
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think he can legitimately claim that it was necegsa think in the middle of a trick (c.f. AppeadD05, where
declarer thought before playing from dummy, theaiadpefore playing from hand).

Paul Lamford's comments:

| agree with the TD. South could have known thatdbception would work to his advantage. But wg adjust
for the actual loss suffered by West. We poll smtagers to find out how they would defend if Sobtd played
in tempo. | would guess that he might find the wagndefence half the time, as East could presuniadohe three
small spades. However, while a weighted rulingeisyptted in Ul cases this is a deceptive tempotjprsand such
an adjustment is not allowed.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

| prefer the TD’s ruling to the AC’s. If this counas a “legitimate bridge reason” then players hiaeace to vary
tempo to their advantage in virtually any situatiSouth could, and should, have decided whetheraseplanning
to overtakesJ before he led that card from his hand.

Robin Barker's comments:

| was consulted on this ruling and agreed with@ivector’s ruling for the reason given in his fisgntence. But |
can see tha#J was deceptive (but in tempo) whilst #K was slow (but not deceptive) — hence the AC decis
that there is a demonstrable bridge reason to fointhe card played slowly.

Andy Bowles’ comments:

South wasn't hesitating before playing a decemtard: he was hesitating about whether to overtakecaptive
card, and he had a demonstrable bridge reasohigathbught. Hence | agree with the committee.

Heather Dhondy’s comments:

Whilst | agree that he had a legitimate bridge waas think, he could have done that thinking befeading the
jack, and his chosen time to pause contributetdartisleading of the opponent. | think that declar®uld be
penalised, possibly with a procedural penalty nathan adjusting the result.

Richard Hills’ comments:

The antics of South appear technically legal, wblild refuse to have South as a partner. My predgpartners
would either lead theJ and overtake in tempo, or lead #®@ and think before overtaking.



APPEAL No: 10.039

Tournament Director: Gordon Rainsford
Appeals Committee:David Harris (Chairman), David Ewart and lan Drape

& AKJ64 Board 9 : Dealer North : EW vulnerable : Hybrid 8og

v5 West North East South

¢+ QJ1084 le INT (1) »

*QJ 3% (2) 3 Pass (H)  Pass
475 + Q103 Dbl Pass 3NT All Pass
v K1093 v AQ
+32 + A976 (1) 15-17 “shows 1% stops”
&A9765 #K1032 2) Non forcing — to play

4982

vJ87642

¢ K5

» 84

Result at table:3NT=
Director first called: At the end of the auction.

Director’'s statement of facts:

It was agreed by everyone at the table that Epats was slow. | was called back to the tableeagétiu of play by
N/S who were concerned at the double.

Director’s ruling: Score adjusted toa31 by North

Details of ruling: East’s hesitation when passing demonstrated atagice for the auction to end. West’'s double
kept the auction open. Pass was a logical altenédi West's double. L16B1

Appeal lodged by:East/West
Basis of appealHesitation

Appeals Committee decision:

By a split decision the AC judged that at this fafscoring (Pachabo) Pass was not a logical atmenand that
West knowing that E/W had the balance of pointihtalaction was normal and passing was not logikcable
result to be reinstated.

Barry Rigal's comments:

Acting with the West cards is indeed automatida scoring. One might question his earlier chaoicbkids but
this is neither here nor there. Agree with AC

Paul Lamford’'s comments:

Agree again with the TD ruling — it is no surpribat the TD on this one and the previous has beamgied to
Chief TD of the EBU. How can Pass & Bot be an LA for West? He has already volunteerbil at the three
level opposite 15-17, and partner has taken noractwer 3. It is incumbent on West not to use the slow pass
his advantage.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

It would be nice to know how the TD determined padse a logical alternative. If he polled peer§\tst (and
this is an ideal situation for a poll), the reswitghat poll should have been taken into accoyrthe AC and
recorded on the form.
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Robin Barker’'s comments:

Although | am familiar with the form of scoring bdhot understand the AC reasoning about the forstofing.
Heather Dhondy’s comments:

| agree with the AC.

Richard Hills’ comments:

The famous American expert Jeff Rubens has obseéatdor hybrid scoringll strategies — either imp-based
strategies or matchpoint-based strategies — agadhl. | therefore support the Director’s imp-lbdisssessment of
illogical logical alternatives as being superiothe Appeals Committee’s matchpoint-based assesohéiogical
logical alternatives.

Frances Hinden's comments:

Either pass is a LA for West or it isn't. Given tlaege element of point-a-board scoring | agreé wie AC that it
isn't, but this is a ruling where a poll might haween helpful.

Tim Rees’ comments:
| agree with the AC that pass was not an LA for iMeast was then free to do what he liked.
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Tournament Director: June Booty
Appeals Committee:Tim Rees (Chairman), Catherine Jagger and RichavedBry

& AJ9862 Board 20 : Dealer West : All vulnerable
v KJ1042 West North East South
+ Q6 Pass r'y 2NT A(1) Dbl A(2)
»- 3v A(3) Dbl A(4) 4% ANT
2754 410 All Pass
v 985 v7 D Explained as 2 red suits.
¢ 74 + KJ9852 (2) Penalty of one of suits indicated
208643 & A10752 3) East asked to speak to the TD away from the tdide ldorth asked
4 KO3 what the 3_ meant which was non systemic
v AQ63 4) Penalties.
¢+ A103
»KJ9

Basic systems:

North-South: Acol with weak® and &, 5 card &
East-West: Acolised Benjamin!

Result at table:4NT +2 by South
Director first called: After 3v was bid and alerted.

Director’s statement of facts:

East called me and asked to speak to me away fretable. He said his partner had given the wrompgpeation
as 2NT showed the minorsv 3vas not a bid in their system so he had alertbdtihe now didn’t know what to
say to answer North’'s question. When we returndtiddable West insisted she needed to speak towag from
the table and then told me she had woken up oower | asked West to leave the table and gave N/Sract
explanation. | offered North [the opportunity] teange her call of double but she declined. | expladito both
East and West that they both had Ul. The playemtimmeed the auction and played the hand. | wadlegtafter
the hand was completed.

Director’s ruling: Adjusted to ® x-8 by West

Details of ruling:

| felt that East was in receipt of Ul and that Paisd 4 were logical alternatives. As he sai&,\v8as not a bid in
their system I felt he should treat it as natulthlaugh playing both 2 andv3openings as weak. Many people will
not open when hold 4 cards in the other major. &tkdiready shown his hand with the 2NT bid anaifvanted

to show extra cards ther 4vould show longer diamonds. | felt West would biat after that as her partner’s
comments could be why she had woken up. L16 applied

Appeal lodged by:E/W

Basis of appealPassing 8 x is not a logical alternative

Appeals Committee decisionRuling upheld and deposit retained.

Appeals Committee’s commentsE/W have offered nothing in evidence to show whey Elirector’s decision

should be amended. East® 4ppears to be trying to cater for partner forggtthe system (it's the suit he hasn’t
shown yet).




APPEAL No: 10.041

Pass and# are logical alternatives.

After Pass from East, West would have no reasoertmve the double (of¥3. By Law, she isn’t allowed to
remember the system once she is in receipt of Ul

Barry Rigal's comments:

Excellent. Well done. Awarding a PP might be gaowgr the top but why not tell E/W that if they hayeen told
they were unethical on the deal, bringing it toidevaudience’s attention is really not in thetenests.

Paul Lamford’s comments:

Yet another two-suited disaster. Both East and \Waa¢ Ul, West from East’s unexpected alertof 8nd East
from West's explanation of 2NT. Is it possible Wlest to have a genuine Jid, having passed? | think it just
about is. Something like xxxx ¥ A1098xx ¢ Ax # x would be too flawed for a weak two, and mightniv@ bid
now. But even then# is a better spot, so there is a strong argumertidioling 4% or 4¢ with screens. Really¥3
should be fit non-jump here as there are so fevdfigimat want to bid a naturav 3

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

| agree with the decision to retain the deposkV Eere lucky not to receive a procedural penaltg AC
comments explain why East deserved one) and thAT/ere generous to E/W in not assigning at least a
percentage of 8x-9.

Robin Barker’'s comments:
Agree with TD/AC ruling and AC decision to keep theposit.
Andy Bowles’ comments:

| don't see why the committee thought West wouldllmved to make a trick in¥3x. NS are cold for ¥ in
offence; would they really drop a trick in deferdd¥% of the time, or even 1% of the time?

If West had been playing irvX, East would have corrected the explanation, sl #efenders would have known
that a wheel had come off. At some point South Waelt in, casly A, cashe KQ, and play another heart.

Heather Dhondy’s comments:
| agree with the decision, but where is this tcokning from? Surely it's 8x-9.
Frances Hinden's comments:

In practice, without any Ul, it might well be thase that passing isn’'t a LA for East opposite ag@sand 8 and
some mental uncertainty about what two-suited @lsrthey were playing. However the 4id, in blatant breach
of the Laws, causes me to lose all sympathy fanti&'W should have been given a PP.

Tim Rees’ comments:

4% was a particularly blatant transgression. We migive awarded a PP, but it's better for the TDaohét, so
these things aren’t only penalised on appeal.
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Tournament Director: Mike Amos
Appeals Committee:David Burn, Jeffrey Allerton and Mike Ash

«QJ8 Board 15 : Dealer South : NS vulnerable : SwisssHanatchpoints => VPs)

v QJ10643 West North East South

¢ AK6 Pass

&4 1 lv 2% Pass
& K1053 & AB Pass Dbl ? Pass
vK7 v AS5 2NT Pass 3NT All Pass
¢ J74 ¢ Q102 _
»AKQ10 #]9873 1# may be as short as two card suit

49742

v 92

49853

#652

Basic systems:

North-South: 2/1 GF 5 card M

East-West: 5 card majors, short club, 12-14 NT
Result at table:3NT + 2 by West

Director first called: At end of auction by North

Director’s statement of facts:

North drew attention to East'®2bid which had not been alerted. He raised concaosit unauthorised
information and misinformation. E/W’s conventiorr¢@ghowed that they were playing inverted minous vilas
silent about continuations after intervention. M@ was recalled at the end of play. E/W'’s biddirg seem to
raise concerns but North expressed the opinionfthathad known East’'s® was forcing he would have passed
2% out.

Director’s ruling:

80% of 2 + 3 N/S -150
20% of 3NT + 2 N/S -460
Details of ruling:

The TD is convinced that E/W do not have an agre¢niorth should have been told that there wasgneeament.
In this case passings2would involve some risk.

Appeal lodged by:E/W
Basis of appeal E/W believe ruling too severe.

Director's comments:

North is entitled to know E/W’s agreements or tihaly have a lack of agreement. He can draw comeiasit his
own risk. TD’s opinion was that Pass is more likielgain but sometimes North might fear missing gamd so

still bid 2v - hence the split score

Appeals Committee decisionThe TD’s ruling was upheld and the deposit returned
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Appeals Committee’s comments:

[Subsequent write-up by David Burn]

This is an attachment to an appeals form compleyddike Amos at the Brighton Swiss Pairs. It attésmio
summarize the deliberations of the Appeals Commifteyself as chair, Jeffrey Allerton, Mike Ash) thested
well over an hour and at the end of which | wratelee form “This is a difficult case”. | began tait® more
before realising that the resulting opus would Ibeut half as long aBaradise Losand only twice as funny, and
would in any case not fit in the space provided.

So, | promised to complete the form later. Laterasy.

A very good player (vulnerable against not, acahg had QJx QJ10xxx AKx x and heard pass oppobeo his
right (could be short in the context of a weak monp system). He bidvland heard # (not alerted) followed by
two passes. He doubled, the opponents bid in shdetr to 3NT and made eleven tricks after misdeddten were
available in any case). It transpired that his Lidtended # as forcing; had our hero known this, he would have
chosen to defend that contract and been minusrikb@ad.

The Director awarded a score of 80% of minus 158dédNorth-South pair, 20% of minus 460. This wasda on
the second of three arguments discussed below.

Argument 1 — Virtual Screens

If, as is normal in championship play, North (thveizaller) and East (thes2bidder) had been on the same side of
the screen. North would have known (because Easidiave told him) that# was intended by East as forcing.
In that case, North would always pass ostaéhd North-South would always be minus 150. This tha score that
one of the Committee (Ash, J.) strongly maintaiskduld be awarded. The other members of the Cosenitt
(Allerton, J. Burn, J.) pointed out that if Northdhshared a screen with West instead, North woave Hknown”
(because West would have passed) t#aw2s “by agreement” not forcing, so North would @ act (because he
did) and be minus 460. Ash remained unconvincednyyof this.

The explanation a player gets with screens obwofasid randomly, and undesirably) depends on whpgonent
IS his screen-mate. The concept of a “virtual seréeof limited use unless extended to the conoépin “online
screen”, where a player is able to receive expiansfrom both opponents at once (those explarati@mg
visible to no one except the player concerned).tBaiconcept of an “online screen” is of doubtédality; it is
generally held that a player is not permitted towras a matter of course that his opponents atergpap the
auction.

