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A. PRUBEH ARCHITEKTONICKE SOUTEZE

A. COURSE OF THE ARCHITECTURAL COMPETITION

1.USTAVUJICi SCHUZE SOUTEZNi POROTY

Ustavujici schlize soutéZni poroty se v souladu s
ustanovenim § 10 odst. 1 Soutézniho radu Ceské komory
architektd konala dne 5.12.2013 v sidle vyhlaSovatele na
Méstském Gfadu Praha 14.

Pritomni radni ¢lenové a ndhradnici poroty (dale

jen “porota”) v souladu s ustanovenim § 10 odst. 1
SoutéZniho radu Ceské komory architektli odsouhlasili
znéni soutéZnich podminek, pisemné se zavazali k Uc€asti
na praci poroty a doporucili vyhladovateli pfedloZeni
soutéznich podminek Ceské komore architektl ke
kone€&nému schvaleni.

Byli zvoleni predseda a mistopredseda poroty, jimzZ jsou:
Doc. Ing.arch. Michal Kohout (pfedseda poroty)
starosta Bc. Radek Vondra (mistopredseda poroty)

Soutézni podminky jsou pFilohou ¢&islo A.01tohoto
protokolu, zapis z ustavujici schiize je prilohou ¢islo A.02
tohoto protokolu.

Schvélené soutézini podminky byly shledany za regulérni
rozhodnutim Mgr. JUDr. Vladimiry TéSitelové ze dne
6.2.2014 ¢.jt 151 - 2014/Ce/Té.

2. PROHLASENI CLENU A POMOCNYCH ORGANU
SOUTEZNi POROTY

Radni &lenové poroty, prezku$ovatel soutéZnich navrhil a
sekretar soutéze pisemné prohlasili, Ze budou vykonéavat
svou funkci nestranné, Ze se ani pfimo, ani nepfimo
nezucastnili praci na predloZenych soutéZnich navrzich,
a nezavisli Celnové soutéini poroty navic prohlasili, ze
nejsou zavisli na vyhlaSovateli soutéze.

Prohlaseni ¢lent a pomocnych organl soutézni poroty
jsou pFilohou ¢islo A.03 tohoto protokolu.
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C1. CONSTITUENT MEETING OF COMPETITION JURY

The constituent meeting took place in accordance with

§ 10 odst. 1 of the Competition Regulations of the Czech
Chamber of Architects on 5th December 2013 at the seat
of the announcer - Municipal Office of Prague 14.

The present Members of the Jury and Substitutes of the
Jury have in accordance with § 10 odst. 1 of the Compe-
tition Regulations of the Czech Chamber of Architects
agreed upon the Competition Conditions and recom-
mended to the announcer to present them to the Czech
Chamber of Architects for final approval.

The chairman and the vice-chairman of the Jury have
been elected at the constituent meeting of the Jury, these
were:

Doc. Ing.arch. Michal Kohout (Chairman)

Mayor Bc. Radek Vondra (Vice-chairman)

The Competition Conditions are the Appendix number A.01
of this protocol, the Protocol from the Constituent meet-
ing is the appendix number A.02 of this protocol.

The approved Competition Conditions were found cor-
rect by the decision of Mgr. JUDr. Vladimira TéSitelova
from 6.2.2014 ref. no. 151 - 2014/Ce/Té.

2. STATEMENTS OF MEMBERS AND SUBSIDIARY BODIES
OF THE JURY

The Jury Members, the Examiner of the Competition
Entries and Competition Secretary have declared in writ-
ing that they will perform their functions impartially, that
they had taken no part directly or indirectly in work on
any of the competition entries. The Independent Mem-
bers of the Jury have furthermore declared that they are
independent on the Announcer of the Competition.

The Statement of the Jury members and Subsidiary Bod-
ies of the Jury is an Appendix no. A03 of this protocol.
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3. VYHLASENIi SOUTEZE

Soutéz byla vyhlasena 10.2.2014.

4. SOUTEZ
4.1 Zodpovidani dotazl

VSechny dotazy Ucastnikd soutéZze a odpovédi poroty na
tyto dotazy byly vyvéSeny na internetovych strankach
soutéze www.hb55.cz.

Dotazy ucastnikd soutéze a odpovédi poroty jsou
prilohou Cislo A.04 tohoto protokolu.

4.2 Prevzeti soutéZnich navrht

Celkem bylo doruc¢eno 67 soutéznich navrhd. Do
podatelny méstského uradu Praha 14 bylo doru¢eno

66 néavrh(, z toho 64 navrhi v fadném terminu a 2 po
radném terminu. 1 navrh byl do ruéen na adresu CKA po
radném terminu.

