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In this issue of Trumps Plus, your 
President recognises, once again, the 
great  importance of  members 
volunteering in many different ways to 
ensure the effective and efficient 
management of our core business. We 
provide high quality bridge six days a 
week, combined with excellent facilities 
for social interaction, before and after 
the club regular sessions. Your 
Committee believes that this volunteer 
support is vital and essential to making 
WABC a great place to come and play 
bridge. 
I would like to take the opportunity of 
this Editorial to acknowledge the 
essential role of the clubôs team of 
Directors in contributing to the 
management of all regular bridge 
sessions.  I would also like to reinforce 
to members the importance of the role 
of the Director in governing the conduct 
of the game and arbitrating when a 
possible infraction of the rules has 
occurred. 
We all make mistakes, and it is 
essential that the Director is called to 
the table when a possible infraction has 
occurred. This action is not an adverse 
reflection on the opponent at the table.  
It simply reflects the necessity to have 
an independent refereeôs ruling. It 
should always be conducted in a polite 
and courteous manner and the 
Directorôs ruling accepted and acted 
upon immediately with good grace.  
Remember, to err is human, to forgive 
divine. 
There are other conflicts that can occur 
at the table, involving issues of 

etiquette, appropriate behavior and the 
like, rather than breaches of the rules of 
the game.  Recently the Tournament 
Committee has instituted a new position, 
that of Club Recorder, to help with these 
matters.  Chris Bagley has an article at 
p.4 describing its roles and 
responsibilities. 
In closing, I would like to say that we all 
breach the rules of bridge occasionally, 
usually inadvertently. When this occurs it 
is essential that the Director be called 
and the matter dealt with expeditiously 
as soon as possible. Remember that 
when an opponent calls ñDirector, 
pleaseò this is not an insult or affront to 
you, but a request to have a perceived 
problem put right harmoniously and 
correctly.   

John Rigg.  
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 With our club membership 
holding at a steady one 
thousand members, your 
Management Committee is 
very pleased that so many 
members are contributing 
substantially in different 
areas to the successful 
operation of the club. 
In this report I will focus on 
three important issues:  

1. The Tournament Committee;  
2. The introduction of Bridgemates; 
3. The car park. 
The Tournament Committee is formed 
following the Annual General Meeting 
and comprises a Convenor who is 
appointed from the Management 
Committee, and at least four club 
members. The Tournament Committeeôs 
principal objectives are to set the clubôs 
calendar of events, appoint Directors 
and Congress Convenors and to ensure 
the smooth running of all facets of the 
game and particularly our special events. 
The current Tournament Committee 
comprises, Chris Bagley, Convenor, with 
John Beddow, Jean Field, Helene 
Kolozs, Carol Pocock and Ann Youngs 
as committee members. They all work 
very hard and do a great job, and I wish 
to acknowledge this on behalf of all 
members 
Our electronic scoring system 
ñBridgemate IIò has been in use for the 
past two months. We have encountered 
some teething problems, which we had 
anticipated, but thanks to Bill Kemp and 
the patience of our Directors, members 
have settled well into using this new 

system. Instant results are a bonus and 
hands can be examined at your leisure on 
our web site. We appreciate the difficulty 
some members have experienced in 
handling the new technology. The 
Directors and Committee are always 
willing to assist players to use and 
understand the new system. 
One  problem which does occur from time 
to time at the Club, and which is of great 
concern to us, is the break in and 
subsequent theft from and damage to 
cars in the car park. 
It is important to note that this is a public 
car park, owned and managed by The 
City of Nedlands. We share the car park 
with members and supporters of The 
Associates Rugby Club and other park 
users.  Council rangers and the local 
Police patrol the area regularly, in an 
effort to reduce vandalism and theft from 
the cars. Notices have been placed near 
the entrance warning motorists not to 
leave possessions visible in their car. 
We have investigated and consulted with 
the Council on the matter of installing 
security cameras, false cameras and the 
hiring of security guards. Security 
cameras could not cover this enormous 
area, which extends to Odern Crescent,  
and the cost of hiring security guards is 
impractical at between $30 and $39 per 
hour. The only sensible solution in 
protecting your possessions is, as we and 
the Council recommend, to place them 
out of sight in the boot of your car. If you 
feel strongly about this issue of safety, I 
suggest you write directly to the Council. 

