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Date:

Time:

Venue:

6th Council Meeting Minutes

September 15, 2010 (Wednesday)

7:30 p.m.

Present: Officers:

Derek Zen — President (DZ)
Thomas Ng — Vice-President (TN)
Pearlie Chan — Secretary (PC)
Christopher Leung — Treasurer (CL)

Council members:

Unit 1103, 11/F, East Ocean Centre, 98 Granville Road, TST, KLN, HK

CC Wong (CC)

Charmian Koo (CK)

Ronald Hui (RH)

WK Lai (WK)

Apologizes:

Council members:

Chan Yiu (CY)

Leo Cheung (LC)

SK Luk (SK)

Tony Lau (TL)

Item Content When | Action
1 |Adopt minutes of last meeting.
2 |Follow up matters raised in last meeting (by minutes order):

a) LC advised that the APBF overview committee has rejected LC
the format of using a Swiss movement in the 2" Round
Robin for the PABF Championships. LC presented the
APBF Format Review from last PABF delegate’s meeting.
DZ asked LC to discuss with the committee the tournament
format for open in case there are 15 teams, as well as for
senior in case there are more than 14 teams. LC to check
with the committee and revert to council.

b) TN to send a proposal to Council for review before end of TN
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3i

4

4ii

5i

October on the list of events that HKCBA should organize

trial(s) for selection of representatives when necessary.

Financial Affairs:

The latest bank balance is HK$657,000. Not yet received the
intercity sponsorship fee from AIA. The estimated surplus from
Intercity 2010 is HK$280,000.

Internal Affairs:

CC reported that three duplimate machines were sent to repair after
Intercity, two of which are working normally now but one is not
and need further repair. CC suggested Council to buy two sets of
new machine called “Play Bridge Dealer 4 as it does not need bar
codes playing cards, each cost around USD4,000. DZ suggested to
buy one first for trial and if it is working well then consider buying
one more, and we should only consider buying two machines at one
time if there is an attractive discount.

Since SK is currently on medical treatment, CK will take over his
duty for handling matters related to Bridge lectures and to connect

with LCSD etc.

External Affairs:

Hong Kong Open Team representatives ranked 3rd and Hong Kong
Ladies Team representatives ranked 8th in Asia Cup. PC to remind
DZ and Mario Yeung to submit the captain’s reports to Council at

the earliest.

A.O.B.

a) DZ reported that Anthony Ching is currently checking the
possibility of using the new Bridgemate machine for scoring. If it

works then Council will consider buying the machines.

b) Next year’s intercity will be held on August 2 to 7, 2011 at
Kowloon Regal Hotel (tentatively). There will be one day more for
the intercity event due to the 60th Anniversary of HKCBA. The
expectation is that there will be more people participating in next
year’s intercity therefore a larger venue is required. An option is to
reserve the 2nd floor of Kowloon Regal Hotel as well. Intercity
Organizing Committee will follow up on the matters and provide

updates again.

PC




¢) RH, on behalf of Board of Tournament Director (Board of TD)
notified Council that Board of TD will review and update the
director list on HKCBA website. They have confirmed to add three
more qualified directors (Flora Lam, Jerome Cheung and Tiffany
Tse) to the director list, and will review one marginal case — Gary
Hui, and confirm whether he should also be qualified or not.
Council requested Board of TD to review the current list of
directors especially those who have not carried out any director
duties for over 2 years. RH will bring this request to the Board of
TD and get back to Council with the result.

d) RH reported that there will be a Tournament Director Training
Program held in December 2010 (tentatively). DZ suggested that
the participants of the Program should sign a letter of undertaking
to agree that they will perform director duties if they participate in
the course, and we can consider refunding the registration fee to
those participants when they complete the practical sessions. RH to
arrange a meeting for the Board of TD to discuss how to classify or
recognize the qualification of David CC Ng’s 6 private students as

well as the Secondary Schools’ directors. RH will update Council.

e) RH reported that RH, Billy Szeto and Joanne Chu are the
advisors for SSBL with immediate effect. Council endorsed.

f) Trials for the Asean Cup will be held on Oct 23 & 24, 2010.

There will not be any subsidy for the representatives. TL to post

announcement on HKCBA website for registration.

The 7th Council Meeting will be held on October 18, 2010.

RH

RH

TL




Date:

Time:

Venue:

7th Council Meeting Minutes

October 18, 2010 (Monday)

7:30 p.m.

Present: Officers:

Derek Zen — President (DZ)
Thomas Ng — Vice-President (TN)
Pearlie Chan — Secretary (PC)
Christopher Leung — Treasurer (CL)

Council members:
CC Wong (CC)
Chan Yiu (CY)
Leo Cheung (LC)
Ronald Hui (RH)
Tony Lau (TL)
WK Lai (WK)

Apologizes:

Council members:
Charmian Koo (CK)
SK Luk (SK)

Unit 1103, 11/F, East Ocean Centre, 98 Granville Road, TST, KLN, HK

Item

Content

When

Action

Adopt minutes of last meeting.

Follow up matters raised in last meeting (by minutes order):

c¢) LC advised that the APBF overview committee has rejected

the format of using a Swiss movement in the 2" Round

Robin for the PABF Championships. LC presented the
APBF Format Review from last PABF delegate’s meeting.

DZ asked LC to discuss with the committee the tournament

format for open in case there are 15 teams, as well as for

senior in case there are more than 14 teams. LC to check

with the committee and revert to council.

d) Regarding the newly added qualified directors,

RH

LC
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3i

5i

confirmed not to add Gary Hui to the list. The most updated
qualified director list has been posted on HKCBA website.

e) RH will arrange the Board of Tournament Director to meet
and discuss how to classify or recognize the qualification of
David CC Ng’s 6 private students as well as the Secondary
School’s directors.

Financial Affairs:

The latest bank balance is HK$686,000.

Internal Affairs:

DZ to write a simple report to record down the result of the
Philadelphia World Championship 2010 for both the Junior and

Open series.

External Affairs:

PC to reply to HK government that HKCBA does not support Hong

Kong to organize the Asia Games in 2023.

A.O.B.

a) CK reported that regarding SK’s LCSD course, he has already
paid Tom Leung. CK will pay Laurence Lo with the petty cash she

has on hand and she will provide a summary to CL later.

b) David CC Ng suggested Council to put other bridge clubs’
information on the first page of HKCBA website so that visitors can

access the info easily. TL to do the posting.

c¢) CC to check the price of Bridgemate and Duplimate machines on
website and provide the details in the next Council meeting for

discussion.

d) Council adopted the captain’s reports for the 1st Asia Cup for the

Ladies and Open series.

e) PC to reply to APBF that HKCBA is not going to participate in

the simultaneous pairs.

The 8th Council Meeting will be held on November 29, 2010.

RH

DZ

PC

CK

TL

CC

PC




Date:

Time:

Venue:

8th Council Meeting Minutes

November 29, 2010 (Monday)

7:30 p.m.

Present: Officers:

Thomas Ng — Vice-President (TN)
Pearlie Chan — Secretary (PC)
Christopher Leung — Treasurer (CL)

Council members:
CC Wong (CC)
Chan Yiu (CY)
Leo Cheung (LC)
Ronald Hui (RH)
Tony Lau (TL)
WK Lai (WK)

Apologizes:

Officer:
Derek Zen — President (DZ)

Council members:
Charmian Koo (CK)
SK Luk (SK)

Unit 1103, 11/F, East Ocean Centre, 98 Granville Road, TST, KLN, HK

Item

Content

When

Action

Adopt minutes of last meeting.

Follow up matters raised in last meeting (by minutes order):

f) RH will arrange the Board of Tournament Director to meet and
discuss how to classify or recognize the qualification of David CC
Ng’s 6 private students as well as the Secondary School’s

directors. The meeting will likely happen in Jan 2011.

g) CK to provide a summary to CL with regards to petty cash and

CK
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4i

4ii

4iii

4iv

tutor payment for LCSD courses.

h) TL has put other bridge clubs’ information inside the
“link” page of HKCBA website.

Financial Affairs:

The latest bank balance is HK$640,000.

Internal Affairs:

Testing of new duplimate machine (PlayBridgeDealer4) during ASEAN
has been completed. The result is fine. It is better than the current
duplimate machine as it does not require playing cards to have bar code,
and the dealing speed is faster. The cost per machine is USD4,000 which
Council agreed that it is affordable. CC to check if there are any discount
for buying two machines and the actual price including shipping fee.
Council will decide whether to buy one or two machines in the next
council meeting. The handling of the old/current duplimate machines will

be discussed after the new machine(s) have arrived.

Council explored the feasibility of having a second venue for HKCBA
events. CC reported that Chinese Club could likely offer a charge of
HKD1,200 per night for renting their venue subject to their final decision
after the meeting). The venue could hold a maximum of 16 tables and
they will provide a store room for HKCBA to keep equipments. However,
Chinese Club will expect bridge players to dinner there. Basically Council
has agreed to have it as a second venue for HKCBA events but will need
to sort out all the logistics such as how players can pay for dinner as
Chinese Club does not accept cash payment from individual, how to settle
rental fee, and how to split the equipments and duplimate machines for
Mariners Club and Chinese Club etc. CC to follow up a reply with
Chinese Club regarding the rental charges. Tournament Operation will
discuss which events to move to the Chinese Club and put to Council for

endorsement.

