
APPEAL No 8:  Surely 4( is going off!
Tournament Director:

Roland Bolton
Appeals Committee:

Frances Hinden (Chairman)   Richard Bowdery   Liz McGowan
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Basic systems:

North-South play Acol, 12-14 1NT
East-West play Acol, 12-14 1NT, weak 2s in three suits
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(1) Alleged hesitation

Result at table:

4( doubled –1 by East, NS +200, lead

Director first called:

After double by North of 4( bid.
Director’s statement of facts:

E/W called TD after double of 4( by North.  TD asked North if he was aware for pause by South over 2(: told No.
TD asked South if he had given consideration over 2( by East: told Yes.

Director’s ruling:

Table result stands

Details of ruling:

TD ruled hesitation had occurred over 2( bid by East.  Result stands.  Double not suggested by UI (unauthorised information).  Law 16A.
Appeal lodged by:

East-West

Appeals Committee’s decision:

Score assigned for both sides:

4( –1 by East, NS +100
Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:

The hesitation suggests South is thinking of bidding over 2( so we deem the UI suggest double would be more successful.
It was clear at the appeal that South had been thinking of bidding so we agree with the TD that there was a hesitation.

If South is thinking of bidding he is likely to have some values (in spite of what he actually had!) which suggests double would be a good choice.

Although we agree that this North would likely double anyway, the AC have enough evidence from other tables that pass is an LA on this auction.

