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FOREWORD

Aswe continue our presentation of appeals from NABC tournaments, our goals
remain to provide information, to stimulate change (hopefully for the better), and
to do this in a manner that is entertaining as well as instructive.

Our panelists have been provided the opportunity to comment on and rate each
Director’s ruling and Committee’s decision, and while not every panelist rated or
commented on every case, many did. The two ratings (averaged over the panelists)
are presented after each write-up, expressed as percentages. These ratings also
appear in a summary table near the end of the casebook, for handy reference. These
numerical ratings are intended to give the reader a general idea of the panel’s
assessment of the performance of the Director and Committee relative to the best
possible resolution that could have been achieved. The reader is advised that these
ratings are not valid for the purpose of comparing the performance of Directors and
Committees. Each group is rated on a different set of criteria and scale. Directors
are rated on their handling of the situation at the table. They are expected to quickly
determine the pertinent facts, apply the right laws and often, because of limited time
and bridge-expertise, to make “provisional” rulings so the game may progress
normally, expecting that their rulings may be reviewed and overturned on appeal.
Committees, on the other hand, are rated on all aspects of their decisions including
their finding of facts, application of the laws and use of bridge judgment appropriate
to the event and the contestants involved. Their ratings also depend on such things
as a panelist’s view of the use of procedural and appeal-without-merit penalties.
Panelists who oppose the use of such penalties could down-grade the Committee’s
rating even though they agree with other aspects of their decision.

I wish to thank all of the hard-working people without whose efforts these
casebooks would not be possible: the scribes and Committee chairs who labored to
chronicle the details of each case; the panelists for their hard work and devotion to
a truly arduous task, for which they receive only our praise (and our occasional
abuse); and of course Linda Trent, who manages the case write-ups at NABCs. As
always, she is indispensable in this operation. My sincere thanks to all of you. I
hope that my revisions have not diminished any of your earlier work.

As we were preparing this casebook we learned of the death in mid-April of
Brian Moran. Brian was a friend, a long-time columnist for the ACBL Bulletin, an
invaluable asset to the ACBL’s Directing staff, an expert on the laws, and for many
years served as head Screening Director and the backbone of the appeals process
at NABCs. Then again, as we were putting the finishing touches on this casebook,
we were shocked to learn of the sudden death in mid-May of our good friend Bobby
Goldman. One of the world’s leading professional players and bridge theoreticians,
Bobby was also an activist on the ACBL Conventions and Competition and ITT
Committees and served as a casebook commentator almost since their inception.
Named ACBL’s 1999 Honorary Member for his contributions to bridge, Bobby had
also just recently been elected to the ACBL Bridge Hall of Fame in his first year of
eligibility. (His induction will take place at the Summer NABC in San Antonio.)
Bobby was perhaps proudest of his son Quinn’s sports accomplishments (most
notably in baseball and track). When we spoke just before his return home to Dallas
after finishing sixth in this year’s Cavendish Teams, he told me he was planning to
spend much of his time until the Team Trials attending Quinn’s baseball games and
helping him with his continuing athletic development.

We are saddened immeasurably by the loss of these two friends and colleagues
and our sincerest sympathies go out to their families and many friends.

Rich Colker,
May, 1999
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THE EXPERT PANEL

David Berkowitz, 49, was born in Brooklyn, New York. He currently lives in Old
Tappan, New Jersey with his wife Lisa, daughter Dana, and son Micheal. He is an
options trader on the AMEX. In his spare time David says, “What I live for is
beating Larry [Cohen — his regular bridge partner] at golf.” David is a Co-Director
(with Larry) of the Bridge World Master Solver’s Club. He is an ACBL Grand Life
Master with several National Championships and a WBF World Master. Although
too modest to mention it in response to our request for biographical information,
David won the 1999 Cap Gemini Pairs in The Hague and was second in the 1998
World Open Pairs in Lille. The next time you’re at an NABC, look for David’s
witty, often hysterically funny, repartee as a VuGraph commentator for the ACBL
in its late-round coverage of the major National events, if he’s not still competing,
that is — and maybe even if he is.

