
APPEAL No 26:  Tolerance for spades

08.082 Tollemache QR
Tournament Director:

Nick Woosnam
Appeals Committee:

David Price (Chairman), David Burgess, Jeffrey Allerton
	Teams of 8 XIMPs
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Basic systems:

North-South play Multi 2(
East-West play Dixon defence to multi
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	pass
	2((A2)
	Dble (3NA)
	All pass


(1) Multi
(2) Explained as prepared to play in 3( over weak 2(
(3) Not alerted – explained as spades or tolerance for spades before play starts.

Result at table:

2(x – 1 by North, NS –200, lead ♣
Director first called:

At end of hand

Director’s statement of facts:

Called to the table at end of play. N felt that he had been damaged by the explanation, as he played spade to the 10 and later K expecting E to have at least 3 spades and therefore more likely to have J if has 4 (contract can be made on club lead on actual layout by spade to K or Q and ducking a spade, a more likely line if E bid described as ‘values’ or takeout.
W seemed certain that their methods showed spades or tolerance for spades (normally 3+) which is why he didn’t alert the double of artificial bid (correct). E ‘knew’ that S has weak 2 spades so his choice was pass/double or 2NT – the latter 2 as last chance to get into auction (as partner unlikely to protect), so chose off-system in terms of spade length with some hope of partner having spades and subsequent penalty (admitted to some element of take out in post mortem).
Director’s ruling:

Table result stands

Details of ruling:

Dixon defence not described on the convention card. However the TD is satisfied by W’s explanation made before play started that the double normally shows spades or tolerance for spades in this situation and that E had deviated slightly in a ‘bid or not to bid’ decision.
Appeal lodged by:

North-South

Basis of appeal:

NS believe they deserve some or all of 2(x making as double is more takeout than spades and would have played hand differently.
Director’s comments:

Recommend deposit returned as non-frivolous. Likely to affect qualification as teams in contention. N’s actual line chosen for spades 2-4 fails when J offside.
After consulting with other TDs we felt there were not sufficient grounds for adjusting the score to 2(x making (or part thereof) given that spades may be 3-3 if tolerance N may have given more weight to spade K or Q and duck line considered.

Comments by North-South:

E’s double not alerted so assumed to be penalties, having length in spades. W’s explanation did not mention take-out. E subsequently explained (with TD present) that ‘there is a possibility of an EW heart fit [despite N having some support] or [failing that] a minor suit fit. That sounds like take out to me. Their defence to a multi is not explained at all on their cards. My line of play assumed spade length in the E hand. If described as take out I would have assumed the opposite. On a club lead I can afford 2 spade losers (and 3 diamonds)
Appeals Committee decision:

Director’s ruling upheld

Deposit returned