TN presented the proposal to Council members and suggested each
Council member to go back and review the proposal in details and give
any feedback to TN through email for consolidation and for future

discussion in the next council meeting.

Council adopted the captain’s reports for the 2010 Philadelphia World
Championships.

CC

CC

All




i

External Affairs:

There are a total of 6 teams registered for the 2011 Hai Han Cup. Since it
crashed with the PABF trials originally scheduled on Jan 8 & 9, 2011,
therefore the 6 teams who participate in the 2011 Hai Han Cup will not be
able to join the PABF trials. In view of the above, Council has decided to
move the start date of the PABF trials to Jan 15 and the final rounds to
Mar 5 & 6, 2011. David CC Ng will inform the 6 teams that no trial is
required for 2011 Hai Han Cup as the organizing committee has
confirmed that HKCBA can send all 6 teams to participate. TL to post on
website that no trial is needed. WK to follow up on membership status of]

the representatives.

A.0.B.

a) TN notified Council members that Mariners’ Club is going to increase

the rental fee for Conference Room and Main Hall in 2011.

b) LC suggested the 2011 PABF trial for youth to be held together with
the PABF trial for open so as to share the cost.

The 9th Council Meeting will be held on January 3, 2011.

TL,WK
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R Rz HAROH:
Marvellous Declarer’s Play

T R A S A AR AR AT AR R TR (RS, T Ty e v R B 41 BR (Diamond).

This hand appeared in the final competition of Rosenblum this year. The opposing teams were Nickell and

Diamond.
SER PUSK JET H2K The 4 hands were:
Both/W s QJ42
v 83
¢ Q8765
% 98
4 K8 & AG3
v A107654 v KJ
¢+ J9 ¢ AK42
% A75 « K432
& 10975
v Q92
¢ 103
% QJ106
B = NYR%  Bidding in the Open Room:
W (Zia) N E (Hamman) S
le Pass 2% Pass
2v Pass 2NT Pass
3% Pass 3w Pass
4% Pass 6w All Pass

HHaQ T aKTE, ¢ 9 oA, aA, 176, ¢ KIFWoe, FIX I 2Q, TheA, « KW HE—
gRe.

First led aQ , won by aKin hand, ¢ 9to ¢ A, aA, ruffed a & , ¢ K, ruffed a ¢, South discarded £Q , played
A, & K and ruffed the last ¢ .

11



B N JEES The remaining cards were as follows:

4Q

v 83

8

-
.- .-
v A107 v KJ
¢ -- *-
®7 % 43

-

v Q92

.-

®J--

BAEE H &, MERFEE T (O — ke D), MG DB RM, A2 = Ib R

Gave a % , whoever won (only one & J outside), and whatever card was returned, the last three tricks

belonged to the declarer.

FE P E I Let’s see the bidding in the close room.

W (Moss) N E (Gitleman) S
le Pass 2NT Pass
3w Pass 3a Pass
4w Pass 4ANT Pass
Se Pass 5a Pass
SNT Pass 7e All Pass

ESAE ANT 242, 2% S Lo A »Q AR SanlAE2 M v IBHSMRE, Bedk il 1

Tv. FEREBOEFRDEE] »QIHAALL ) & 45 B AT (Rodwell) 7 AR BE ZORL 5 1A,

Ry B 460 I 1 ORY R, M A 85 1 B RO SRS — KHERE Hk B w Q 2R3 12 3,
S =GR L A DYGR VA b o R RAE N FTI2AR B 5 —dmsks, a4 K [T
S =R, ¢ A, & Kkl e B IURT HAT ok e R 6 SRS IS5 4

After 4NT, the declarer replied S to indicate no Q. Partner’s 54 might be used to ask for the extra length
in ws. They finally settled at 7v. Leading aimlessly, the declarer might not able to find ¥Q. However,
Rodwell (sitting North) might have followed the textbook and led a trump against the grand slam. So he
led a v and helped the declarer to solve the big problem of finding ¥Q. The declarer could win 12 tricks. The
13™ trick could only be obtained by a squeeze. It was necessary for North to have 4 or more ¢s. The wish
came true. The play was simple, played 2 rounds of trumps, returned to hand by 4K and drew the 3" round of

trumps, ¢ A, K, trump a ¢, and discovered that South had only 2 ¢s, The remaining 6 cards were:

12



s QJ

v--
* Q8
* 98
a8 s A6
v 76 v--
¢ - ¢4
® A75 % K43
& 1097
v -
.-
% J106

B R DR A S L BRI AR B B S v b B e, BIFA AT T Hha s
Ko AFZIFAH v, FrioEf okia 8 ka7, b4 HiF#ha BHFRLDR
JRAETS e o BIARER S A IF e BITa 6 ARSI EE 13 33

B R AR » Q%A 17 IMP, A M]3z 30IMP.

At this time, the declarer indicated that he had made the contract. In reality, the rest of the play was simple.
Declarer played v, North discarded ¢, South discarded #, Dummy discarded &, then & K, and returned to
hand by &A, played the remaining v, with & 8 and %7 remaining in hand. North could not discard ¢ and so
could only discard . Dummy discarded the ¢ which had accomplished its mission. ~South could not discard
 and so could only discard 4. Dummy’s & 6 became the key 13" trick.

If the declarer could not locate v Q correctly for this hand, his team would lose 17 IMP, with a gross

difference of 30 IMP.
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A I 2010
Hong Kong Open Team of 4, 2010

BT EEN LT, REFHE W T RS2k, F DR TR E I HOERE. &
Roger Ling,Peter Poon,Peter Yeung. 45 /jJ& Ella Graca, Al 92 % =i, #5 2k %% 5t =35, 1M H.
BAISAE RS, LR AR S YN R A R A e T B p e th S . IR —
PR B U Alan Sze’s team,Bell Tam’s team,Roger Ling’s team, WK Chan’s team,Ringo
Li’s team 55 o RN A5 R A 10 A2 7 G — VAL o K. B AR o 4% A6 R I N A7 1) PR BRI LAk
SRR . — U7 TR TR S (18 AL B R T ), ) — U7 THI 55 W9 5 2 ] AR A7 A A 5 4
HER S EE . 17 RIARZR A HE I H R IRE 5L 3k DL 5 BN JE S50 XK

This is the most important Hong Kong event. Many Hong Kong first-class experts especially the more
experienced ones, who seldom played nowadays, came to participate, e.g. Roger Ling, Peter Poon and Peter
Yeung. Ella Graca, aged 92, also came to play 3 matches. Not unusually, she played with a clear mind.
It was a rare opportunity for bridge lovers to play against the experts. There were many first-class teams
such as Alan Sze’s team, Bell Tam’s team, Roger Ling’s team, WK Chan’s team and Ringo Li’s Team, etc.
No one will deny that they are the top teams in Hong Kong, although no one would expect my team could
win marginally at the end. On one hand, my team was lucky (this was a real fact). On the other hand, it
also indicates that our strong teams have also got weaknesses which have to be overcome, else it will be

difficult for them, when representing Hong Kong, to beat strong international teams like Indonesia.

I IR DR R (48) AR (64) 112 Fll v 14 2% il 451
I’ m going to talk about a few hands in the Semi-final (48) and Final (64) matches.
(DIRFEE 37 @B LA JR). FIFEBHI 1o N5 2w (weak) AL RIF7
(1) Final, Board 37 — NS/N. Partner opened 1, his LHO overcalled 2v (weak). I sat South holding:
& 10064
v AQS83
¢ A98
® 942
H S LSRRG 22 T ORAT—3B0, a) DAASIY S5 ) 147, 3R AT 3.5 B 7 B 4T Bl
SPARE B, FERREEAY 2N, A 8 3 S T2 4T SR, 2 jot:
In view of East’s overall, my hand could be upgraded. Conservatively, I could pass and wait for Partner to
balance. Ihad 3.5 defensive tricks and so to play defence was reasonable. Proactively, I could bid 2NT as I had
more than 3 offensive tricks. The actual bidding was as follows:
w N E S
le 2v  2NT
Pass 3NT  All pass

14



lﬂl%ﬁﬁﬁﬂj: The 4 hands are as follows:

& KO95

v 109

¢ KQJ3

% A853
& A83 & QJ72
v7 v KJ6542
¢ 107542 *6
% KJ107 % Q6

& 1064

v AQS83

¢ A98

% 942

B U & 10 (02)ZE K« =1 v K BIRTH e ABE R0, e Py sk &b 5 4,
A JERZ T 4144. 200 T [RIAENUY I o BIEPEAT S ok o ABANE Ko DA A RN 2 L, 30 2
BUERAT WA,

TR T SEARAE R v BB AR o W T & K2 SR TUIS(= v DU e, 3He)
N2 ANTREST 4 480 3 4,2 v 12, T rh L (W T Ml w) 5 OB B = FE S IE 2, i —
o ATEVE AL e e AT AEEA 5 ke AMIRAIHRNGTEIZ M. IEMERTIL
SIS o K38 TL » GRS T 1] o A TR 38 IR AE AL 4612, 04
A REFTHDEBN S H AT BUE V1T & A RIFTANEL. RIS e bl IRy A ik
AT 5 ke (I, UM bt H 88, LSO A3 AR I 10 6 46, (B 0 ANBi), SO R 22 3,
BTTAERIAY Lo R INT), AR BT B2 A 2 16IMP.

