Appeal No. 32

Sweden v France

Appeals Committee:

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

Grattan Endicott (England), Steen Møller (Denmark)

Senior Teams Round 22

Board 5. Dealer North. North/South Vulnerable.
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Comments: 

2{: Multi, 2NT: strong relay

Contract: Four Hearts, played by North

Result: 10 tricks, NS +620

The Facts: 

North had alerted his bid of 3NT and explained is as showing a maximum weak two in either major. North had also alerted 4{, which was explained as transfer. South had not alerted either bid. West called the Director and claimed that if 4{ had been alerted on his side, he could have doubled it in order to receive a Diamond lead and defeat the contract.

The Director: 

Found that West had been misinformed and damaged and adjusted the score.

Ruling: 

Score adjusted to 4[ –1 by North (NS -100)

Relevant Laws: 

Law 75A, 40C, 12C2

North/South appealed.

Present: All players

The Players: 

North/South explained their systems. 2{ is strong in diamonds or weak in either major. The responses to 2NT are that 3} and 3{ show the strong variant, 3] and 3[ the very weak ones, and 3NT a maximum weak two in either major. Subsequently 4} and 4{ both ask for the major, with 4} asking to bid in transfers so as to let the strong hand play. All these bids were in a full description of the system, 46 pages long, which had been lodged.

North stated they had not discussed the sequence after an intervention.

North had indeed intended his 3NT bid to indicate a maximum weak two, in which case 4{ was asking to name the major suit. South told the Committee that he had not been sure that 3NT was not the strong diamond variant, and he had bid 4{ just in case partner wanted to hear some support for that suit.

North complained about the use of the word transfer for the bid of 4{. A more correct explanation was bid your major, but since it could hardly have been Spades, the (mis)-description was probably unimportant. In any case, he had alerted it.

South stated that he had not counted his hand until after the bid of 4]. Then it became clear to him that partner could not have had the strong hand (unless West had been bidding on very little).

West explained that 3NT had not been alerted to him, and so he interpreted 4{ to be natural, which he could not double. He told the Committee that he knew North held a weak hand with Hearts from looking at his own hand and hearing South bidding strong relays. He explained that he did not want to clarify the situation for them, and that he did not want to disturb them in what might well be an accident in their bidding. But if West had known it was conventional, he would most certainly have doubled it for the lead.

North/South offered a different sequence, in that after the double, North could let South play the hand by passing.

The Committee: 

Was of the opinion that North was inventing system at the table. There was in actual fact no partnership agreement. South would have been obliged, if asked, to explain the various possibilities concerning the bid of 3NT. But the mere fact that there is more to tell about some calls does not make them alertable, and so the non-alert did not constitute misinformation. West knew about the actual hand and he was hoping for a misunderstanding. He should not have asked for a misexplanation as well.

The Committee’s decision:

Original table result restored 

Deposit: Returned

