Mario Guido Garcia MT 2026
Section B2 — Endgame Studies — Miniatures Draw

I am honored to have been chosen as a judge for this important commemorative
tourney. I evaluated a total of 24 endgame study miniatures with stipulation
"Draw", built in honor of the late composer, judge and leading personality Mario
Guido Garcia. His contribution to chess composition will be remembered in time.

In judging a collection composed exclusively of miniatures, one must inevitably
recalibrate the usual criteria applied to endgame studies.

By their very nature, miniatures impose strict limitations: reduced material,
shortened play, and a narrower framework within which ideas can be developed.
As a consequence, certain traditional values—such as extensive branching,
prolonged strategic buildup, or complex multi-phase constructions—are
necessarily less prominent or even absent. To penalize these absences would be to
misunderstand the genre itself.

Instead, greater emphasis must be placed on qualities that operate effectively
within brevity. Among these are economy of force, immediacy of the idea,
precision of execution, and the ability to generate maximum expressive impact
from minimal material. In a successful miniature, a single well-motivated key
move, supported by coherent and logically connected variations, may carry more
artistic weight than a longer but more diffuse construction.

At the same time, the risk inherent in miniatures must be acknowledged. The
reduced scale can easily lead to positions that feel either trivial or overly analytical,
especially when the play appears driven more by calculation than by a clearly
perceivable concept. For this reason, particular attention has been paid to the
visibility of the underlying idea and to the avoidance of purely mechanical
solutions.

The present award reflects this balance. Studies have been assessed not only for
their technical correctness, but for their ability to reconcile economy with depth,
and clarity with originality. Within the constraints of the miniature form, those
works that succeed in creating a convincing synthesis of these elements have been
preferred. However, only a limited number of studies achieved a truly outstanding
level. Many others, although correct and sometimes lively, do not rise above well-
known thematic territory. As a result, the distinction between awarded and
non-awarded entries had to be drawn with a certain degree of firmness.

First of all, some quick words about the unawarded ones.



No. 2 — Michal Hlinka & Lubos Kekely (d7/c2)
A rich and deeply calculated study, but with too technical a feeling to appear
impressive. A clear idea or strong motif is lacking.

No. 3 — Poul Rewitz (c1-g8)
A purely technical endgame with no clearly identifiable thematic content. The play
is long and largely mechanical, lacking originality and artistic impact.

No. 6 — Volker Hergert (g5/¢6)
A standard defensive scheme based on side-checks. The idea is well known and
does not offer any new or surprising elements.

No. 8 — Volker Hergert (e2/c6)
Although correct, this is a study with familiar thematic material. It does not meet
modern standards of originality or freshness.

No. 9 — Volker Hergert & Pavel Arestov (e8/g7)

A correct and well-constructed study, but essentially based on standard defensive
techniques. The play lacks a clearly defined and original thematic highlight,
resulting in limited artistic impact when compared to stronger entries.

No. 10 — Andrzej Jasik (f6/h4)
A rather linear construction with limited depth. The play is straightforward and
does not contain particularly interesting or memorable ideas.

No. 12 — Rainer Staudte & Michael Schlosser (d2/g1)
Overly long and dominated by technical manoeuvring, with an overly simple
concept and a well known ending motif.

No. 13 — Ilshat Valitov (c3/16)
A short and trivial study based on standard promotion tactics.

No. 14 — Zalmen Kornin (d3/f3)
Strongly anticipated by Rezvov N. (Shakmaty v SSSR, 1981/6).

No. 15 — Michael Gromov & Oleg Pervakov (a6/15)
Contains recognizable thematic elements, but the execution is overly complex and
prolonged. Does not leave a strong impression, just a feeling of being incomplete.

No. 16 — Ivan Bondar (a2/f4)
A technical endgame study with minimal artistic content. The play is correct but
essentially routine.



No. 17 — Ivan Bondar (f1/¢3)
More elaborate than the previous one, yet still largely based on standard endgame
techniques. It shows insufficient originality and limited thematic appeal.

No. 18 — Michael Pasman (e7/g7)
The study suffers from thematic familiarity, lack of a distinctive core idea and very
limited memorability.