Argument 2 — Virtual System File

It is envisaged by the Laws that North-South asspmed to have access not only to the full setst-B/est’s
explicit agreements, but to the full history of teast-West partnership including past experienamoking up the
auction, past discussions with one another or atitler players, implicit agreements that might havearing on
the sequence in question, and anything else shartemmitment between East and West to enteratioil
partnership (unless in Washington DC, where eviamibeds to be disclosed well in advance). It igals that
East-West cannot in the course of any given dealige North-South will all the information in tharttal System
File, but one adopts as a legal fiction the notiohonly that they can, but that they have.

It was held by the Director (Amos), who had beerstatiligent in collecting evidence, with the Chigifector
(Bavin) concurring, that if North-South had accesthe Virtual System File, they would have foumdier Pass-
1-1v -2# the notation “Undiscussed”. This, in addition lhe fact that East-West did plag s forcing if North
had passed, was all the information to which Nerds entitled. In those circumstances North migtitdgain but
would probably pass — the weighting assigned tad¢hpective probabilities was that North would fass times
out of five, so the score awarded by the TD was 80%S -150, 20% of NS -460.

This, | freely confess, seemed perfectly reasonabhee until Allerton, J. submitted
Argument 3 — Ex nihilo nihil fit

In order for a player to claim damage, it musttfirs shown that his opponents have committed aadtién of
Law or regulation.
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When East bid 8: if that were forcing then East-West had a cledy do alert it; if it were non-forcing they had a
clear duty not to alert it. Failure in either obie duties would be an infraction, but the trutls teatthe
partnership had no agreement as to whethemzas forcing or ngtso whether 8 was alertable was (at best)
unclear.

OB5BS5 says this: “If there is no alert and no amme@ment, opponents can assume that there is nenagné that
the call falls within an alertable or announceatategory.”

OB5B10 says this: “A player who is not sure whetheall made is alertable, but who is going toaascthough it
is, should alert the call, as the partnershipgkislyi to be considered to have an agreement, edlgatihe player’s
partner’s actions are also consistent with thategent.”

Well, West may or may not have been sure tBatas alertable (in fact, he was sure it was ndtsba below). At
any rate, he wasn't going to act as though it wag€ he passed), so OB5B10 did not apply. OBS&Sefore,
left North able to assume that there was no agretthat 2 was forcing (which would have been alertabl&ut
it did not leave him recourse if it turned out ti2a was intended by East as forcing but misundershyod/est as
non-forcing; North was on his own in that respaitce neither “non-forcing” nor “undiscussed” wadeatable,
and in not alerting West had committed no infractio

In short: East could bid what he liked; West hadlaty to inform the opponents that East might luliig a
forcing 2%; no one had committed an infraction; where no leeee committed an infraction, there can be no
damage. Allerton, J's succinct phrase was “no ages is not alertable”, a principle that the Laws &thics
Committee might profitably discuss.

Ruling

Faced, after about an hour’s discussion, with oamber of the Appeals Committee who thought thatiNSouth
should be minus 150 (by the Virtual Screens argujverd another member who thought that North-Sehtiuld
be minus 460 (by the ex nihilo nihil fit, or “nodly no harm”) argument, | as chair had to do somgth

So, we waffled around for a bit before deciding tast-West possibly did have something they otmhtve told
North-South about regarding the auction (they arestablished partnership, after all). We estim#ted
probability that East-West had actually committddd as, say, 20% and we ruled on that basis ¢uicasly, this
required no score adjustment). In conversatiomaéeals, | discovered that this was fairly clos¢h® mark — East
had twitched a bit before bidding2West had shrugged a bit before passing. Thismesimy faith in something,
although | am not quite sure what.

This ruling was certainly illegal and may go dowrhistory as the worst since (or even before) dhded
Reveley, but it coincided with our sense of natjuslice and our desire to rejoin our partnerglierevening
session at some point before that session haddglEsgun. The truth is that the “ex nihilo nihtl'fargument is
technically correct but in practice a cheat’s abranivhile the “virtual system file” argument is kegcally wrong
but in practice coincident with what most peopiaktshould happen. What can be done about this®?, Wel
could give it some thought...

Barry Rigal's comments:

Clearly one member of the AC should go on the stesge comedian. | enjoyed reading the write upppigion is
that the score should stand since even facing streative (limit raise) hand North would surely &ate with 2 .
Hence no damage. Was the call alertable? I'd assdimeas as likely as misbid but I'd still let thaltle result
stand.

Tim Rees’ comments:

The TD appears to have done a thorough job of tigagig whether E/W actually had an agreement absu
and found they hadn’t. The ruling would have beéut aimpler if they had an agreement. If theiresgnent was
that 2 was strong, West has given a misexplanation amddbre would be adjusted t®23. If their agreement
was that # was weak, then East has forgotten and they’'d bednpestment.

But their agreement was “no agreement” (if that esagense!). David Burn has provided an excellgpibeation
of why and how the score might be adjusted. Tl @iption I'd discard is the “Virtual Screen”. Agpig the logic
to this table would result in an adjustment agakif®¥. But if in a parallel universe, the pair wasirsg N/S, then
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the Virtual Screen argument would lead to no adjesit. It can’t be right to give different rulingscarding to the
polarity of the pairs in real life, with no screens

Natural justice would suggest that North is erditle know the opponents’ agreements (or lack anjhethe
“Virtual System File”. He would then know that tkewas a possibility of a misunderstanding and waleke to
judge his action accordingly. He's not entitledktmw that there’s been a misunderstanding, so hédnt pass
automatically, and a weighted score such as thgiwea by the TD would be appropriate.

However, as the third argument suggests, | doti¢veethat under our current regulations E/W havaimitted an
offence. Orange Book 5B10 says “A player who isswoe whether a call made is alertable, but whymisg to act
as though it is, should alert the call.” That ineglthat a player who’s going to treat a call asnahshouldn’t alert,
even though he’s aware that his partner might chieas conventional. And if there’s been no offerttow can we
adjust the score?

If for some reason North had asked about #éid, then he should get the correct informatiom §dgreement) and
the auction could have proceeded without a needrfadjustment. But do we really want players askinout
non-alerted natural-sounding bids? In a completianicwe might expect North to protect himself lskiag about
potentially conventional bids, but this is a predimple sequence.

To sum up, | believe that North was damaged byhawing an accurate description of E/W’s methodsvéier, |
don’t believe that E/W have committed an offencdasrthe current regulations, and so the logicatlusmon is
that the damage is caused by the regulations.

| don’t believe it would be practical to make it @ifience to not know your system. It might workfa very
highest levels (but even then, it's doubtful), Bpplying the principle to all levels would be unkalple. However,
the regulations could be changed to require ah alezre there is no agreement. Failure to do s@ddmeia purely
technical offence (not subject to any penalty),ibutould allow a means of legally adjusting thergcwhen an
opponent has clearly been damaged.

Paul Lamford’s comments:

My view is that the & in this case is alertable because it is naturghbs a potentially unexpected meaning
(OB5EL1). That potentially unexpected meaning is there is no agreement, as | would expect alsgaihave an
agreement about it. | do not think a weighted seoriéegal — it is not a Ul situation, and Northdto guess. |
would expect him to pass it out no more than 50%heftime and a fair result might be based on thidorth was
playing against a pair of beginners who tried ttadnd when asked “not sure — we play invertesksabut don’t
think that applies with intervention” | think he ghit still bid.

Richard Hills’ comments:

The so-called/irtual Screens argument is contrary to the Laws of Duplicate BedNorth-South arentitled to
know the East-West partnership understanding {ghddise North-South are entitled to know that Edsst had
zero partnership understanding about the forcimgniforcing meaning of a®raise after a'd interpose). North-
South arenot entitled to know that East-West are having a misunderstandilthough if North-South luckily gain
bonus information of a misunderstanding (e.g. kabing at West, “You can't Pass!”) then that islaarised
information for North-South which North-South caseat their own risk.

As David Burn himself observed, the so-called 20PA®@ Infraction argument is also contrary to thenlsaof
Duplicate Bridge. Law 85 (Rulings on Disputed Faotsjuires a decision one way or another.

And the gratgsic) David Burn quoted the wrong clauses of the Orddgyek. The overriding primary clause on
disclosure is OB 3A1All agreements, including implicit understandingeligractices of the partnership, must be
fully disclosed to opponents. (Law 40)

Plus there is a relevant secondary clause, OB 832 gentence)if a player knows partner’s call is (or may be)
alertable, but cannot remember its meaning, he lshakert. Hence the esteemed Director, Mike Amos, correctly
ruled that there was an Ml infraction. And the diyuesteemed Appeals Committee (lacking specighiswledge
of relevant Laws and Regulations) incorrectly maa®mplete hash of things.
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Heather Dhondy’s comments:

Wow, | suppose you might say that covers it. | ighfly surprised that no one seems to want to tipe&ast’s
subsequent actions in the bidding, being in rea#itte Ul that partner has not alerted his bi@#f although it is
fair to say that the pass okas revealed how his partner has taken his bid.

Robin Barker's comments:

It is difficult to criticise an AC ruling that coains the phrases “this ruling was clearly illegatid “it coincided
with our sense of natural justice”. There is noghio add to the chairman’s dissection of the AGhoul

A regulation that required alerting of undiscussalls (where the partnership might be expectedite tan
agreement and where one of the likely intended imgaris alertable) might be an alternative to “goegment is
not alertable” — but may open other cans of worms.

Frances Hinden's comments:

| like the Virtual System File argument becausioits, as David Burn says, coincide with our sehsatorral
justice. I don't think it's illegal either, becauses also in line with the basic premise of La@which is that the
opponents are entitled to know all of your agreemséor lack thereof). The alerting regulations imezely a
subsidiary piece of regulation to assist pairs Witkir obligations under the Law.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

| don’t believe that the eventual AC ruling wagdgal (I would not have agreed to it if | had sadwedd!) During
our lengthy discussion, one AC member suggestedtiaasequencesl(1suit)-2» must have come up several
times before for this pair and, given that the paust have played thousands of boards togetheottiee two AC
members considered that he was quite possibly (gittvithstanding the pair’s claim that they hadarehad the
sequence before). On this basis it seems legald@dhat there was a partnership agreement#oard that, as the
TD is to presume mistaken explanation in the alsehevidence to the contrary, the actual agreeihoe 2
should be deemed to be forcing.

We were happy to leave the 20% weighting of -466va given the explanation of “forcing” North midtave
protected anyway (after all, from his point of vie@pener might have psyched - he has just pastediag bid!).
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Tournament Director: Barrie Partridge
Appeals Committee:Frances Hinden (Chairman), Liz McGowan and Camé&moall

& 105 Board 23 : Dealer South : All vulnerable

vJ96 West North East South

¢+ Q974 Pass

&K1064 1e Pass 8 A Pass
& AKJ86 4 Q42 4 Pass 4 Pass
v K10 v A74 4y Pass 4 H Pass
¢ 8 ¢ AJ10532 | 4NT Pass s Pass
&AJ983 &Q Ge All Pass

4973 A explained as 11+ HCP, exactly 3 spades and dgriyhearts.

v Q8532

+ K6

&752

Basic systems:

North-South: Not provided
East-West: 5 card majors

Result at table: 64 = by West
Director first called: After bid of 4NT

Director’s statement of facts:

When | was first called there was an agreemerti@hesitation. | was called again at the end of pfahe hand. |
asked East why she bi@ 4She replied that she wanted her partner to bertedo enquire for keycards. | asked
West why she bid 4NT. She replied that she thobghtholding opposite partner’s bidding warrantedhier slam
investigation.

Director’s ruling:

| ruled that passing is a logical alternative tdding 4NT and that the latter was demonstrably sstggl by the
hesitation and to adjust t@ 4+ 2

Details of ruling: L16B, L12C
Appeal lodged by:E/W

Director's comments:

In judging whether Pass is a logical alternativegrisulted with seven players, four of whom saeytwould pass
rather than bid 4NT. The criteria for L16B1b seerkes@rly satisfied.

Comments by North-South:Apologies for non attendance. Only comment, thé#ésn makes it easier for West
to move.

Appeals Committee decisionThe TD’s ruling was upheld and the deposit returi@d thought this was very
close. However, once the TD has taken a poll analgar evidence that Pass is a LA, we have nore@s
overrule him.

Appeals Committee’s commentslf East thought before biddingg4what she would do over partner’s (not
unexpected) ¥ bid, then she could bid in tempo over Without giving any Ul.
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Barry Rigal's comments:

Sensible if stern ruling. | like the idea that wh#test did not use Blackwood oves 4what response was she
hoping for or expecting?) she gets shafted by henpr’'s incompetence.

Heather Dhondy’s comments:
| agree with the ruling. Given the result of thel ploivould uphold the TDs ruling, although agreésiclose.
Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

In view of the results of the TD’s poll, the TD'sling seems to be obviously correct. I'm surpritieat the AC
considered it to be close.