 

Alison Rigg 
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The Tournament Committee, at its 
August, 2010 meeting, resolved to 
appoint a panel of four Club Recorders.  
This decision was ratified at the August 
2010 meeting of the Management 
Committee. 
The role of a Recorder in the bridge world 
is probably not well known to club 
members as recorders are usually seen 
only at major tournaments.  It is captured 
succinctly in the Australian Bridge 
Federation Tournament Regulations: 
The Recorder is an official appointed by 
the Tournament Organiser to hear, and 
deal with as he sees fit, complaints (not 
strictly the province of the Director) from 
players relating to behaviour and 
decorum. 
The West Australian Bridge Association 
also includes the appointment of a 
Recorder in its Regulations.  They require 
the State Tournament Committee to 
nominate annually a person of high 
standing in the bridge community to the 
position of State Recorder. 
The Club has not had a Recorder in the 
past, but with the increase in size and 
therefore the increased chance of 
inappropriate behaviour the Tournament 
Committee decided that the Club should 
have persons of high standing in the Club 
available to provide this role.  The 
Committee has invited Carol Pocock, 
together with John Ashworth, Sue 
Clements and Toby Manford to form the 
Clubôs initial panel of Recorders, and they 
have agreed to do so. 
If any member feels they would like to 
clarify appropriate behaviour or clear up 
an incident that concerns them, they can 
approach one of the Recorders in person, 

The Tournament Committee shall 
nominate annually at least two persons 
of high standing in the Club to the 
position of Club Recorders. The people 
so nominated, and accepting the 
position, shall perform the following 
functions: 

1. The Recorders will receive verbal or 
written complaints regarding 
behaviours, or other issues, to do 
with conduct at the playing table or on 
the Club premises. 

2. The Recorder will decide if a 
complaint is serious, or if thought 
trivial, will tell the complainant so and 
explain as soon as possible the 
reasons for not pursuing it. 

3. If the complaint is serious, the 
Recorder will inform the complainant 
that s/he will approach the person(s) 
concerned and advise them of the 
complaint. 

4. The complainant will be asked if 
there were any witnesses and the 

by phone or by email.  Alternatively, the 
member can consult the Convenor of the 
Tournament Committee for advice as to 
how to contact a Recorder. 
A copy of the Recorderôs Terms of 
Reference follows.  The Terms of 
Reference have also been posted on the 
Documentation page of the Clubôs web 
site. 

7(9 (!6% ! Ȭ#,5" 2%#/2$%2ȭ? 
IMPORTANT READING FOR ALL CLUB MEMBERS 

WABC Recorder  
Terms of Reference, 

31st August 2010  
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Recorder will note their names. 

5. The Recorder will discretely 
approach the person concerned (and 
their playing partner if appropriate), 
advise them of the complaint, and ask 
for their comments.   S/he will also 
enquire of the offender if there were 
any other witness[es], and then ask 
them separately for their account of 
the incident. Various actions are then 
open to the Recorder: 

5.1 Advise the player of 
appropriate standards of behaviour 
if it is apparent the player is not 
aware of them; 

5.2 Warning (if not too serious); 

5.3 Advise the person(s) that the 
Tournament Committee or 
Management Committee will be 
contacted with a recommendation 
of suitable action; 

5.4 Where there is no admission of 
guilt, report the outcome to the 
Tournament Committee or 
Management Committee. 

6.  All incidents, with full details of the 
offence & offender, shall be kept in the 
RECORDER BOOK, which is cross-
indexed by name. The Recorder Book 
shall be kept by the Recorders.  Only the 
Recorders and the President of WABC 
shall be permitted to see the Recorder 
Book. 

No one shall be entered in the Recorder 
Book without the personôs knowledge 
and. they shall be kept informed of the 
progress of the investigation. 

Terms of Reference
(cont.) 

 

TIM SERES:  
!ÕÓÔÒÁÌÉÁȭÓ -ÁÓÔÅÒ ÏÆ 

Deception  

 
Another hand from Michael Courtneyôs 
Play cards with Tim Seres, (Ludus Books, 
1995)* showing the value of holding onto 
your top cards as the opponents convert 
theirs or what Seres called óThe 
accumulation of advantagesô. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
Bidding: 
West  North East  South 
(R. Smilde) (T. Priday)  (T. Seres) 
(C.Rodrigue) 

Pass  Pass  Pass  1D 
1S  Pass  2S  3D 
All pass 
 
Contract: 3D    Lead: S5 
 
Roelof leads the 5S; you win the SJ over 
dummyôs 9. What now? 
 
