Worcestershire
November  / December 2006

BRIDGE NEWS

No. 116

Christmas Charity Swiss Teams

Holt Fleet

Monday 18 December

Earlier Start – 7:00p.m.

Non-Members Welcome

Two Sections – Expert and non-Expert

Host Pair

Bring Something for the Raffle

Forthcoming Events
November

Mon 13
Children-in-Need SimPairs. Holt Fleet.7:15pm.Non-members welcome.

Mon 20
County’n’Open Teams. Holt. 7:15pm

Mon 27
Pairs Ladder.  Holt. 7:15pm

December
Mon 04
Mixed Pairs. Holt 7:15pm

Mon 18
Christmas Charity Swiss Teams (see panel).  Holt. Note 7:00pm stat

January
Fri 05 – Sun 07  Midland Counties Congress. New venue.  Bank House, Bransford.



Visit the Worcestershire Contract Bridge Association’s Web Site on www.wcba.freeserve.co.uk



Contributions please to the WBN

Our thanks to this issue’s contributors.  Scratch something on a piece of paper, or type it, or ‘phone it ( 01905 25265), or put it on a disk, or e-mail it to john@jcattanach.freeserve.co.uk (don’t forget the “j” before the “Cattanach”) or send it to John Cattanach, 28 Droitwich Road, WORCESTER.  WR3 7LH.

THOSE WERE THE DAYS!
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Our photo shows a pirate who plays at Holt Fleet and is a County player.  He makes occasional sorties to the Worcester BC.

Who is he?  Find out inside.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
We are grateful to Parkinson Wright, Solicitors 

of Droitwich, Evesham and Worcester 
 01905 726 789 for the production of this Worcestershire Bridge News
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Found by MAUREEN HANNAH

Aceup’s Foibles 2


 9832


 AK43


 AK82
S
W
N
E


 8
1
pass
2
pass


 Q
 K10
2
pass
6
End


 QJ10
 965


 J10943
 Q7


 10976
 QJ5432     Opening lead: J


 AJ7654


 872


 65


 AK

While the contract is sound, it has no chance.

But Aceup is East and plays in a trance.

A diamond was led and dummy came down,

Our declarer’s smile turned to a frown.

Our thinking declarer could tell from the start,

He must lose a trump and can’t pitch a heart.

Our declarer smiled, never lost his cool . . .

For the whole world knows that East is a fool.

The ace-king of diamonds, both cashed with ease.

Declarer now said, “Diamond eight please.”

But Aceup was East and knew at a glance.

To play like a pro, this was his chance.

Aceup ruffed with his ten, then smiled and leaned 


back.

South’s smile was much bigger as he ruffed with 
his jack.

The trump ace was next, what will that bring?

Queen dry from West and East dropped the king.

Aceup was sad and fell further apart.

On the very next spade, ‘ol Ace pitched a heart.

The black cards were played with comparative 


ease.

West’s position was hopeless as he felt the 


squeeze.

North you might guess was a terrible kidder,

As he said to his partner, Why you under-bidder.”

from Bridge Poems For Your Partner by Arthur Weinstein

TAROT
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Judgement – Spirit of Primal Fire

An angel appears from the clouds blowing a bannered trumpet bearing a cross.  Below it the dead are rising from their watery graves.  In the foreground stand a triumvirate of man, child and woman with outstretched hands, as though welcoming the resurrection.  The Biblical Last Judgment portrays the resurrection of the souls of those blessed in the eyes of God, a concept depicted here. 

from “The Secrets of the Tarot” by A.T. Mann

 Brian and Carol Varley won the Flitch Cup at the Weston-Super-Mare Congress in the weekend of 7/8 October.

THE EUROPEAN CHAMPIONSHIPS

Warsaw –August 2006

by IAN THOMPSON

Following our success in the trials, our team of John Greenhalgh, Andrew Parker, Tony Parkinson & myself, Ian Thompson, was fortunate enough to be selected to represent England Seniors at the European Teams Championships in Warsaw.  This was obviously a daunting experience for an inexperienced team that had never played at this level before and – I must admit – we were all a bit worried about what to expect.

As a team of four that had won the trials, our first task was to decide upon whether or not to expand our team to six players.  Having looked at the schedule of matches and, on taking advice from the EBU, we felt that a team of 6 would prove far more practical.  We therefore invited a pair from the runners-up in the trials – Bill Hirst and John Hassett who have considerable experience of playing at this level – to join us.  Fortunately they were both delighted to accept and we left for Warsaw – proudly wearing our three lions.