Robin Barker's comments:

There has been concern expressed with how TDs copdlls and how they use the results. We knowithetal
life, you can get any answer you want from a galb not intend to criticise either the TD or th€Abut if the
majority of those consulted choose Pass yet thehi(® that Pass is close to not being a logicaraktive then
there is cause for concern.

Frances Hinden’s comments:
Looking at this again, | wonder why we didn't kebp deposit.
Andy Bowles’ comments:

| agree with the committee's decision, but | doimitik it's particularly close. EW have handicapfieeimselves by
playing methods where both partners have a widgerahhey can’t use hesitations to narrow theseamrignless
EW's methods preclude East's holding Qxx Qxx AKxx &r Qxx AQX KQxx xxx, pass is a logical altermnai

| don't entirely agree with the committee's commeither. If East would cue-bide4on any hand with a diamond
control, a hesitation before bidding 4nust mean that East expects a problem ovesd it would convey the
same Ul as a later pause. Being prepared forpatdrlems is a good idea, but an advance pauseobfigcates
the Ul if it increases the number of possible reador the pause.

Richard Hills’ comments:

While the Appeals Committee thinks it very close@liowing & , | think it much closer (verging on certainty) to
retaining the deposit. In my opinion, the Appeatsriinittee was looking down the wrong end of thestebpe.

The AC should not be thinking, “A peer of West wgjllite often use Blackwood”, which is very true katy
irrelevant. Instead the AC should be thinking, ‘&fEast-West were informed of the Director’s paties an
appeal by East-West have any merit whatsoever?”

Paul Lamford’s comments:
Agree with TD and AC. That is the correct approagdoll similar players.

Tim Rees’ comments:
Once the poll had been carried out, the ruling seelearcut. Perhaps if the players had been infomwh¢he result
of the poll, they might not have appealed.
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Tournament Director: J G Pyner
Appeals Committee:Jeffrey Allerton (Chairman), Willy Whitaker and aNelson

48 Board 16 : Dealer West : EW vulnerable : Swissd@tatchpoints => VPSs)
v AK92 West North East South
¢ KJ98 Pass Pass Pass & A
& 10962 Pass ¢ All Pass

4 J62 # 109753

v Q8 v 1076 Lead: <

¢ 65432 ¢+ A10

»AQ8 &KJ5
& AKQ4
vJ543
¢ Q7
&»743

Basic systems:

North-South: 15-17 NT, 5 card majors, possibly preg club
East-West: Not provided.

Result at table:1v + 2 by North

Director first called: Later in the Match.

Director’s statement of facts:

Originally called to the table to rule on anotheaid. Having ruled on that board | was asked byttiNtar rule on
this board, which had been played earlier in thecma he auction had proceeded as described aBevere his
final pass West had asked questions about Sowtin@, ke what Club length and diamond length he trfighd and
could he only hold 3 diamonds. | asked why he wiglaeknow this and he replied that he was congiddridding
diamonds. East led a club. | asked her why shechaslen a club and she replied that she thougbtital to do
so.

Director’s ruling: Adjusted score to¥ + 3

Details of ruling: West's questions suggests he holds values in ohethrminors. East has a natural spade lead
and the Ul arising from West's question rules twetlead of a minor suit. L16B, L73C

Appeal lodged by:E/W
Appeals Committee decisionTD’s ruling upheld. The deposit was returned.

Appeals Committee’s commentsThe AC decided by 2 to 1 that the nature of thesgoming demonstrably
suggested a club lead over a spade lead and thea&@nanimous that a spade lead was logical atieena

Barry Rigal's comments:

I'd have let the table result stand. | think anyection between the question and the conclusitanisous at best.
Tim Rees’ comments:

West is entitled to ask questions, as he mightyeasint to bid here. He should try to ask genetadsgions about
shape, rather than about specific suits. I'd likkriow more about his actual questions, but th@eapto be
diamond related, rather than suggesting a club Esmdias found at the table. So perhaps the questid not
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suggest East's lead, in which case there shoutblzljustment. The AC were possibly influenced bgtE
blatant attempt to take advantage of the Ul.

Robin Barker's comments:
Agree with AC.
Heather Dhondy’s comments:

It is hard to have sympathy with West when he presaly received the reply that would have madetiaetive (in
his opinion) to bid, but then changed his mind. Td®ult of this is that his partner found a leadclvhmight have
been suggested by his comments, and got ruledsagainich is the risk he takes. A spade lead loeksonably
normal to me, and | agree with the TD and AC.

Andy Bowles’ comments:

| agree with the majority of the committee. Wegtiestions probably didn’t tell East which minondas thinking
of bidding, but they indicated that he was thinkaididding one of them. That increased the prdiigbhat either
minor-suit lead would work better than a spade.lead
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Tournament Director: Barrie Partridge
Appeals Committee:Jeffrey Allerton (Chairman), Jeff Smith and Nedden

4QJ983 Board 21 : Dealer North : NS vulnerable : SwisgP@VPs => VPs)
v 1098 West North East South
¢+ AJ Pass & A 1s (1)
#1063 Pass 2 (2 3 4a (3)
6642 & A7 Pass 4 All Pass
v73 v AKQJ54 A = Strong club 17+
¢+ Q9653 ¢ K7 (1) Intended to show majors or minors — agreed systzash”
K75 Q42 (2) Intended as “mixed raise” agreeing spades, think#gvas natural.
« K105 (3) Thinking that her partner was showing a club hajdin
v62
¢ 10842
»#AJ98

Basic systems:

North-South: 5 card majors, weak NT
East-West: Strong club, 17+ unbalanced or 18+ loalhn

Result at table:44 -2 by North
Director first called: At end of play.

Director’s statement of facts:

Apart from the opening4 bid, no other bid was alerted. At some after tinetian had finished, North said that his
partner should have alerted his Bid as “mixed raise” agreeing spades. The timiiniis statement is in dispute.
NS say that this occurred before the opening leadEAV say that this occurred during the play.

At a point in the play after East had followed tevia spades, West enquired about the bidso&hd the
conventional nature of the bid became revealedthSmad not said anything earlier as she assumedt thas her
that had ‘got the system wrong’ and that her cals & misbid. West said that had he known the dorrec
information, he would have doubled the final cocitra

Director’s ruling: Table result stands

Details of ruling:

See Director's comments below. | ruled that Westildaot have doubled and that therefore the tadgalt would
stand. Players were reminded about calling the idaso that they may consult their convention candhg the
Clarification Period (L40B2c). L85A1 and L21

Appeal lodged by:E/W

Director's comments:

The timing of North’s comment is in dispute. Unil85A1, | decided that the scenario that North comit®é on
his bid of 3 before the opening lead was made was considenatng likely. | consulted with colleagues
throughout and we believe that West would be mé&sdyl to double as NS would seem less to have blédit in
the black suits. The explanation by North wouldéhendicated that there was no marked club fit &ad ¥West had
sufficient information on which to decide whetherdbuble. It is also the case that West (or anthefplayers)
could have called the TD after the explanatiorhef3 bid and West would have had the opportunity toxgea
his Pass to double.
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Appeals Committee decision:

The TD’s ruling was amended. South failed to cdrtiee failure to alert is before the opening lead.
80% of 4 x-2 by South -500
20% of 4 -2 by South -200

Appeals Committee’s comments:

We believe that E/W were damaged during the auclid® had been correctly explained as majors or minors,
West would probably have double# 4nd then East would have doubled. & here is a small possibility that E/W
would not have found the doubles in practice, hehee20% weighting to4l undoubled.

Players are reminded to correct explanations aswlclll the TD promptly in accordance with L20F%2p)
Barry Rigal's comments:

A generous ruling for E/W since West had a panvies had opened a strong club and bid again yeedass
throughout. I'd be much more inclined to adjusatoumber closer to 50-50. The laws seem correpftlied re the
timing of comments etc.

Tim Rees’ comments:

Players need to be educated about correcting Mitimely fashion (for the declaring side, at thd efthe
auction). Here, North has correctly attempted falar his 3 bid, but South has failed to correct the Ml regagd
her 1a bid.

The AC ruling is based on West doublingy. But with correct systemic explanations, he'd “widhe opponents
had a big club fit, so why should he double? Pesliap AC were irritated by South’s failure to catréne MI.

Paul Lamford’'s comments:

| was the dimwit that was North and did not knownthvere playing Precision! South should indeed hmisted

out the lack of an alert before the opening ledtemMWest would have had his last bid back, butlstxeght that
was obvious when North said tha 3hould have been alerted as a mixed raise. | thénkould substitute double
close to 100% of the time — he has both minorsmaal/and is entitled to know South has the minord,that

North has spades. | would not have complained abofo of 4x-2. The TD did a poor job, and the AC changed
the decision.

Andy Bowles’ comments:

| agree with the committee. The director seemsetedying that because West made the wrong degjgien
partial information, we should assume he would aee made the wrong decision given full informatio

Heather Dhondy’s comments:

What is West entitled to know at the point wherdnhe to decide whether to doubke2He is entitled to know the
true meaning of thealbid, and if it is correctly explained, then presinty 3 shows a guaranteed fit in clubs and
it doesn’t seem likely that West would necessatdyble 4. When the auction is over, he now learns the true
meaning of the &8 bid, but now is only allowed to have his final pésck. In other words, at the time he has to
decide whether to doublee4 is he allowed to know whether the opponents lmagea misunderstanding? | don’t
know the answer to this, but seems to me to bengoritant factor in this appeal.

Frances Hinden's comments:

The more of these rulings | see, the stricter Itwarbe about penalising players who do not corfjgassibly) Ml
as declarer or dummy before the opening leadtrlies that (in general) the opponents are not edtitb know that
you have had a bidding misunderstanding, but sayatling is often the best route to a good scodevea can still
adjust or penalise using Law 23.



APPEAL No: 10.051

Tournament Director: Kathy Williams
Appeals Committee:Frances Hinden (Chairman), Simon Cope and David Go

a8 Board 29 : Dealer North : All vulnerable : SwissrBa

v Q108 West North East South

¢+ AKQJ6 1e Dbl 1e

& A653 Dbl Rdbl (1) » 5¢
4632 & AKJ5 Pass Pass Dbl All Pass
vK763 vAJ2 (1) Happy to play in 4 xx East asked about the redouble
¢+ 93 ¢ 7 before he made hiss2bid
& KJ92 Q10874

4 Q10974

v 954

¢+ 108542

* -

Basic systems:

North-South: Not noted
East-West: 3 weak 2's.

Result at table:5¢ x= by North
Director first called: At trick 3

Director’s statement of facts:

East called me to the table as he played #eaftrick 3. When South gave the explanation thatredouble meant
she could play indxx he assumed his partner's 2t trick 1 was a singleton. He then played and partner
encouraged with the 3. When he led And it was ruffed by declarer he was surprisedcaidd me. | asked
North why she hadn’t given the correct explanabefore the lead came and she said as declarehshbkls't. |
explained that as either declarer or dummy theecbexplanation must be given. | asked North whatthought
her redouble was and was told it was for take out.

Director’s ruling: Misinformation. Contract made at the table.
Details of ruling: 75% of ® x-1; 25% of  x= Law 16B2
Appeal lodged by:E/W

Director's comments:

N/S originally appealed but then withdrew. Aftee thnner break E/W then told me they wanted to alpipaving
seen the hand record.

Appeals Committee decision:

Declarer should have corrected the explanation vduemmy hit (the table). East was given an impossiobblem.
Score adjusted to:

90% of & x-1
10% of & x=

Appeals Committee’s commentsEast’s defence was sufficiently odd that thereagbance he will still go wrong
after a correction to “No Agreement” but we thinkn110 is more likely.
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Barry Rigal's comments:

E/W were very generously treated; I'd redoublénd tlouble was take-out and my call simply showstiang
hand because of my extras so it is not clear tisevél. East’s defence was subsequent to not comseda the Ml
—if any. Much prefer TD ruling to the AC. but ktthat seems harsh to N/S. I'd be inclined to $et iny East
who continues spades after partner tells him tg p&arts deserved -750. That's why he played theigiit? He
heard his partner say don’t play spades, he plagedand it was wrong.

N/S get 50-50 of ®x making and down one E/W get -750.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

| don't understand the AC comment: “Declarer shdwdsle corrected the explanation when dummy hittébke).”
If a member of the declaring side believes thaphitner had given a wrong explanation, the expiamahould be
corrected before the opening lead is made (see20&&(b), which also requires that the TD be called)

Frances Hinden's comments:

Another case where Declarer should have said simydbiefore the opening lead and not doing so bttkfier
side.

Heather Dhondy’s comments:

| agree with the AC. Given the information that ttmuble is for take-out, it is very likely that Eagll get the
defence right. The only question in my mind is vileetthis was their agreement about the redoulsiespect that
they did not have an agreement, and if this wagdise, the correct explanation would be “no agre¢me
which case East would have more of a guess asdbtwliuo.

Paul Lamford’s comments:
AC decision seems fine.

