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| (1) \ Break in Tempo (BIT) of 10-15 seconds.

The Facts: The director was called after the play of the hand. There was a BIT by South
over 44,

The Ruling: Although there was a BIT, it did not demonstrably suggest a double; and,
pass was not considered to be a logical alternative. Therefore, the table result of 44
doubled by East down three, E/W minus 500 was allowed to stand.

The Appeal: E/W appealed the director’s decision. Only East attended the hearing. On
the appeal form West maintained that the double by North was suggested by the BIT.




The Decision: The committee addressed three issues:

Was there an unmistakeable hesitation?

The committee determined that there was.

Did that demonstrably suggest the call taken by North?

It did. South’s pause did suggest values (thus making “not pass” more attractive than
“pass” for North). Yes, South could have x/xxx/xxx/KQxxxx but there were more hands
where South was contemplating double (be it action or penalty) or a bid at the five-level
where simply the knowledge of values made it easier for North to act.

Was there a logical alternative action for North that would have been less successful?

In other words, given that South’s BIT suggested it was safe for North to double, was
pass a logical alternative?

The committee determined that there was no logical alternative to North’s double. He had
voluntarily committed to game on a deal where he was not concerned about keeping the
opponents out. In that context his double was the only call consistent with his bidding
thus far. Therefore, the table result of 44 doubled by East down three, E/W minus 500
was allowed to stand.

The appeal was determined to have merit.

The Committee: Barry Rigal (Chair), Mark Feldman, Bruce Rogoff, Alan Stauber and
Adam Wildavsky.



