
APPEAL No 2:  A fit non-jump
Tournament Director:

Mike Amos
Appeals Committee:

Ken Shuttleworth (Chairman)   Peter Hand   Liam Sheridan
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Basic systems:

North-South play 2/1, 5 card majors
	WEST
	NORTH
	EAST
	SOUTH

	Pass
	1♠
	2♣
	3♣! (1)

	3♦
	3♠
	… Pass
	Pass

	4♣
	Pass
	Pass
	Pass


(1) Invitational raise in spades
Result at table:

4♣ making by East, NS –130, lead ♠x
Director first called:

At end of hand

Director’s statement of facts:

TD was called by South who wanted to query west’s 4♣ bid after the agreed long hesitation by East over North’s 3♠.  E/W argued that 3♦ showed club support and committed the partnership to the 4 level in clubs.
South further complained that 3♦ should have been alerted if it showed club support.

West argued that she had the best possible holding in diamonds (AK) and five clubs.  East pointed out that she had only shown three card support with 3♦.  South argued that if 3♦ had been alerted North might have bid differently – ie 4♠ because he would know South was short in clubs.
Director’s ruling:

Table result stands

Details of ruling:

On the UI issue TD feels pass is not a logical alternative.
On the MI issue TD feels 3♠ is still the normal bid: ♦ Qx is a poor holding.

Appeal lodged by:

North-South

Director’s comments:

It is correct that 3♦ should have been alerted if it showed club support.

TD polled five players to determine issues.

When the ruling was given South argued that her bidding had been affected and she might have bid 4♠ – she did not argue this at the time.

Appeals Committee decision:

Director’s ruling upheld

Deposit returned

Appeals Committee’s comments:

Agreed that 3♦ should have been alerted but failure to do so did not in our opinion damage N/S, since West was in effect committing partnership to 4♣.