Tim Rees’ comments:
Another failure to correct MI. The TD came up wétleasonable percentage weighting — was it wodhhh
fiddling with these weightings?
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Tournament Director: J G Pyner
Appeals Committee:David Burn (Chairman), Tim Rees and Espen Erichsen

& K105 Board 12 : Dealer West : NS vulnerable : SwissdPair
v AJ95 West North East South
6 Pass Pass +1 Pass
* Q9754 1e Pass K Pass
& J972 « AQ84 Pass Dbl Pass v3
v 1063 v Q4 Pass (H)  Pass 43 All Pass
* KJ5 ¢ A9742 H North said that West had put her hand towards the
& AG2 &J]8 bidding box then paused briefly before selectirggPlass card.
463
vy K872
4+ Q1083
&#K103

Basic systems:

North-South: Natural
East-West: Natural

Result at table: 34 = by East
Director first called: When dummy was faced.

Director’s statement of facts:

Having ascertained the facts of the auction asritestabove, | directed play to continue. | wasalied by North
after play. He questioned East'® Bid. | asked East for his reasoning for bidding fply was that as the
partnership style was to raise on 3 card suppdhese situations his hand was better in context thmight have
been. He knew that if 8 tricks was the limit fottibsides he would be doing the wrong thing. Nodid $ie thought
Pass to be a logical alternative.

Following this information | conducted a poll (4qpe), 2 bid 8 , regarding it as automatic, 1 bid 3but might
briefly consider passing. Before deciding to bié said that the state of the match and who theragys were
would decide his actions but would probably passenodten than bid (about 60% : 40%)

Director’s ruling: Table result stands.

Details of ruling:

East has Ul from West'’s action. Evidence from mnmgwtpoll does not suggest that Pass reaches takertwuired
for a logical alternative so result stands.

Appeal lodged by:N/S

Director's comments: E/W unable to attend AC as they had to leave ptilyrip reach their accommodation. They
have added their comments below.

Comments by North-South:

The Ul not converted by E/W. We regard Pass agiadbalternative which should have been selecyedst
over 3 given the Ul. 50% of those polled would considasging and 25% of those polled would then Pass. Thi
meets the criteria of the L&E for a LA.
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Comments by East-WestAs stated at the time we frequently raise on 3 sapport — so partner with only 4
trumps cannot compete. It is our style thereforecimpete further where we have 4 card trump sugatt
reasonable values.

Appeals Committee decisionTD ruling amended. Pass is a logical alternativéstand score adjusted on that
basis. ® -1 by South +100

Appeals Committee’s comments:

Of the (admittedly small) number of people polladout 1% would consider passing and one would pass
often than not and since at least one of us woaks$ FPass is a logical alternative. If East wasgym bid @, he
could do so after the double.

Could go down in 1 in8, but at the table making, down 1 and down 2 drezaily possible. We don’t want to
assign a weighted range of scores, so down 1 itis.

Barry Rigal's comments:

Prefer TD ruling; the question as to what percem@iganswers constitute an LA should be definetihbuing said
that E/W arguments look very sound to me. East'glha skewed towards offence.

Tim Rees’ comments:

All of East’s arguments apply equally to biddingiéxmediately over the double. I#3vas so obvious, why not
bid it straight away? That would avoid any possikde of Ul from partner on the next round of thetiam. I'm
always sceptical of allowing a bid that could hbeen made on the previous round.

Incidentally, any poll of players should only indithose who would have passed owet 2
Paul Lamford’s comments:

| agree that Pass is an LA, particularly with Qxhearts — if partner had Jxx instead of 10xx itld@asily have
been right. Both 8 and & could easily be one down. The AC decision looghtri

Richard Hills’ comments:
“and since at least one of us would Pass, Passli®\a

Law 16B1(b) statesA logical alternative action is one that, among thess of players in question and using the
methods of the partnership, would be given seroaunsideration by a significant proportion of sudhyers, of
whom it is judged some might selecthtthe AC’s “one of us” isiot “among the class of players in question”
and/or isnot “using the methods of the partnership”, THEMt AC member’s preference for a Pass is irreleva

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

| agree with the AC that thes3bid should be ‘disallowed’. However, as they judigiee number of tricks¥8 might
make to be uncertain, Law 12C1(c) requires theastign a weighted score.

Robin Barker's comments:

The third pollee “briefly considered” passing —stig not (or not necessarily) the “seriously coesation”, as
described in the Law. | would have interpretedrésalts of the poll in the same way as the TD betgoll
suggests the decision is close. The AC had additieta (one of them would pass) and decided thatemough
to overturn the TD.

Andy Bowles’ comments:
| agree that pass is a logical alternative, asuld/ehoose this call myself.

Why didn’t the committee want to assign a weighdedre? It may be hard to make a good estimatesof th
percentages, but that's no reason to choose whlatady a very bad estimate. Either 80:10:10 02620 would
be an improvement on 100:0:0.
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Heather Dhondy’s comments:

| would bid 3, not that that is the test, but | have sympathh \East's actions. The disagreement seems to come
from what constitutes a logical alternative, aneltlarrative above is a little confusing. Interagpoint is, if the

TD has polled some players and decided that aslid isn’t a logical alternative, should the contegtbe adding
their votes to the poll? | would say yes, but I'ditiink that any guidance is given in this area.

Frances Hinden's comments:

A straight judgement decision on whether pasdi8 ar not; but having decided that it is a LA whgtraward a
weighted adjustment? “We don’t want to” isn't a daoeason.
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Tournament Director: Sarah Amos
Appeals Committee:Jeremy Dhondy (Chairman), Liz McGowan and Pati@®ll

& K5 Board 10 : Dealer East : All vulnerable : MatchpgethPairs
v AK1032 West North East South
¢ AJ1063 Pass Pass
&7 1la 264 A(1) Pass 2NT (2)
4 QJ1093 & ABG2 3% 3NT o Pass
v QJ7 v 965 Pass Dbl All Pass
+Q ¢ K972 D 24 explained as hearts and a minor
»AQ83 & K54 (2) 2NT explained as natural
4874
v 84
¢ 854
#J10962

Result at table: 44 x-2
Director first called: After explanation of 2NT bid

Director’s statement of facts:

When explaining 2NT North told the table that hig Wwas actually showing hearts and diamonds natthead a
minor. | warned South that this was Ul. | was rkezhht the end of the hand. West had playeair dnd gone
down two. E/W were unhappy that 2NT had been empthias natural and although North and South badrtisat
this was their agreement there was no evidenceppost this. N/'S won &, Ky, v ruff A¢ , and North then
played a & v . West ruffed with @ because he ‘knew’ that South had the.tSouth at first said he has psyched
but later admitted he was trying to play in parerinor. With the correct information West can radktricks in
spades.

Director’s ruling: 44 x-1 by East for +200 to N/S

Details of ruling: 2NT was misexplained by N/S. L75B

Appeal lodged by:N/S

Basis of appealDisagree with the ruling

Appeals Committee decisionTD’s ruling amended. The score is adjusted batkadable result

Appeals Committee’s comments:

The play of the A has no logic and cannot win unless North is voidlubs. If he had been he would have played
the 2» at trick 3. The play of the & was felt to be one that was sufficiently poor@dény redress.North should
be rebuked for volunteering a correction to Souéixglanation in mid auction. He is sufficiently exgnced to

know better.

Tim Rees’ comments:

Now we’ve got an improper correction of Ml — in madiction! But this had little effect — the potehtdamage was
caused by the Ml regarding the meaning of 2NT.

The AC ruling is OK — the defence had no logic. leeer, I'd want to penalise N/S for something — Nt
improper correction of the explanation @& Dlus N/S being economic with the truth aboutrtieaning of 2NT.
I'd have supported a split score under Law 12CHe defence was “a serious error (unrelated tortinadtion)”,
so E/W get the table score. However, N/S couldvimréed 4*-1.
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Paul Lamford’s comments:

EW should get their bad result because of the s&eoror, unrelated to the infraction. It seemsdlveas both Mi
and Ul however, and North-South get the resutiat had not occurred, so +200 for them and -50& W't

Richard Hills’ comments:
The Director asserted: “although North and Soutth lsaid that this was their agreement there wasvidence to
support this”. There is, of course, the uniformbatevidenceof both North and South that 2NT was natural.

Merely because such an idiosyncratic partnershipesgent might not be a partnership agreementhbdDirector
would choose to adopt with her own partner is notself reason to doubt its veracity. Note thahattable North
chose to cuebid# with a fistful of high cards, which (if a fistfig systemic) increases the likelihood that North-
South might play a 2NT response as natural. AndaeddSouth at the table held a balanced no-trungbiape. If
East-West misunderstood the description of 2NTnasural” to mean “natural and showing lots of haginds”,
then that is their problem. Law 21A states tiNai:rectification or redress is due to a player vauts on the basis
of his own misunderstanding.

Heather Dhondy’s comments:

The commentary does not reveal which heart Nodiea at trick 3, but one can surmise that it waigh one
from the AC comments and the diamond return. ltcsee when theA is ever right, even if North is void in
clubs, however it is likely that West played it mout too much consideration, viewing that becausdtSheld the
king, it couldn’t make any difference — which igdt Given the lack of supporting evidence abountkaning of
the bid, it is normal to assume misinformation, tretefore | think the AC’s ruling is a little hérs

Robin Barker's comments:

North is in a difficult position — he cannot corrélae explanation, and he may madicate in any manner that a
mistake has been made (for instance, by talkiriggd' D away from the table). If he knows thati® a specific
two-suiter and in response 2NT is natural he sheujiain that 2NT is natural. But he knows 2NTntended as
asking for clarification in response to an ambigutwo-suiter. So explaining 2NT as natural willicate that a
mistake has been made. Furthermore, if there &vitence that 2NT is natural then North knows tisit
explanation will be ruled misinformation becausdaés not match South’s intention. There is a sabicthhought
that the laws (should) require North to explaintB@mintended meaning — so that East/West arerdaftamed
and so that South is not made aware of his mistake.

It might be argued that there was no misinformabiecause 2NT is obviously natural in responsedpeaific
two-suiter. But the AC decided there was misinfdramabut it was not the cause of the damage to E/W.

Frances Hinden's comments:

We still don’t know what the actual N/S agreemeneither North has shown specifically the redsl (@en it is
conceivable that 2NT is systemically natural) ortNdias shown hearts and a minor (and then it isitae likely
that 2NT was conventional, as South thought). Withestablishing that, how can the TD or the AC prigperly?
Certainly E/W were given MI at some point in theton, but we don’t know exactly when. The AC’s qoants
are consistent with ruling that the play in spadas ‘a serious error unrelated to the infractiomplying that a
split score might be appropriate, but | can’'t $&# the Ml (if there was any) has actually damag@dso | would
not give a split score. (If East had claimed thathought he was saving over 3NT and he would bale
differently with different information — such asutding 3NT — then | would have a lot of sympathy iam, but if
he didn’t suggest that he was damaged by the atigkplanation, then | don’t think the AC shouldsinfor him.)

Barry Rigal's comments:

Well done the AC. The comment in mid-hand by aneeigmced player might well have been worthy of a\WRat
are they for if not things like this?

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

| agree with the AC’s decision to restore the tabkult, but | don’t like the wording in their corents. If a non-
offender’s play is “sufficiently poor to deny redss that suggests that the score ought to beasptiie offending
side is assigned the score that it would have b#etted as the consequence of its infraction ¢b&w 12C1(b)).
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My reasoning for restoring the table result forthsides is that there is no link between the itiibacand the play
of 4 A.

Andy Bowles’ comments:
| agree with the committee - West simply misplayed.

In any case, it's not clear why the director thaugare was Ml about the systemic meaning of 2NhieWSouth
bid 2NT, he was under a misapprehension about gaimg of 2. If we accept that® systemically showed the
red suits, it's irrelevant what South thought 2Nduld mean opposite hearts and a minor. In the systauction,
a natural 2NT is at least believable, and no evidemas presented to rebut NS's assertions about it.

Maybe North's infraction merited more than a metsuke?



APPEAL No: 10.056

Tournament Director: Steve Quinn
Appeals Committee:Alan Kay (Chairman), Paul Lamford and Jeff Smith

462 Board 8 : Dealer West : Love all : Swiss Teams

v AJ652 West North East South

+QJ4 2+ (1) Pass 8 Pass (2)

& A109 Pass 2 (3) All Pass
2 KJ9874 4 A53 (1) Weak
v84 vQ73 (2) Alleged break in tempo, not a long hesitation.
+ 10 ¢+ K97632 3) North enquired about East'# Jid and told
*]742 &5 ‘pre-emptive’

« Q10

v K109

¢+ A85

#KQ863

Basic systems:

North-South: No information provided.
East-West: Benji

Result at table:4v =

Director first called: After completion of play.

Director’s statement of facts:

| was called by E/W after completion. They sugdleat the break in tempo influenced Northis Bid. North says
that the knowledge of 2 pre-emptive bids on hiktrand left implied his partner must have values.

