
APPEAL No 1: Did he or didn’t he?

08.002 Swiss Teams Congress
Tournament Director:

John Pyner
Appeals Committee:

Jeremy Dhondy (Chairman), David Burn, Richard Bowdery
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	Play
	Lead
	W
	N
	E
	S

	Tr1
	E
	(8
	(9
	(6
	(A

	Tr2
	S
	(4
	(3
	(9
	(J

	Tr3
	S
	(2
	(A
	(5
	(4

	Tr4
	N
	(Q
	(3
	(10
	(J


Result at table:

6( - 1 by North. Lead (6
Director first called:

After trick 4
Director’s statement of facts:

North stated that East had hesitated before playing (10, an allegation strongly denied by East, who said he had played in his normal tempo, which he attempted to demonstrate. South said East’s alleged hesitation had deflected him from his intended line. He always plays for the drop with a combined holding of 9 cards unless there is reason to do otherwise. Later the TD observed East’s tempo from a distance and would describe it as measured and steady.
Director’s ruling:

Table result stands
Details of ruling:

An observation of East’s tempo leads the TD to conclude that no hesitation has occurred and that in any case, whatever rate the (10 is played declarer draws any conclusions at his own risk.
Appeal lodged by:

North-South

Basis of appeal:

East’s alleged hesitation
Appeals Committee decision:

Director’s ruling upheld

Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:

The TD found by observation that East played consistently and steadily and that there was not a hesitation. Nothing we heard persuaded us otherwise. In any event we considered that even if a hesitation had occurred it was not reasonable to draw the conclusion that it was from Q 10 x.
We thought this appeal was quite close to a retention of the deposit.