%10 (0 or 2) was led and continued. The 3" trick was ¥ K and won by ¥ A in the close hand. Based on my
analysis then, West led from his 4-card suit and his shape should most likely be 4144. 1 neglected the fact that
Partner had bid ¢ and West would not lead ¢ even when he had 5 ¢s. Since East had bid, I assumed that East
had 4A. Iplanned to eliminate East’s minors and then throw East in with a ¥ for him to play # and Dummy’s
aK would be the 9" winner (2 vs,4 ¢sand 1 &). However, it was not possible to lead from the hand after
playing 4 s, 3 &s and 2 ¥s since dummy would have no more ¥s. After considering the lack of entry and in
case West had 4 A, I could play all the ¢s and throw West in with a &. However, Westhad 5 ¢s. The contract
was failed by one trick. The correct line of play was to play ¢ K at the 4™ trick and then a v. No matter East
played small or cover with J, I could come to my hand withe A. By this time, I would know that East’s shape
was 4612 and there would be a loser too many to throw East/West in. In other words, I had to assume that West
had aA, else I could not make the contract. My mistake was that I had not considered West could have 5 s and
so played the cards in the wrong sequence. Though we had bid a good contract (with not too many high card
points and no long suit. Our opponent stopped at INT after East only overalled 1), we failed to make it. The

net result was a loss of 16 IMP.

() FTEERASHUE Alan Sze fls 2w A BITRA WP IR AL (5 B4, F TS M BK A
GLED

15



(2) The one who sat East to overall 2% in the last hand was Alan Sze. That drove us to a good contract but we

did not cash in on the opportunity. The following hand extended his lead further.

410
v AQS82
¢ QJ976
% 1086
& Q6532 & K8
v 10653 v K74
¢ 1083 5
® A % K975432
& AJ974
v ]9
¢ AK42
% QJ
T 42 B A R, R SRR AR TR Alan Sze BHIY 3a (FREME), AL A FAENY 3NT M52
ANBENE. 8 EME—RERR A A BRI 34 4 Pass.  Alan FHEERLT). A 53— MY i
3NT, BB 12IMP, M Ji 1
This was Board 42, both vulnerable. East — Alan Sze - was the dealer and opened 34 (Would you dare to do the
same?). Isat South. CouldIbid 3NT? Possibly not. It was the only makeable game. In practice, I bid 34
and all passed. Alan’s preemptive bid was successful. Our team lost 12 IMP because the other table reached

3NT in the following sequence:

W N E S (Abby Chiu)
Pass 1a
Pass INT 2% 2¢

Pass 3e Pass 3NT (1)
All pass

FETIE 2 FIRRIK F R Ay B ACAT 530 E LB N (1 Ry JE A T P 22
These two hands demonstrated that you would be on upper hand if you make preemptive bids “on a consistent

basis” to give pressure to your opponents.
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(3) By REMIR B B E R A S
(3) Card reading is important in defence. Let’s see the following hand.
552 B, A J4EEEE Board 52.  Both vulnerable /W.
& KJ9
v AJ3
¢ AQJS2
% Q7
A42 & 8753
984 v 10765
974 ¢ 3
K1054 % AJ93
& Q106
v KQ2
¢ K1065
% 862

P o <€ >

MU RSAR B JEBHIY 1o R INT, B INNY 3NT 4245 IR, 7425 B e 9(0/2), 1R I, R H v

TONERG). FRH » KSR, tH s 10,P57800 0 T K8H, 3NT sk 7. P9F W T g 28—

THELFREL e A B RN E T o, BRI T H ¢ K AR CFRHEFK

H 5563 e T KEFEIHIFLALT Lo A e W HEES EHIE

OR,INT E8M. B B 18,00 T —. RH s A FAUEE 12IMP. 5 — 5y

3NT,#ESR T~ — HHZ(KY. Tam)El’Ji‘T/i bhicty: Hi e A B4, /a2 QI aA 15
VAT — e A ER AME S L

The bidding was simple. After North opened 1 ¢, South responded INT and North raised to 3NT.

West’s ¥9(0 or 2) was a normal lead and East played ¥7 (not welcome). I won with ¥K and played 410.

West played small. This was a big mistake and I made the contract. ~After seeing dummy’s hand, West had to
count. Dummy’s long suit was ¢, why did the declarer not establish ¢ ? The answer was simple. Declarer
had ¢ K. You could see that Declarer had 5¢ s plus 3 ¥s and Dummy’s #4K would be his 9" trick. So West
must playa A and then return a %. If Declare had stopper in &, 3NT was cold. If West returned a &, this
contract would be down 1. The price for not playing # A was 12 IMP. Though 3NT at the other table failed by

1, the declarer (K.Y. Tam) adopted a better line of play: Win the first trick at dummy with ¥ A and play a small #
to Q.

% 46 B 5T The defence of Board 46
%ﬁ,%%&ﬁﬁ,ﬂq%‘%@ﬁ% None/E. The bidding was as follows:

w N E S
Pass Pass
INT X 2¢ (e+v/a) X
2v 3% Pass 3NT
All pass

17



lﬂ]%ﬁﬁ% The 4 hands are:

& 952

v AK4

¢ A6

% KI854
& KI1054 & QJ83
v QJ109 v 632
¢ KJ ¢ 10743
& A62 % 73

& A7

v 875

¢ Q9652

% Q109

v Q IR IEH, T, i/ e F 2 Q. e A HETAE, M HUIBER? B AR 11 KfgEs,
HERIER 8 -9 B, BRIAZINY 3NT. CAIMA « QI & A(FFHIAS 8 B, BIAE/RA
[F AR 9 QA4 REINAT 5 ML A R R PR AT o QI LT 2 o 10 EK AT e th e AfRTR e K,
TRt o A EEANGEH o Q A, A HIHES K o 10 S22 L4 e .2 Hv,8 Ao A, ¢ 10),/R44
BN RS 2 v, & A o LRBEARN KIa Hilia . fERPRER AT REA 4
o CE R FIEEORAT 0 QI IIHEZKFT 5 e Ry, U TR ML R/D—5Rw). WIARZ Y, i
PR s e G s KARE e ) HER A 8 B4 e 1 e 28 v 1)
B ANT MU T, A TR, 8K e AR HAEINE] 2 Hlv % 1 BURAE HEZR e Q 2F L
BACREEST %) o ) JZ 5RO EE & 1IIMP. K A 7E B _EVa4T 1e N =, F" i
6IMP(400-150=6IMP), 1% A iE T & . FAMEF SIMP(50+150=5IMP).

The 1% lead was ¥Q (very normal) and dummy won. Declarer played a & to &Q, won by West’s #A. What
should you return? You could not see 11 high card points. Declarer should have 8 — 9 points, else he could not
bid 3NT. You know Declarer had #Q and # A (else not enough to have 8 points). Now, you have to judge which
Q your Partner should have in order to win 5 tricks in total. If Partner has ¢ Q, he still needs to have ¢ 10.
Declarer played all the &s before playing ¢ A (you discarded ¢ K) and another ¢. Partner could not overtake
with ¢ Q else Declarer’s ¢10 would be the 9 winning trick (4 &s,2 ¥s, aA, ¢ A, ¢10). You would be thrown
in finally (you could only win 2 ¥s, & A and ¢]J) to lead away from #K. Judging from the bidding, Partner
looked very likely to have 4 cards in # (you need him to have #QJ because Declarer would play 5 rounds of &s
and West has to discard at least a #). If you are West, what would you choose? If you choose to return a & (the
best return is #K as you have to protect your ¥s). Declarer had only 8 winning tricks (4&%s, 1 #,2 vs, 1 ¢).

In practice, Declarer made 3NT because West, after taking & A, returned a ¥. West can only win 2 ¥s, and one
trick in each minor. Declarer’s ¢ was his 9" trick (it is not difficult to play #s correctly). This costed 11 IMP
because West played 1 (down 3) at our table. We lost 6 IMP (400 — 150 = 6 IMP). If West returned a # after
winning with A, we would win 5 IMP (50 + 150 = 5 IMP).
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@) LU play

(4) Have to improve declarer’s play.

WA —F] S LR
Board 1 in the Final match. None/N

& KJ

v KQ74

¢+ AKQ73

% 353
s Q4 a A765
v 62 v 109853
¢ 8654 ¢ 1092
% J8764 & 10

& 109832

v Al

¢ ]

& AKQ92

FEHAMIE 5 EE b 34T 6NT.