Director’s ruling:

50% of & -1 by West
50% of & -2 by West

Details of ruling: There was a break in tempo. L16B1

Appeal lodged by:N/S

Basis of appealAlleged hesitation

Appeals Committee decisionTD ruling upheld. Deposit returned.

Appeals Committee’s comments:

Although the hesitation was miniscule, there wametting and this suggests a bid from North. Weataconsider
that 4» is sufficiently obvious.

Barry Rigal's comments:

There is no such thing as a small hesitation oaBie Tempo. There either was or there wasn’t. dNdhot
dispute the BIT; why did they appeal? If it wastbe grounds that there was no Logical Alternatosgitlding

they deserve a special PP for stupidity. If itistéar from the forgoing, | agree with the deamsbut not the return
of the deposit. When the facts are not disputeapgeal of this sort is a waste of everyone’s time I4/S need to
be apprised of that —whether they learn the hasdawaasy way is up to them.
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Paul Lamford’s comments:

| think that the BIT made it easier to find the #id from a hand that did not think he was worvaovercall. |
was impressed with the director who was handlisditst appeal. East does not have to have thak aéwand for
raising to . He just might be putting the pressure on.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

If the hesitation had been agreed, this would leeen the most obvious deposit retention. Nortw'd#tl looks
bizarre in isolation, which adds weight to the dasion that North had picked up something from &mutempo.

Robin Barker's comments:

This seems all to be about whether there was uoaséul information. It does not take much of breetempo to
be an “unmistakable hesitation”, as describedvn lahink it is significant that North did not dliste the hesitation
at the table but instead explained why “he hadlu%

Andy Bowles’ comments:
"Not sufficiently obvious" is a bit of an undersatent.
Heather Dhondy’s comments:

| do not consider thevd bid to be obvious at all, however a question thigtht be asked is how obvious is it to
take some action? In other words is pass a logltainative? If not, then they might give some ieigp 4%=/4%-
1. My view is that pass is a logical alternatiih@ugh would poll some players, and therefore wawhold the
TD’s ruling.

Frances Hinden’s comments:

Why return the deposit?

Tim Rees’ comments:

If the facts were agreed, why return the deposit?
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Tournament Director: James Vickers
Appeals Committee:Tim Rees (Chairman), Cameron Small, Jon Cooke

& K104 Board 9 : Dealer North : EW vulnerable : Swiss Team
v 1043 West North East South
¢ Q109852 3¢ Pass %
&8 Dbl Pass 4 Pass H
& A7 4986532 | Pass ] Pass Pass
v52 v 87 Dbl All Pass
¢ AKJ3 + 76 Agreed Hesitation
& AK1032 & J4
+Q
v AKQJ96
¢+ 4
Q9765

Basic systems:

North-South

East-West

Result at table:5v x-2 by South
Director first called: At the end of play

Director’s statement of facts:

| was called to the table at the end of play. EW teserved their rights after North bid Bver the slow Pass.
When asked why he bidve5 North said he had 3 card support for partnerthati4 could well be making.

Director’s ruling: Adjusted to 4 = by East

Details of ruling:

North can guess partner is thinking of competinthier as his spade holding makes double an unliedjce for
South so 8 is demonstrably suggested. A poll of players sagggkthis. 4 is unlikely to be defeated so awarded
100% of 10 tricks.

Appeal lodged by:N/S
Appeals Committee decisionTD’s ruling upheld

Appeals Committee’s comments:
South hesitated ovew4suggesting he was thinking of bidding on.

The agreed slow Pass suggested thawvbuld be more successful than Pass by North.iBa$sarly a logical
alternative (North hold decent spades). Theretoeecontract is adjusted te 4

We considered the likelihood of South switchingitolub at trick 2, but we felt this was sufficigntinlikely for us
to award a weighted score.
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Barry Rigal's comments:

I’'m torn here. | very much like the direction o&ti D ruling and feel that | can’t over-ride it. Hiag said that

when partner jumps tovdand you have three trumps shouldn’t you bid bguess your soft spade cards argue that
there is a Logical Alternative to bidding. Good idean —and kudos to the TD.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:
Good work by the TD and the AC.
Andy Bowles’ comments:

| agree with adjusting toa4, but I'm not sure that it would always make. [u8oknows that North has an odd
number of hearts, he is on a guess as to whethpdaydiis partner for a singleton heart ai€8x or better, or a
singleton club and anyKxx. A priori, the chance of East's being 74xxdther lower than the chance of his being
7222, so South might be expected to get the defegitesome of the time. Of course, this dependsupho

South is.

Heather Dhondy’s comments:

The details suggest that a poll of players wasnaiat not what they would bid. | wonder what qigstvas

asked, since the only information we have is thay tsuggest thatvsis demonstrably suggested by the hesitation.
Surely the question that should be asked is “wakido you make in the sequence...”. | would bwdfér more-or-
less the reasons given.

Richard Hills’ comments:
Was a deposit taken? If not, why not? If so, wasddposit retained? If not, why not?
Frances Hinden's comments:

| have a lot of sympathy with the argument thaspasiot a LA (certainly | would bid¥s at the table with no Ul),
however | dislike it when South makes it easy fortN to bid by passing slowly. Thus | agree wité thling: if
you want partner to show off his good judgemerd marginal auction, don'’t give him UL.

Paul Lamford’'s comments:
AC ruling is fine.
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Tournament Director: Martin Lee
Appeals Committee:Neil Rosen (Chairman), Heather Dhondy and Jon €ook

4 J954 Board 6 : Dealer East : EW vulnerable : Swiss Teams
v AQ103 West North East South
+3 1s A Pass
#9763 le Pass # Pass
& A10762 a- 3v (1) Pass " Pass
v7 v K865 S% All Pass
¢ K92 ¢ A1074
& A1084 #KQJ52 (1) Not alerted. Intended as a Splinter but Eastutaof the meaning but
4 KQ83 ‘believed it must have been natural’, hence bid+#no alert.
v J942 ***This is a new partnership.***
¢+ QJ865
& -

Basic systems:

North-South: Weak NT and 3 weak 2’'s

East-West: 5 card majors, strong NT and short club.
Result at table:5#= by East

Director first called: At end of play of the board by North.

Director’s statement of facts:

Called by North at the end of the play of the bo&tel contended that hae 3een alerted he would have doubled
it for a heart lead. Also, he felt that with theiéebidding’ he could not understand how the aucstopped in &. |
reviewed the auction and the facts were agreedt Wesded 8 as a splinter, East, unsure of its meaning. West
stated she felt that East’s bid of 4vas ‘control showing'. Later, as a supplementarggion, | asked why West
did not bid 4 (cue bid). The reply was ‘My partner had deniedtauls in spades and diamonds by not bidding
either & or 4 . | felt we had 2 losers and thus bid.5
Director’s ruling:
Weighted scores: 80% o#61 for +100 to NS

20% of 3= by East for -600 to NS (By a different rout&,11a , 2%, 3v, 4v , 44 5&)

Details of ruling: The lack of an alert of¥8 by East is Ul to West. Award of an adjusted sdorehe use of Ul.
L16B1, L12C1(c), L73C

Appeal lodged by:E/W
Basis of appealDo not agree NS were damaged.

Director's comments:

East contends that if she was playing# @ the @ lead she can make the contract. South contentisiibanay
have led differently agains#6especially if her partner had doubled. Alternative auctions considered were:

) 18 — 1o ;28 — 3v; 4y — & ; 5% — Pass 20% of the time or
(2) 18 —16; 28 —3v; 4y — 6% OF
3) 18 — 16 ;28 —3v; 4y — 5 ; 6% (2) or (3) 80% of the time.




APPEAL No: 10.060

Comments by East-West:

| believe that when partner forgets to alert a emtional bid it is one’s responsibility to continbielding as if an
alert had been made. Assuming that my partnerrtadpreted my bid correctly, | feel that she hadlena reaction
cue bid which denied a control in spades or diaraolmdwhich case | am not worth even a slam try.

In fact, our agreement is tha# 3s more forward going that 4NT so | had made a reffort.

Partner was unsure of the meaning wfaéhd did her best to be ethical. Had LHO doubledt# problem would
not arise since partner would pass. Since we haagreement, how can there be UI?

Appeals Committee decision:
TD'’s ruling upheld and deposit returned.

Appeals Committee’s comments:

East had a choice whether to b dr 4 . She chose the ‘safer option’. West then had tioéce of 4, 4NT or
5&. We believe the Ul helped him to choo=e &ver either of the other possible choices. Ifisheé chosen4} or
ANT we believe that slam woutlfinitely be reached.

Barry Rigal's comments:

This is sensible decision but the write-up doesdmxtuss the right issues. Let's go back to baslas. North
doubled ¥ as he claimed he would have done, then when Basep West removes and there is no ambiguity.
Slam would not be reached. So North has no claantith was damaged by the failure to alert.

Over ¥ if North passes and East raises %0-4the question of choosing the safer option ispletely irrelevant
since he can do whatever he wants — the only questivhat West does next, in possession of Ul. Kewould
reasonably argue that Al tells him partner hasdtien the agreement, if you don’t buy that what Mddwe do
facing a heart cuebid where partner has no diamonttol? It's certainly close betweem d4nd & . I'll buy the
TD decision but would have been more generous\i. E/

Paul Lamford's comments:

| cannot find a way to make Six Clubs on any lea&buth. If one disallows the 5C bid, then | agreeslam will
definitely be reached. The actual ruling seems Rgesque and 100% of 6C-1 seems right.

Tim Rees’ comments:

| agree with the TD’s reasoning and ruling. Howeadthough the AC has upheld the ruling, they haeele a
couple of strange comments. Firstly, they have centad on East choosing 4ather than 4. East is entitled to
do what she wants — she has no Ul.

Secondly, they have said that if West badot 4NT, slam would definitely be reached. If thmjieved that, then
they should have amended the ruling#e¥6 Allowing a percentage o#& would be allowing some percentage of
a 5 bid by West — this is not allowed (a Reveley rgjin

Richard Hills’ comments:

In my jaundiced opinion North-South, the Directadahe Appeals Committee adopted the fallacy,H#re is
Unauthorised Information, shoot it!” Suppose, ipagallel universe, West had driven to slam a«dh@d been
cold. Then I believe that the parallel North-Sowtiuld again have summoned the Director. The parEbeand
the parallel AC would have adjusted the score fé#ntio 56 with an overtrick. The parallel TD and the paralle
AC would have given a correct ruling. West hashdittwest's heart control is believed by East taInecre heart
suit. This Law 16B “demonstrably suggests” that VW&wuld bid @, contrary to West's actual signoff i5

Not any Law 16B infraction, not any adjusted score.
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Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

The AC’s comments are not consistent with upholdivegTD’s ruling. They state that if West had chode or
5& slam would definitely be reached. Thus either thégw the  bid (table result stands) or they rule it to be a
breach of Ul in which case any weighted score ¢dyiavolve the slam(s) they are deemed to reach.

West consulted me about this ruling and with myvidealge about the E/W slam agreements, | would kavee
to a different conclusion to the TD/AC.

0] If West cue bids 4, East (who is unsure of the meaning ®f Bemember) will surely bid#% to cater
for both possibilities (an Italian cue bid if pagtrthinks hearts are agreed; natural, but more
encouraging than 4NT if partner was agreeing clabs) West will probably pass.

(ii) If West bids 4NT, East will interpret this as eitleing discouraging with clubs agreed (in whickeca
she’ll sign off in &) or as RKCB in hearts in which case she’ll resps&d0 or 3 key cards for
hearts). West would again assume partner was gigrffrand just pass#.

So in practice, | believe that E/W would almostaiety have fallen on their feet and reacheddyway.
Robin Barker's comments:

The AC comments are not consistent with upholdieg®D’s ruling. In particular, the AC do not giveya
weighting to the TD’s alternative auctions #.3t is wrong (Reveley) to give any weighting tacaans where
West bids &; if the alternatives to will definitely reach slam then the ruling shotel 100% of slam going off.

Frances Hinden's comments:

The AC’s comments imply an adjustment to 100%#4$16 so | don’t understand why they then upheldTibés
ruling. Personally, | don’t know the right rulingthout understanding more about the EW cue-biddiethods. If
4v really denied both first and second round spadedzamond controls then West has a perfectly 18gabid,
but would East cuebid a singleton spade in paraiit looking at, say, X Axx QJx KQJxxx?

Andy Bowles’ comments:

The committee's comments seem inconsistent withihléng. If a 44 or 4NT bid would definitely lead to slam (|
agree), then the score can't be split betweerabd &: either the & bid is legal, in which case there is no
adjustment, or the# bid is illegal, in which case the adjustment sdcie to 100% of some slam.

East's claim about makingeBwnasn't addressed in the writeup, but anyway | ditimk it works. After a diamond
lead won in hand, club to dummy, heart to the eledy won in hand, heart ruff, spade ruff, you hamty eleven
tricks. You can'’t ruff another heart without lositygmp control.