No. 19 — Michael Pasman (d4/c1)

A geometrically motivated study highlighting precise Bishop maneuvering. The
oscillation along the diagonal (Bal-Bg7—Bal) is handled cleanly and with good
logic. However, the artistic impact is moderate and the play somewhat didactic, as
this type of manoeuvre has been shown many times.

No. 20 — Amatzia Avni (el/f6)

Although technically correct and constructed with attention to dual avoidance, the
study ultimately fails to produce a strong aesthetic or conceptual impression. The
defensive mechanism based on Rook maneuvering (Rh3—Rh4-Rh3) is functional but
the underlying fortress idea does not develop into a moment of genuine surprise or
transformation. The overall effect is one of correctness rather than inspiration.

In the end, I awarded a total of 9 studies. My ranking follows:

PRIZE WINNERS

Sergey Osintsev (Russia)
1 PRIZE
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Draw 3+4



No. 21 — Sergey Osintsev (b1/e4) — st Prize

1.Nf6+ Ke3 2.g8=Q Kf2 3.Ng4+!

(Thematic try 3.Ne4+? Rxe4 4.Qf7+ (4.Qf8+ Kg3! 5.Qc5

Position A1 with bRe4 — there is a move 5...Rel+ 6.Kc2 g1=Q -+) 4...Kg3! 5.Qb3+
Kh4! 6.Qd1 (6.Qg8 Rel+ -+) 6...h2 7.Qd8+ Kg4! 8.Qc8+ Kf4 9.Qc7+ Kf3 10.Qf7+
Ke3 11.Qa7+ Ke2 12.Qa6+ Kf2 13.Qb6+ Kfl 14.Qf6+ Kgl 15.Qb6+ Khl -+)
3...Rxg4 4.Qf8+!

(4.Qxg4? g1=Q+ -+) (Thematic try 4.Qf7+? Kg3! 5.Qa7 Kh2 6.Qf2 Kh1 7.Qf3 Rg3!
8.Qd5 Kh2 9.Qd2

Position B1 with bRg3 9...Rf3 10.Qe2 Rf4 11.Ka2 Khl -+)

4...Kg3 5.Qc5!

Position A with bRg4 (5.Qa3+? Kh2 6.Qb2 Rb4 -+)

(Thematic try 5.Qd6+? Rf4! 6.Qd3+ Kh2 7.Qd2 Kh1 8.Qd5 (8.Qxf4 g1=Q+ 9.Kc2
Qh2+ -+) 8...Rf2 9.Kc1 h2 10.Kd1

Position C1 with bRf2 10...Kgl -+)

5...Kh2

(5...Rb4+!? 6.Ka2! =, quiet)

6.Qc2!

(Thematic try 6.Qf2?)

6...Rc4! 7.Qd2!

Position B with bRc4 (7.Qb2? Rb4 -+)

7...Re4 8.Qc2

(8.Qf2? Kh1 9.Qf3 Re3! -+)

8...Rc4 9.Qd2 Rd4! 10.Qc2! Kh1 11.Qc6 Rc4! 12.Qd5!

The Queen must not allow the Rook to move to the third rank.

(Thematic try 12.Qf3? Rc3! 13.Qe4 Re3! 14.Qd5 Kh2 15.Qd2 (or 15.Qd6+ Rg3
16.Qd2 Rf3! 17.Qe2 Rf4! -+) 15...Rf3! 16.Qe2 Position D1 with bRf3 — The Queen
is deprived of access to the long diagonal 16...Rf4! -+)

(12.Qa8? Rf4 13.Kb2 Kh2 14.Qb8 g1=0Q 15.Qxf4+ Qg3 -+) (12.Qb7? Rb4+! -+)
12...Rd4! 13.Qc6 Rd6! 14.Qe4 Re6! 15.Qd5

(Thematic try 15.Qa8? Rb6+! 16.Kcl Kh2 17.Qa2 Rc6+! 18.Kd1 Rf6! 19.Qd2 Rf3!
The Rook moved to the third rank. 20.Qd6+ Khl 21.Ke2 Rc3!!