Bart Bramley, 51, was born in Poughkeepsie, New York. He grew up in
Connecticut and Boston and graduated MIT. He credits Ken Lebensold as an
essential influence in his bridge development. He currently resides in Chicago with
his longtime companion Judy Wadas. He is a stock options trader at the CBOE. Bart
is a sports fan (especially baseball and specifically the NY Yankees), a golf
enthusiast, enjoys word games and has been a Deadhead for many years. He was
1997 ACBL Player of the Year. His NABC wins include the 1989 Vanderbilt and
the 1997 Reisinger. In the 1998 World Championships he was second in the World
Par Contest and third in the Rosenblum Teams. He also played in the 1991 Bermuda
Bowl and was captain of the 1996 U.S. Olympiad team.

Jon Brissman, 54, was born in Abilene, Texas. He attended Purdue University and
earned a B.A. from Parsons College, an M.A. from Northeast Missouri State
University, and a J.D. from Western State University College of Law. He operates
asmall law office in San Bernardino, California, teaches at the Los Angeles College
of Chiropractic, and serves as a judge pro tem in small claims and municipal court.
He served as Co-Chair of the National Appeals Committee from 1982-88 and was
reappointed in 1997. A Good Will Committee member, he believes that a pleasant
demeanor coaxes forth his partnership’s best efforts.

Ron Gerard, 55, was born in New York. He is a graduate of Harvard and Michigan
Law School (JD). He currently resides in White Plains, NY with his wife Joan
(District 3 Director) where he 1s an attorney. Ron is a college basketball fan and
enjoys classical music and tennis. He is proudest of winning both the Spingold and
Blue Ribbon Pairs in 1981. Each year from 1990 to 1995 he made it to at least the
round of eight in the Vanderbilt; he played in three finals (winning in Fort Worth,
1990) and one semi-final without playing once on a professional team.

Bobby Goldman, 60, ACBL’s 1999 Honorary Member, was born in Philadelphia.
He currently resides in Dallas with his wife Bettianne and his son, Quinn. He is a
Bridge Professional and Financial Analyst. His hobbies include tennis, volleyball,
basketball and softball. While Bobby was a member of the original ACES from
1968 to 1974, he was a pioneer in writing computer programs that generate practice
bridge hands and evaluate bidding probabilities. Bobby has won three Bermuda
Bowls, a World Mixed Teams and a World Swiss Teams as well as more than thirty
National Championships.

Barry Rigal, 41, was born in London, England. He is married to Sue Picus and
currently resides in New York City where he is a bridge writer and analyst who
contributes to many periodicals worldwide. He enjoys theater, music, arts and
travel. Barry is also an outstanding Vugraph commentator, demonstrating an
extensive knowledge of the many bidding systems played by pairs all over the
world. He coached the USA I team to the Venice Cup in 1997. He is proudest of his

fourth-place finish in the 1990 Geneva World Mixed Pairs, winning the Common
Market Mixed Teams in 1987 and winning the Gold Cup in 1991.

David Stevenson, 51, was born in Kumasi, Gold Coast. He currently resides in
Liverpool, England with his wife Elizabeth and his two cats, Quango and Nanki
Poo. His hobbies include anything to do with cats and trains. David has won many
titles as a player, including Great Britain’s premier pairs event, the Grand Masters,
twice. He is proudest of becoming the Chief Tournament Director of the Welsh
Bridge Union and is interested in gaining international experience as a Tournament
Director and Appeals Committee member.

Dave Treadwell, 86, was born in Belleville, New Jersey and currently resides in
Wilmington, Delaware. He is a retired Chemical Engineer, a graduate of MIT and
was employed by DuPont for more than 40 years where his responsibilities included
the initial production of Teflon for introduction to the marketplace. He has three
grown children, three grandchildren and two great-grandchildren. His hobbies
include blackjack and magic squares. The bridge accomplishment he is proudest of
is breaking the 20,000 masterpoint barrier. He believes bridge can be competitive
and intellectual but above all can be and must be fun.

Howard Weinstein, 46, was born in Minneapolis. He is a graduate of the
University of Minnesota. He currently resides in Chicago where he is a stock
options trader at the CBOE. His brother, sister and parents all reside in Minneapolis.
His parents both play bridge and his father is a Life Master. Howard is a sports
enthusiast and enjoys playing golf. He is a member of the ACBL Ethical Oversight
Committee, Chairman of the ACBL’s Conventions and Competition Committee and
has been a National Appeals Committee member since 1987. He has won six
National Championships and is proudest of his 1993 Kansas City Vanderbilt win.