FULL HAND AND SOLUTION PAGE 35    

  North 
S. Q 1097 
H. J10972 
D. 84 
C. J3 
  

  

    East 
S. AJ3 
H. 864 
D. A10 
C. 109754 
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This started out as a 
point of defensive play 
(holding off an over-ruff 

in order to make an extra trick) - but grew 
some legs on a bidding issue (overcalling 
versus doubling.) Most of the article is 
about hand #1, but hand #2 (on which we 
earned a bottom) is offered as a "spitball" 
extension of the bidding issue. On this 
issue any discussion would be welcome. 
 

Hand One 
Dealer:  S Vul:  Both  Sitting: E 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

The defensive point is about making the 8 
of trumps (8C in the East hand) for a two-
trick set. 
N-S are a strong pair playing a brown-
sticker system which I am not qualified to 
comment on - anyway, it is clear that their 

  9ː8 

K̈T43 

ǅ75 

Jˑ9764  

  

AːT2 

Q̈982 

ǅKJT984

.  ˑ

  Jː654 

J̈76 

ǅA2 

Aˑ852  

  KːQ73 

Ä5 

ǅQ63 

KˑQT3  

  

North East South West 

    1  ː 2ǅ 

X 3ǅ 4  ˑ X 

bid of 4C is not unreasonable given that 
the E-W bid of 3D is making.  
Our partnership understanding is that the 
2D overcall shows a 6+ diamond suit, so 
sitting E with 10 points it was then fairly 
easy to produce a raise to 3D based on 
only Ax. The spades were with S and the 
hearts were implied with N, so other bids 
were unattractive. (For the meantime, I 
don't expect that partner is holding 4 
hearts.) 2NT is not advisable as the 
honour cards don't seem to be placed 
well and the bidding warns of a very even 
division of points: possibly partner has no 
more than 10 HCP, maybe less with a 
seven card suit. 
The bidding continued with S venturing 
4C and partner doubling to show extra 
shape or values - which I chose to leave 
in for penalties given my A8xx in trumps - 
concluding an auction that contained 
plenty of competitive edge. 
Declarer is clearly going to lose 4 tricks 
(AK of diamonds, AC, AS) for a one-trick 
set, but apparently no more than that. 
However, the defence did make an 
additional trick with the 8 of trumps, which 
superficially is surprising given that N-S 
hold 5 higher ranking trumps that ought to 
have been up to the job of drawing the 8.  
After the lead of a small heart, declarer 
tried one round of trumps then switched 
to a plan of ruffing two hearts in hand. 
When E came in with AD, the small trump 
exit was taken by declarer's last trump. 
With 3 cards left to play, and S on lead, 
the situation was  
 

MAKE THAT EIGHT 
By Clive Hunt  
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If you can hold your tongue, when all about 

you 
Are making reckless bids and getting ñsetò- 

If you can laugh, when fortune seems to flout 

you, 

 

 
Dummy (N) has only trumps left, and if 
the lead were in dummy, only one trick 
need be lost as the J could be led to 
force out the A, leaving the 9 to draw the 
8, and the 7 to make the last trick. But S 
is on lead and has no trump to play.  
As it happens, leading a spade and 
ruffing low would have succeeded, but S 
took the reasonable view that E's third 
card should be a diamond, given the 
raise to 3D in the bidding.  
So S led the QD and now could not 
avoid losing two tricks. If dummy ruffs 
with the 7, E scores the 8 as an over-
ruff; alternatively, if the J or 9 is played, 
E will NOT over-ruff but discard the 
worthless third card. Perhaps this looks 
obvious in print but it can be missed at 
the table - over-ruffing tends to be an 
instinctive action and one might be 
thinking that taking it now or later comes 
to the same thing. In this layout, it 
doesn't, because holding off the over-ruff 
promotes one extra trick for the defence.  
 

2-level overcalls:  
5 or 6 card suits? 
In our system, the 2D overcall of 1S 
always shows a 6+ card suit. This seems 
to be different from many players in WA 
who would be happy to overcall at the 

   ː
 ̈

ǅ 

 ˑJ 9 7 

  

Tː 

 ̈

ǅ K J  

 ˑ

   ːJ 

 ̈

ǅ 

Aˑ 8 

  7ː 3 

 ̈

ǅ Q 

 ˑ

  

two level with a 5 card suit. I have even 
received friendly advice to this end from 
opponents (when I had chosen a takeout 
double instead). So I would like to 
explicitly raise this here as a discussion 
point - all feedback welcome.  
 