On arrival, after braving the numerous security checks at the airports, we found that 16 European Countries had entered the Seniors event.  This compared with 33 in the Open event and 22 in the ladies event.  We think part of the reason for the lower numbers was that many European nations (England included) only provide limited funding for the Seniors event which is obviously a disappointment.

Our schedule of matches was to play an initial round robin of 16 board matches against all 15 nations and then split the 16 into 2 pools of 8 to play a further round- robin.  This meant that we needed to play 352 boards over the 10 days of the championship.

Each match was played with screens and ‘Bridgemate’ scorers on the table in order to obtain immediate results on large monitors for the watching public.  Matches were also selected to appear on ‘Viewgraph’ with commentary from experts and other matches were immediately transmitted on to the Internet. 

The organisation of the event and the facilities provided were absolutely first class and all matches in the Seniors were played in harmony with absolutely no problems.  Despite the multitude of nationalities, all correspondence at the table (not that there was very much of this) was carried out in English.  The only time that other languages were used appeared to be at the end of a hand when an excited Italian or Israeli may have exchanged pleasantries about an error that his partner may or may not have made!

As far as our performance was concerned, I think our ‘end-of-term report’ may have said – ‘acceptable but could have done better’.  We had our chances in almost all matches – some of which we took but others were missed.  The interesting thing was that we found it difficult to win matches by a large margin and similarly we lost some matches by very small amounts.  Indeed, our best results were against the supposedly better teams.  We did very well against Germany (the eventual winners), Italy, Holland, Sweden, Poland but not so well against the home countries and Estonia.  Don’t ask me why? 

We made a surge towards the end of the first round robin to miss qualifying for the top group by 1 Victory Point.  We then finished runners-up to Israel in the secondary final.

As far as the actual bridge was concerned, I found that there were three areas that our team needs to work on to improve our performance at this level:

1 Work on our barrage bidding.  Some players would be amazed at the weakness of some of the jump bids in order to reduce the room for the opponents to find the best spot.

2 Don’t bid 50% slams with computer-dealt hands.  There seemed to be far more 5-0 and 4-1 breaks than normal which made some contracts really difficult to bring in.

3 Improve our judgement at the 4/5 levels with regard to saving over games and bidding 1 more over a save.

In summary, we enjoyed the experience immensely and would welcome the opportunity to play at this level again. 

I’ll finish with an interesting hand from our second match against Ireland.


 65
 AKQ4


 K974
 AQ63


 AK1097
 862


 65
 A7

Here is one of the slam hands I referred to. Do you want to play 6? With a reasonable heart and diamond break it looks pretty good. However – Diamonds break 5-0 with the five on the wrong side. Now do you want to be in the slam?

If East holds:


 732


 852


 QJ543


 43

Then the contract is cold by drawing trumps, playing three spades, ruffing a club and throwing East in with the 10 to force a diamond return.  Unfortunately East had two spades and three clubs and – by discarding correctly – retains a club as an exit card.  One down!

As far as the other tournaments were concerned, our English ladies did us proud by finishing with the bronze medal and our open team finished 10th.  The Italians – yet again – won the Open event by a huge margin.  We think that, apart from the fact that they are first class players; this is down to the tremendous sponsorship the team receives from Lavazzo – the coffee empire.  The team are total professionals and do nothing else but play bridge.  Perhaps our top teams should learn from this if we wish to compete at the very highest level.  Here’s to the next time.

HANDS FROM THE EUROPEAN CHAMPIONSHIPS

In our match against Denmark – the European Seniors Champions – you hold the following as dealer at game all:


 nil


 106


 KQ5


 AJ1098732

What do you open?

I suppose that a case can be made for 1, 4 or 5 – depending upon your style.

Those that open 1 will find your next bid needs to be made at the 5 level after:

You

LHO

Partner

RHO

1

2 (majors)
2

4
Now what?  5 could be enough but 6 or even 7 could make if partner has the right cards.

The rule of 500 says that 4 is enough vulnerable as an opening bid, but the modern style seems to be to bid one more to reduce the opponents bidding space – so 5 might be your choice.  My difficulty with this is that partner has no idea what he will need for a slam to make.

