
APPEAL No 3: Weak and Defenceless

08.004 Swiss Teams Congress
Tournament Director:

Barrie Partridge
Appeals Committee:

Jeremy Dhondy (Chairman), David Burn, Richard Bowdery
	IMPs to VPs
Board no 21
Dealer N
NS vulnerable
	( 9 7 4 3
( A J 9 8 7 5 2
( K
( 9
	

	( A 8
( 4 3
( A 9 6 4 2
( Q 6 5 2
	N

W                     E

S
	( Q 10 5 2
( none
( Q J 10 5
( K J 8 4 3

	
	( K J 6
( K Q 10 6
( 8 7 3
( A 10 7
	


Basic systems:

North-South play Acol + 3 weak 2s
East-West play Acol
	WEST
	NORTH
	EAST
	SOUTH

	
	1(
	dble
	2NT(A1)

	3(
	3(
	pass
	4(

	Dble (H2)
	Pass
	5(
	All pass


(1) At least a raise to 3( without the double
(2) Slow double. Convention card shows that this double shows values.
Result at table:

5(x ( by West, NS –550
Director first called:

At end of hand

Director’s statement of facts:

Although the TD was not called until the end of the hand, it had amicably been agreed between the players that there had been a very significant hesitation by W before the double of 4(. The TD was asked for a ruling concerning E’s 5( bid. E stated that he had very little defensive strength for his bidding to date and also that W’s double showed values and was not described as a penalty double.
Director’s ruling:

Score assigned for both sides:


4(x ( by North, NS +790
Details of ruling:

L12C2 and 3, 16A.
Appeal lodged by:

East-West

Basis of appeal:

EW do not agree that pass is a LA.
Director’s comments:

The TD consulted with colleagues and they felt it clear that passing with the E hand was just as much of a LA with the value-showing double as it would have been following a penalty double.
Appeals Committee decision:

Table score re-instated

Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:

W did not double 2NT.
E had a sub minimum with little defence and good diamonds. We thought it a clear action to pull 4(x.