Hypothetically, imagine S opens 1S (as 
here) and W holds some hand with 
exactly 5 diamonds. 
  
With only 5 diamonds, I would hardly ever 
choose to overcall 2D over 1S, preferring 
instead one of these actions: 
 

§ takeout double on any hand which 

also holds 4 of the other major  

§ takeout double with 3 of the other 

major and also 3+ of the fourth 
suit (clubs) 

§ 1NT with 16-19 points and a 

stopper in spades. This might be 
shaded to 15 points if there is a 
particularly promising S holding 
such as AJT 

§ if lucky enough to be holding 20-

22 points and a spade stopper, 
double and then bid NT 

§ weak two suited overcalls: 

according to partnership 
agreement 

§ strong hands with two 5 card 

suits: well that's no problem, 
overcall and bid them both in the 
usual way 

§ none of the above? you have an 

opening hand with exactly 5D but 
can't fit it into any of the above? 
The outlook is not good and I 
recommend PASS.  

 
I believe that there's a lot that can go 
wrong against good opponents if you 
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stump up with a 2D bid. When an 
opponent has already opened the 
bidding, as here, there is relatively little to 
gain but a lot to lose by starting out at the 
two level with only a 5 card suit and no 
hint of alternatives. North only needs to 
turn up with something like Q9xx of your 
diamonds and N-S will earn a top 
irrespective of the points distribution. If N-
S have enough points for game, they may 
instead get 800 from 2D doubled. If they 
have enough for slam, they may instead 
collect 1400 from 2D doubled. The likely 
route for these developments is a trap 
pass by N (no hesitation, if you please!) 
followed by a re-opening double by S. 
These "points in the bag" decisions are 
fairly painless for N-S who may not have 
been sure of their game (or slam) and 
who in any case have a "fielder's choice" 
as to which course of action they prefer. 
And if N has a useful diamond holding but 
points are evenly divided, N-S still have 
the same fielder's choice and may be 
content with an undoubled defeat of 2D 
where they may not have had a part 
score on.  
Alternatively, what if the hand belongs to 
E-W? On any such hand, your partner (E) 
isn't going to let 1S be passed out, and 
should also be alive to the possibility that 
you may have been fixed for a bid. 
ome would say that it helps to get into the 
bidding and name your suit early, but 
against this is the fact that your suit is 
lower ranking and your partner has a hard 
time figuring out whether, or how, to 
explore alternatives either constructively 
or in order to escape trouble. For 
example, if you are doubled in 2D, can 
partner leave it in with a singleton 
diamond? There is much comfort in 
knowing that the overcall is a 6-carder. 
OK well "never" is a big word and our 
partnership understanding does allow us 
to bid 2D over 1S with only 5D if we have 
extra points to compensate - say 15-16 

up - but I avoid this route if possible. 
Any comment on these issues is 
welcome.  

Hand Two: A spitball in parting 
 
In all honesty I must now present a hand 
that is problematic for the bidding 
opinions expressed above. We got a 
resounding bottom on this and I'd be 
pleased to hear advice on how better to 
bid it. 
 
Dealer:  E Vul:  NS  Sitting: N 
 

 

 

 

  
The difficulties start with how to bid over 
the opening pre-empt. According to my 
own opinion (above), I would not 
approve of 3D but perhaps that's what 
many people would bid and that would 
likely be passed out for a safe and 
sensible result. Partner chose a takeout 
double (1) which seems viable, although 
I found it hard, during the bidding, to 

  Jː764 

 ̈Q532 

ǅ J84 

Kˑ7 

  

 ːA32 

Ä9876 

ǅ K963 

 ˑ3 

  9ː85 

J̈4 

ǅ7 

 ˑAJ96542 

   ːKQT 

 ̈KT 

ǅ AQT52 

QˑT8 

  

North East South West 

  3  ˑ X (1)
 P 

4ˑ(2)
 P 4ǅ P 

4¨(3)
 P 4NT (4)

 P 

5  ˑ(5)
 P 5ǅ X 

  5NT  X 
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imagine that the doubler had a hand with 
no 4-card major. 
 Indeed N's response is also a puzzle, 
but I thought that a cue-bid (2) would 
neatly solve the problem by asking S to 
choose a 4-card major. On hearing the 
4D response, I understood that this was 
exactly 5 diamonds, but was still hopeful 
that there lurked a 4 card major (say, a 4
-3-5-1 shape) to back it up, hence my bid 
of 4H (3). Perhaps a pass of 4D would 
have been smart, but in our limited 
understandings the 4C cue-bid had 
created a game force, in which case S 
could have been sitting with a huge hand 
and not thrilled to have a game force 
dishonoured. So 4D can't be passed. 
Likewise, South's effort (4) to park in a 
different contract had to be interpreted 
(5) as Blackwood, especially as a retreat 
to 5D would be acceptable.  
 