HU e WIT B AGESGERE R & I 3-3 20 FC AT, R BE WA, 2 AR NG S o R RERAY, AR
R HOELR: v AEEE IR E o T e RIAERT SR E AT A a0l e B2 BRARACH
& AQ, TR IA] a (AT BN JAEAT [ BB s )FT e o ILAT 3 v J VUSRI (9T I8
i), VU E ST & [H] BT ME— KRB B R AR & o2 3-3 20 0 AN AT
33 RMRES BT th— 2 M, € B 2RSS | R, A ZOR DY 1 e ANE 3-3 73,58 250
o (PRI e LSS =S80 e B R RE D A< v (R 4T 7%

North was the declarer of 6NT at our table.

First lead of ¥ was taken by A in the Dummy. Declarer played on the assumption that &s were 3-3 and failed.
He guessed wrong in & and could not make the contract. I think whether the declarer’s play can be improved as
follows: ¥ A wins the 1* trick, unblocks ¢J and play #. Even if & was guessed wrongly, will East return a #
after winning? Unless East has # AQ, else the chance of returning a # is remote. You can win whatever return
(except #), play all the s and 3 rounds of ¥s. In the 4-card ending (already lost a &), West is squeezed in & and
& automatically. The only lost opportunity was East-West having &s being 3-3.  As North and South have
jointly got 33 hcp, the opponents would also bid slam and would also face the same entry problem. If the
distribution of #s of East and West is not 3-3, you have to guess correctly in #. Therefore, playing a & at the 3™

trick gives a higher percentage to success.

At T 6 o AR TER o & 4-3 i, WIS e B — LM 14IMP.
North was declarer of 6 ¢ at the other table. As the distribution of s of East and West was 4-3 and & was

guessed correctly, we lost 14 IMP on Board 1.

Ty SO T FT, 0 A 2 v 28,18 W WA B R AM (I 5 1R 4F.  Another declarer’s play that
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needs to be improved appeared in the Semi-final match. This Board indicates that our team was lucky.

FIRELR 34 | REE MUY )R

Board 34 in the Semi-final match. NS/E

a K
v 87632
¢ 9542
% 1095
& 105 & Q9
v AKQJ4 v 105
¢ AJ6 ¢ 10873
% Ko4 % AJ872
& AJR75432
v 9
¢+ KQ
* Q3
Ny Bidding W N E S
Pass 3a
49 All pass

HU e K28 e sEXTHAG ke 20T v 10, s 5 A ENE] 48 558
JRGERT . TE R IURAT O SRAPPY CRNE JERZ RS g B T EGER AT &« K e ]
TEVE TP QEARAIT AR T W ARIE T 16, JIBOR gl ik, AR a1 85052 A A
S R TSR AN G I R R R R BANY 4 e OME N GRANES &5 UK T — RO L
-0.5IMP IR, Bt B IE 50, B8, (HIE Bl R 5 n] LUBE A S 4y 28 B 26 4 3
T e, Je 3R IRBONERIL, BIMEIEAT 4 gke MAESEHUERI(S v 43 a 1
o et R AR SOE T AT 2. WAL AL B 2R AMOBE & D, T
24 A EL R B T R B SR Q IR er 24y, AN LRIz, REZK 2t — e 45
(ANHEEAT D). DU A AT S A « Q MBEE R

First lead was #K and the 2" trick was a . Declarer won with his A and played another ¥ to Dummy’s ¥ 10.

I discarded a &#. Declarer only needs 4 s to make his contract. At this time, West knew 9 cards of South
already and should know how to play safely. However, Declarer played & K and then finessed &J to my Q. So,
the contract failed by one trick. If he made the contract, our team would be eliminated. Do you think West
played wrongly? It does not seem to be so. He just lacked luck. If I opened 44, I think no one would say it
was wrong. The result would be down 1 and our team would lose the match by 0.5 IMP. I say that we were
lucky, right? However, Declarer could have done better on this Board, i.e., when the 4™ trick was a & from
Dummy and I followed with &3, you should also play small and duck this trick to North. Even if North has 4 &
s, you can still make the contract (5 ¥s 4 &sand 1 ¢). This is the my suggested area for improvement ---
safety play. Give a trick to North and the chance of having such mishappening will be reduced. This is more

safe. At least, it is better to finesse & into my doubleton Qx. There’s no need to worry that South will ruff and
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you can afford to lose a & to North (but not South). West’s declarer play was not too bad as the chance of my
having %Q was smaller.

TR =R, LAY 24T 3NT, AU I T 27 B BT AT 8 B IR 12IMP, 3K
AR

Final. Board 3. At both tables, West was the declarer of 3NT. East and West had 27 hcp jointly. The opponents

only won 8 tricks and our team won 12 IMP because of the favourable lie of cards.

PG SR, U BH Y 2NT, 3 niy 3NT

EW/W. West opened 2NT and East raised to 3NT.

& 965

v 87653

+ Q9

% A92
& KJ7 & 1083
v AK4 v QJ10
¢ AKS3 ¢ J87
% Q54 % K863

a AQ42

v 92

¢ 10642

 J107

HUe 8T i, th s FALZI B AR AGE - RETHE nle 2 IBIEE e F
1t,

AL TR 0 Q.2 e 2 {1 A, Z BRI 12IMP. A I 4T (HAFFIME LB s —
SEARIRGE, 7>y S 2-3 3 Wil e AT & Q 70 Z ARSAGEE & KRLBT 7 I vl LUEET 3 iy
o 0T Ha AERTAH AZIRGERE? FrliT o 247 6 sRIRRA A Hifre QifiRIE
AR IER P & A Nla QAEF S AR Y H— 5 e T BRI AR A2 1 1) 9% FERIE D]
TIEE A H I fEe £ 3-3 PMIBEE AR AT, AR CTHI R Ry — TN A,
BRI RNTE FEAT IR A B B P A 0 PR T AR St e BRAF EASIE E—
i FEAE s & 2 3-3 Zr P ibE e, A E A Y Sl K T

First lead of ¥ 8 was won at Dummy. Declarer played a # and I took this with #A. This was my only entry
and I returned a ¥. Declarer unnecessarily gave a ¢ to North. We won ¢Q, 2 vsand 2 Aces. This translated
into 12 IMP to our team. I think the declarer’s play had to be improved. Touching # first is not the best line of
play and he could lose 2-3 #s, e.g. #4A and #Q were split and you guessed wrong in #. The defenders can play
3 rounds of #s, while you have not knocked out & A yet. Isn’tit dangerous? In particular, you have only
jointly held 6 #s and South must have 4Q. With some luck, South has 4 A and 4Q but South is short in vs. If
he gained entry first, it would be disadvantageous to your side. The later development proved this point. Also,
Opponents’ chance of having 3-3 in #s was absent. Of course, it is best to knock out the all the Aces in the hand

of the one who held the longest ¥s, You cannot tell who has a particular A, and you have to play the 2 black suits
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sooner or later. Based on the cards held, it is better to play s first. At least, there is an additional chance that

North and South’s &s were 3-3. If you don’t lose ¥s, then you can bring this contract home.

AR IREE S 24 B F I S I8 B2 Y 1 3NT

Let’s see Board 24 in the Semi-final match. Declarer gave away the following 3NT easily.

& J7

v Q3

¢ QJ1097

& 10975
& AQI02 s K83
v K875 v 1062
¢ AS85 ¢ K632
* 83 * AQ4

& 9654

v AJ%4

¢ 4

% KJ62

AR FF 3NT, I v 4,164 v Q fifd. A% v, A flw I Jb# o 9 (Bile). i

FIH o KT Ha Ha 10 AL AT, SR OARRERA). R ERE I T HEZH s A,
A KB A B EIEINEa 1 e . FHERA 8 kMt LAb#d:

—IREGNESE N e M2 U 2 9ke . LW “ilie AAHTIE e BB ALER e 2

i e AQ. MEFAFET & K URTREAT 4 B a 1 3w MRIER 2 3 3L 9 8. 755 — 5L, B A A v
FH INT. H e Q4 THEFMEE A, Wigr B 10, KM A&, ULREBS 11IMP.

Against 3NT declared by East, South led ¥4 and North won the first trick with his ¥Q. ¥ was continued and
South played ¥ A and then #J. North discarded ¢9 (welcoming ¢). Declarer came to the close hand with 4K
and lost the next finesse to North’s #J. Declarer could no longer make his contract now. Even if Declarer
wants to finesse South’s #J, he should cash 4 A and aK first before finessing in the next trick. If so, you would
have 4 asand 1 ¥. Knowing that South has 8 cards in Majors while North has length in ¢ , South should have
atmost 2 ¢s. Just cash 2 top ¢s to eliminate South’s ¢ . Ending in Dummy, South will be thrown in with the
fourth ¥ to play a & into your #AQ. No matter who has &K, you would win 4 #s, 1¥ and 2 tricks in each
minor. At the other table, my teammate who sat West played 3NT. First lead was ¢ Q, giving Declarer a better
chance to make the contract. The perfect defence is for North to lead # 10 and continue & whenever he gains

the lead. We won 11 IMP on this Board.

(5)%%’i§5(§ﬁﬁﬁ$ LE PSP ANBHE  The Law of total tricks is not quite accurate at high level.
RAEEER 40 Fl HEME 5] Final match. Board 40.  None/W.