(21...g1=Q7? 22.Kx13 Qg2+ 23.Ke3 =, quiet) 22.Qd5 Kh2 23.Qe5+ Rg3 -+)
15...Kh2

(15...Re2 16.Kc1! Rf2 17.Kd1! h2 18.Kel! =, quiet)

16.Qd2!

(16.Qxe6? g1=Q+ -+)

16...Kh1 17.Qd5 Re5!

(17...Re2 18.Kcl h2 19.Kd1 Position C with bRe2 — Black Rook under attack
19...Rf2 20.Kel Kgl 21.Qd4 =, quiet (21.Qc5))

18.Qc6 Kh2 19.Qc2 Rc5! 20.Qe2!

Position D with bR¢5 — The Rook cannot deprive the Queen of access to the long



diagonal. (20.Qf2? Kh1 21.Qf3 R¢3 -+)

20...Kh1 21.Qe4 Re5! 22.Qc6 Kh2 23.Qc2 Kh1 24.Qc6
Positional draw.

24...Rb5+! 25.Ka2! =, quiet

(25.Kc2? Re5+! -+) (25.Kal? Re5! 26.Q13 Re3 27.Qb7 Re2 -+)
(25.Qxb5? g1=Q+ 26.Ka2 h2 -+)

An outstanding and richly elaborated study, fully deserving of the highest
distinction. The work displays remarkable depth and sophistication, with a finely
woven network of thematic tries, precise refutations, and subtle defensive
resources. The interplay between the white Queen and the black Rook is handled
with exceptional finesse, generating a dynamic struggle in which the control of key
squares and lines becomes the central motif. Particularly impressive is the
systematic denial of the Rook’s access to critical ranks and the sustained tension
throughout numerous variations, all unified by a coherent strategic concept. The
study combines analytical depth with genuine artistic inspiration, culminating in a
highly original and valuable construction.

Eduard Eilazyan (Ukraine)
2" PRIZE
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Draw 4+3
No. 24 — Eduard Eilazyan (d3/b3) — 2nd Prize

1.Rb6+ Ka4!

(1...Ka2? 2.Be6+! =, quiet (But not 2.Ra6+? Kbl! -+))

(1...Ka3? 2.Ra6+! Kb4 (2...Kb2? 3.Bd4+! +-) 3.Bc5+ Kxc5 4.Rxa8 =, quiet)
2.Ra6+ Kb5!



The king avoids the mined squares.

3.Rb6+ Kc5

(3...Ka5 4.Ra6+ Kb5 5.Rb6+ Kc5)
4.Rb7+ Kdé6

(4...Kd5 5.Rxf7 Qxc8 6.Be3 =, quiet)
5.Bb8+!

(5.Rxf7?7 Qd5+!)

5...Kd5 6.Rxf7 Qxb8 7.Rf5+ Kdé6 8.Rf6+ Ke5
(8...Ke7 9.Rc6 Qb5+ 10.Rc4 =, quiet)

9.Rf5+ Kd6 10.Rf6+ Kc7 11.Rf7+ Kd8

(11...Kb6 12.Rb7+)

12.Bb7!

(12.Rf8+? Ke7 -+)

12...Qd6+ 13.Kc4!

Domination! All squares from which the queen could give check (except {6) are
controlled by white pieces.

13...Qeb6+

Queen’s fork.

14.BdS! =, quiet

A spectacular defense against the queen fork. 1/2-1/2

An elegant and conceptually refined study, worthy of the second prize. The core
idea—neutralizing the latent forking potential of the black Queen through precise
coordination and domination—is developed with clarity and precision. The play is
economical yet rich in content, featuring harmonious cooperation between the
white pieces and a striking final defensive resource. The concluding position,
where the Queen’s checking possibilities are systematically restricted, provides a
particularly satisfying artistic resolution.