Bobby Wolff, 66, was born in San Antonio and is a graduate of Trinity U. He
currently resides in Dallas. His father, mother, brother and wives all played bridge.
Bobby is a member of the ACBL Hall of Fame as well as a Grand Life Master in
both the WBF and the ACBL. He is one of the world’s great players and has won
ten World Titles and numerous National Championships including four straight
Spingolds (1993-96). He served as ACBL president in 1987 and WBF president
from 1992-1994. He has served as tournament recorder at NABCs and is the author
of the ACBL active ethics program. Among his pet projects are eliminating
Convention Disruption (CD) and Hesitation Disruption (HD) and the flagrant
propagation of acronyms (FPA).
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CASE ONE

Subject (Tempo): Don’t Bother Volunteering To Be Ethical
Event: NABC Women’s Pairs, 20 Nov 98, First Qualifying Session

The Facts: 46 went down one, plus
50 for E/W. The Director was called
after the hand was over and was told
that East had huddled, made faces,

Bd: 24 Jan Assini
Dlr: West & A9753
Vul: None 972

¢ AQJ2 and asked questions about the
. . * 2 auction before she passed 4. West,
Leigh Mathis Jan Omley after the hand was over, stated
4 4 KJ108 something to the effect of “good
9 KJ10986 v AQ thing your barred me, I would have
< 10 © K98753 bid 5%.” The Director allowed the
% 109874 ) L3 table result to stand.
Laurie Kranyak
& Q42 The Appeal: N/S appealed the
© 543 Director’s ruling and were the only
0 64 players present at the hearing. N/S
% AKQ63 stated that West should be made to

bid 5%, permitting N/S to defend 59.
West North East  South
29 24 39 49 The Committee Decision: The
Pass 44 Pass(1) Pass Committee decided that West’s
Pass . comment, after the play of the hand
(1) Break in tempo was completed, was not relevant to
the result. West’s comment
suggested that she had made the
“ethically correct” decision to not bid over partner’s break in tempo. West was
under the mistaken understanding that she was barred by her partner’s break in
tempo. The Committee allowed the table result of 4% down one, plus 50 for E/W,
to stand.

Committee: Bob Glasson (chair), Jeff Goldsmith, Michael Rahtjen, Ellen Siebert,
Riggs Thayer

Directors’ Ruling: 84.4 Committee’s Decision: 79.6

The least of my problems with this appeal, granting the existence of Ul from
East, is determining what the UI suggests. East could have been thinking of bidding
more hearts (or making some other lead-directing bid) but she could also have been
considering doubling 44 for penalties (as her hand suggests). Thus, East’s behavior
did not “demonstrably” suggest any particular action by West over any other and
there should be no restrictions on West’s action (unless a case could be made that
this type of huddle in this partnership means East was thinking of bidding on.)

But the real problem is that this appeal is quite odious. N/S deserved a stern
lecture on how bridge events should be contested. With no further invitation to the
auction from her partner, pass is the normal and expected action by a preemptor.
West laudably suppressed her instinct to take an abnormal action in the presence of
the UI from her partner — an ethical and proper instinct. What N/S, in effect, are
saying is that they want West to take an ethically dubious action because it works
to their advantage. Had West bid 5% and had it turned out to be right, N/S would
have protested that action as well. Since then West would have been vilified by the
Committee and panel alike, in this case we get to be just as indignant with N/S.

Agreeing with me about the poor merits of N/S’s appeal (and attitude?) are...

Berkowitz: “Obviously the correct decision, but both pairs needed a little talking

to. East is entitled to ask questions but should be admonished to stop making
inappropriate gestures. N/S’s behavior is the type of thing that we should be
discouraging. To me, taking this hand to Committee should run into some sort of
sanction, at the least a stern talking to.”

Bramley: “Maybe West really would have bid without partner’s huddle, but it
would still have been a bad bid. What have we wrought when we inspire players to
lodge an appeal based on such convoluted logic as N/S’s? This appeal has no
merit.”

Brissman: “Why did the Appeals Committee not comment about (and possibly act
upon) the merit of this appeal?”