& AK2
v QJ1042
¢ AIO085
% 10
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& 109854 & QJ763
v 76 v AS53
¢ 92 ¢ J3
& QJ32 & A97
P
v K98
¢ KQ764
% KB8654
nu fit w N E S
Pass lv 1a 4v
4 4 X All pass

SR IU A2 T (¥ R L, (EL PG ENY 4 52 SR ETAE W ARIBBOE FEAE B AN YE 4 I R DY,
TE5— 5 B R FAEILZ Y ANT (152 Y 6v. BBy 14IMP.

After East’s overcall, South can upgrade his hand. But can West bid 44? This hand indicates that the law of
total tricks is not always accurate at high level. 4 #(X) was down by 4. At the other table, South bid 6v after

North asked for keycards in ¥ with 4NT. Our team won 14 IMP.

HR SRR U IMAE DL v Rl R RESE 2 AR e L R 1-2 380 HLZOR A AEALAE
EEA =R MR =TT A S 2 . AR pass BRAF. Wie By SRR AT
mPUMEA

In my opinion, West can at most win 1-2 tricks when ¥ was the trump suit. His Partner needs to have 3 cards
each in the red suits. Besides, West does not have 1% or 2™ round control in the other 3 suits. I think “pass” is

better. At favourable vulnerability, it may be worthy to try.

(6) B M RIEE Ji A B LA _E B 27— g B
(6) Opening bids at 2+level must have certain suit quality
FIRER 38 E KA AR
Semi-final match. Board 38. EW/E
sEk B2 AR AT 2w s R L FARMRAREA I 2w TSR S AN T REFEAE 29 .
WAV E B . 7-11 BB Y two, & LIRS R) o — = A 3 iRELEANE weak two’.
VERIIEART 535 P, 0 H. 46 O AREEFTH
Based on the record, East was the Declarer of 2% (X), down 2. I think unless East opened 2%, the bidding would
not stop at 2v. Perhaps, East is too aggressive to preempt with 2% (5-5 in ¥ and another suit, less than opening
hand). According to the books, if you have 3-card in the another Major, you should not open ‘weak two’. This
hand is in line with what the books say and 4 & is not difficult to make.

a7

v AKQIJ75

¢ 532

® J72
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& AJ985 & Q63

v4 v 98632
+ KQJ1076 ¢ -
4 % AQ985
& K1042
v 10
¢ A984
# K1063

FEBAT AL, AT Y 2] 4 HEHTE & UAEKAT, LR 15IMP.
FHEERZEM » REATA A 1% A GBI 2v.
At my table, East and West reached 44. If they played # correctly, they could make the contract. We lost 15

IMP. With such a poor ¥ suit, I wonder whether there would be 1% of bridge friends would open 2%.

(1) wF 2 NATHH G RGBT 2 /DB RESE 2 D s Bk, A AN DT S35 SE IR A AE
S B Lz, LSO AN T S S Rt A R S 46 R

Many people only count hcp when they play bridge, thinking that they would win more tricks if they have more
hcp. Many bridge friends who have played more than 10 years suffer from this misconception, thus hindering
the refinement of their bridge skills. Below is a typical example. It happened on Board 46 in the Semi-final

match.

%ﬁﬁ %%ﬁ ’@ None/E

& 1063
v KQ86
¢ 108653
®2
A & KJ5
v 973 v A542
¢ K74 ¢ Al
% AKJ964 % 10853
& Q98742
v J10
¢ Q92
% Q7

HVUHET 28 Bli00 AZEMIGI U RITH) v 3 e 3,02 /E 28 25,7« tZ M.
East and West jointly hold 28 hep. Isn’t 6& cold? If West’s ¥ 3 were ¢ 3, they still have 28 hcp but isn’t 7

cold?

PERE BN 1 (3 5RAD), V5 I B ST, TAs SE G AN VR, P8 AT 15 B ZR [F 18 B8
2 /DEELL b (R R ) e B B, Dl 20 L R B ) PR R SC &, AU R 7 {3k

AN T B R I 2 2 BT 455 2 Pair 7576 B LRI B 2R 55, R s AN R A I £

R 22 P R, AN B ) TR Rl ) A Ry B, B AN S A Bl e FR D T O . b FR B A A5 A

Sa (YRR, B 11IMP.

24



For this board, East opened 1& (3+ cards). The West’s hand became more worthy. I hope that bridge friends
would not only count hcps.  West had 15 hep and he required his partner to have 18 or above (maximum) hcp
before he would bid slam. If & is trump, the number of winning tricks would exceed 7 because of the fitness in
this suit. I think it is not necessary to design any special bidding in order to reach slam. Each pair has its own
bidding convention. My suggestion is that once you find a fit with your partner and you have many winning
tricks, you should not give up game try and/or slam try and should not determine the future based on hcp only.

My teammates stopped at 5& after the following sequence and we lost 11 IMP.

w N E S

INT Pass
3v (GF, 6+&) Pass 38 Pass
4e Pass 4v Pass
44 Pass 5% All pass

AT LR ER ) PO, 2 1t 4 (EL AN B0, L 10 B, 555 R P
For some hands, even you have a fit with your partner and have good controls, you would still fail in slams due to

insufficient number of winning tricks.

*{%%% 30@],%,@5% Semi-final match. Board 30. None.

a2
v Q1096
¢ J9543
& K43
& AKQ3 4 J10854
v AK75 v ]2
¢ 1076 ¢ AK2
® Al & 852
& 976
v 843
¢+ Q8
% Q10976

PH BN 2NT, A om A , 2 AR A1 SRR P TE O & dimds L (B AR, AN, B Tl
HERIEAGILF. RGN o 6 Bl S L IE LOBE AU REST Gy B, th A BT S A I
B 11IMP. A& [R[ 41122 22IMP.

West opened 2NT.  After a super-accept of transfer, cuebid. Though EW had 1* —round control in every suit,
there was no long suit and the number of winning tricks was insufficient. Perhaps, you can say there was a lack
of luck. If Declarer’s ¢ 6 was changed to &, you can make a slam with the same number of hcp. My team was

lucky and we won 11 IMP. The net difference was 22 IMP.

PAE SRR Z 85— B0y, MREEACE, TR 48 mIR-T- X A3 5 A R 4.3IMP (1), TR
F 64 IR T PS4 B FI AT I 5 IMP (iR, S A S B IEERR AR 2 T Lk,

The above are only some of the many mistakes. Based on the results, the average gain/loss for the 48-board
Semi-final was more than 4.3 IMP while that for the 64-board Final was more than 5 IMP. Didn’t that indicate

both teams had made too many mistakes?
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Philadelphia Diary by D. Zen

I broke my own record in the recent World Championship event held at Philadelphia,
over a span of 2 weeks, I played a total of of 4 sessions of Mixed pair, 6 rounds in qualifying
round of Rosenblum, plus 3 session in round of 64; not to mention 15 sessions in the open pair,
all in all, I played non stop of a total 28x4 + 6x16 + 14x3 +15x28 = 670 hands, surely more
than my usual ANNUAL quota in regular tournament in Hong Kong!

The one event I do not want to mention is the Mixed Pair, in which I paired with
Lillianne Yeung (the name still ring a bell with some old members?), this was the first time
since 20+ years ago when we partnered together and the fact that my partner hasn’t really taken
up bridge during this period didn’t help, shall I say that we enjoyed the company of each other

more than we enjoyed the game.

Our open team members comprises of Karic Chiu, Patrick Huang, Edmund Tse,
Samuel Wan, Peter Yeung and Derek Zen. As you would have noticed, Patrick Huang is not a
HKCBA member but since 2006 this event had become a trans-national event so this is not a

violation.

All members of the team arrived the day before (except me of course). The draw was
not favorable, we ended in Group B which consisted of Nickell (the ultimate runner-up) as well
a lot of strong team from USA, France, and there was not a single weak team that can be
identified.

We started off well by winning the first two matches (18:12 vs Lagoudinoi & 21:9 vs
Berg), but there onwards we went down hill and lost all three subsequent matches and
eventually tied with Nickell, at that stage we were 5" and only 4 teams will be qualified.
Nevertheless we rose to the occasion and blitzed Sher and became 3rd, and the last match a
17-13 in our favour against Onix firmly secured our position and eventually ended 3", and for
the first time in HKCBA history, our team qualified into round of 64.

We were quickly brought back to reality in round of 64, in which we were pitched
against Beijing Shouchuang, we lost all 4 segments and ended up in an embarrassing 49:148

IMP!!, apparently we still have a wide gap to catch up with the first league teams.

We do feel this is a fine achievement from Hong Kong, and if more of our younger
members can join in for these kind of competition, one day we can make the round of 32 or

who knows, maybe even round of 16!

Finally came the Open Pairs, the core event in our mind even before we departed.

This years qualify round saw an attendance of about 370 pairs from all over the world, and due
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to change in condition of competition, those dropped out from Rosenblum team of round of 32
and round of 16 could take part in the semi-final, therefore the total no. of pairs qualified from
qualifying round (5 sessions) was restricted to 138 pairs (semi-final total 184 pairs). We had a
bad start, and after 3 sessions we were actually below average, and prospect looked grim.
However, we managed a good 4" session and were at least above average overall but felt
unless we had a very good session, we won’t be able to qualify. Surprise, Surprise, we had a

58+% 5™ session and when the dust settled, we ended up rank 120 and heading for semi-final.