APPEAL No: 10.061

Tournament Director: James Vickers
Appeals Committee:Chris Dixon (Chairman), Paula Leslie and RicharbBt

& J432 Board 12 : Dealer West : NS vulnerable
v3 West North East South
¢ KJ4 Pass & Pass 3 (1)
#KQJ82 Pass 3 Pass 4
465 4+ KQ9 All Pass
v K10986 v72 D Showing hearts
¢+ AQ ¢ 98753
#9654 & A103
& A1087
v AQJ54
¢+ 1062
&7

Basic systems:

North-South: Not provided

East-West: Acol and weak 2's, vs suits 8 8
Result at table:44 -1 by North -100
Director first called: At the end of play.

Director’s statement of facts:

North had asked about EW’s leads at trick 3 andteldsby West “standard”. North thought this midpet a
doubleton, but did not ask further or consult tbevention card for fear of alerting EW of the sfgriance of the
lead.

Play: & to the A, thers to the K and A, @ covered and ruffedaJto Q and A. A low heart from dummy, ruffed
and overruffed. North tried to return to hand watheart ruff for fear that East has 9x of diamoaaisd Q9x of
spades and could suffer a diamond ruff.

Director’s ruling: Table score to stand.

Details of ruling: Although the description ‘standard’ is not accefgaborth could have asked further questions
to clarify the situation and has acted on the bafsiss own misunderstanding. EW were instructeddwect their
CC and provide full answers to questions in future.

OB 3B8, OB 3B2, L40B6(b)
Note by editor: The statement of facts is missing some of the p&ween trick two and the third round of hearts.
Appeal lodged by:N/S

Director's comments:.

If ‘'standard’ means anything it could just as vealler the lead of the 9 from 987x as from 9x. Alliplo L40B6(b)
applies, the score was not adjusted as the expmargitl not cause damage. An IOU was accepteeindf a
deposit.

Appeals Committee decisionTD’s ruling amended.

20% of 4 = by North +620 80% of«-1 by North -100
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Appeals Committee’s comments:

There was misinformation about the lead agreentlarer suffered some limited damage. Howeverchiosen
line of play was clearly inferior to others.

Tim Rees’ comments:

“Standard” is a poor description, but North shdudde done more to protect himself by looking atatevention
card. Nines are particularly susceptible to indiabinterpretation.

The AC has decided there was misinformation antlititaused damage. In that case, | would haveaagea
larger proportion than 20% fom4#. If the AC felt that North had seriously misplaythe hand, a split score could
be appropriate, giving both sides a poor score.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

Why did declarer not look at the E/W conventiondcduring the play? | don't see how consulting ituebhelp the
defenders. Whilst it is dangerous for West to ugeessions like “standard” it is equally dangertarsNorth to
make an assumption as to what that term meanswviieeking further clarification. What was the E/W
agreement, if any, about leading from this holdik¢gs the convention card filled in incorrectly ad &ast violate
the agreement?

Robin Barker's comments:

| am not sure that the facts are clear. If thed l@drom 987x and 987xx, then “standard” is notinfic@mation. If
the convention card showed 8 from 987x and thimtgheir agreement then the convention card shoeild
corrected; but the opponents did not look at theseantion card. Nines are particularly susceptibladividual
interpretation., there is still no misinformatidrsee no basis for “there was misinformation altbetlead
agreement”.

Heather Dhondy’s comments:

Having consulted the EBU convention card, it retersstandard” leads as being those underlinetian $ection.
In that section ™ highest from low cards is underlined, therefoaen surprised that the director’'s comments.
“Standard” is not a good definition, but if it meaanything, it should mean according to the EBU CAgree with
the AC.

Frances Hinden's comments:

There is fault on both sides here. ‘Standard’ isamoadequate explanation and both sides shoulidedhat. There
doesn’t appear to have been any investigationvufiiether the opening lead was systemic for E/W &yaro
whether they actually have any agreement about weHetd from five low cards. The comments indidagg no-
one knows what ‘standard’ actually is, but in mynign it doesn’t include top from five (eithef®dr 4" highest)
so if the 9 was according to the EW methods, Ikhirere was Ml in which case the adjustment isagrakle.

Paul Lamford’s comments:
AC decision seems good.
Barry Rigal's comments:

Without a clear statement of the line of play weehao idea what declarer actually did. The standatdis write
up is truly unacceptable.
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Tournament Director: Martin Lee
Appeals Committee:Jeremy Dhondy (Chairman), Gillian Fawcett and MhbicPryor

4 1062 Board 23 : Dealer South : All vulnerable

v62 West North East South

¢ KJ742 Pass

# Q108 24 A(1) Pass 8 A(2) Pass
+ KQ a A943 2NT Pass 8 A(3) Pass
v AKQ103 v75 3NT Pass 4 Pass
+ A6 +83 L Pass 6NT All Pass
& A543 *K9762 1) Only strong bid.

4 J875 (2) 3 controls

v J]984 3) 5 card Puppet Stayman

¢ Q1095

&

Basic systemsNorth-South: Weak NT, Multi®, strong 2 and & ; East-West: Weak NT, 3 weak 2’s
Result at table: Disputed claim for 6NT

Director first called: At trick 9 after a claim at this point by West

Director’s ruling:

Declarer is West and at trick 8 he plays the #fom dummy and then claims the rest with no imratglstated line
of play. He also faces his cards having pitcheabany card from his hand oA Subsequent to the claim he
states that he would play ¥rom dummy to pitch his losinge6 (from hand). This was the situation:

10 Board 23 : Dealer South :

v vod All vulnerable

¢ KJ74 ** 6 ¢ stuck behind @

& \void
& void & A9
v AKQ10 v75
¢ 6% +3
& void & void

& void

vJ984

¢+ 10

& \void

NS had not followed to 4 on trick 8 when the claim was made. All hands waoed and South pitched €0l
asked West to ‘replay’ how he made his claim. Wesh stated that when he made his claim he thabghtll he
had left in his hand was AK®Qwith the & stuck behind the ® and not visible until he faced his cards at which
point he then stated that he would pitch tkhed® the @ .

| ruled that when the claim was made West cled&bytiht he had won the last 3 tricks and thus it iaénitial
intention to play » from dummy. Only when thes6was found was thea9mentioned. | ruled that he had been
careless and that he should lose theabtrick 13 to NS.

Details of ruling: L68A, L68C, L70 D1 & 2 + footnote 22
Appeal lodged by:E/W

Basis of appeal:Do not agree.
Appeals Committee decisionTD’s ruling amended. That the claim is good and &NT makes.
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Appeals Committee’s commentsWhen West claimed he believed he knew tweais good and he indicated
before North and South had shown their cards thatduld play this. It was a claim L68A and the ifiaation
was clear L68C

Barry Rigal's comments:

I've never come across a position where declareects his claim before the opponents say anythiggess I'd
allow it for the reason that declarer must haven sheaJ appear and would see %) appear on this trick.
Grudgingly, | agree.

Heather Dhondy’s comments:

| agree with the TD that if declarer thought thhha had left in his hand wasAKQ, then even if he knew thd
was good, he would probably leas anow if he had not made the claim thus revealimgattiditional card.

The problem is that, having tabled his cards, #teecard was revealed and he therefore amenddishédisf play.
He knew that th@9 was good, that much seems clear, so knew hehkagst of the tricks even after the diamond
was revealed.

I'm left with the feeling that, had he not claiméx would have gone down, so would be minded te that
ruling, but I'm really not sure.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

The correct ruling might depend on the exact oodl@vents, but from the write-up it seems that aexl believed
he was discarding his last loser from hamd@) on dummy’ss A. For someone who believes that his last three
cards arer AKQ, playing a heart from dummy seems like a ‘ndiriae.

Robin Barker's comments:

| think that cashin@9 was ‘a successful line of play not embraced in the nabclarification statement” (Law
70D1). There was no clarification statement and‘thshings9” line was subsequent to the claim. When declarer
showsy AKQ as his remaining cards (having discareelD oneA) playing a heart from dummy to cash the
remaining tricks in hand (as he thinks) is “anral&ive normaline of play that would be less successful” (again
Law 70D1). | agree with TD that Law 70D1 appliesl alisagree with the AC that “cashing” was a clarification
statement (Law 68C).

Richard Hills’ comments:

The Appeals Committee is wrong in Law. The deadionéNest's Law 68C clarification is not as late“before
North and South had shown their cards”. Rather, 68®@ states:

A claim should be accompanied AT ONCE by a cledestent as to the order in which cards will be plhyof the
line of play or defence through which the claimesgmses to win the tricks claimed.

Frances Hinden's comments:

At the point when he claimed, declarer was integdinplay a heart from dummy next. It was the actd
claiming that revealed the bonus diamond losdrelfl held off claiming until the start of the nesitk, he would
have gone down, but it seems that he might wekklmeen able to state a line of play sufficientlyethly that the
‘hidden’ ¢ 6 never even came to light, and so | think the 8@ght.

Paul Lamford's comments:

The question is whether playing a heart from dunsrgynormal careless line. | think it is worse tlsaneless and |
would allow the claim, but where the dividing libetween careless and “irrational” lies, | am nataia.

Tim Rees’ comments:

| think this one’s tricky. West appears not to hemewn what was in his hand at the time of thencland it was
the mechanics of the claim that caused the diantmbeé discovered. | believe that had West not @dimat this
point, he would have led a heart from dummy withcaghing a second spade and gone down. HowevekChe
has ruled that the claim statement was in timghith case the contract has to be allowed to make.



APPEAL No: 10.064

Tournament Director: Steve Quinn
Appeals Committee:Tim Rees (Chairman), Heather Dhondy

«Q4 Board 3 : Dealer South : EW vulnerable
v AKQ3 West North East South
¢ 10983 Pass
»Q98 Pass & A(1) 2NTA(2) Dbl
41109873 & AK52 3v Dbl 4 Dbl
v 109876 v- 4a Pass Pass Dbl
+4 ¢ AJT762 All Pass
&6 #A1032 (1) Could be short clubs
.6 (2) Explained by West as Unusual NT-lowest 2 unbidssuit
v J542
¢+ KQ5
*KJ754

Basic systems:

North-South: Nothing noted
East-West: 2 over 1

Result at table: 44 x+2 by West

Director first called: At completion of play.

Director’s statement of facts:
2NT explained by West as two lowest unbid [sultsit, East stated that she meant it as a minor amgj@r and she
believes that is their system.

Director’s ruling: Double of 4 removed.

Details of ruling:
N/S would not have doubled with the knowledge tadt could have diamonds and spades. L21B1

Appeal lodged by:E/W
Basis of appealNone provided.
Appeals Committee decisionTD’s ruling upheld and deposit returned.

Appeals Committee’s comments:

E/W have Ul from the explanation of 2NT. WithouistiEast might (should) have bid 33vis pass or correct).
South would pass, West would raise &0 d@nd this would not be doubled.

The potential Ml to N/S is irrelevant in this casethe Ul happened first. The final double by Sdantihe actual
auction is not relevant.

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

| am not sure this is a Ul case — does the exptamaf 2NT from West sugges#4over ? This sort of
unauthorised information usually suggest biddirsgiid partner does not think you can have, so thanhpr will
wake up to the correct explanation — to me thismadhe unauthorised information suggesto@er 4 .

Frances Hinden's comments:

| have to admit | struggle with this one, as | damiderstand West's actions opposite a (supposedhdr two-
suiter, and East’s hand also has no relation tatlcon. However, South’s double is clearly antatre tempting if
RHO has the minors given that LHO bid hearts fitstn spades.

Paul Lamford's comments:

3v does not seem to have been alerted as pass ectc@mnd East bide4 as it was her longest suit. It does not look
logical to pass 3Hx when partner has not opendd awveak two hearts. There was clearly MI, in thist

assumed that “a minor and a major” is the correzthiod, as | presume the CC was silent on the m&ibeith

might have wondered why his partner did not dodslebut | don’t think his double is SEW0G, as he hearts

and clubs over what he was told was heatrts.

Barry Rigal's comments:

| can see why E/W should ges#2, but South’s action seems unlinked to the opptsnexploitation of Ul.
Subsequent not consequent. I'd leave them withatble result.



APPEAL No: 10.065

Tournament Director: Mike Amos
Appeals Committee:Frances Hinden (Chairman), Jeff Smith and Gunradiberg

10863

v 10743

¢ J

#0QJ86
4 QJ752 & A
v- v AKJ865
¢ AQ107432 + K98
& 10 &K73

& K94

v Q92

¢+ 65

& A9542

Board 18 : Dealer East : NS vulnerable

West North
2¢ Pass
36 A Pass
4¢ Pass
6¢ All Pass

East
1v
C)
4
ANT

South
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass

A

explained by East as Cue Bi

Basic systems:

North-South: No information provided
East-West: Acol, Roman Key Card Blackwood 1/4

Result at table:6¢ + 1

Director first called: At end of play by North

Director’s statement of facts:

North expressed concern about Ul in the auctiost Bad alerted®when West had intended it as natural and then
bid 4NT on the next round afte#4and 4 . He agreed he had intended it as Blackwood. Icheke/ he bid @
and he said because his hand shape was 5-0-7Heamdnted to play in diamonds. No suit had beeeealyr

NS also said that South would have doubledcde bid if he had not thought hearts agreed asitebad.