Unfortunately by now the opponents had 
realised that there was no escape from 
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Test yourselfTest yourself  
Answers to those tricky ethical questions from last month! 

 

There is a very fine line between Active Ethics and The Law. Whilst the law does not 
require players to ñdobò themselves in, perhaps the game would be better served if 

players took the view that to win at any cost is perhaps wrong. The problem is that by 
adhering to Active Ethics one is at a disadvantage to the majority who believe in the 

letter of the law and take whatever advantage can accrue. 
 

1. You are a defender and revoke on trick 10. Declarer, not noticing, now concedes 
1 trick and puts their cards back in the pocket. (a) Do you own up or (b) put your 
cards back in the board hoping the opponents donôt notice? 

If you as a defender revoke, what are your obligations? The general principles of 
observance of Law take a strong view against any deliberate action to conceal an 
infraction; one is not permitted to intentionally infringe a law even if the player is 
prepared to accept the consequences. However there is no obligation to tell your 
opponents to any unintended infraction committed by either you or your partner, 
nor may one attempt to conceal such infraction.  So, whilst you have no legal 
obligation to own up to your revoke, that is for your opponents to discover, an 
action of just putting your cards back in the pocket after a claim could well be 
interpreted as attempting to conceal the infraction. Active Ethics and possibly Law 
would suggest that if a player revokes on a current trick and the Declarer then 
concedes, you have an obligation to own upò. 
 

2.  You are a Declarer and revoke, Two tricks later, the Defenders concede, again (a) 
 do you own up (b) say nothing? 

Should the same situation occur at an earlier stage of the play, this time Declarer 
revoking, whilst there is no requirement under law for you to say anything, you 
would almost certainly be subject to ñquestioningò by the Director if this was 
discovered at a later stage. What a great improvement this game would achieve if 
in both of these instances the ñculpritòò would own up and face the consequences. 

 

3.  At the conclusion of the hand, Dummy questions you re a revoke, you have no 
 recollection and ignore the request to show your hand. (a) Is this your right? Or (b) 
 Should you table your cards? 

Whilst this fortunately seldom happens, by failing to table your cards you are 

!ÃÔÉÖÅ %ÔÈÉÃÓ ÏÒ Ȱ4ÈÁÔȭÓ ,Á×Ȧȱ 



11 

 

attempting to conceal a possible infraction, the Director would require you to do so. 
Should the player have shuffled their cards, the Director would almost certainly 
rule a revoke and apply the appropriate penalty. 

 

4. Your Partner hesitates before passing, you bid at your turn and the opponents 
call  the Director. (a) Do you agree that the hesitation occurred? or (b) do you 
deny it ever happened? 

If your partner hesitates and you are aware of it, active ethics and Law requires 
that the truth be told, so own up, the Director will not automatically rule against 
you, he too is required to look at the auction in light of the bidding. Whilst there is 
resentment against players who call the Director for hesitations, they have a right 
to do so and one should not get upset. Directors are well aware of players who 
consistently call re hesitations. So when the Director asks the question, never say Ï 
was always going to bidò say rather, in my opinion there is no logical alternative 
action when you consider the biddingò or similar. 

5. At the conclusion of the auction, your opponents call the Director over an alleged 
hesitation by your partner, do you (a) hotly deny it, (b) state that you did not 
notice or (c) agree that it is a possibility. 

There are times when you fail to notice, perhaps you are in dreamland and you are 
totally unaware of any break in tempo. When asked, do not deny the allegation; 
say that whilst it is a possibility you were unaware of such claim. Again the 
Directors are aware of ñCry Wolfò claims of hesitations and you will go up in the 
eyes of your peers and Directing staff by not playing their game! Law protects both 
sides 

6. Your partner leads when it is your turn, (a) Do you point this infraction out? Or (b) 
 Do you say nothing? 

Should your partner lead when it is your turn, say nothing, this is not a situation of 
ñòactive ethicsò there is generally no advantage to your side and if your opponents 
are happy to play, even without noticing, then let the game continue. 

