
APPEAL No 25:  An unexplained double

08.079 Autumn Congress Teams of Four
Tournament Director:

Eddie Williams
Appeals Committee:

Jon Williams (Chairman), John Amor, Ed Scerri
	IMPs
Board no 25
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Basic systems:

North-South play strong NT, 5 card majors, 2 over 1 game force.
East-West play Acol and Multi
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	EAST
	SOUTH
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	Dble (1)
	Pass (H2)
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	Pass
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	Dble (3)
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(1) NS could not give an explanation of what the double meant in this sequence
(2) E’s pass was only slightly out of tempo in my opinion

(3) N did not alert this double and subsequently passed.
Result at table:

2(x + 1 by East , NS –380
Director first called:

After North’s double.
Director’s statement of facts:

The TD was called to the table after N’s double as S was unable to give an explanation of the double. The TD sent N away from the table and asked S to explain the system. He said that his partnership had no agreement in this sequence. The TD asked N back to the table and sent S away. When asked N said that their partnership had no agreement in this sequence.
The TD stayed at the table while the auction continued. N failed to alert S’s double and at the end of the auction E asked N what the double meant. N’s answer was that she didn’t know in this sequence. The TD explained that as she had passed she obviously thought it was for penalty in which case she should have alerted it.

At the end of the auction S reserved his rights because of E’s alleged slow pass. The TD was asked back at the end of play by S and asked to look at the board as S felt W’s 2( bid was suggested by E’s slow pass.

E felt that he had not hesitated, S suggested there was a long hesitation. The TD was present at the table during the auction and the TD feel there was a break in tempo by E.
Director’s ruling:

Table result stands

Details of ruling:

W’s 2( bid is not suggested by E’s break in tempo pass, but more by NS failure to explain their double. The TD do not believe pass is a LA. (Orange book 5B10).
Note by editor:

Orange book 5B10:
A player who is not sure whether a call made is alertable, but who is going to act as though it is, should alert the call, as the partnership is likely to be considered to have an agreement, especially if the player’s partner’s actions are also consistent with that agreement.

Appeal lodged by:

North-South

Comments by North-South:

I have only had time to look at point 1). I dispute the wording by the TD as it implies deliberate obfuscation. We had no agreement as to what my double meant in an auction like this.
Appeals Committee decision:

Director’s ruling upheld

Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:

It was felt that 2( was the LA to leaving 1NTx despite the break in tempo.