My choice (and I’m sure I will not gain universal approval) is to open 4.  If partner is good then he could cue bid below the game level and a slam could still be reached.  Here is partner’s hand:


 1075


 AQJ

 A10932

 K6

As you can see 7 is probably cold on anything but a heart lead assuming trumps behave.  However, I’m not aware of any pair bidding it.  A number bid 6 and some stayed in 5.  What would be your auction?

I suggest:


Dealer

Partner


4

4 (cue)


4 (control)

5 (another cue)


7

Now a hand against Wales.  You hold:

 K75
Partner opens 1 and there is no 
 Q943
interference.  You bid 1 and 
 KJ6
partner rebids 3NT.  
 Q74
Do you bid on?
We play that a 2NT jump rebid shows 19-20, so partner must have the equivalent of a 21 count but without the playing trick values to open with a strong two-bid.

If you bid 4 and partner bids 4, denying the A – now what?  How can you find out if partner has the K or a singleton?

You could try 5, but that would suggest A or K. If you do, then I think partner would bid 6 on this hand:


 AQ2

 K

 AQ109752

 AJ
How would you bid the hand?

Now for a lead problem in the match against Turkey.

You hold with the bidding going:

 J8
Ptnr
RHO
You
LHO
 Q87
P
1
P
1
 93
P
2
P
2
 AJ9875
2
3
P
4

P
4
P
4NT


P
5
P
6
RHO looks to have a shape of 0-4-5-4.

LHO is possibly 5-2(3)-4-2(1)

If LHO has two or three clubs then your partner will be ruffing, so the A lead looks marked.

Fortunately Turkey missed this and 6 rolled in with the hands as follows:


 nil
 A732

 AK92
 106

 KQ1042
 AJ865

 Q432
 K10
At our table, my partner opened with a pre-emptive 3.  This was doubled for take-out but left in for penalties.  This cost –200 but with 1370 in the other room, this was worth 15 imps.


Healey Cup

Was played at the Coppertops on Sunday 3 September.  The Healey Cup is this County’s Invitation Teams.  Seven of the fourteen teams were from other Counties which Worcestershire filling in the other half.

Local horses won the event with a decent score.
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Ian, Georgina, Nigel, John

The top seven teams:

1.
Nigel Laville/John Turner -
67VPs


Georgina/Ian Lineker (Worcs)

2.
E Nunne/G Brindley -
53VPs


B Moore/S Cook (Notts)

3=
Mike Orriel/Ross Garratt
34VPs


Jessie Newton/Jean Newton (Worcs)

3=
J Hall/C Fisher -
34VPs


C Hall/P Cotterill (Warks)

5.
D Taylor/L Hall -
10VPs


P Hobson/M Watson (Derbys)

6.
John Cattanach/Suzanne Griffin - 
6VPs


Alan Boyes/Mel Downing (Worcs)

7.
Colin Payne/David Sheerin
0VPs


Ross Whyard/Stan Grove (Worcs)


Young Players

The Committee and habitués of Holt Fleet were delighted to see young gentlemen from the Worcester Royal Grammar School playing amongst us.  This also has the good affect of reducing the average age of the assembly quite drastically.

Our best wishes to Peter Ford, Alex Huband, Tom Marriott and David Williams.  We also commend Mike Vetch, their bridge teacher and encourager.


WCBA MEN'S PAIRS  (15 Pairs)
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Ross and Mike

The top third:

1.
Mike Orriel & Ross Garratt
61.46%

2= 
Ken Carpenter & Paul Hammond
59.72%

2= 
Steve Allerston & Nick Forward
59.72%

4.
John Cattanach & Arthur Williams
57.99%

5.
John Sansom & Stewart Fishburne
52.78%

WCBA LADIES' PAIRS  (9 Pairs)
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Sue and Sharleen

The top third:

1.
Sharleen Weir & Sue Page
59.72%

 2.
Jean Newton & Jessie Newton
56.25%

3.
Georgina Lineker & Joyce Skelton
55.56%


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FOR THE EXPERT (TOMORROW)

 
By PETER EDWARDS

Aberystwyth Congress

TWO POINTS ARE ENOUGH FOR A SLAM

It was the last board of the event, when my partner picked up a hand which contained just two points, and so he idly daydreamed the time away as he waited for the bidding to start, convinced that he was unlikely to make much of a contribution.  

However Bridge is a funny old game, and 60 seconds later he found that he had become Declarer in a Slam.  This hand was a genuine hand shuffle and deal, as there was no Duplimate machine within a hundred miles.  (Well it was Wales!!)