7. Declarer claims, you still have a trump which is very unlikely to take a trick, (a) do 
 you call the Director ? or (b) Do you agree the claim? 

Claims are part and parcel of the game, just because you have a trump; you are 
not automatically entitled to a trick. Common sense should prevail, the criteria is 
that if the hand had been played out, what result would have occurred giving any 
doubt in favour of the other side. In this instance, play the game and agree with 
the claim. 
 

8. You are the Dealer, however your partner passes out of turn, who is then required 
 to pass when first it is their turn to call, you have 2 points and decide to bid a 
 Game Force 2C, knowing your partner must pass.  (a) Is this ethical? Or (b) is this 
 your right? 
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Whilst to psyche is part and parcel of the game, to do so when you know that you 
cannot get into trouble and that your partner is out of the auction is against both 
the regulations of the ABF and of the Proprieties of the Law. I would suggest that 
this infraction may well incur a referral to a committee. 

 

9. Same scenario, however this time you have 17 pts, you open 3NT which happens 
 to make on a very favourable lie of the cards. (a) Is this your right? (b) Have your 
 opponents a claim of damage? 

This is a different situation, your bid of 3NT is not designed to stymie your 
opponents, only to try to obtain the best result for your side on the belief that this 
hand belongs to your side, not the opponents. Law 10B4 states that an offender is 
permitted to make any call or play even though they profit by it. 

 

10. You open 3H weak, your partner explains this as a transfer pre-empt and 
 responds 3S, (a) do you now bid 4H with a void Spade or (b) Do you pass?  If you 
 decide to Pass and your opponents are cold for 10 tricks in Spades and claim 
 damage. (a) Should you have alerted the opponents to your misbid ? or (b) Are 
 they entitled to an adjusted score.  

This is a difficult-to-understand Law. Invariably the innocent side gets damaged 
and feels aggrieved; however the requirement within Law is to explain the 
agreement, not what is in the hand. So if your partner explains a call of yours and 
you believe it to be correct, should you have forgotten or misbid, according to your 
agreement, you should say nothing even though you know the opponents will have 
no chance of getting it right. There has been no infraction of Law; this is rub of the 
green. A more common instance is when a player forgets that they are playing 
transfers over a No Trump with a player bidding naturally and partner explaining 
the call as a transfer. If this is their agreement, there is no infraction.  

 
MEMBERS WERE 

INVITED TO OFFER 
THEIR VIEWS ON 
THESE TRICKY 

ETHICAL POINTS  
LAST  ISSUE.  

Richard will award 
the prize at a later 

date.  
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The last few times Iôve caught up with 
Mike in our gardens,he seems more 
accepting to our presence ï guess the 
plants have grown beyond rabbits 
overdoing the pruning !! 
He does go on sometimes however with 
botanical names ï Anigozanthos,for 
example ï of which I see a few in the 
garden. Weôve always called the 
kangaroo paws after our native helpers in 
the bush. Most kangaroo paws seen 
these days are hybrids of W.A.ôs eight 
spectacular species ï the red and green 
State emblem, the tall red, the tall yellow, 
the green swamp, the Albany catspaw 
and local catspaw ,the dwarf red and 
green, and lastly the tall branching green 
from the South-west. The black kangaroo 
paw incidentally, is not an Anigozanthos. 
Currently flowering on our gardens are : 

§ several species of grevillea, banksias 

§ native rosemary, 

§ yellow buttercups (Hibbertia),  

§ melaleucas,  

§ kangaroo paws  

§ the mauve Yanchep bell. 

 
The three paperbark trees are growing 

The Rueful Rabbit 
well ï as are the other trees 
peppermints, casuarinas, kurrajong and 
numerous eucalypts. 

 
Happy gardening  

R Rabbit. 
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CHARLES  PEARCE CUP  WINNERS 

BELOW REGIONAL WINNERS: 
Cynthia Barrett & Ron Sofield 

(not pictured)  

ABOVE REGIONAL WINNERS: 
Jan Berg - Kim Magann 

THIRD: Sue Broadɂ 
   David Burn -  

FOURTH: Lynne Milne-Chris Bagley 

FIFTH: Jenny Liggins and Eileen Reilly  


