
APPEAL No 9: Who has the diamonds?

08.015 Spring Congress
Tournament Director:

Rob Turner
Appeals Committee:

Jon Williams (Chairman), Bill Niccol, Andrew Petrie
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Basic systems:

North-South play transfers after a 1NT overcall
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	EAST
	SOUTH
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(1) 2( not alerted. W’s double was for take-out
(2) The pass was alerted – denies 3 hearts.
Result at table:

3(x - 4 by East, NS +1100
Director first called:

At end of auction

Director’s statement of facts:

E asked after the alert and was told ‘denies 3 hearts’. ‘Why are hearts relevant?’ ‘Because 2( was a transfer’ (South). There was general merriment at the table and E argues that since the double showed diamonds he was merely competing. The TD was also concerned that he had not been called as soon as the irregularity became apparent.
Director’s ruling:

Split score assigned:


Score assigned for N/S: 2( - 1 by South, NS –50 

Score assigned for E/W: result stands
Details of ruling:

The TD considers that E, being fully aware that 2( was a transfer but W’s double had been made in the belief that it was natural, had acted frivolously. He vehemently denies this. (L21)
Appeal lodged by:

Both sides

Appeals Committee decision:

Score assigned for both sides:


2( - 1 by North, NS –50
Both deposits returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:

Failure to alert 2( by N and explanation subsequently supplied by South resulted in misinformation under Law 21 which states ‘the quality of the contract is irrelevant, the pair is damaged if it is judged they would have got a better score in the contract they might have reached without the misinformation’.