A total of 184 pairs competed in semi-final, again with 5 sessions, this time, only 49
pairs can entered the final (to allow for 23 pairs coming from all the final 8 teams remaining in
Rosenblum Cup), as you can see, almost all of the players in final 8 joined the Open Pair final,

what a tough opposition!

History seemed repeated itself, again in the first 3 session we ended slightly below
average, but we had a good 4™ session (again 58+%), but one particular board caused us a big
upset.

This is Broad 26, (rotated for convenience) E/all, we ended up in 6S by North(me)

S Q74

H AK632

D A87

Cc J3
S 108 S J95
H 1094 H QJ85
D J965 D KI104
C KI1052 C 974

S AK632

H 7

D Q32

C AQs86

Declarer

I received 10 of Spade lead, I won in dummy and immediately took a finesse in Club, and
left hand opponent continued with another Spade, I won in hand, played a Heart to Ace, ruffed
a Heart, cashed Ace of Club & ruffed a club and ruffed another Heart.

You would note that in adopting such a line the contract was made, but somehow when I
ruffed the third Heart, my right hand opponent ‘discarded’” a Diamond and unfortunately as we
were pressed by the Director to play faster, nobody sort of noticed this, so in the end I went one

down!

It was not until whilst we had dinner and looked over the hand record that we discovered

this mistake, so after dinner I went back to look for Director, but naturally there was nobody
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there, and when I approached the Director again next morning, he said it was too late and I am
time barred! We were very unhappy, as obviously on this board, only 5 pairs went to 6S and
making the contract would almost mean a difference of more than 3% difference.

Unfortunately we had to accept the ruling and tried out best to qualify.

We did quite well initially during the fifth session, but towards the end we had a few bad

boards, so it was very marginal whether we managed to squeeze into final.

For some reason Samuel disappeared and I was the only one waiting for the result, and

when it came out, we were exactly 49™11 So T called Samuel and said we were now re-named

PRI

Obviously, there were all the hectic changes in our trip planning (we both booked the
ticket immediately after the semifinal is over), as well as extending our hotel arrangement. You
won’t believe it, Cathay Pacific claimed because I made a late change, there was no more

business class and I had to downgrade to economy, AND paid HK$4000 extra!!

The open pair final was an exciting experience, and we were actually doing quite well.
After 4 sessions, we were above average and rank 33" However, the last session was a disaster,
we played badly, the opponents played well, and we were out of luck, so a humbling 35%
session saw us ended 57" overall. Nevertheless, being able to pith against the best players in

the world was a memorable event and would be long remembered by both Samuel and myself.
Enough on the account, so let’s have some interesting hands

A) Grand Slams

1) Grand slams abound in the pair tournament, on one hand I held

SQ63 HA98 D1092 C A987
I heard Sam opened 2C(strong), so I bid 2NT showing 3+ control and a balance hand,
partner now bid 3S and naturally I cue bid 4C, partner 4D and I 4H, partner called upon
the old Blackwood and I responded 5S(2 key card + Spade Q) and Sam ended the auction
with a jump to 7NT. His hand was

SAKJ874 HS5 DAKQ632 C-
Obviously that is nothing to the play

2) Having noticed that Sam was so generously that despite his 6-6-1-0 hand and let me
played in 7NT, I was eager to return the favour, I needed not wait long. This hand came
along, I held

SAQJI05 HAKQ875 D7 C6
I opened 1S and Samuel 2D(Game Force), I bid 2H and Samuel 2NT, I bid 3H and this

time he gave me a preference to 3S, it was easy for me to use 4NT and received a nice
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answer of 5C (0 or 3 key card)! I bid the obvious 7NT and partner’s hand was
SK8 HIJ3 DAQY963 CA953

3) Having returned the favour, I didn’t realize there was more to come, I held

SK62 HAKQJ942 DK CQ8
And opened 1H, Samuel bid 2NT!(Jacoby), I bid 3D(shortness) and Sam 3S, I bid
3NT(waiting) and Sam 4C, now again it was safe for me to adopt Blackwood and Sam 5C;
I bid SNT just in case (anyway I would most likely go to 7H), and Sam 6C (Club king), so
I again bid the obvious 7NT and this time could claim before I table my hand. Partner’s
hand is

SAJI0 H 108765 DA6 CAK6

4) Now a lucky one
With both Vulnerable I held

S K107642 HA94 DA643 C-
I opened 1S and Sam 2NT, now my right hand opponent bid 4NT, obviously for minors, I
bid 5D, intentionally bypass Club, so if partner denied Club control (by bidding 5S), |
would carry on, whereas if he cue bid SH(with club control), then I would probably stop
in 6S, however, partner now jumped to 6S. Obviously he had Club Ace, the question is
whether his Hearts are good enough or does he had a singleton diamond, anyway I closed
my eyes and bid a confident 7S, partner tabled

SA985 HKIJ763 D87 CA2 A 23 HCP Grand Slam!
Oops, I would need 5 Heart tricks to make this slam, given the bidding, my right hand had
to be 1-1-5-6 to give my any chance, and his Heart has to be either Q, 8 or 7, after
drawing trump I lay down Heart Ace, and East followed with Heart 8!! Another top came

our way.

The bidding of the next slam is more professional like

5) Sam Derek

S AQ84 S K6

H AKIJ10 H 2

D A52 D KQ973

C 103 C AKIJ73
Sam Derek
1D 2D(GF)
2H 3C
3S ANT
5C (0-3) SNT (K ask)
6H 6NT (7D is for sure, but justin 7NT

case 7NT is on)
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There was nothing to the play, left opponent led DJ, I took this in hand, played another
Diamond to the Ace (left opponent followed with D10), and continued with 3 round of
Diamond, pitched a Club and a Heart, left opponent discarded 2 Hearts and 1 Club, so I
continue with 2 rounds of heart, discard a club, on the second Heart South was squeezed and
eventually discard a Club. All I need to do is cash 3 rounds of Spade and a show up double

squeeze automatically materialised.

B) Perfect Contract
The following hand appeared in daily bulletin during team event and stated only 3 pairs

reached the par contract

Sam Derek
S Q1083 S AKJ
H K5 H A1073
D KQ1073 D J82
C A6 C K54
INT (15-17) 2C
2S 3H (having nothing better to
do, just forcing)
3NT 4NT (quantitative)

5D (not satisfied with open on a 14 SNT (uncertain at that stage,
HCP, Sam realize the potential but encouraging)
of a second suit)

6D 6NT

As the writer in the daily bulletin said, all that the declarer needed to do is to lay down
Diamond K(Q) and can then claim, 6NT is much better than 6D

C) Walking the Dog

What do you do with a 8-4-1-0 hand. Sitting West, Sam held

S- H6 DAKQJ8432 C AKI5
With neither side vulnerable, he opened 4NT! (ask for specific Ace). I replied 5C (no Ace)
and South doubled, Sam bid 5D and is pass round to South who double again (after few
seconds), North bid 5H and when it comes to Sam, he naturally bid 6D and South couldn’t
resist to double, before North lead, when asked by South about the sequence, Sam
declared : “This is called walking the dog’ and it actually was! North lead a club (South
did double 5C), and my hand was

S 1097653 H95 D 1075 C 104

In any case, the contract was cold and another good Board for the good guys
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D) ‘Double’ Squeeze
From the following hand I found a new interpretation of ‘double’ squeeze

Nil S AQJ7
H 8
D J9
C AJ7532
S K42
H AQ104
D AQ1073
C 10
Me

In Pair Event, North opened 1C and East overcall 1H, I doubled (2D non forcing)
and Sam 1S, I jump to 3NT and ended the auction. West led a Heart to K and Ace. I
played a Spade to Q and led the Diamond Jack, East covered. Since it is pairs, I cashed all
the Spades before played Diamond 9 from dummy (luckily the East held doubleton
Diamond K8), so in the end I squeeze him in Heart and club (He held KQ of Club and
Jack of Heart)

After the play, West apologized, ‘If I led a Club, this will break the squeeze!’

