
APPEAL No 24:  The king?

08.074 Autumn Congress Pairs
Tournament Director:

Martin Lee
Appeals Committee:

Jeremy Dhondy (Chairman), Jon Williams, Paul Lamford
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Basic systems:

North-South play Acol mini NT
East-West play Strong 1♣, 15-17 NT
Result at table:

2NT - 1 by South
Director first called:

At trick 3 before E had played to the trick, after card played from dummy.  The position before that trick is as shown in the diagram.
Director’s statement of facts:

The TD was called by S (declarer) who told the TD that although he had already called the (K from dummy he wanted to play the (5. After speaking to all at the table the TD was satisfied that there was a pause of about 2 seconds after the (K was called when he stated he wanted the (5. The TD read Law 45C4. In the TD’s view a delay of 1-2 seconds is not ‘without pause for thought’. The TD ruled the (K played.
Director’s ruling:

Table result stands

Details of ruling:

Compulsory play of card (Law 45C4)
Appeal lodged by:

North-South

Basis of appeal:

Does not agree with TD’s interpretation of the law.
Appeals Committee decision:

Director’s ruling upheld

Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:

The (K was designated; there was pause for thought so it must be played.
Law 45C4A applies.

Law 45C4B although the pause was agreed to be brief nonetheless the designation was not changed quickly enough.

The deposit was returned because we thought this relatively close and discussed it for some time.

