
APPEAL No 6:  Is that weak?
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(1) Weak

Result at table:

3NT +2 by West, NS –660
Director first called:

At end of auction

Director’s statement of facts:

After the 2( opening from South, West asked the question of North “Is that weak?” and then passed.
Director’s ruling:

Score assigned for both sides:

2( –1 by South, NS –100
Details of ruling:

TD ruled that pass was a logical alternative to 3(.  Law 16A.
Appeal lodged by:

East-West

Basis of appeal:

Pass was not a logical alternative.
Appeals Committee’s decision:

Table score re-instated

Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:

East’s 3( is a call to which there is no logical alternative suggested by the (normal) question “Is 2( weak?”.