Not so! I almost wished to say to him, ‘let’s play the hand again and this time you
lead a Club.’ You can obviously see that I would go up with Ace, cash 5 Diamond tricks,
and then 4 rounds of Spade, again East would be squeezed since he held both KQ of Club
as well as KJ of Heart. So he was squeezed twice depending on the lead, a truly ‘Double’

squeeze

E) Missed Opportunity
1) Can you imagine in the Open Pair final, with almost all the top player participating,
you will have a Board that the final contracts are 3C, 4C, 5C, 6C & 7C? This was what
happen to me, I held with both side not vulnerable playing against Zia Mahmood and Eric
Rodwell

SAKS85 HQ843 DJ92 C103

Sam opened 2S in West position, Rodwell passed and I bid an innocent 3S, Zia doubled
and Rodwell 4C, now all of a sudden Zia bid 5S! and after a long hurdle Rodwell bid 6C

as the final contract, the four hands are

S 732

H 1092
D 54

C KlJg74
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2)

S QJ10964 S AKS5
H KI5 H Q843
D QIO D J92
C 95 C 103

S -

H A76

D AKS8763

C AQ62

7C is cold on a combined 21 HCP! Needless to say, this is a very poor score for us, |
was thinking afterwards, what if I bid 3C, instead of 3S, what will happen then?
Luck or skill? I did mention we had bad luck and opponent played well against us in the
last session. Sitting East, with NS valuable, I held

SAKQ862 HIJ92 D83 CQ4

I heard North opened 1D, I overall 1S without thinking too far, South doubled and
North 1NT, contemplating cashing 6 Spade trick I passed quickly and South bid 2S, then
North bid 3H and was raised to 4H, the four hands are

S 92

H K43

D AQI102

C AJ75
S 54 S AKQS862
H 875 H J92
D K94 D 83
C 109862 C 4

S J107

H AQI106

D J765

C K3

As you can see, the Moysian fit making 5 is a perfect contract and beat all the rest
who either stopped in a partscore or ended in 5D, an almost cold bottom for us.

Since we finished early, I went to watch Balicki, who held the SAME hand as I did,
after 1D, he thought for a long time and came up with 3S!, and it was doubled and passed
out, with perfect defense this contract can be set 4, but naturally that was not easy to find
& he ended down 3 with an average score, on my way to the next round, I kept pondering
upon this hand, is it skill or luck? Did Balicki know something that I don’t know? The

result obviously indicated there is something to learn from.

32



Bridge Movie — a reprise

Samuel Wan

This author wrote a number of ‘bridge movie’ articles in the ‘90s. Here is a revived effort for
(hopefully) the start of a sequel. Please make sure you cover-up the answers when you come to
the dotted lines.

Imagine finding yourself contesting in the finals of the Generali Open Pairs in
the World Championship in Philadelphia. This was unfamiliar territory, because
every pair you played against was either a former world champion or celebrated
bridge professional.

At the conclusion of 4 of the 5 sessions, you and your partner were miraculously
hanging on — in fact, your partnership lay at a creditable 32™ out of 72 pairs.
Early on in the ultimate session, you picked up this ordinary looking hand as
South. Mind you, the result you achieve on this board would very much set the
tone for the rest of this session...a momentum sort of thing, if you know what I
mean:

South Dealer/ NS Vulnerable

& 8632
v A10732
*QJ
& 53
The bidding went:
W N E S
P
P 1% 1v p*
P X P [a*
P 3e P ?

¥ Would you?
** Or would you have converted the double into penalty?
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What should you bid now?

This was a no-brainer — you had an incredibly good hand vis-a-vis the earlier
bidding - of course you had to bid 44 like a man. Alternatively, 3NT would not be
such a bad idea. We should see.

44 was quickly greeted by an unsporting double from LHO, followed by three
passes.

LHO led the %8, and dummy came down:
Dumm

& A974
vJ

¢ AK9
& AQJS2

You

& 8632
v A10732
*QJ
&53

How would you rate your chances?

Well, 44 was a decent, perhaps normal contract. After all, nobody did anything
out of the ordinary. However, not every pair would run into a double, so you
should go all out to make your contract - even one down would translate into a
bad score.

How would you expect the cards to lie?

This i1s a dumb question. Let’s see. Dummy had 19 HCPs opposite your 7. In
other words, opponents had 14 HCPs combined...yet they doubled you in 44.
You didn’t need to be a genius to realize that you would run into foul breaks.

How were the trumps divided?
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Forget about 5-0 trumps - against that you had absolutely no chance. Also, you
could rule out LHO having KQJ10 in trumps — he would lead one in that case.
Thus, in all likelihood, RHO should have a singleton honor, probably the queen
or jack, and LHO should have something like KJ105 or KQ105.

Who had the club king?

RHO of course - he should also have the rest of the high cards.

4 Q

¥ KQXXX(X)
¢ XXX

& KXX(X)

A hand such as the one above would be a possible construction.

How should you play the hand? Think carefully before you read on.

The hand was an open book. To make the contract, you had to hope (or pray) that
RHO was 1-6-3-3 and LHO 4-1-5-3.

Watch this:

Take the first trick with YA and cash three rounds of diamonds, pitching a club in
hand. Now play #A and #Q - say RHO covered — then go to dummy with #A and
trot out the clubs, letting LHO score his three trumps tricks...and time for the fat
lady to sing.

Note that because of 4-1 trumps, there was no way to avoid losing three spades. It
would be against the odds to play LHO for the club king given the overcall (RHO
might have preempted with 6 hearts and nothing else, in view of the favorable
vulnerability).

Note also that a cross-ruff would not work. The moment you trumped hearts in
dummy, LHO would discard his clubs in order to over-ruff you.

The full hand was:
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& A974
vJ

¢ AK9
& AQJS2

& KJ105 4Q
vs v KQ9654
¢ 107652 ¢ 843

* 1076 & K94

& 8632
v A10732
*QJ
&53

As a point of interest, had you passed 1% doubled, you would have scored +500
on accurate defense, but that would be inadequate compensation for the missed
vulnerable game. If you had bid 3NT and, assuming partner left you to play in
that contract, you would have been fine, thanks to the 3-3 club break (which was
essential for 44X to make), but 44 would score considerably better in match
points.

Did opponents do anything wrong?

You bet!

LHO was too greedy to double you in 44, warning you against the 4-1 trump
break. Had he kept his silence, you might have played the hand differently (say
by cross-ruffing) and gone down, though an identical line would naturally

prevail.

Well...did you have something to write home about?
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Asia Cup Open Team Captain’s Report

A total of 19 Countries participated in the first Asia Cup held in NingPo, China from 31/8/2010
~ 5/9/2010, they are namely Australia, Bangladesh, Bahrain, China, Chinese Taipei, Japan,
Hong Kong, India, Indonesia, Korea, Macao, Malaysia, Mongolia, New Zealand, Pakistan,
Philippines, Sri Lanka, Singapore, Thailand. This is the first time a competition involves
Zone 4, Zone 6 and Zone 7.

Our Team consists of Karic Chiu, Dicky Lai, KF Mak, Samuel Wan, Peter Yeung and Derek
Zen, who also act as the captain of the team. A simple round robin is played over 6 days to
decide the winner. Our team started pretty well, and for a while (day 3 & day 4) we were
actually leading the field. Unfortunately we didn’t fare well against the eventual winner &
running up (Indonesia and Chinese Taipei as well as China) and finally we ended up in 3"

place, ahead of China National Team.

Enclosed is a summary of individual pair performance of the team, from the data, the pair of
KF Mak & Dicky Lai has the best result, although this is somehow skewed by the fact they
play more weak teams. In any case, given the lack of practice and partnership (in particular

Karic & Peter), this is a creditable outcome and the whole team need to be congratulated.

This is surely a boost of morale for Hong Kong Team in future as it demonstrated clearly that
we can pitched against any team within this region. It is only a matter of having more serious

practices and disciplines.

Prepared by Derek Zen

Match Country IMP VP DZ/SW DL/KF PY/KC
1 Philippines 58-12 25-5 15 36

2 Pakistan 46-28 19-11 14

3 Korea 33-19 18-12 0

4 Macao 35-4 22-8 -7 41

5 Bangladesh47-16 22-8 37

6 Indonesia 29-40 13-17 3

37

19

-21



7 India

8 Malaysia
9 Bahrain
10 Thailand
11 Singapore
12 Bye

13 Mongolia
14 Ch. Taipei
15 China

16 Australia
17 N. Zealand
18 Japan

19 Sri Lanka
IMPs won

IMPs lost

Nett IMPs

Total VP

Av. VP

Av. VP/pair

IMP quotient

per pair

36-29 14-16 12

69-14 25-3

35 - 51 11 19 -4
67-22 25-5 29
70-3 25-1

135-0 25-0 76
22-44 10 20 -5

24-58 7 23

55-17 24-6 27
31-34 14-16 -19
32-46 12 18 -3
52-21 22-8 22
876 Nett 146 (70)
468
408
333
185
18.08
0.70 (0.36)

38

39

24

21

91

-35

10

13

278 (187)

20.54

1.34 (0.99)

33

-10

60

-20

-12

19

67

17.4

0.42



Captain’s Report for Ortiz Patino Trophy 13" World Bridge Serious 2010 —
Youth Team by D. Zen

Our team comprises of Abby Chiu, Kongo Kong, Arthur Lau, Wilson Leung, John Tsang
and Alan Tsang, as the team due to budget reason, cannot afford to have a NPC full time, on
the request of Leo Cheung, I agreed to act as their NPC as I would be in Philadelphia anyway.
My role was simply to ensure that team discipline and manner are observed, as afterall, they

represent HKCBA. As such, my apology for not being able to help them much.

I watched on the website to track their performance and sent e-mail to encourage them
from time to time (as we were at different playing areas until the Junior individual event) but I

suppose it was of little help in reality.