I was sitting N (Dlr) and South was Brian Tonks


 AK10

 AKQ

 AKJ
W
N
E
S


 A543

21
P
22

 QJ8
 6
P
3NT3
P
4

 9842
 J7653
P
64
End

 87653
 42

 K
 QJ1092
Lead: K

 975432

 10

 Q109

 876
The Bidding

1) The “Benji” “Rockcrusher” equivalent to the Acol 2 opener, and boy was it big!! 

2) The “Benji” small hand

3) I am usually a bit wary about bidding 3NT with a 25-26 point flat hand, because if Partner has a complete “bust” it may well be impossible to get to the table to take any finesses, and Declarer may be forced to lead away from his tenaces with dire consequences.  However with 28 points and 8 “Top Tricks” it would have been very timid to do anything else.

4) Hands with the power of the North holding occur so infrequently, that it seemed pusillanimous to fail to take full advantage.  Moreover I thought that Brian was looking a bit dozy, probably still in daydream mode, and as he was about to do the driving home, I thought that perhaps he would appreciate a wake-up call.  The 6 bid did the trick and some!!  He later told me that it was just as well that I could not read his thoughts, however he cheered up when he saw Dummy.

The Play:

The play was not complicated 

1) Take the opening lead with the A.

2) Play for the “drop” in trumps, which didn’t happen.

3) Cash the AKQ pitching the losing clubs, concede the Q, and claim.

We were the only pair to bid the Slam, however I have to be honest, and admit that due to the slings and arrows of outrageous fortune, we were in the triella of the Swiss teams, and one other pair, who in their case thoroughly deserved the ignominy of the triella, only played it.



Who Is the Gent?
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This member learnt his bridge at the age of seven.  When his granny came to visit his parents they needed a fourth for bridge – so he was it.

When he went to University he looked for a poker game, but couldn’t find any.  So he joined the University bridge club, as he knew the rudiments.

His crowning achievement was winning the national Corwen Trophy with Arthur Williams.

Has a daughter called Florence who calls the raffle numbers at the Christmas Swiss.  You now know it is Simon Harrison, the epitome of modesty.

BRIDGE MOVEMENTS


By PETER EDWARDS

Most Bridge Clubs will have a list of the most frequently used movements, available for the guidance of the TD.  However here are some further thoughts.

Rule No 1. Never assume that Bridge Players are intelligent, and you can be absolutely certain, that a proportion will just not hear anything that the Director says.

For each Bridge session the Director (hereafter the TD) will decide which table movement to use, and the objectives he will have in mind are: 

1) To maximise the number of boards played in the session, commensurate with a sensible tempo.  Assuming the usual 3-hour session, he should probably aim to ensure that everybody, including a possible “sit out” pair, plays a minimum of 24 boards.  When he has decided which movement to use, he will announce this to the room by screaming at the top of his voice three times, and being totally ignored three times.
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THE MITCHELL     

The most frequently used movement in Club Bridge will be the “Mitchell” and this can be sub-divided into Odd and Even numbers of tables.

Odd numbers of tables are easy, as all that is required is to put the appropriate number of boards on each table, and let the punters get on with it, as the movement requires no further adjustment.

Even numbers however do not work, unless the movement is corrected by either a “skip”, or a “share and relay”.

The “skip” works by the simple expedient of EW skipping a table after half of the boards have been played.  If the TD should happen to forget to instruct the room to skip at the appropriate moment, he need have no fears that the play will continue in error, as the multitude will kindly inform “he who must be obeyed”.  “We have already played these boards”, in a helpful bellow.

The “share and relay”

1) The share involves the first and last tables sharing boards, e.g. in an 8 table movement tables 1 & 8 share. A wise TD will give the each North at these tables a bit of T.L.C. to make sure that they are fully awake.  

2) The relay involves a set of boards “sitting out” for a round at the halfway point e.g. in an 8 table movement between tables 4 & 5.  The same wise TD will check very carefully, that he has put the relay in the right place, because if this goes wrong the error will not show up until the movement is well advanced, and by then it will be pretty much irretrievable.  He will also bestow some more T.L.C. on the North at each of these tables.

The “sit out” 

When there is a “sit out” pair he should select, as far as possible, a movement that ensures that the “sit out” is as fair as possible. 

