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Integrate Social Bridge
Current Situation
· Hundreds of thousands of people in North America play social bridge. They enjoy it but seem to have no motivation to become ACBL members.
· When social bridge players come to ACBL-sanctioned clubs to play duplicate bridge, they encounter rules and procedures that confuse them.
· Duplicate boards, bidding boxes, and movement patterns.
· Complex bidding methods.
· Complex lead and play signals.
· Disciplinary procedures.
Problems
· There is a “sanction” for a “homestyle pairs” game at the club level. However, few clubs seem to be using this type of “relaxed” game (we could not find any evidence of its use across our club network). Some clubs host social games, separate from their duplicate activities. But this does not help bring the social players into duplicate play.
· Some clubs host “mentored games” or “newcomer games.” These games have a more friendly environment and are reported to work well. But there is no “next step” at the tournament level. Novice and Non-Life Master events are run under the same strict rules as other tournaments.
· Disciplinary issues are one of the most troubling areas. Many ACBL members play less duplicate bridge than they would otherwise—and many do not play at all in tournaments—because they do not enjoy director calls and the possible appeals and other wrangling these calls may spark:
· ACBL members experience ACBL’s “disciplinary” process resulting from simple bridge rule infractions several hundred thousand times per year. Most clubs have one or two “Director Please! calls” per session. Almost every tournament session has them as well.
· A few times per month, an individual director’s ruling, felt by the player as “discipline”, is appealed to a committee of directors at a tournament. These appeals are time-consuming and often generate bad feelings and a desire for retribution and revenge on the part of the players involved.
· A few times per year, a disciplinary issue resulting from a player’s conduct at, or away from, the table is so severe or controversial that it violates the formal written rules in the ACBL’s Code of Disciplinary Regulations (CDR) and must be heard by one of ACBL’s disciplinary committees. In some cases, these decisions are largely pro forma. In a few instances, there are extensive recitals of facts and rules, and lengthy deliberations over the proper outcome.
· At-table “discipline” is unpleasant for both the charging party and the party who is claimed to have made an infraction. Resolving them takes time and slows the game. It requires extra work from directors. It can result in bad feelings by either side of the dispute.
· Many players believe that directors often do not make the correct ruling regarding an infraction that is disputed. Whether or not this is true is unclear, as at-table director calls in clubs or at tournaments are not recorded.
· It is time consuming and confusing to lodge an appeal regarding a director’s ruling that a player disagrees with. While there are established rules for this process, many players do not know them.
· The obscurity of the appeal process and the opacity of the rules gives an advantage in an appeals situation to more experienced players. Less experienced players believe, as a result, that this “disciplinary” process is “stacked against them.”
Solution
· Codify “Relaxed Play” rules (RP). These rules would allow at table conversations, eliminate most director calls, and encourage a friendly atmosphere during a game. While players would keep score in the normal manner and “cheating” would be prohibited, RP games would typically have few or no director calls. Masterpoint awards might be reduced from what would be normal for a particular game size. But TDs would award prizes (stuffed animals, necklaces, hats) and some prizes might be given at the mid-point of a game (based on the scores achieved to that point).
· Encourage a “RP track” at most larger tournaments. Card fees could be reduced for these events. They would help players bring spouses and friends who do not enjoy normal “Tight Play” (TP) games.
· Work to improve the tone in TP games.  For TP games, simplify the infractions that can and should be resolved at the table by the players.
· Codify the standard responses to the “Big Five” infractions and put them onto a small card that can be glued to the bottom of each bidding box.
· Ask TP players to self-administer the correct response to the Big Five infractions. Any player could object and call a director but, in most cases, it should not be required.
· Record director calls and the ruling that was delivered. Report these statistics, from both clubs and tournaments, so that ACBL can find technology or other solutions to the recurring issues. For instance, playing hands of cards electronically (e.g., on a tablet) would eliminate dropped cards, lead out of turn, and revoke penalties.
· Describe the appeals process using another small card that can be pasted to the bottom of a Bridgemate (and include a description of the appeals process in the published conditions of contest for the event). Make the filing of a request for an appeal an “e-form” that would automatically be delivered to the tournament director. (It may be possible to enable this transmission through the Bridgemate?)
· Consolidate the review of appeals of disciplinary committee decisions from lower level disciplinary committees at the District level. Avoid sending disciplinary committee cases to Unit disciplinary committees.
· Improve the investigation of conduct that allegedly violates the CDR. If possible, eliminate Unit Recorders and improve the training of District Recorders. Report to the ACBL the result of every disciplinary hearing held at the club, tournament, Unit and District level. 
· Create a separate, higher standard for Expert Play (EP).  Study and summarize the rulings that trigger issues for expert players.
· Develop a “Big Five” list for EP and institute procedures that will reduce the frequency of the occurrence of these events.
· When a director’s call dealing with a serious infraction requires special attention, implement a “body camera” video (camera would be worn by the TD) recording of the process. Require that these recordings be saved and transmitted, or otherwise made available, to supervisory directors. This will ensure that the actions of a director can be properly reviewed at a later date. 
Approach
· Gather input from clubs and teachers about how best to encourage social players to also play duplicate bridge.
· Exchange best practice information and track the recruitment benefit from each idea.
· Test Relaxed Play at Newcomer, NLM, and higher-level events.
· Encourage relaxed players to appreciate the challenge of tight play.  Encourage tight players to appreciate the challenge of expert play. More clearly distinguishing the goals of each group will encourage acceptance of their differences.
· Gather data on director calls at all levels of the game. Seek methods to make duplicate discipline less daunting for social players.
· Describe the approach to resolving the ordinary player’s “Big Five” in layperson’s terms and ask a group of ordinary players to review them to provide feedback and suggestions for improvement. Do the same with the written description of the appeals process.
· Invite a selected group of expert players to review and comment on the expert “Big Five”. Incorporate workable ideas into the processes being developed.
· Train TDs on the new approach for both ordinary players and experts. Test the approach for at least six months and solicit formal feedback from all levels of players and all types of club games and tournaments.
· Submit the changes that work and that receive a high level of acceptance and/or favorable feedback as a revision of the CDR as necessary.
Funding
No special funding would be required to implement this proposal, other than the cost of training TDs and printing any new descriptive materials.
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