
APPEAL No 23:  ‘Can I overtake?’

08.068 Brighton Swiss Teams
Tournament Director:

Gordon Rainsford
Appeals Committee:

Tim Rees (Chairman), Andrew Thompson, Cameron Small
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	All pass


(1) 10-12 HCP
Result at table:

4(( by West, NS –620, lead (x
Director first called:

At end of hand

Director’s statement of facts:

The play had gone (x to king; (A winning, (x to queen ruffed in dummy with (2. Then declarer led (10 and when S played low she hesitated (agreed hesitation explained to the TD as wondering whether she could afford to overtake) before playing low. N won the (A and returned a 4th club.
N explained to the TD that she knew her partner could not have (Q and (A because of the 10-12 NT opening. The hesitation had led her to believe that she had the (Q and not the (A and so she had returned a 4th club reasoning that the only way to defeat the contract was if S had started with three clubs and could ruff the 4th round with (Q.
Director’s ruling:

Score assigned for both sides:


4( –1 by West, NS +100
Details of ruling:

W had failed to be particularly careful when variations might work to the benefit of their side. W had no demonstrable bridge reason for her hesitation – she should have decided to overtake before leading – and she could have known that it might work to her benefit (L73D1, 73F)
Appeal lodged by:

East-West

Appeals Committee decision:

Director’s ruling upheld

Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:

There was an agreed hesitation by W after the (10  and (5 had been played.
W’s hesitation during a trick gave the impression to the defence that there was a problem in the suit led. Although we are sure that declarer had no intent to deceive, that was the effect of the hesitation. L73D1 allows the opposition redress. If W had thought before leading the (10 from dummy then there would not have been the same inferences about the spades.