1) With say 8+ tables, and a maximum of 3 boards per table, the sit out is not really a problem

2) With 7 or less tables there is a probability, that if the Mitchell is used, the sit out could be unfair, in that half the players will sit out for quite a long period, whereas if some form of Howell or Hesitation Mitchell (using the appropriate printed cards) is chosen, more of the players will each sit out for a shorter time.  Most people would think that, it would be simplicity itself, for the punters to read and comply with the instructions on the printed cards, prepare to be disillusioned!

3) A “Rover” pair can be a simple and useful solution, when there are 11+ ½ or 13+ ½ tables, and it is particularly useful for the 11+ ½ problem, as a 12 table movement is the most awkward to deal with. 

4) The “share and relay” when the TD has odd number of pairs, it will usually be best to sit E/W at the highest numbered table.  This should mean that there is a “phantom” share thus eliminating the need to pass the boards between the tables. (Beware!! do not put boards on the “sit-out” table, there should only be as many sets of boards in play as there tables).

THE SINGLE WINNER   

Some competitions may require an outright winner, and up to about 7 tables, this will be best achieved by using some form of Howell or Hesitation Mitchell as above.

With 8+ tables usually the best solution will be an “Arrow switch” in which the pairs swap polarity for usually one round (10% of the total of the boards played should be switched).  The wise TD will check every table of the “Arrow switch” round, as it is almost inevitable that some little darling will get it wrong, as she ignores the TDs’ exemplary instructions.

Do not forget before play commences, to instruct EW to add to their pair number, the number of tables in the movement. 

TIMING 

      I aim to allow 13 minutes for 2-board rounds

                             18                     3-board rounds 

Slow Play

A universal whinge in all Bridge clubs, as there are those players who zip through their hands at often imprudent speed, perhaps hardly bothering to think about the hand at all, but who then vociferously complain about those who take a little more time.

Slow play can be caused by:

a)
Time wasters who idly chatter, wonder at the marvels of the traveller, or hold excessive inquests. 

b)
Prevaricators who vaguely hope that bad news will go away, if they wait long enough. 

c)
The hard workers who are genuinely striving to consider all aspects of the current hand.

The TD has conflicting interests, in that he must endeavour to ensure that he gets the desired programme of boards completed in the available time, and yet still make sure that all the players have sufficient time to properly consider all aspects of each board.

So the TD should be reluctant to take boards away from tables for slow play, except at the last resort, when his tolerance has been tested to breaking point.

Bridge after all is “the Sport of the Mind”, a game where a reasonable amount of time to think is essential, and I believe that an over officious emphasis on pressing the players to finish, can have the danger of spoiling the enjoyment of the players, and particularly of those in group c). 

I can recall a hand from an EBU congress when an opponent, who happened to be an international player, took 14 minutes to bid, play and make a Club Slam, which nobody else had got near, so it would have been ridiculous to accuse him of time wasting.  (Perhaps this extreme care and international status, were not entirely coincidental.)

In my experience if there is the occasional tardy table, it is often because the players concerned are taking extra time to complete an especially tricky board, and if left to their own devices they will usually catch up.  The Club TD will soon build up a store of “local knowledge” of the players who are time wasters, and those who are the more rare hard workers.
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Sanctions 

Those in categories a) and b) should be persuaded or cajoled into mending their ways, and if that fails, they should be given first a warning, and then perhaps the TD can apply sanctions.

There is absolutely nothing in the rules about slow play, which is less than surprising, as for a start, it would be very difficult to define.  So it is largely down to the TD to use his discretion, and decide when to give averages, or procedural fines e.g. deduct a tenth of a top from an offending pairs’ final score et al.

If you should happen to be feeling mischievous, you could always ask the ruling body (the committee) of the event, in which you are directing, to define their policy on slow play.  That should help them to while away at least a couple of hours, in animated discussion.



Irene Allen 06

This event was played, as usual, in the magnificent setting of the Stourbridge Institute on Saturday 14 October.  The Chief Director was Alan Reid and the scorer was John Cattanach.  The County are also grateful to Ron Court and David Heard who acted as hosts but had to go home for the second year in succession.
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The Irene Allen competition was restricted to those players whose EBU ranking did not exceed that of 5* Master.  Within the Irene Allen was a second competition – the Richard Lewis which is open to those whose rank does not exceed County Master.

The Irene Allen was won emphatically by “The Two Ronnies” – Veronica Enticknap and Ronnie Moore of Evesham.  The second place was delightfully held by Maureen Riley and Pauline Griffiths.  Their ranking would have won the Richard Lewis so full marks to them that came as high as they did.  Betty and Brian McDaid, therefore, as the next Lewis won the wine prize.

