
APPEAL No 7: Another misbid?

08.013 Spring Congress

Tournament Director:
Phil Godfrey
Appeals Committee:

Ted Reveley (Chairman), Paul Lamford, Clive Owen
	MP to VPs
Board no 14
Dealer E
None vulnerable
	( J 10 9 6 3 2
( K 10 8 6 5 2
( 10
( none
	

	( A 8 4
( 9 7 3
( A 6 4 3
( 10 7 2
	N
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	( K
( J
( K Q 8 5
( Q J 9 6 5 4 3

	
	( Q 7 5
( A Q 4
( J 9 7 2
( A K 8
	


	WEST
	NORTH
	EAST
	SOUTH

	
	
	1(
	1NT

	2((A1)
	2(
	3(
	Pass(2)

	pass
	3(
	pass
	3(

	All pass
	
	
	


(1) ‘the majors’, subsequently 5-4
(2) S asked about the alert before call
Result at table:

3( + 1 making by North
Director first called:

At end of hand

Director’s statement of facts:

N called to state that explanation of 2( did not fit the contents of the hand. She would have bid 4( if she thought it was intended as club support. This treatment is now on the convention card.
Director’s ruling:

Table result stands

Details of ruling:

The TD was satisfied that East’s explanation was correct and W had misbid. No damage.

Note by editor:

Regulations require misbids to be categorised based on the possibility of partner fielding them.
Appeal lodged by:

North-South

Director’s comments:

Although this method was not specifically on the card this is such an unusual treatment of the 2(, it would be difficult to give such an explanation if they were not playing it.
Appeals Committee decision:

Director’s ruling upheld

Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:

The TD decision was a misbid although the explanation did not appear on the card. Whilst we agree with misbid we feel that as the convention was not on the card NS have a reasonable case to make and the deposit is therefore returned.