Rigal: “Clearly the Director made the right ruling here since, as the Committee
established, the comment was irrelevant. The Committee might well have decided
that the appellants, while setting new heights of chutzpah, were nonetheless
dangerously close to getting an AWMPP.”

Treadwell: “Another case illustrating the view (false) that if an opponent hesitates,
there will be redress if you don’t like your result on the board. In this case, I don’t
blame N/S too much for going to Committee in view of the gratuitous remark by
West after the hand was over. (Was it said in jest?) The Director and Committee got
this just right.”

Weinstein: “Ridiculously litigious. That N/S call for a Director and then a
Committee when West revealed she tried to be ethical is absurd. If it turned out that
East was thinking of bidding on, and West did successfully bid on, they would have
called for a Committee in that scenario also. In order to penalize E/W, pass must be
the demonstrably suggested action that was taken because of the UI. From West’s
comment (that N/S were so gung-ho to penalize) clearly the suggested action from
her viewpoint was bidding on to 59. There should have been a penalty point
assessed, only because apparently there can’t be more than one assessed.”

The remaining two panelists have a rather different view of the proprieties
involved in this case for the E/W pair, but first things first. We welcome David
Stevenson, the newest member of our happy panel. He brings with him a fresh
viewpoint, coming, as he does, from England. David is a respected (and prolific)
commentator on the laws of bridge and directing the game. He is also the Welsh
Bridge Union’s Chief Tournament Director and in charge of their Director training.

Stevenson: “While it is true that West’s ethics are not in doubt, the same can not
be said of East, and the failure of the Director to adjust under Law 72B1 is very
surprising. Since the Committee did not mention it either, could it have been that
this Law was overlooked? In view of the Weak Two and raise there is always a
possibility that West will bid again, and East knows this is not in the partnership’s
interests. It is also likely that ‘pulling faces’ will bar an ethical partner, so East
knows her antics may work to her opponents’ disadvantage. So I believe the
Director should have adjusted to 5V. It would not be unreasonable for the
Committee to re-instate the table result, but surely then a PP should be applied to
East?”

Indeed, Law 72B1 allows the Director to adjust a score if he determines that
“an offender could have known at the time of his irregularity that the irregularity
would be likely to damage the non-offending side.” This law further instructs, “he
shall require the auction and play to continue, afterwards awarding an adjusted
score if he considers that the offending side gained an advantage through the
irregularity.” Certainly East’s behavior in making faces was highly improper. She
should have been disciplined for her performance by the Director at the table with



a PP, as David suggests. But worse was asking questions and then passing with the
hand she held. What answers did she need to be prompted to action? That sounds
like the sort of irregularity that Law 72B1 was intended to deal with. But contrary
to David’s suggestion, I think the table Director should not have adjusted the score.
My reasons are quite simple: I can find no way that N/S were damaged by East’s
actions, nor can I envision how East could have known at the time that West would
be tempted to act again (both prerequisites of Law 72B1). But good work by our
newest panelist in pointing out the applicability of Law 72B1 to this case.
And on the same track, but for a quite different reason, was...

Wolff: “N/S minus 50 for both pairs but E/W to be penalized one matchpoint for
hesitation disruption (HD), which might have influenced West’s final pass. I would
have tended to overlook this penalty were it not for West’s unnecessary ‘needling’
remark. Maybe there is a place for technical fouls in bridge.”

Yes, Virginia, there is a Santa Claus...and a Devil as well. HD is still not a
punishable offense, but the solution lies in 72B1. And yes, there is a place for PPs
in ruling the game, as our last two panelists point out.

CASE TWO

Subject (Tempo): The Road To Hell Is Paved With Good Intentions
Event: NABC Life Master Pairs, 20 Nov 98, First Qualifying Session

The Facts: 59 went down two,
plus 200 for E/W. The break in
tempo was agreed by all players.
The Director ruled that pass was

Bd: 15 Fred Gitelman
DIr: South & A97
Vul: N/S @ AQJ1083

Q- a LA for West (Law 16) and
% Q642 changed the contract to 49 made

Claude Vogel George Jacobs four, plus 620 for N/S.