Vsech 66 soutéZnich navrhi si od sekretare soutéze
prevzal prezkuSovatel soutéZnich navrhi na misté
prezkouseni - Méstském uradu Praha 14.

4.3 Prezkous$eni soutéZnich navrht

PfezkuSovatel soutéznich névrhii v souladu s § 9 odst.
3 pism. c) Soutézniho radu Ceské komory architektl
ovéril, zda soutézni navrhy spliuji obsah a formu
stanovené soutéznimi podminkami. Zavéry posouzeni
jsou uvedeny v Protokolu o prezkous$eni soutéznich
navrh.

Protokol o pfezkouseni soutéznich navrhi je pfilohou
Cislo A.05 tohoto protokolu.

4.4 Hodnotici zasedani poroty

Hodnotici zasedani poroty se v souladu s ustanovenim
v § 10 odst. 4 SoutéZniho radu Ceské komory architektl
konalo dne 4.4. a 5.4. 2014 na Zakladni $kole BFi
Venclik( 1140/1 na Praze 14.

Prvni den hodnoticiho zasedani poroty 4.4.2014 se
porota sesla v 13:00 se sekretafem soutéZze na pozemku
budouciho komunitniho centra a poté se spole¢né
presunuli na ZS BFi Venclikl, kde ve 14:00 zahjili
jednani.

Porota jednala a hlasovala v tomto slozZeni:
nezavisli ¢lenové poroty:

Doc. Ing. arch. Michal Kohout

MgA. Svatopluk Sladecek

arch. Anne Catherine Fleith

zavisli ¢lenové poroty:

Bc. Radek Vondra
Ing. arch. Milan Vesely
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3. COMPETITION ANNOUNCEMENT

The competition was announced on February 10th 2014.

4. COMPETITION
4.1 Questions and answers

All the questions from the participants and the answers
of the Jury were published on the web page of the
competition www.hb55.cz.

Questions and answers are the appendix no. A.04 of this
protocol.

4.2 Submission of the proposals

67 competition designs were submitted in total. 66 pro-
posals arrived at the address of the Municipality of Prague
14, out of which 64 arrived before the deadline and 2 after
the deadline. 1 proposal arrived to the address of Czech
Chamber of Architects after the deadline.

The Examiner took all the 66 proposals from the
Secretary at the place of examination - Municipal Office
of Prague 14.

4.3 Examination of the comeptition proposals

The Examiner in accordance with § 9 par. 3 let. c) of

the Competition Regulations of the Czech Chamber of
Architects examined, if the competition proposals meet
the content and formal requirements set by the competi-
tion conditions. The results of the examination are listed in
the Examination Protocol.

The Examination Protocol is the appendix no. A.05 of this
protocol.

4.4 Evaluation Jury meeting

The Evaluation Jury meeting took place in accordance with
§ 10 par. 4 of the Competition Regulations of the Czech
Chamber of Architects on April 4th and 5th 2014 at the
primary school BFi Venclikd 1140/1, Prague 14.

The first day 4.4.2014 the Jury met with the Secretary

of the Competition at 13:00 for the tour of the build-

ing site, then they went together to the primary school
BFfi Venclik(i 1140/1, Prague 14, where at 14:00 the meeting
was started.

The Jury worked and voted in following composition:
independent members of the Jury:

Doc. Ing. arch. Michal Kohout

MgA. Svatopluk Sladecek

arch. Anne Catherine Fleith

dependent members of the Jury:

Bc. Radek Vondra
Ing. arch. Milan Vesely

PROTOCOL - COURSE OF COMPETITION
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nezavisli ndhradnici soutézni poroty:

Ing. arch. Juraj Calaj
Ing. arch. Regina Loukotova, PhD.

zavisly ndhradnik soutéini poroty:
Mgr. David Kaspar

Hodnotici zasedani Fidil predseda poroty Doc. Ing.arch.
Michal Kohout.

Porota byla sezndmena s Protokolem o prezkouseni
soutéZnich navrhl. Protokol o prezkous$eni soutéznich
navrha je prilohou &. AO5 tohoto Protokolu o pribéhu
soutéze.

Porota, pomérem hlast 5 pro, O proti, O se zdrzel,
odsouhlasila vyrazeni soutézniho navrhu ¢islo 2 z
dal$iho posuzovani z dlivodd poruseni SoutéZnich
podminek dle odst. 9.3.1.

Porota, pomérem hlast 5 pro, O proti, O se zdrzel,
odsouhlasila vyFazeni soutéZniho navrhu ¢islo 5 z
dal$iho posuzovani z dlivodu poruseni SoutéZznich
podminek dle odst. 9.3.1.