Martin Minski (Germany)
3" PRIZE



Draw 5+2
No. 11 — Martin Minski (d8/d6) - 3rd Prize

1.7 Qb6 2.e5+! Kxe5 3.Bh1!

(3.Bg2 ? Kd6 4.a8=N Qb2! 5.c8=N+ Kc5 -+ 6.Nc7 Qxg2 7.Ne6+ Kc6! 8.Ne7+ Kdo6!
-+) (3.Bf3? Kd6 4.a8=N Qb3! 5.c8=N+ Kc5 6.Nc7 Qxf3 7.Ne6+ Kd5! -+)
3...Kd6

(3...Qd4+ 4.Ke8 Qa4+ 5.Kd8 Qxa7 6.c8=Q =)

4.a8=N! Qb2

(4...Qgl 5.c8=N+! Kc5 6.Bb7 Qg7 7.Nc7)

5.¢8=N+! Kc5 6.Nc¢7 Qh8+ 7.Kd7 Qxh1 8.Ne6+ KdS 9.Ne7+ Ke4

(9...Ke5 10.Nc6+ Kf5 11.Nc7 =)

10.Nd8! Qd1+ 11.Kc7 Ke5 12.Nc8! Qc2+ 13.Kd7 Qh7+ 14.Kc6 Qc2+ 15.Kd7
Qd3+ 16.Kc7 Qc4+ 17.Kd7 Qd5+ 18.Kce7 Qe5+ 19.Kd7 KdS 20.Ne7+ = 1/2-1/2

A highly engaging and conceptually rich study, distinguished by the flowing
coordination of minor pieces, including the striking use of two promoted Knights.
The play unfolds with a strong internal logic, where each attempt is met by a
deeply motivated and often non-obvious refutation. Particularly noteworthy is the
subtle interplay between promotion strategy and piece activity, creating a dynamic
balance that is both complex and aesthetically appealing. The defensive resources
are precise and well-integrated, and the underlying ideas are explored with depth.
The study succeeds in combining originality with structural coherence, and thereby
achieves considerable artistic value.

HONORABLE MENTIONS

Eduard Eilazyan (Ukraine)



1" HONORABLE MENTION
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Draw 3+4
No. 23 — Eduard Eilazyan (a4/f7) - 1st Honorable Mention

In the starting position, Black has two dangerous passed pawns. Both white pieces
control the g-pawn’s promotion square. But 1...e1Q threatens. How can White defend
against this threat?

1.BaS5!

The distribution of white pieces’ functions: the bishop holds the e-pawn, and the rook
holds the g-pawn.

(But not 1.Re5? Rh6 2.Rxe2 (2.Bgl Re6) 2...Rxb6 3.Rg2 Rg6 -+)

1...Rg7 2.Re5!

The situation has changed: now both white pieces hold the e-pawn.

2...g2 3.Bb6

Change of functions of white pieces!

3...Rg4+

Now precise play is required from the white king!

(3...Rgb6 4.Rxe2 Rxb6 5.Rxg2 =, quiet)

4.Kb3!

(4.Kb5? Rg5 5.Rxg5 el=Q -+)

(4.Ka3? Rg3+ 5.Ka4 Re3 Novotny! 6.Rxe3 gl=Q 7.Rf3+ Kg8!

(7...Kg6? 8.Bxgl el=Q 9.Rf8! Qe7 10.Rb&! Qd7+ 11.Ka5! Qc7+ 12.Rb6+! =, quiet)
8.Bxgl e1=0Q 9.Bd4 Qd1+ 10.Rb3 Qxd4+ -+)

4...Rg3+ 5.Kc4!

(5.Kc2? Re3! 6.Rxe3 (6.Bxe3 e1=Q -+)

6...g1=Q 7.Rf3+ Kg8 8.Bxgl e1=0Q 9.Bd4 Qe2+ 10.Kc3 Qxf3+ -+)

5...Re3!

Novotny!



6.Rxe3!
(6.Bxe3? el1=Q -+)
6...g1=Q 7.Rf3+ Kg8 8.Bxgl e1=Q 9.Bd4! Qe2+ 10.Rd3 =, quiet 1/2-1/2

A refined and thematically coherent study built around a well-executed Novotny
interference. The interplay between the white pieces, including a notable shift in
their functional roles, is handled with clarity and purpose. The central idea is
developed in a logical and aesthetically satisfying manner, with accurate play
required at critical moments. The study demonstrates good control over thematic
material and achieves a pleasing balance between complexity and readability.

