
APPEAL No 8: Would he pass?
08.014 Spring Congress
Tournament Director:

Phil Godfrey
Appeals Committee:

Jeff Smith (Chairman), Richard Winter, Catherine Draper
	MP Pairs
Board no 5
Dealer N
NS vulnerable
	( 6
( K 4
( K Q J 8
( A K J 5 3 2
	

	( A 10 5
( A 2
( 9 7 5 4 3 2
( Q 7
	N

W                     E

S
	( K Q 9 8 7
( 10 8 7 5
( 10 
( 10 6 4

	
	( J 4 3 2
( Q J 9 6 3
( A 6
( 9 8
	


	WEST
	NORTH
	EAST
	SOUTH

	
	1(
	pass
	1(

	2(
	Dble (1)
	All pass
	


(1) After opening lead double was explained as ‘extra values’ with diamonds. Not alerted.
Result at table:

2(x - 2 by West, NS +300
Director first called:

At opening lead
Director’s statement of facts:

S had not alerted the ‘non-take out’ double as per OB 5E2(a). E claimed that if she had known it was penalty orientated she would have bid 2(.
Director’s ruling:

Score assigned for both sides:


2( - 1 by East, NS +50
Details of ruling:

EW damaged by failure to alert. E should be allowed to bid 2( as rescue. N has already shown a good hand with ( and ( and hand is probably a misfit so may pass this out. (L12C2)
Appeal lodged by:

North-South

Basis of appeal:

N would bid 3(
Director’s comments:

Although several players would bid 3( over 2(, any doubtful points should be resolved in favour of the non-offending side hence the score of 2( - 1.
Appeals Committee decision:

Table score re-instated

Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:

With the correct explanation, we don’t believe that E would have pulled to 2(. Thus we are reverting back to the table score. (It is a little surprising that S passed 2(x).