Most of us present felt that Maureen was pleased to have done so well.
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The Two Ronnies
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Twenty-eight played and the top half were as follows:-


VPs

1.
Veronica Enticknap & Ronnie Moore
81

2.
Maureen Riley & Pauline Griffiths
68

3.
Derrick McClelland & Maggie Eaton
65

4.
Christopher Enticknap & Barry Sayers
63

5.
Edna Baker & Colin Clark
62

6=
Liz Potter & Helen Cameron
61

6=
Betty & Brian McDaid
61

8.
Glyn & Joy Tomkinson
59

9.
Wendy Packwood & Claude Noble
57

10.
Margaret Hanson & Alan Brownstone
56

11.
Josie Bennett & Alan Jenkins
53

12=
Mike Smith & David Cope
52

12=
Judy Eaton & Andrew Bryan
52

14.
Diana Cartmel & Andrew Wilkinson
51
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Maureen and Pauline
Forty boards were played throughout the day from 1:00p.m. until about 7:30p.m.  These were in five matches of eight boards each.  There was a break between each match whilst the scoring was undertaken.  A longer break was provided by a high tea.

The assignments were instant.  In other words, the pairs were matched against each other based on the results of their last match.

Each board was played fourteen times and, curiously, the most controversial was the very first board of Match One.

Some boards ended up in cosy contracts whilst others appeared to have had some rambunctious bidding patterns.  Thus:


 8742

 QJ109

 853

 Q3

 3
 A1096

 K97654
 32

 9
 KQJ

 AJ1096
 8742

 KQJ5

 A

 A107642

 K5
Freq
Contract
Score N/S
Match Pts


1
3 by S
+110

26
  0


1
4 -2 by W
+100

24
  2


1
2 by S
+90

21
  5


1
1 + 1 by S
+90

21
  5


1
3 - 1 by S
-50

18
  8


1
3 -2 by S
-100

16
10


1
2NT by E
-120

14
12


2
4 by W
-130

10
16


1
3 + 1by W
-130

10
16


1
2 - 3 by S
-150

  6
20


1
5* – 3 by S
-500

  4
22


1
4* by W
-510

  2
24


1
4* – 4 by S
-1100

  0
26
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This year, 28 Pairs had entered the Irene Allen.



COUNTY CLOSED TEAMS

On Monday 2 October, County Teams played a Qualifier in order to whittle the number of Teams-of-Four into a manageable eight.

These will now play against each other on a Knockout basis to arrive at an eventual winner who will represent the County in the National Pachabo Cup.

The draw is as follows.  The first named team in each couplet will be the host

FISHBURNE (Stewart Fishburne, Diana Williams, Arthur Williams, Joyce Skelton)

versus

THOMPSON (Ian Thompson, Mike Willoughby, Sue Page, Simon Harrison) 

SANSOM (John Sansom, Richard Jephcott, Mike Theelke, Paul Hooker)

versus

ALLERSTON (Steve Allerston, Clive Finney, Brett Welch, Nick Forward)

LANE (Sue Lane, Jimmy Ledger, Paul Hammond, Marian Wilcox)

versus

ORRIEL (Mike Orriel, Jessie Newton, Jean Newton, Ross Garratt)

CATTANACH (John Cattanach, Suzanne Griffin, David Thomas, Susan Sharp)

versus

EVANS (Sue Evans, Dennis Loynes, John Turner, Nigel Laville).

These matches are to be played by the last day of December.


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Malvern

Was played in the weekend of 28-29 October at the Bank House, Bransford.  There were 118 pairs playing on the first day. Here is the top quarter.
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Richard Currie (l), Richard Jephcott (m), John Amor (r)