A 62 & 1084 ’

V754 ¥ K6 The Appeal: E/W appealed the

<& AQ62 O KJ8754 Director’s ruling and were the

% K853 * A7 only players present at the
Brad Moss hearing. West stated he always
& KQJ53 intended to bid 5¢. He bid only
992 40 in case game was not
< 1093 reached. He bid 5% to muddy the
% J109 waters in case the opponents

were headed for slam.
West North East  South

Pass The Committee Decision: The
Pass 19 3¢ Pass Committee believed that there
40 49 Pass(1) Pass was no LA to West’s bidding to a
8L Dbl 50 59 5¢ contract at favorable
All Pass vulnerability. The Committee
(1) Break in tempo further determined that even 4%
should go down because the line
of play should include a heart
finesse followed by the # AK and a club ruff. 59 had put N/S into a minus position
achieved on their own. Therefore, the contract was changed to 5 down two, plus
200 for E/W.

Committee: Bill Passell (chair), Harvey Brody, Lou Reich, Robert Schwartz, Phil
Warden

Directors’ Ruling: 80.4 Committee’s Decision: 60.0

The break in tempo was agreed by all, so next we must determine whether the
hesitation could have suggested bidding on. In my experience, players who have
had their preempt raised by their partner rarely have to think about whether to
double the opponents later in the auction (although here, judging by his hand, it’s
quite possible). Thus, I think the break in tempo makes bidding on more attractive.

Finally, we consider whether there is a LA to bidding (5% or 5¢) over 49 with
the West hand. Many players (maybe even most) would bid 5¢ (or 5%) over 49
with the West cards, but might a West player pass 4¥? Some would, if only because
they would fear that N/S might find their (cold) slam, the save against which could
go for more than the value of the game. Would a West player bid only 4 initially,
planning to save only if N/S bid game? Holding a hand which the Committee
believes is so clearly worth a save, it seems doubtful that West would expect N/S
not to bid on to (at least) game. Thus, the 40-then-5m ostrich-like strategy seems
a losing one, providing N/S extra room to look for the best game or slam while
standing little chance of winning the contract a level lower than the rest of the field.
Add to that the fact that some 4¢ bidders think that is the limit of their hand (with
its sterile distribution — i.e., no shortness) and the case for disallowing West’s bid
is well above the threshold for barring such a bid.

4



Can West, then, never change his mind after starting with 4¢ or never adopt
the sort of strategy West claimed to have been following in the present case? West
can do any of these things, provided his partner does nothing to jeopardize his plan
such as introduce UI which suggests the continuation.

The Director was right in adjusting the contract (but not in his judgment of the
bridge result of that contract); the Committee was wrong. The contract should have
been adjusted for both pairs to 49, but why judge that 49 would make (plus 620)
when 5© went down two at the table? Ron will argue that (1) North, in declaring
49, should be allowed to judge that insuring plus 620 will be a good score when
E/W clearly have a profitable save and (2) that he should also be allowed to use
East’s huddle (what could he have been thinking about if not an “out-of-the-blue”
double, so East can’t really have two or three small hearts for his huddle) to judge
not to take the trump finesse (which can’t win if East has the VK or West four
trumps). I disagree. There could be many reasons for East’s huddle (six-four with
two small hearts on the side, for example) and North doesn’t know that plus 650
isn’t necessary to compete with the other N/Ss who bid on to the five level over 5.
Thus, he is likely to take the trump finesse. Down one, minus 100 for N/S, is the
score I would assign to both sides. (I'm willing to listen to arguments for a non-
reciprocal adjustment: minus 100 to N/S and minus 620 to E/W.)

The following panelists express utter incredulity at the Committee’s decision.

Bramley: “No alternative to 50? The Committee must be joking. The Director had
it right. In fact, bidding 5¢ was probably a losing action on this hand, turning a
probable plus into a minus. We can’t really know what West’s plan was in the
auction, or even if he had one, but he surely cannot be allowed to bid 5¢ after an
assist from partner. The real question on the hand is what the result would have
been in the assigned contract of 4. Here I must agree with the Committee that the
glolslt lj(li<ely result by far in 49 is down one, which is the result I would award to
oth sides.”

Gerard: “Way to go, Committee. It’s tough to set the tournament standard for
incompetence as early as CASE TWO, but I’d be surprised if anything can outrank
this performance, olfactorily speaking. First, let’s dispense with the foolishness.
SKx Vxxx OKJ10xxx #dxx. The aces are where they rate to be. North is not void
in diamonds. Minus 800. Lots of matchpoints.

