Appeal No. 3

Russia v Italy

Appeals Committee:

Steen Møller (Chairman, Denmark), Herman De Wael (Scribe, Belgium), Grattan Endicott (England)

Ladies Pairs Qualifying 2nd session

Board 20. Dealer West. All Vulnerable.
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All Pass

Comments: 2] showed five Hearts and four or more of a minor.

Contract: Four Hearts, played by West

Lead: King of Diamonds

Result: 11 tricks, NS +650

The Facts: 

East intended her bid of Two Spades as being an asking relay, and she explained the “response” of Three Hearts as showing four clubs and minimum two spades. West had forgotten that part of the system and had simply intended Three Hearts as natural, and afraid of the void in spades. East/West could not produce evidence of this, and so the Director ruled misinformation. After the session, some sort of evidence was found but by now it was to late to change the ruling and so an appeal was necessary.

The Director: 

Considered that there had been misinformation and applied Law 12C3.

Ruling: 

North/South receive:

60% of the available Matchpoints

East/West receive:

40% of the available Matchpoints

Relevant Laws: 

Law 75A, 40C 

Law12C3, Code of Practice enabling Tournament Director to award Adjusted Scores under Law 12C3.

East/West appealed.

Present: All players

The Players: 

East produced a piece of paper, with a hand-written explanation of the bidding after the opening of 2]. According to this, 2[ is indeed an asking bid, and 3] and 3[ indicate clubs, resp. diamonds as the minor suit, and two cards in spades. With three spades, the responses are 3} and 3{, and with void or singleton, 2NT. East explained that she had last played with her current partner two years ago in Malta, and this system had been agreed upon there. East/West had not discussed the sequence this year.

When asked why she used the asking bid of 2[, rather than bidding 4] straight away, she responded that she would have liked to hear 3 card support. With only 2 spades, she preferred partner to play the hand.

East/West had not lodged their system, as had been asked by the organization.

North stated that she would have led a heart with a different explanation.

The Committee: 

Considered that the Organization had asked the players to lodge their systems, but that only a minority had done so. Nevertheless, the Committee decided not to disallow the evidence and consider it on its merits. It was found that the paper was genuine and that this system was indeed played in Malta. However, without any intermediate discussion, it cannot be said that there was partnership understanding that this system still applied.

The Committee therefor decided that North had indeed been misinformed.

With a more correct explanation it is not clear what lead would be chosen, although it would quite unlikely be a high diamond. The Committee decided to weight the scores, according to Law 12C3. With a heart lead, the contract may well go down, while with any other lead (excluding high diamonds) and a heart return, 10 tricks are the normal result.

The Committee’s decision:

Score adjusted to 

Both sides receive:

50% of 4]-1 (NS +100) plus

50% of 4] making (NS -620)

Deposit: Returned

Committee’s Note: The Committee wants to point out that the chosen weightings represent “true” expectations.