Anyway, they started off a blize vs China and were ranked first after the first two rounds,
but thereafter lost most of the other matches and for a long time was ranked last until the last
two round and escaped the misery by ending up 16™ out of 17", Naturally, the individual pairs
result was also not impressive, with Abby Chiu/ Alan Tsang —0.26 IMP/Board and Wilson
Leung/John Tsang —0.51 IMP/Board, and Arthur Lau/Kongo Kong at —0.62 IMP/Board.

As far as I am aware, there were no dispute amongst the team members and the team spirit

was good till the end, which is to be commented

One thing worth mentioning, after the qualifying round, Arthur Lau, John Tsang & Wilson
Leung join the Youth individual and Arthur actually came 3rd! My hearty congratulation to
Arthur.

All in all, I presume given more exposure, the youth will learn from their mistakes and

from watching the Vu-graph performance, which must be a valuable lesson for all of them.

Schedule
Jan - Mar 2010

Mariner Conference

21 Fri IMP Pairs (7) Kelvin Yim

Room

Main Hall and
22 Sat Open League (7) Arthur Lau

Conference Room

Mariner Seven Seas

25 TueMatch Point Pairs (8) Arthur Lau

Lounge
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Anthony

Sat |Senior Bowl Club de Recreio | .
Ching

Main Hall and
Sat Open League (8) Arthur Lau

Conference Room

erome
Cheung

ue/Annual General Meeting Mariner Main Hall

Mariner Conference

PABF Selection Trial - Final Kelvin Yim

Room

Mariner Mai
IMP Pairs (9) H:ﬁmer AN Kelvin Yim

Mariner Main erome
Hall Cheung

Open League (9)

Mari Mai
Quadruple Pairs (S.2) & (S.3) H:ﬁlner U IRelvin Yim

Invitational Team (8) (by invitation Mariner Conference

25 Kelvin Yim

only) Room
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Py

‘& Hong Kong Contract Bridge Association Ltd.
Appeals Form
(Appealing Side Abby Chiu — Alan Tsang )
Event IMP Pairs 2010 (Session 5)
Round 2 Date/Time 24 October 2010
Board 8 Table 1
Pair (NS) Alan Tsang — Abby Chiu Vs (EW) Chad Law — KC Li
Players N Alan Tsang E Chad Law
S Abby Chiu W KCLi
Board: 8 45 Bidding
Dealer: W v T87654 West North East South
Vul.: None ¢ AKJ76 Pass 1v INT x®
* 8 Xx®@ Pass 2¢ 24
& AR73 & QIT Pass 3v Pass Pass
vy 12 v AK93 Pass
s 4 s QTS5
% J96543 % A2 ) Alerted and explained as “Penalty”
& K9642 @ Alerted
vQ
¢ 932
% KQT7
Contract 3% by North 7 Tricks Tr{Ck e
Final Result for NS -100 g

Tournament Director’s statement of factsand ruling

Pairs. Screen was NOT used. TD was called after the play.

After West’s redouble, East alerted and explained as “7&” (“run-out™) and then said “IE{f redouble {3 HE,
system A T ME—1{E EHY redouble” (“this is the one and the only one re-double for run-out in their system”)

Before bidding the “24”, South asked West about the meaning of “24”. West explained as “E&” (“Suit”) and
then said “5 5E” (“5-cards”). South then asked what the meaning of bidding “2&”, rather than ‘“24”. West said
that “F-FEE7 57 (“Any hand with nothing special”)

After playing the board, South claimed that if he knew the fact that 24 can be a 4-carded suit, then he will bid
“X”, rather than the “24”

For the EW pair, they have no clear agreement on the development after “INT-(X)-XX" and there is no any
written agreement about after “INT-(X)” on the EW-pair’s convention card.

Ruling: There is mis-explanation and unclear explanation by West and infraction of LAW. The TD ruled that
this infraction did not result in any damaged to NS. Therefore, the table result was allowed to stand.

Law References

Law 40C1, 75B




Supplementary statement by players

North-South: Please see the attached appeal statement.

East-West: Completely agreed the stated facts on North-South’s appeal statement.

KN e
Signed 2 M‘j Tournament Director — Kelvin Yim

Signed yﬂz—\_ ~ North player — Alan Tsang

Signed A South player — Abby Chiu
Signed ‘ East player — Chad Law

Signed Cb b (7. West player — KC Li

Decision of the Appeals Committee

Chairman: Derek Zen
Member: Anthony Ching, Samuel Wan, Eric Tang, David CC Ng, Kenny Lau, Theo LH Chin

FACTS:

First we focus on EW auction and explanation. It is accepted by all parties that the re-double is a run out in their system, so
EAST by bidding 2D is simply bidding his suit upwards, Apparently WEST may have in mind for EAST to bid 2C (West's
suit), so by saying 2D being a suit is a correct statement, but he has tried to be too helpful and say 5-cards. The fact appears to
be EW pair does not have a detail discussion of the further development of the bidding sequence after the INT overcall has been
DBLD.

West does offer the explanation that East should hold 5-card (even though this is his bridge deduction), this statement
constitutes a Mistaken Explanation (Law 75C), so infraction in our opinion does occur (though this view is not unanimous).

RULING:
However, the more crucial question being, does the damage to NS caused by the infraction? The unanimous answer from the
committee is a clearcut no.

NS in our opinion has done a lot of thing out of ordinary, first by opening on a 8 HCP, secondly by doubling INT which again
is not a clearcut action (given that they can open that light!). Also after the Re-double by West, most of the players will bid 2D
to indicate to his partner that he has opened on a distributional hand, yet North passes (which usually shows a genuine opening
or better). The vital & final sin is committed by South, who bids 2S instead of pass. After making a series of bad judgment and
when the outcome was not to their liking, then they tried to get back the IMP they lost at the table from TD's pocket, failing
which they tried to pick-pocket the members of AC.

If one chooses to live dangerously (by opening extremely light, take unorthodox approaches, stick his neck out unnecessarily,
he is bound to get some bad results occasionally and it is extremely unsportsmanlike they try to bend whatever rule to suit their

purpose, and this action is seriously discouraged by HKCBA, hence the forfeiture of the deposit (6 to 1 in favour of forfeiture).

The result at the table stands and the deposit forfeited.

Return [ ]
Forfeited [ X ]

Deposit Correction of Score: Table Result Stands (3¥ by North 7 tricks)

Chairman —Derek Zen




Infraction - Misexplanation

As director confirmed, East-West had no agreement on the bidding sequence and on
any of the explained bids, but they made false explanations at the table. (Convention

mentioned nothing)
This part has no dispute.
Judgment Based on Misexplanations

At the table, 2D was explained as a 5-card+ and had East bid 2C, it should be
“nothing special hand”. It is obviously that West was suggesting they were playing a
puppet-to-2C XX on the escape sequence. Normally players only refuse to bid 2C
when they hold “special” hand (as West explained and agreed at the tabie), which
means East has good 5-card or even 6 or more diamonds. (East-West allows 6-card+

minor for opening 1NT) (see appendix T)

On South’s point of view, with East holding good suit in diamonds and West likely to

have clubs, the chance of find a good fit in spades was a lot greater. [n that situation,

bidding 28 was necessary because West may have diamond fit;-and on the other-hand; -~

preempt to embarrassing level.

In fact, East thought that he should bid the lowest 4-card+ suit, despite of bad suit
quality. This was completely different to what West explained at the table. Had South
received correct information, he would have passed (or doubled for very aggressive
players) because there was a potential misfit, and see how his partner acts

accordingly.

Possible Outcomes if there was no Misexplanation

If South did not bid 28, possible outcomes are:

(1) 2D by East going down or 2DX by East going down:

West assumed that East knew his meaning. Therefore, 2D must be a very good suit,
there is no reason to run to his own 4-card spades or longer clubs that partner already

refused to play. (His partner refused to comply to bid 2C in West’s point of view)

(2) 2SX by West going down:




At the table after director was summoned, West stated that he may run to 28, but he
definitely did not considered the “refused suit” — clubs.

##% 2D probably goes 2 down on a good play
**% 28 goes at least 1 down and probably 2 down on normal play.
% 3C can be made on double-dummy play but it is almost impossible to find the

correct paly.
Additional Information 1 — Phene Conversation on Ruling (Director and South)

The ruling was made after the tournament because the Director said he needed some
time to consult other players. He stated that, according to his consultation, some
players would have passed, some would have doubled or bid 28 after 2D. The
Director also stated that for those players who chose to bid 2S did not change their
minds even they know that 2D is not 5-card+ suit therefore he made the final ruling.
He did not mention anything about those players who had chosen to pass or to double

and he refused to give all the related consultation information on South’s request.
Additional Tnformation 2 — Casual Conversation at the Table

(East and South are good friends and discuss bridge problems together frequently)
South became dummy at the table. Right before East made the opening lead, without
seeing any extra card, South made a casual statement to East: “You are lucky to have
a long diamonds to run, I definitely won’t bid 2S if you don’t]”

This confirmed how the South’s judgment was actually affected.

Appendix 1 — Example Hands that Players Refuse to Compl;: PuPpet—ZC
Wl

S Kxx

H Ax

D AKTTxx

Cxx

S Kxx
HAQx
D AQITx

Cxx