“Next, let’s try to wipe the oatmeal off the Committee’s chin. North should go
minus in 49 so therefore it’s okay for him to go minus more in 59 in light of
possible UI? Well, North shouldn’t go minus in 49. After East’s huddle, you don’t
need to be Zia to figure out that East doesn’t have two or three little hearts. There’s
nothing wrong with guaranteeing plus 620 when the opponents have a worthwhile
save, even at matchpoints. And so what, anyway? Was the Committee trying to
accuse N/S of failing to continue to play bridge? I sure hope so, because otherwise
awarding minus 200 is about as dumb as it gets. This N/S does seem to get caught
in these five-level huddle things more than usual, but did the screen go blank when
they bid 59? Would doubling 5¢ have given them a chance at a better score than
plus 620? 59 looks inferior but not terrible, so let’s hold all the ‘double shot’
references and pretend we’re intelligent.

“Now listen carefully, folks. Try to give more weight to the Laws than to ‘I was
always going to...” How do you know what he was always going to do? One of the
advantages of paying attention to the right things is that you don’t have to decide
whether you believe someone. My conventional understanding is that 4¢ (and
similar one-under auctions) are save suggestive, not operational. Why tell the
opponents that their small doubleton is working, not worthless? I think that is the
normal expert meaning. Sometimes partner has six-four or some other reason to bid.
Bidding 49, not 59, is what a West who wasn’t flying solo would have done, so
why should he be allowed to claim otherwise? Did the committee (I’m sorry, I just
can’t capitalize this one any more) trust him to play the table because East was a
client? And did the committee really think that anyone believes that ‘4<® might have

shut them out’ bilge? You wave a red flag, the bull charges.

“Finally, what did East’s huddle suggest? Normally it would have been extra
offense (‘I want to bid 5¢°), but it was possible that it was an out-of-the-blue double
to show a good preempt. I’'m not sure I know looking at East’s hand, but either way
it clearly suggests bidding 50 on West’s hand. If East has out-of-the-blue, 4¥ might
go down one if he passes in tempo, but West isn’t defending with that hand. So 5¢
was demonstrably suggested by the hesitation, either as a clear save if that’s what
the huddle meant or because North would play the hand to best advantage if it
meant out-of-the-blue. Of course, none of this was important enough for the
committee to consider once it had decided that there was no alternative to 50. It’s
truly amazing how many difficult questions you can avoid when you don’t think
logically.

“This decision should be Page 1 in the League’s Negative Primer on Appeals.
Almost every imaginable offense against the Committee process (it’s generic so it’s
back to upper case) is right here, in black and white. Did Hamman and Compton
and Blaiss bribe these guys to prove that it can’t be worse under the Directors? No,
I think they achieved this monstrosity on merit. A line from Edward R. Murrow
comes to mind: ‘If you’re not confused, you don’t really understand the situation.’”

I’'m with Ron in believing that N/S’s 59 bid was reasonable but unlike Ron, I
didn’t detect any (cloaked) references to an attempted double shot by N/S. Ron is
also 100% on target in observing that Committees should not be deciding who to
believe (except in certain situations, such as determining disputed fact) in these
types of cases. The laws are written to remove the need for such leaps of faith.

More of the same...

Berkowitz: “Of course the Committee thought there was no LA. As usual, they
were incorrectly imposing their bridge judgment on E/W. But were they right? Did
they notice that West was a passed hand? Most play that not vulnerable versus
vulnerable a preempt opposite a passed hand can be absolutely anything. But, could
it be anything? No, the huddle took away that possibility; it could only be offense.
Asto the Director’s ruling, nine tricks were achieved at the table and I see no reason
to disturb that.”

When he’s right, he’s right.

Rigal: “The Director made the correct ruling in a situation where there was a
hesitation and at least a chance that West’s action was dubious. The Committee
made a very bold statement when they said that it was automatic to bid 5 here.
Anyone who bids 4¢ will have to work hard to persuade me that he has not
transferred the decision to his partner. Here I guess one should consider whether
East was actually considering doubling 49. I wish that had been established. But
in practice if West assumed that his partner was considering sacrificing and then did
so himself, I’d like to rule against both E/W and N/S, who, as was established,
deserve no sympathy.”