Pos
Players
Total VPs

1
Richard Currie & John Amor
110 

2
James & Shirley Dutton
108 

3
Norman Agran & Martine Rothschild
104 

4
Mary Hughes & David Owen
103 

5=
Adrian Knight & Leslie Reece
101 

5=
Amanda & Mike Grimsey
101 

5=
Wynne & Tony Gifford
101 

5=
Jane Rowley & Vanessa Allinson
101 

9
Roger Bryant & Rafal Langowski
100 

10=
Dick & Jane Rutter
98 

10=
Derek & Yvonne Andrews
98 

12
Sue Evans & Dennis Loynes
96 

13
Richard Jephcott & John Sansom
95 

14
Ian Lineker & Arthur Harris
93 

15
Mike Tedd & John Greenhalgh
92 

16
Brian & Carol Varley
91 

17
Anne Bryant & Dan Crofts
90 

18=
Christine & John Evans
89 

18=
Susan Gregory & Ann Husk
89 

20=
Ben Britton & Mike Ralph
88 

20=
Roger Williams & Peter Murphy
88 

20=
Mark Stretch & David Sheerin
88 

23
Julie Kennedy & Richard Sheridan
87 

24=
Pam Pearce & Lindsay Geddes
86 

24=
Sarah Mathews & Peter Watts
86 

6
Mike Heard & David Philpott
85 

27=
Sue O'Hara & Sue Lowe
84 

27=
Ken Nelson & Heather Brace
84 

29
Frank Shaw & Nigel Hayman
83 

Congress
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Swiss Teams winners –

Paul Hackett, John Holland, Brian Cornelius and Gary Hyett

Fifty-four teams played in the Swiss event.  The top quarter:

1.
Brian Cornelius, Gary Hyett, John Holland, Paul Hackett
106VPs

2.
Barrie Cavell, Christine Dean, Gordon Clarke, Rosalind Concanon
104VPs

3.
David Thomas, Susan Sharp, 


Michael Robinson, Robert Procter
103VPs

4.
Pam Pearce, Lindsay Geddes, 


Tony Hill, Graham Sadie
96VPs

5.
Robert Kane, Irene Robinson,


Norman Agran, Martine Rothschild
93VPs

6.
Sue Munday, Derrick Munday,


Carol Brown, Albert Brown
90VPs

7=
Julie Kennedy, Lyn Barrow, 


Steve Barrow, Richard Sheridan
88VPs
7=
Bob Underhill, Ian Murray-Watson,


Ben Britton, Mike Ralph
88VPs

9.
Jim Bainbridge, John Larkin, 


Maggie Jones, Brian Davies
87VPs

10=
Jenny Gray, Sandy Millikin,


Lorraine Jones, Peter Owen-Smith
83VPs

10=
Doreen Charteris, Marie Horlock,


John Amor, Richard Currie
83VPs

12=
Val Kennewell, Steve Kennewell,


Dennis Loynes, Sue Evans
81VPS
12=
Richard Hennell, AnneSwannell,


Mark Rogers, Mike Wignall
81VPS

14=
Geoffrey Peel, Joan Peel,


Alex Selsby, Ray Foulds
79VPs

14=
Ruth Coubrough, Dan Crofts,


Michael Whitelock, Richard Luchford
79VPs

Malvern Congress
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Non-Expert Pairs – Jane and Dick Rutter
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Non-Expert Teams – 

Ada Phillips, Jane Rutter, Barbara Lee, Dick Rutter
Much of the success of this Congress is due to Liz Boyes.  Our thanks go to her.  We must not forget also the architect of the new Malvern Congress – one of the Directors –Alan Reid.


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Clubs

Bromsgrove BC

Ladies Pairs

1
Sue Evans and Stephanie Forward
66.15%

2
Sue Knoll and Paula Slater
58.85%

Mens Pairs

1
David Motley and Andrew Whitten
64.55% 

2
Keith Collins and Ian Rich
62.73%

3
Nick Forward and Dennis Loynes
58.64%

Pershore Duplicate BC

Individual Championship

1
Chris Enticknap
68.18%

2=
Mel Downing
55.68%

2=
Mark Stretch
55.68%



Stourbridge Congress

The enjoyable Stourbridge Congress, an annual event held in July of each year in the comfortable and commodious venue of the Stourbridge Rugby Club will need to look for another stage.

Regrettably, the Rugby Club is refusing to accept the booking for 2007 and subsequent Congresses.

The reason – one that often besets bridge players – we don’t drink enough.  The bar takings are meagre compared to other societies with that many people.

Therefore, if you want to play with the ‘Devil’s Pictures’, drink the ‘Devil’s Grog’.



Duplimate Charges

Clubs may utilise the County’s Duplimating Machine at the following prices:

A Set of Boards (32)
£5.00

Hire of Boards

£0.50

Copies of Hands
£0.50

(up to 40 copies)

Please contact Alan Reid (01299 825 620 (h); 

07976 426868 (m); 

alanreid@cedarlodge33.freeserve.co.uk












