Appeal No. 36

Germany v Netherlands

Appeals Committee:

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

Grattan Endicott (England), Steen Møller (Denmark)

Senior Teams Round 23

Board 2. Dealer East. North/South Vulnerable.
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Comments: 

2{ showed both majors

Contract: Three No-Trumps, played by North

Lead: small Heart

Play: Heart to King and Ace, Diamond to the King, Club to the Ace, Heart, Diamond.

Result: 9 tricks, NS +600

The Facts: 

South had alerted and explained his bid of 2[ as “values in [, not in ]”, but North had not alerted it. East called the Director after dummy came down, claiming he would have lead a Spade if he had known that 2[ showed a stopper but not a suit.

The Director: 

Ruled that although there had been two different explanations, the difference was not substantial enough to affect the choice of suit to lead.

Ruling: 

Result Stands

Relevant Laws: 

Law 75A, 40C 

East/West appealed.

Present: All players

The Players: 

East stated he had asked about the meaning of the Double, to which he had received an answer saying it had not been discussed. The meaning of the bid of 2[ had been different on either side of the screen. If the Spade suit is natural, then a spade lead is not enough to defeat the contract. But if the bid shows a stopper, then a Spade lead might be necessary so as to kill the stopper. East thought he had been damaged by the misexplanation.

North stated he did not remember they had asked about the Double. They do not have an agreement about the meaning of 2[, but he had explained it by saying that it showed Spades, not Hearts.

South stated he had not alerted 2[, but had explained it as “since you have shown both major suits, it cannot be a real suit but it shows a stopper”.

North said he thought his partner had found the common-sense bid at the table.

North/South did not see why it should be clear cut to lead spades.

West said he had asked about 2[, and South had responded “we have the agreement that when opponents show two suits and we bid one of them, then we bid the suit we control”. South denied using the word “agreement” in that sentence, and West admitted he was speaking from memory and could not remember the exact words.

The Committee: 

Found that the Director had ruled perfectly and the case ought not to have been brought before them.

The Committee’s decision:

Director’s ruling upheld.

Deposit: Forfeited