I don’t believe it matters what East was thinking about over 49 (and it would
be taking at face value a potentially self-serving statement to even ask him); the
issue is only what the huddle suggested. Barry appears to have fallen prey to the
same “Shadow”-type of reasoning as the Committee (like Lamont Cranston, they
“look into the hearts of men”), but with a healthier sense of skepticism. And why
do N/S deserve no sympathy (unless we’re looking at their history which, as Ron
points out, has several other recent incidents similar to this one)? What did they do
that was so wrong here?

Weinstein: “T don’t know where to start, but since I have to, let’s start with West.
Whether he would have always bid 5¢ is completely irrelevant once his partner
provides Ul. Whether East is thinking about doubling showing a maximum with



defensive values or is thinking of bidding with extra shape, that provides West with
the knowledge that the save is unlikely to go for more than 500. The bid cannot be
allowed for E/W. If the Committee decides that 5¢ was the overwhelmingly likely
call without the U, they can let the table result stand for N/S. Unless the Committee
believes the 59 call to be egregious, the fact that N/S might have done better is
irrelevant. They should not have been in that position. Had the Committee properly
disallowed the call for both sides, then the adjudicated result in 49 becomes a
problem. N/S should probably receive minus 100 as the score most likely to occur.
However, if there is a significant possibility that N/S would have made 49, then
E/W should receive minus 620. That is a close decision.”

Howard’s analysis is right on target on all accounts, and he elucidated it in far
less space than either Ron or I could have hoped to — even in our wildest dreams.
But never fear, this is not the end of the universe as we now know it. Howard will
more than make up for his sin of economy in his comment on CASE FOUR.

Our next panelist accurately points out the irrelevance of West’s statement, but
seems not to have appreciated the other issues surrounding this case.

Stevenson: “While the decision looks reasonable, it should be noted that West’s
comment has no relevance: the Law on UI takes no notice of previous intent.”

Our last panelist is partly on track and partly derailed over this case. Does that
make him a half track? (Sorry about that, Wolftie.)

Wolff: “N/S minus 200, E/W plus 100. West is not entitled to a ‘free’ study from
partner when West claims and the Committee determines that West would ‘always’
bid 5¢. How convenient for West.”

If Wolffie is agreeing with the Committee that 5¢ was clear-cut, then the table
result should stand in spite of the UI from East’s huddle. You can’t adjust a pair’s
score simply because one of them broke tempo if alternative actions by the
huddler’s partner were not “at all probable.” The laws were meant to redress
damage, not to punish minor procedural variations. If Wolffie believes that the Ul
could have significantly improved the chance that West found a bid over 49, then
the score for both sides should be adjusted. But then why minus 200 for N/S? What
have they done that is so egregious? 59 doesn’t strike me as even approaching that
standard.

CASE THREE

Subject (Tempo): To Be Slow Is To Be Sorry
Event: NABC Life Master Pairs, 20 Nov 98, First Qualifying Session

The Facts: 3NT made six, plus
690 for E/W. There was a clear
break in tempo before West
doubled 39. The Director ruled

Bd: 20 Howard Weinstein
Dlr: West & 9642
Vul: Both  © 5432

<103 that the break in tempo suggested
. %932 _ a lack of penalty intent and that
Tobi Sokolow Richard Katz pass was a LA for East. The
& AQ3 & KJB75 Director changed the contract to
Y K9 © 106 39 doubled made three, plus 730
O AQ9754 <& 1862 for NJS.
& K5 & Q6
Steve Weinstein The Appeal: E/W appealed the
& 10 Director’s ruling. West and North
¥ AQJ87 attended the hearing. West told
oK the Committee that East had a
% AJ10874 personal emergency that

prevented his attendance. The
tempo of the auction until the
double of 2NT had been normal.
Dbl 39 Pass  Pass Both sides agreed that the break
Dbl(1) Pass 34 Pass in tempo was extended and West
3NT  All Pass did not dispute North’s
(1) Break in tempo contention that it lasted about one
minute. E/W was a first-time
partnership with no
understandings about the meaning of the double of 2NT. West stated that she
thought that passing 2NT and then doubling the correction would be for penalty and
that doubling twice would have been non-penalty and strength. She stated that she
thought that requiring East to pass the second double would be totally uncalled for.
She also