Eduard Eilazyan (Ukraine)
2" HONORABLE MENTION
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Draw 3+4

No. 22 — Eduard Eilazyan (h4/d5) - 2nd Honorable Mention

1.Ra4!

Main B: 1...Be7 (Main A: 1.. . Nf3+ 2.Kg3 Bb2 3.e6! Al: 3...Kxe6

(A2: 3...Be5+ 4. Kf2 Kxe6 5.Ra6+ Bd6 6.Ral Be5+ 7.Kg3 Ngl 8.Kh2! King’s fork!
8...Be4 9.Rxgl Bxgl+ 10.Kxgl =, quiet) 4.Ra6+ Kf7! 5.Rh6! Be5+ 6.Kf2 Nh2
(6...Bh2 7.Rxh2 Nxh2 8.Kgl) 7.Kgl! King’s fork! 7...Be4 8 Rxh2 Bxh2+ 9.Kxh2 =,
quiet)

2.Ra7! Nf3+ 3.Kg3 B2: 3...Bb4

(B1: 3...Bh4+ 4 Kf4! Bg2 5.6 Kxe6 6.Ra2 Bhl (6...Nel 7.Kg4! Bf6 8.Re2+ =,
quiet) 7.Ral! Nel 8.Ra6+ Kd5 (8...Kf7 9.Rh6!) 9.Ra5+!

(9.Rh6? Nd3+! 10.Kg4 (10.Ke3 Bg5+) 10...Bel! 11.Rxh1 Nf2+ 12.Kf3 Nxhl -+)
9...Kd4 10.Ra4+ Kc3 11.Ra3+ Kd2 12.Rh3 Nd3+ 13.Kf5 Be4+ 14.Kxe4 Nf2+ 15.Kf3



(15.Kf4) (15.Kf5) 15...Nxh3 16.Kg4 =, quiet King’s fork!)

4.e6!

(4.Ral? Nel! 5.Kf2 Nd3+ 6.Ke3 Be4 7.Rd1 Kc4 8. Kxed4 Nf2+ -+)

4...Kxe6

(4...Bd6+ 5.Kf2! Be5+(5...Ne5 6.e7 Ng4+ 7.Kgl =, quiet)

6.Kg3 Nd4 (6...Bxa7 7.e7 =, quiet) 7.7 Nf5+ 8. Kh2 Nxe7 9.Rxe7 =, quiet)
5.Ral Bel+

(5...Nel 6.Kf2 Nd3+ 7.Ke3 Nel 8.Kf2 =, quiet Positional draw)

6.Kf4 B2.1: 6...Bg2

(B2.2: 6...Kf6 7.Ke3 Bg2 (7...Ke5 8.Rdl Bg2 9.Rxel)

8.Rxel Nxel 9.Kf2 =, quiet King’s fork!)

7.Ra2!

(7.Ra3? Ne5! 8.Re3 Double attack with pinning of the knight. §...Bd2! -+ Pinning
of the pinning piece!)

7...Nd2 8.Ral! Bf2 9.Ra2 Ne4 10.Rxf2

(Or 10.Re2 Kd5 11.Rxf2)

10...Nxf2 11.Kg3 =, quiet King’s fork!

The main theme of the study is cascading recursion. (See: Problemist of Ukraine >=4
(38), 2013) The formative factor of the recursion is the King’s Fork. The five solution
variants form a recursive structure, and all of them culminate in the King’s Fork.
1/2-1/2

A solid and well-constructed study, featuring effective piece coordination and
several attractive tactical and geometric elements. The recurring motif of tactical
resourcefulness, including well-timed defensive ideas and latent fork possibilities,
is integrated smoothly into the play. Overall, this study leaves a strong impression
of originality and creative energy.

Pavel Arestov (Russia)
3" HONORABLE MENTION
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No. 5 — Pavel Arestov (a2/g8) - 3rd Honorable Mention

1.Kb1!

(1.Be3? Rc2+ 2. Kbl Re2 3.Re4 g2 4.Rg4 Kf7 -+)
1...g2 2.Be3

(2.Rel? Bd4 -+)

2...Rel+!!