Director’s ruling: 6NT-2 by East

Details of ruling:

West has Ul which suggests partnership has hadanaherstanding. This means that responding to 41T 6w
makes it clear to partner that this is where hetsvamplay. L16 and L12

Appeal lodged by:E/W
Basis of appealNo reason given

Director's comments:

TD believes that it is clear LA to make normal @sge to 4NT- ie to show 1 Key card. East it isdaadd will bid
6v . It is not clear what the outcome will be but gxact result will make little difference. TD ruléiT-2

Appeals Committee decisionAppeal upheld and deposit returned. No LA & Gable result reinstated ¢6-1

Appeals Committee’s commentsThis is a murky auction in any case and we thinlsiMall always bid & with

or without an alert.

Barry Rigal's comments:

No LA to 6¢ ?? Give me a break! That is not the way LA caseslacided.
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I much prefer the TD ruling to the AC. | have neadwvhat West should bid if not to show one ace thed maybe
East will bid & ? The end result may be reasonable; the processsomtich.

Tim Rees’ comments:

| agree that with no information (e.g. with scréeigest would realise that the auction was murky aould
almost certainly bid € But is that the right question to ask? Suppost Eadn't alerted West'ssJid. Might not
West assume that 4NT was Blackwood for one ofits,sand responde® It's the same response whichever suit
is trumps.

Richard Hills’ comments:

A clause in the WBF Code of Practice (which clalse been given the status of an EBU regulatiomgsta
Inclination of committee

The expectation is that each appeal committeepreliume initially that the Director’s ruling is aact. The
ruling is overturned only on the basis of evidepesented. For this reason the Director must infonm
committee if a ruling in favour of the noffending side reflects a margin of doubt that corgs to exist after the
appropriate consultation procedure.

East-West refused to give any new evidence abeitpartnership agreement responses to KeycardkBtzod
(as opposed to Ul-assisted responses to Keycaottend) in their appeal, so in the absence of sigeth
evidence the Appeals Committee should have uphel®irector’s ruling.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:
| prefer the TD’s reasoning to the AC's.
Heather Dhondy’s comments:

| agree that the auction is murky and it is uncleghat West will do without the Ul, however giveratthe knows a
wheel has come off, it makes it much safer for tormastermind the auction with a jump t© &nd given that
there are (I would think) logical alternatives &using to answer the question asked, it shouldeatlowed. |
agree with the TD.

Paul Lamford’'s comments:
I am not sure that the Ul suggests very much. $&adnds looks a normal bid, and | agree with the AC
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Tournament Director: Gordon Rainsford
Appeals Committee:Paul Hackett (Chairman), Tom Townsend and RicBanddery

4 J93 Board 2 : Dealer East : NS vulnerable : MatchpairRairs
vJ4 West North East South
¢ 653 Pass &
*AQ762 2y 3% 4y Sv
» 1086 a5 Pass & Pass )
v KQ953 v 108762 Pass Pass v/ Pass
¢+ 974 +QJ Pass Dbl H Pass a7
]9 #K10843 |AllPass
& AKQ742 H Hesitation
vA
¢ AK1082
&5

Basic systems:

North-South: No information provided.
East-West: No information provided.
Result at table: 74 =

Director first called: At the end of the auction.

Director’s ruling:
The slow double expressed doubt and the playetrtisaidhe was unsure whether to double or #idL7216B
Passis a LA

Appeal lodged by:N/S
Basis of appeal:None given.
Appeals Committee decisionTD ruling upheld and the deposit forfeited.

Appeals Committee’s comments:
We consider the appeal frivolous and South shoale liknown better that to appeal.
Barry Rigal's comments:

I’'m available to remove South’s fingernails as aenappropriate level of punishment. The word
‘UNXXXXXXXbelievable’ comes to mind for this appeal

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

| agree with the AC’s decision to keep the depésiwever, | believe that a procedural penaltypigrapriate as
the Ul seems to be South’s reason for changinginid.

Robin Barker’'s comments:
| agree with TD/AC and the deposit being forfeited.
Heather Dhondy’s comments:

Curious. South appears to have made his decisien Wwa passes (forcingy 7 Looking just at the North-South
hands it would appear that North got it right tadle, and South’s undiscipline@ bid got very lucky. |
understand why the committee ruled as they didy aft a slow double suggests doubt, and Soutlineaglicably
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changed his mind. However, | wonder how many playesuld consider they had an “obvious” double #bid
on this auction, whatever their hand was? In otlwds, I'm suggesting that no call in this sequesdiely to be
made quickly, so the information given by the hagn is unlikely to be very revealing.

Frances Hinden's comments:

Where was the PP to South? Keeping the deposieipanalty for a frivolous appeal; a flagrant breatthe Ul
Laws deserves a score penalty.

Paul Lamford’s comments:

Again a Rainsford Ruling Reigns. This one was dwsyever, and the AC was right to keep the depbsitvever,
| believe that a procedural penalty is appropréet¢he Ul seems to be South’s reason for changsngind.

Tim Rees’ comments:

This one’s clear-cut: keep the money (they dide Tdct that € is a fluke make is irrelevant — South has taken
advantage of Ul and achieved a better result amsegjuence.



APPEAL No: 10.070

Tournament Director: Chris Benneworth
Appeals Committee:Brian Senior (Chairman), Michelle Brunner and REidrown

4 J74 Board 1 : Dealer North : Love all : MatchpointedrBa

v Q1042 West North East South

¢ A9642 Pass Pass &l

a4 Pass $ Pass 8 A1)
& K108653 & A92 Pass 3NT H (2) Pass *4
vJ5 v A986 Pass & All Pass
+3 ¢ J75 ) Not alerted
10763 &852 (2) After agreed hesitation

+Q

v K73

¢+ KQ108

*AKQJ9

Basic systems:

North-South: Weak NT, 4 card majors, 3 weak 2’'s

East-West: Reverse Benji Acol. Leadshghest and"® highest from poor suit
Result at table:5¢ = by North

Director’s statement of facts:

| was called to the table by EW at the end of thetian to reserve rights — facts as above wereeagi®outh has
Ul from two sources — the failure to alek &nd North’s hesitation before bidding 3NT.

The question then arises of how many tricks NS mvdke in 3NT. On £ lead, although it appears that the suit is
blocked, in practice North will playsJon the spade return at trick 2 and EW will takepédes and 1 heart.
Director’s ruling: Score adjusted to NS -150

Details of ruling:
Ul and LA. TD’s power to award adjusted score. L168 & (b), L16B3 and L12C1a

Appeal lodged by:N/S

Basis of appeal4¢ bid is obvious and in 3NT spade suit is blocke@Nd will make 9, 10 or 11 tricks

Appeals Committee decisionTD’s ruling upheld and deposit returned.

Appeals Committee’s comments:

We consider that Pass is not only a LA but a aeaaction. As there was Ulg4cannot be permitted. We believe
that East knew whata3meant and that North probably did not making teea2very attractive lead.

To play the 4 at trick 2 is normal play, the alternative beingaim against the odds particularly given West's Pass
over .

Tim Rees’ comments:

The first basis for appeal is highly dubious.ig not at all obvious; in fact it is a blatanteatipt to take advantage
of the Ul. | think it's worthy of a PP.

The second basis (the play of the spade suit)ligdg merit, but not enough to justify returningetteposit
(especially considering the attempt to justify #kebid)
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Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

| agree with the TD and the AC.

Robin Barker's comments:

The TD seems to have considered all the relevagdtopns and the AC agreed with his answers.
Heather Dhondy’s comments:

Agree completely with the TD and AC.

Richard Hills' comments:

| agree that South passing 3NT is not only therateaaction but also the actively ethical actiSo.| would retain
the deposit, but presumably the Appeals Committeemed the deposit due to the North-South arguthenthe
spade suit could be blocked.

Frances Hinden's comments:

N/S should be given a PP for (again) the blataetaidJ!l in pulling 3NT. Possibly their argument abthe play in
3NT could be considered to have some merit andengrstify returning the deposit, but they didn'no® up with
any new arguments for the appeal so | struggleedts merit.

Paul Lamford’s comments:
Not sure why this deposit was returned, as netthére points made by the appellants were valide.

Why wouldn'’t East lead a heart some of the timef@ $hould at least be considered? | agree witlbése
approach — I'm not sure E/W are due the full bdmere.
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Tournament Director: Mike Amos
Referee:Jeff Smith

& AKQ1072 Board 15 : Dealer South : NS vulnerable : IMPs Rs\{with
v 103 screens)
¢ 943 West North East South

&J]5 Pass
4 8643 1s A 2¢ All Pass

o -
v K986 v A7542
+ AKS85 + Q6 Note: opposite an unpa_sse_d handvf_ZouId systemically have
& AKQ82 * 104 shown a jump overcall in either major.
4 J95
vQJ
¢J1072
#9763

Basic systems:

North-South: Strong club, complex
East-West: 5 card majors, prepared minor
Result at table:2¢ -4 by North

Director first called: End of play

Director’'s statement of facts:

| was told NS had given different explanations. yregplained that they played different methodsrgitetner had
passed. North said he had overlooked South’s Passpartnership agreement was that this bid shaxadO in
diamonds. East argued that if he had been tolchthisould have doubled for T/O. Both South and Waght
have passed this. North argued he would havedidtBere was some disagreement. TD was left to rule

Result in the other room#6t1 by EW
Director’s ruling: Weighted score: 80% of¥6+1 for -1010 and 20% ofw4+3 for -510

Details of ruling:

If East doubles the auction may take various rotitBsdid not believe North would Pass 2 but would bid 2
E/W more likely than not to reach slam

Appeal lodged by:N/S
Basis of appealNS don’t think double is normal.

Appeals Committee decision:

TD’s ruling amended. In essence, the AC acceptbdles of the appeal that double is not ‘normat’ibut an
action by aggressive players of this standard apfien.

Adjusted weighted scores: 20% af 24 -400 (+420) 20% x-1.0=-0.2
20% of # + 3 -510 (+420) 20%x3.0=06
60% of @ + 1 -1010 (+420) 60% x 11.0 = 6.6

Total =+ 7.0imps
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Appeals Committee’s comments:

| polled several players and it was evident thayttid not chose to double automatically. Howewr@rst of them
did double albeit reluctantly since it was not feitentirely sound action. | was also not convirtbed the slam
would be reached 80% of the time.

| also felt that West's Pass of the id strongly suggested that he expected Eastutipdouble on very
minimum values. Hence East would have doubled gikrenright explanation.

| have not included the possibility o#  passed out, since | believe that North will ale/aull to 2.
Barry Rigal's comments:

With N/S the offenders the idea of adjusting theregenerously to E/W seems right.

Tim Rees’ comments:

The TD’s weighting did not include any element asEpassing€ | don't believe it's automatic for East to
double a natural€ so the Referee’s adjustment looks better.

There’s a common misconception that when givingeggtited score, the table result can’t be includeitié
weightings. But that only applies to Ul rulingstmne Ml rulings.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

The Referee seems to have researched this well.

Heather Dhondy’s comments:

| agree that it is far from clear that East woutdible. Some sort of split score is definitely apglile.
Richard Hills’ comments:

Both the Director and The Referee used sound judgeéto reach their differing rulings. However, Referee’s
slightly different ruling may seems to have beewveay minimally different that it was contrary toetrestrictions
of White Book clause 93.4.4(a):

A TD rules that there was misinformation and degitbeadjust the score to 80% of 4naking, 20% of 4 minus
one. An Appeals Committee...should not just maker mdjostments to the weighting, such as adjustimegscore
to 70% of 4 making, 30% of 4 minus one.

Frances Hinden's comments:

A double of a natural#® overcall on the East cards is marginal, and istatally clear the E/W will get to slam
after that start, so | think the AC have been gameto E/W but the ruling is reasonable.

Paul Lamford’s comments:
Good effort by the referee who polled strong Maistdieplayers no doubt. Agree with decision.



APPEAL No: 10.077

Tournament Director: Mike Amos
Appeals Committee:Heather Dhondy (Chairman), Simon Cope and Jonditestel

« KQ108 Board 3 : Dealer South : EW vulnerable : IMPs tas\(Rith screens)
v KQJ985 West North East South
¢+ A6 Pass
&3 1e Dbl 2% (1) Pass

& 654 4 J9 3v A Dbl Pass (2) Pass

vA v 732 44 All Pass

¢+ KQJ87 ¢ 1052 (1) North asked East abou#2and

&#AQ92 #KJ1084 was told “non-forcing” he said “limited by failute double?” and East did
aA732 not disagree.
v 1064 (2) No alert or explanation by East t¢
0943 North. See TD statement of Facts

Basic systems:

North-South: Not described
East-West: Natural 4 card majors 14-16 NT

Result at table: 4% = by East
Director first called: By NS at the end of the round

Director’s statement of facts:

North and South complained they had received diffeexplanations of EW calls. After East’s Pass/N2st had
responded to South’s questions by writing:

3v = Splinter

Pass = Interest
and explained that Pass was stronger than bid@ngduth argued that because he thought EW werstimiag
auction he had passed. Given different informatiemight have/would have bi@ 3His partner’'s second double
had been encouraging. West accepted that he had giisinformation about® EW’s CC shows N/F
constructive.

