
APPEAL No 9:  Not that pesky 2♣ opening again!
Tournament Director:

Mike Amos
Appeals Committee:

Glyn Liggins (Chairman)   Paul Lamford   Kath Nelson
	Swiss Teams
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Basic systems:

East-West play Artificial Multiway Club
	WEST
	NORTH
	EAST
	SOUTH

	2♣! (1)
	2♠
	Pass
	4♠

	Pass
	4NT
	Pass
	5♣!

	Pass
	Pass
	Pass
	


(1) 8-13, at least 4-4 in the majors (5-4 if minimum)
Result at table:

5♣ making by South, NS +600
Director first called:

While teams were scoring up
Director’s statement of facts:

E/W called the TD to assess if there had been UI and to investigate N/S’s failure to alert 2♠.
TD asked North what she had intended by her 2♠ bid.  She said she thought it would ask for a stop.  South said he thought it was natural.

TD asked North why she bid 4NT.  She said she did not want to play 4♠.  South thought this was Blackwood.  TD asked North why she passed 5♣.  She said she preferred that to 4♠.
Director’s ruling:

Table result stands

Details of ruling:

N/S had no clearly agreed defence to 2♣ convention.
In view of the vulnerability and West’s opening bid, it seems very unlikely that South holds ♠ KQJxxxx.  Therefore the TD decided that from the bidding North was entitled to infer that South had misinterpreted her 2♠ call.

Appeal lodged by:

East-West

Appeals Committee decision:

Director’s ruling upheld

Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:

We do not feel it was percentage to pass 4♠.  Thereafter North was lucky to land in the best spot.  Rub of the green.