Sacrifice black Rook

(2...Rc3 3.Bgl Rf3 4.Kc2! Rfl 5.Ba7 (Bb6, BcS) =)
3.Kxc1 Bhé!

Pin

4.Re8+!

(4.Bxh6? g1=Q+ 5.Kd2 Qh2+ -+)

4...Kh7

(4...Kg7?? 5.Bxh6+ +-)

5.Re7+ Kg8

(5...Kg6?? 6.Re6+ +-)

6.Re8+ Kf7 7.Rf8+!!

Sacrifice white Rook

7...Kxf8

(7...Bxf8 8.Kd1 Kgb6 9.Ke2 =)

8.Bxh6+ Ke7 9.Be3 =

A solid construction based on tactical motifs: sacrifice, pin, and material restitution.
Its inclusion reflects technical correctness and compositional discipline, where
simplicity prevails through harmonious and exquisitely precise execution.



COMMENDATIONS

Beat Neuenschwander (Switzerland)
1" COMMENDATION
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No. 7 — Beat Neuenschwander (g1/g5) - 1st Commendation

1.Rh2 Qg8

(1...Qe4 2 Rg3+ Kf6 3.Rf2+ =)

2.c3! Kg4

(2...Rg6 3.Rg2+ Kh4 4 Rf4+ Kh3 5.Rf3+ Kh4 6.Rf4+ Kh5 7.Rf5+ Kh6 8.Rf6 =)
3.Rf1!

({Logical try:} 3.Rff2? Kg3! {reciprocal zugzwang} 4.c4 Qa8 5.Rhg2+ Kh3 6.Rxg7
Qal+ -+) (3.Rf6? Qd8! 4. Rg2+ Kh5 5.Rf5+ Kh6 -+)

3...Kg3

(3...Rg5 4.Rg2+ Kh3 5.Rf3+ Kh4 6.Rf4+ Kh5 7.Rf5 =)

4.Rff2!

{reciprocal zugzwang} (4.Rf5? Qa8 -+)

(4.Rg2+ Kh4 5.Rf4+ KhS 6.Rf5+ Kh6 7.Rf6+ Kh7 -+)

4...Kg4 5.Rf1 Kg3 6.Rff2

{positional draw, ...or}

6...Qeb6

{Final trap}

7.Rhg2+!

(7.Rfg2+? Kf3 8.Rxg7 Qel#)

1/2-1/2

A schematic construction, yet one that presents a clear and interesting thematic



idea. The reciprocal zugzwang motif is handled with precision, and the alternation
of roles between the sides is effectively demonstrated. While the execution follows
a relatively familiar pattern, the study retains its appeal through clarity and logical
consistency. The economy of means and the clean presentation of the central
concept contribute positively to its overall impression.

Michal Hlinka & Lubos Kekely (Slovaquia)
2"t COMMENDATION
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Draw 3+4

No. 1 — Michal Hlinka & Lubos Kekely (g8/a2) - 2nd Commendation

1.Rf4!

({try} 1.Kg7 ? Ka3 ! 2.Rb1 Ne4 3.Rf1 f6+ ! 4. Kg6 Rc5 5.Rf4

(5.Rf5 Kb4 -+)

5...Rg5+ 6. Kf7 f5 ! 7.Ke6 Ng3 -+)

(1.g4? Ne6 -+ {for example} 2.Rb6 Re7 3.Rb5 {6 4.Rb6 Ka3 5.Kh8 Ka4

6.Rb2 Ka5 7.Rf2 Rf7 8.Rb2 Ka6 9.Rb1 Nc5 10.Kg8 Re7 11.Rfl Ne4 -+)

1...Ne6! 2.Rf1!!

(2.Rf57 Kb3 -+)

(2.Rxf7 ? Rc8+ 3.Kh7 Ng5+ 4.Kgb6 Nxf7 -+)

({try} 2.Rf2+? Kb3! 3.g4 Kc3 4.Rxf7 Rc8+ 5. Kh7 Ng5+ 6.Kg7 Nxf7 7.Kxf7 Kd4! -+)
2...Kb3

(2...Rc8+ 3. Kxf7 Rf8+ ! 4. Kxe6 Rxfl 5.g4 Rgl 6.Kf5 Kb3 7.g5 Kc4 8.Kf6 Kd5 9.g6
Rfl+ 10.Ke7 =)

3.g4!

