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Programme

The Monday Programme for August is:

· 4th     Summer Teams 4 

· 11th  Summer Pairs 8

· 18th  Summer Teams 5

· 25th   Summer Pairs 9

Other dates for your diary

· September 27th: One day Green pointed Swiss teams run by the GCBA in conjunction with the EBU at Cheltenham Racecourse

Committee News 
The county Monday night league programme starts soon. It is unfortunate when teams have to cancel matches, but if you do need to rearrange a league match there are defined procedures that you must adhere to if you want to play at Cheltenham Bridge Club, including booking it in advance and arranging payment to the club. There is a booking register located on the small table in the Lypiatt Room in the club. The details are on the club notice board, or ask Anne Swannell if in doubt.

Last year no entry fees were charged for Monday night  competitions, just table money. This has resulted in the county making a small loss so it will be necessary to re-introduce entry fees from September.

Director Stories           .       North (to director): ‘Declarer has made an incorrect claim’.

West: ‘My claim is perfect. I claimed the rest on a cross-ruff’.

North:  ‘The contract is 3NT!’ 

Local Results

The winner of the individual on Mon July 7th  was Roman Klis.

The first Charity Challenge Cup Swiss teams was held in Wotton-Under-Edge on June 1st. Winners were Alan and Sally Izod, playing with Paul and Helen Tempest. Put this event in your diary for  Sunday  June 6th  2004.

National Results.

In the Garden Cities final the Cheltenham team team of Paul Denning, Patrick Shields, Richard Chamberlain, Andrew Kambites, Derek Rue, Keith Stanley, Joe Angseesing, Tony Hill followed on the results of the last three years (first, second, second) with a n equal second (just for variety).
The county knockout winners, Paul Denning, Patrick Shields, Andrew Kambites and Richard Chamberlain represented the county in the Pachabo but have conveniently forgotten where they came. The following hand started with South licking his lips with anticipation and left him wiping the sweat from his forehead!
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North passed as dealer but when East’s pre-emptive 3(. came round to him he couldn’t resist a take-out double. South passed and waited for the carnage that never came. South led (10, won by dummy’s (Q. Declarer crossed to his hand at trick 2 with (A and amazingly the contract cannot be beaten. Declarer can finesse (Q, cash (A, ruff a diamond and when he is next in hand he can lead up to (A. He loses only three trumps and (A.

However declarer, while having good reason to anticipate the 6-0 trump break (North passed as dealer but then doubled 3(), could hardly expect South to have (A and (K and he played a trump at trick 2. Now the contract can be beaten. South took (A and underled his (A! Declarer could not believe the club finesse would work for him so he played low, however even if he had played the (K he would still be beaten. North would now win the defensive club trick and lead a third heart, allowing South to discard a diamond, effectively promoting a fourth trump trick for the defence. The point of the hand was that declarer must cash his two diamond tricks before South can discard a diamond on North’s heart. 

So here we see a suit contract in which the only way to defeat declarer was to underlead an ace. However this comes with a government health warning. It is very rarely right to underlead a side suit ace against a suit contract. Here South could know exactly what was going on. I will return to this subject in a later newsletter.

GCBA Pivot Teams          The Pivot teams was won by: Wendy Angseesing, Peter Waggett, Roy Collard and Mark Hearsay. In the last session  a small hand provided me with the perfect opportunity for counting.
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	Board : 27  Dealer: S

Vul: None
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( A Q 7 5 4
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South   West   North   East            P          1(       P          1(       P          1(       P          2(    2(       P          P          3(       P          P          P 

North led (3 to (A. South returned (5 to (K and West ruffed the third (. The (Q held, then (J lost to (K and  a third (  was won by (A.

 South (Patrick Shields) had passed as dealer (a rare occurrence) but had shown up with (A Q x x x and (K. He could well have a heart honour as with (K Q J  North may have switched to (K at trick 3. North seemed heavy favourite to hold (Q. Could North have:

( x x x (K Q x x x (K x x  (Q x?  

Surely North would have overcalled 1( with 1(, or competed with 3( over 3(. I thought North had 3-4-3-3 shape so I crossed to (A and played (J, making my contract when South had just (10 8.

Bridge Tips

Which of these hands would you rather have for a 1NT opening bid?
( K Q 6   (A K 6 4   (7 4 3   ( 8 3 2

( K 7 6    ( K 6 4 2   (K 4 3  ( K 3 2

Many players would prefer the second because: ‘I have a stopper in every suit’. This misunderstands the objective in playing a contract, which is to make tricks. Honour cards work far better when they back each other up, as in the first hand. Isolated honours are far less effective. Consider layouts (a) and (b):

(a)  K Q 2          (b) K 5 3

      5 4 3                 Q 4 2

In (a) North has K Q 2 and South has 5 4 3. Two tricks are easy if West has the ace. In (b) the ace will be sitting either after North’s king or after South’s queen. You are far less likely to make two tricks out of this combination.

I would not consider opening the bidding with the second of the two hands at the start of the column. If I was counting points, I would consider it worth at most 11 points.

Of course the other feature which devalues both hands is the lack of 10s and 9s. A holding of J 10 9 opposite A 3 2 will usually be worth two tricks. J 5 4 opposite A 3 2 is unlikely to yield more than one trick.  Vulnerable at teams I would pass the first also.

Understanding The  Lawbook
In is far from uncommon for a director to be grumbled at by a pair who are following the ‘slow’ pair at duplicate pairs. All of us at times can find a hand difficult and occasionally playing a hand slowly is reasonable. However players who persistently play slowly  can only  be described as selfish. The sad fact is that in practice they gain an unfair advantage because opponents get frustrated and lose concentration, or try to play unnaturally fast to make up lost time and make mistakes.

Law 90 gives the director the power to put a straight fine on a player who is unduly slow. However in practice the director usually has to deal with the practicalities of speeding  things up. 

A director cannot take a board away once it has been started, otherwise there would be an incentive for a pair who realise that a board is going badly to play slowly.  The director may be forced to take a board away from the next table. Law 12C1 says wholly innocent pairs get 60%, pairs partially at fault get 50% and pairs directly at fault get 40%. Inevitably a playing director finds it difficult to determine fault and is faced with borderline decisions. However in my opinion the 40% option is not used nearly often enough. A pair who consistently moves late should expect to be penalised.
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Page 4
Contributions welcome - to Andrew Kambites 01453 762258  carol@kambites.freeserve.co.uk

Check out the GCBA web site at http://www.gcba.org.uk/

