
APPEAL No 7:  4♠?  Oh, no, not 4♠!
Tournament Director:

Marilyn Jones
Appeals Committee:

Frances Hinden (Chairman)   Eddie Lucioni   Malcolm Harris
	Swiss Pairs
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Basic systems:

North-South play 2/1 Game force (modified)
	WEST
	NORTH
	EAST
	SOUTH

	
	
	
	2♦! (1)

	2♠ (2)
	Pass
	4♠
	Pass

	5♣
	Pass
	5♦ (3)
	Pass

	Pass
	Pass
	
	


(1) Weak, both majors, 4:4 at least
(2) Intended as a takeout double

(3) Cue bid agreeing spades

Result at table:

5♦ making by East, NS –400, lead ♦5
Director first called:

At beginning of play
Director’s statement of facts:

2♠ bid: there was no agreement between East and West.
Director’s ruling:

Table result stands

Details of ruling:

No logical alternative to 5♣ bid.  Law 16A.
Appeal lodged by:

North-South

Director’s comments:

N/S in explaining how they had been damaged spoke very forcefully to me.
Appeals Committee decision:

Director’s ruling upheld

Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:

E/W know they have no agreement on the sequence – with no agreement there is no UI from the lack of alert.  West had to decide if partner had long spades with nothing else, or if partner would have bid 3♠ then 4♠ with that holding.