Director’s ruling: Weighted Score: 50%4= NS +420 and 50%#4= -130

Details of ruling:

West strongly asserts he has given a correct exgptemnof “Pass” (2). TD is not convinced that tisishe case. The
agreement may apply in some cases but East cldidrlyot think so here. In discussion East nevet Yaie
forgotten” or “I knew Pass was strong”. He clainmisunderstood his remark about opponents not fipdgame
but I do not think his understanding of the agresmes the same as West’'s. South’s questions ilmplyas
thinking of bidding. | do not believe he would algabid .

I ruled as above weighted score.

| considered misbid and fielding. If West’s explaoas are to be believed it seems strange nott&®i He
argues that he thought East had 3 cards in spadeia diamonds.

Appeal lodged by:N/S

Director's comments: | think South has potentially been damaged by:
(A) Definite Ml about 2 (agreed)
(B) Disputed MI about Pass



APPEAL No: 10.077

Appeals Committee decisionTD’s ruling upheld and deposit returned.

Appeals Committee’s comments:

We think that the TD got the ruling about right. Were close to keeping the deposit. We only diddjust further
in favour of N/S because South might have bid aryywa

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

The TD/AC ruling does not seem unreasonable, Iounibt convinced that South’s bidding has been tdteby
the MI.

Frances Hinden's comments:

South has clearly been misinformed. From the TD®mments it seems West thought was passable, which is a
very odd call opposite a forcinge2response and an ‘encouraging’ pass so | can sg¢hwITD was somewhat
suspicious of the E/W actions i.e. West fielding thisbid. Give East the Ace of spades in additonis actual
cards and (having made a forcing Bid) he’s not even worth an ‘encouraging’ passd#ujust needs no diamond
ruff to make. That is why | think the appeal hagitethere is the possibility of a ‘fielded misbidling.

Paul Lamford’s comments:

Agree with AC. Close to keeping the deposit.

Tim Rees’ comments:

A good job, but I'm not convinced that South’s bitlgihas been affected by the MI.
Barry Rigal's comments:

| can’t believe West would pass o 4ut would bid %. Too generous to the non-offenders. The basiseof t
adjustment seems reasonable. West gave MI...but v&auth bid 8? Approximately never.



APPEAL No: 10.078

Tournament Director: Mike Amos
Appeals Committee:Jeremy Dhondy (Chairman), Frances Hinden and ABualyles

49 Board 19 : Dealer South : EW vulnerable : IMPS #s\{with
v762 screens)
¢ 1096543 West North East South

& AK 10 e A

474 4 QJ8653 | Pass ¢ (1) 28 Pass

v J853 Pass Dbl All Pass

¢+ AKQJS 1¢ Precision — diamonds or clubs or balanced.

»]8 (1)  Alerted South West as rarely a three card suit.d\ated

North East

Basic systems:

North-South: Strong Club

East-West: No information

Result at table: 24 x -2 by East. Lea# 4

Director first called: After match completed.

Director’s statement of facts:

| was approached by East /West who, as they sagrediscovered that they had received differentamgtions of
the v bid.

North South explained that they reply tarely on a three card suit when no other call agsopriate. Their
system file confirmed this and that opener didmake allowance for this. East complained that iftNdad 4
hearts no card played from dummy at trick 1 coutkena difference. But if North might hold threedsait did
make a difference. East said he might have plaijféetehtly (he had played small and won with)9 TD
discovered that NS lead small from Qxx or 10xx.

Director’s ruling:
TD ruled that with correct information East maynaaty not play J from dummy. 50% +500 and 50% -870

Details of ruling:

TD ruled there was misinformation. WBF alertingipglPreamble 3 and policy (ii). East was entitledkbow v
could be made on three card suit.

Note by editor: The WBF alerting policy (rather than the EBU ongdlées in this event.

Appeal lodged by:E/W

Basis of appeal: To review ruling and outcome of League

Appeals Committee decision:

TD'’s ruling was amended and the deposit returnbdt ™ should have been alerted on both sides of thesas
per WBF Alerting Regs. and that declarer was dachégehe failure to do so. The weighted score @650
24 x+1 to 80% of 2 x+1 with a consequent reduction in the other option



APPEAL No: 10.078

Appeals Committee’s comments:

The AC believed that declarer “knew” that the Qould not be on his left and while North shouldklwith the Q
and not the 10 declarer had been deprived of aarappty to get this right by the failure to alarsystemically
agreed call. We thought he would get it right nafghe time.

Barry Rigal's comments:

The AC adjustment seems OK to me. If the personddasn’t make thevl call thinks it is systemic enough to
alert it for sure the man who bid with a three-casajor should alert. Absolutely wrong of North notdo so — he
should be punished fully. (As a matter of facsitdgical to play low from dummy here in my opinibut | still
like the AC decision).

Tim Rees’ comments:

The AC got this one right. Once East is awarettiahearts might be 3-3, the queen is more likelyg with
South.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:

The AC has got this about right. As South has og¢ine bidding and there are only 18 points misgileglarer

would probably play Q at trick one if he knows he has to guess betwleeopening leader having Qxx/Q10x and
10xx.

Heather Dhondy’s comments:

| agree with the AC. If 1H could be a 3 card splidying the jack is the only legitimate chance @king the
contract, therefore he would probably play for it.

Paul Lamford's comments:

| agree with the AC. An expert East will play the dimost all the time. Good decision.



APPEAL No: 10.083

Tournament Director: Matthew Johnson
Appeals Committee:David Gold (Chairman), Paul Lamford and Alan Kay

4 J876 Board 22 : Dealer East : EW vulnerable : SwissRamatchpoints => VPs)
v AK653 West North East South
¢+ 6 3NT (1) Pass
» Q95 4% (2) Pass 4 (3) Pass
4 AK10932 &5 Pass (4)  Pass (5)
v4 v Jos (1) Gambling 3NT
+ 874 + AKQ10953 (@ Pass or correct
#1082 *76 (3) Correct
4 Q4 (4) Long pause before call (agreed)
1072 () Would have doubled without the
: ?2 pause
& AKJ43

Basic systems:

North-South: Benji Acol

East-West: Benji Acol and gambling 3NT
Result at table:4¢ = by East

Director first called: After the play

Director’s statement of facts:

| was called by North who believed he was misled\tBst’s long pause. After a pass in tempo, he wdaltle
for T/O leading to & x-1 and that West had nothing to think about. Véagl he was thinking about bidding &s
East could have short clubs.

Director’s ruling:

After consultation | ruled that West could well kayeen thinking thates could make or as a sacrifice against 4
to which he only has 3 defensive tricks and as sumghinference is drawn at North’s own risk. L73D1

Appeal lodged by:N/S

Basis of appealDisagree with reasoning given.

Director's comments: When giving the ruling North disagreed with thagens given by the TD.

Appeals Committee decisionTD ruling was upheld and the deposit returned.

Appeals Committee’s comments:
We believe that West had a genuine problem, asdse,B or 5 . We therefore agree with the director’s ruling.
Barry Rigal's comments:

My first thoughts were ‘Absolute b***ocks’; I've nuified this to a more statesmanlike ‘ | think themanittee
bought the Brooklyn Bridge’. West has a cle#r&ll over 3NT if he thinks it is right to bid nowaw 73F2
covers this nicely. At least an adjustment ¢o&L. I'd like to give E/W worse.




APPEAL No: 10.083

Tim Rees’ comments:

West had a bridge problem to think about (althougimight have anticipated the problem and thougét 8NT).
He was thinking about bidding game to make — #n& the same as thinking about disruptive acti@ntpassing,
which could create the wrong impression with thpagents.

Richard Hills’ comments:

| agree with the TD’s and AC'’s ruling only if Wesas a non-expert player. For an expert West theahptoblem
is one round earlier in the auction, as an expexstkhight choose a pass-or-correct call of FIVEBElu

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:
The director refers to Law 73D1 which also stated fplayers should be particularly careful when

variations may work to the benefit of their side " but he also needs to consider Law 73F:
“When a violation of the Proprieties described in t his law results in damage to an

innocent opponent, if the Director determines that an innocent player has drawn a

false inference from a remark, manner, tempo, or th e like, of an opponent who has no
demonstrable bridge reason for the action, and who could have known, at the time of

the action, that the action could work to his benef it, the Director shall award an

adjusted score (see Law 12C)."

West knows that the opponents are likely to be tmidv and that pausing might deter North from protectsay
the “could have known” part is certainly satisfiddhus the TD has to decide whether West has a detnatie
bridge reason for his pause. Whilst West pointgloait his partner may hold a singleton club, hedyasmetric
holdings in the minors and (at the point whereplaigner had opened 3NT) his side was equally tooli:for 5%.
Logically, any decision on whether to play at th@d5-level ought to have been made on the faghd of the
auction.

Frances Hinden's comments:

West doesn’t appear to be the greatest of plajeeshad no problem on the first round of the aurcbut found
one on the second. However, it's still true thatlltehave a problem even if it took him an extra roohdidding
to work that out so | think the AC had this right

Heather Dhondy’s comments:

The problem occurs in these situations when a pliwyeks about making a bid and then doesn’t dbuhderstand
that he had a bridge reason to think, but he camlalow at the time that his think could misleag dpponents.
The opponents can make dand this would scarcely come as a surprise ta\Wede owes a duty of care —
director refers to Law 73D1 which also states tipityers should be particularly careful when

variations (of tempo)may work to the benefit of their side ". I think North had a good case for
appeal and | would consider ruling in his favour.

Paul Lamford’s comments:

For an adjustmerwest would have had to have no bridge reason @Btfi. Clearly he has, as if you were to
swap East’s majors aroundas would have play.



APPEAL No: 10.086

Tournament Director: Liz Stevenson
Appeals Committee:Grahame Weir (Chairman), Val Kennewell and Edwasdy

4642 Board 8 : Dealer West : Love all : MatchpointedrPai
v A983 West North East South
+QJ Pass INT 2 (1) 2NT (2)
& AK108 3e Pass 2% (3) All Pass
& KJ1083 & AQ7 (1) 2+ explained as spades and another
v62 vKQJ1074 (2) 2NT Lebesohl not alerted
¢ K102 ¢ 74 (3) No description provided
&642 &75
4 95
v5
¢ A98653
#0QJ93

Basic systems:

North-South: Acol 12-14 NT and strong 2's
East-West: Acol 12-14 NT

Result at tabledv = by East

Director first called: at the end of the bidding.

Director’s statement of facts:

| was called at the end of the bidding. N/S clairttet West had given an incorrect explanationvof 2NT was
not alerted. East had bi®® over 3 and the opponents had let him change itvdéfore the director was called.
4v was misdefended. N/S have 4 tricks.

Director’s ruling: Score adjusted tos2 by West.

Details of ruling: East’'s 4 bid was based on Ul of partner’s wrong explanatibhis 2 bid.
Appeal lodged by:E/W

Appeals Committee decisionTD’s ruling upheld and deposit returned.

Appeals Committee’s comments:
Both East and West used Ul and presented nothingméne AC. Chairman was against forfeiting thpakit.
Barry Rigal's comments:

How many crass/incompetent plays were made her&xss)it was a head to head match both sides desaem.
Oh well, let’'s assume a zero-sum calculation neggs&/W'’s infraction beats N/S’s stupidity — s6degive E/W
75% of the worst possible result but not all of it.

Jeffrey Allerton’s comments:
The fact that the “E/W presented nothing new toAlE suggests that the deposit ought to have betmned.
Robin Barker’'s comments:

No problem with the TD/AC ruling but | think disaagr with “Both East and West used UI”. West doeshast
Ul, this is explicit in Law 27B1(a clear retentioh) — “Law 16D does not apply”.



APPEAL No: 10.086

Heather Dhondy’s comments:

The deposit here should definitely have been ftafeunless the players were very inexperienced isha gross
misuse of Ul and they have no basis whatsoevearf@ppeal.

Richard Hills’ comments:

These casebooks would be more useful as instruetéoruals if reasons were uniformly given as to why
particular deposit was forfeited or returned.

Paul Lamford’s comments:
| think a clear retention of the deposit here fesd was no basis whatsoever for an appeal.
Frances Hinden’s comments:

The AC chairman here is not an ‘official’ EBU rederand is not experienced at appeals which magiexyhy
the deposit was returned as there is no reasorsogar to do so otherwise.

Tim Rees’ comments:
Why was the deposit returned?