(3.Rxf7? Rc8+ 4.Kh7 Ng5+ 5. Kg7 Nxf7 6.Kxf7 Kc4 7.g4 Kd5 8.g5 Ke5 9.g6 Rc7+-+)
3...Ke2



{there 1s no Kc3 (as in the try after 2.Rf2+?) for Rc1+. Here you can see the
significance of the strong move 2.Rf1!!}

(3...Kc3 4.Rcl+ Kd4 5.Rxc7 Nxc7 6. Kxf7 =)

4.Rxf7 !

{it’s already coming out}

4...Rc8+ 5.Kh7 Ng5+ 6.Kg7

{or Kgb6}

6...Nxf7 7.Kxf7 Kd3 8.g5 Ke4 9.g6 Kf5 10.g7

1/2-1/2

A technically convincing study built around a well-structured network of tries. The
key move 2.Rf1!! is not merely precise but conceptually justified, preventing
inferior transpositions and revealing a subtle control of timing and square
relationships. While the overall impression is somewhat analytical, the internal
coherence and the logical interplay between variations elevate the work to a high
level within this group.

Martin Minski (Germany)
3" COMMENDATION
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Draw 4+3

No. 4 — Martin Minski (g4/e8) - 3rd Commendation



1.Ra8+

(1.g7 7 Kf7 2.Ra7+ Kg8 -+)

1...Kd7

(1...Ke7 2.g7 Qc4+ 3.Kg3 {2 4. Ra7+ =)

2.7 Qc4+ 3. Kg3

(3.Kh5 ? Qf7+ -+)

3...f2 4.e6+!

(4.Ra7+? Kc6 -+)

4...Qxe6 5.Ra7+ Kd6!

(5...Kc8 6.Kxf2 =)

6.Ra6+ Kd5

(6...Kc7 7.Rxe6 f1=Q 8.Re2! (8.Re7+ ? Kd6 -+) 8...Qf7 9.Re7+ ! Qxe7 10.g8=Q =)
7.Rxe6 f1=Q 8.Re2!!

(8.g8=Q ? Qgl+ -+)

8...0Qf7

(8...Qxe2 9.g8=Q+ =) (8...Qgl+ 9.Rg2 =)
9.Re7! Qg8

(9...Qg6+ 10.Kf4 Qf6+ 11. Kgd Qg6+ 12.Kf4 =)
10.Kf4

(10.Kg4? Kd6 11.Ra7 Ke6 -+)

10...Kd6 11.Rb7!

(11.Ra7? Ke6 12.Ra6+ Kf7 13.Ra3 Qb&+! -+)
11...Ke6 12.Rb6+ Kf7

(12...Ke7 13.Rgb6 =)

13.Rb3!

(13.Rb1? Qd8 ! 14.Rgl Qd4+ 15.Kf3 Qxgl -+)
13...Qd8

(13...Kf6 14.Rg3 Qb8+ 15.Kf3 =) (13...Kxg7 14.Rg3+ =) (13...Qxg7 14.Rb7+ =)
14.Rg3 Qd4+ 15.Kf3 = 1/2-1/2

A sharp and engaging miniature built around a clear tactical climax. The key
moment 8.Re2!! stands out as a precise and well-concealed resource and giving the
study its defining identity. The preceding play is coherent and logically directed,
with sufficient tension to support the final breakthrough. While not overloaded
with thematic layers, the work succeeds through clarity of idea and the aesthetic
strength of its decisive sacrifice. Within the constraints of the miniature form, it
achieves a convincing balance between calculation and artistic impact, and for this
reason it fully deserves recognition at commendation level.
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The award will become final three months after its publication. Claims of illegality,
unsoundness or anticipation should be sent to the Director of the tourney.

Congratulations to the honored composers and good luck to the not-honored for
next time!

Daniele Guglielmo Gatti
FIDE International Judge



