Appeal No. 40

Luxembourg v Greece

Appeals Committee:

Jens Auken (Chairman, Denmark), Herman De Wael (Scribe, Belgium), Naki Bruni (Italy), 

Steen Møller (Denmark), Jaap van der Neut (Netherlands)

Open Teams Round 33

Board 9. Dealer North. East/West Vulnerable.
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All Pass

Comments: 

North/South play a HUM system. 1} shows 8-13 HCP, 5 in a minor or 4441 with unknown short suit.

Contract: Six Diamonds, played by North

Lead: Five of Hearts

Result: 12 tricks, NS +920

The Facts: 

Appeals 39 and 40 are from the same match, but different tables.

South had explained his bid of 4[ as showing a singleton, while North had explained it as “likely to be a void; if not, a strong hand”. East complained that with a different explanation, he would have led the [A, defeating the contract.

The Director: 

Investigated the system and could not find evidence for the meaning of 4[.

The Director ruled misinformation and adjusted the score.

Ruling: 

Score adjusted to 6{-1 by North, NS -50

Relevant Laws: 

Law 75A, 40C, 12C2

North/South appealed.

Present: All players and both Captains

The Players: 

East explained that when 4[ is explained to him as singleton, the lead of the [A is imperative, but if it is explained as void, then he could not lead [A. He knew his partner did not have [K as he would have doubled 4[ if he had that King. He knows that South has both minors so the only chance to defeat the contract is by a heart lead.

North explained their system. The actual situation is not directly covered in the system notes, but they employ the principle that similar situations are treated in a similar way, and he pointed to two such similar situations, which he proved by the system notes which were available to the Committee. Over an opponent’s 3[ opening, 4[ shows a void or a very strong three suited hand with a singleton. And when there is a 3[ “overcall” on their forcing pass (14+ HCP), similar systems apply. In both cases, 4 of a minor shows that minor and hearts, and 4NT shows both minors. The cue bid is a stronger version and shows a void or a singleton with a very strong hand.

North stated that he had explained 4[ as “a void, or probably a void, but it could also be singleton and very strong”. East agreed to that explanation, but thought that North indicated a void.

The Committee: 

Found that North had gone sufficiently far to try and explain their agreements. There was no clear agreement, and yet he had tried to explain all the clues that were available to him. South had in fact indicated a void in spades by choosing the strongest bid in his arsenal, and then by raising 5{ to slam. It was the opinion of the Committee that East simply had a guess that was very difficult for him to get right, but it was not by the opponent’s explanations that he did not get it right but rather by their bids.

The Committee’s decision:

Original table result restored 

Deposit: Returned