Porota, pomérem hlast 5 pro, O proti, O se zdrzel,
odsouhlasila vyFazeni soutéZniho navrhu cislo 6 z
dal$iho posuzovani z dlivodd poruseni Soutéznich
podminek dle odst. 9.3.1.

Porota, pomérem hlast 5 pro, O proti, O se zdrzel,
odsouhlasila vyrazeni soutézniho navrhu ¢islo 18 z
dal$iho posuzovani z diivodd poruseni SoutéZnich
podminek dle odst. 9.3.1.

Porota, pomérem hlast 3 pro, O proti, 2 se zdrzeli,
odsouhlasila vyFazeni soutéZniho navrhu éislo 61z
dal$iho posuzovani z dlivodu poruseni SoutéZznich
podminek dle odst. 9.3.1.

Porota, pomérem hlast 5 pro, 0 proti, O se zdrzeli,
odsouhlasila vyFazeni soutéZniho navrhu cislo 65 z
dal$iho posuzovani z dlivodd poruseni Soutéznich
podminek dle odst. 9.3.1.

Porota, pomérem hlast 5 pro, O proti, O se zdrzeli,
odsouhlasila vyrazeni soutézniho navrhu ¢islo 66 z
dal$iho posuzovani z dlivodd poruseni SoutéZnich
podminek dle odst. 9.3.1.

Porota, pomérem hlast 5 pro, O proti, O se zdrzeli,
odsouhlasila vyFazeni soutéZniho navrhu éislo 67 z
dal$iho posuzovani z dlivodu poruseni Soutéznich
podminek dle odst. 9.3.1.

Porota, pomérem hlast 5 pro, O proti, O se zdrzel,
odsoubhlasila u soutézniho navrhu ¢islo 20 ponechaniv
dal$im posuzovani do doby, neZ organizator zjisti, zda se
v obalce ,Autor™ nenachazi textova ¢ast (za pfedpokladu
neporuseni anonymity).

Porota pomérem hlasG 5 pro, O proti, O se zdrzel,
odsoubhlasila prijeti soutéznich navrha ¢islo 1, 3, 4, 7, 8,
9,10, 11,12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 19, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27,
28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42,
43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57,
58, 59, 60, 62, 63, 64 do dalSiho hodnoceni.

Porota se individualné seznamila se vSemi soutéznimi
navrhy. Poté porota pristoupila k hodnoceni soutéZnich
navrha.
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independent substitutes of the Jury:

Ing. arch. Regina Loukotova, PhD.
Ing. arch. Juraj Calaj

dependent substitutes of the Jury:
Mgr. David Kaspar

The meeting was led by the Chairman of the Jury Doc.
Ing.arch. Michal Kohout.

The Jury was presented with the Examination Protocol.
The Examination Protocol is the appendix no. A.05 of this
protocol.

The Jury voted, for 5, against O, obstained O,

for eliminating the proposal number 2 from further as-
sessment for not meeting the requirements of Competi-
tion Conditions, according to par. 9.3.1.

The Jury voted, for 5, against O, obstained O,

for eliminating the proposal number 5 from further as-
sessment for not meeting the requirements of Competi-
tion Conditions, according to par. 9.3.1.

The Jury voted, for 5, against O, obstained O,

for eliminating the proposal number 6 from further as-
sessment for not meeting the requirements of Competi-
tion Conditions, according to par. 9.3.1.

The Jury voted, for 5, against O, obstained O,

for eliminating the proposal number 18 from further as-
sessment for not meeting the requirements of Competi-
tion Conditions, according to par. 9.3.1.

The Jury voted, for 3, against O, obstained 2,

for eliminating the proposal number 61 from further as-
sessment for not meeting the requirements of Competi-
tion Conditions, according to par. 9.3.1.

The Jury voted, for 5, against O, obstained O,

for eliminating the proposal number 65 from further as-
sessment for not meeting the requirements of Competi-
tion Conditions, according to par. 9.3.1.

The Jury voted, for 5, against O, obstained O,

for eliminating the proposal number 66 from further as-
sessment for not meeting the requirements of Competi-
tion Conditions, according to par. 9.3.1.

The Jury voted, for 5, against O, obstained O,

for eliminating the proposal number 67 from further as-
sessment for not meeting the requirements of Competi-
tion Conditions, according to par. 9.3.1.

The Jury voted, for 5, against O, obstained O,

for keeping the proposal number 20 in the competition,
until the Organizer checks the existence of the text sec-
tion in the envelope ,Author™ (under the condition of not
breaching the anonymity).

The Jury voted, for 5, against O, obstained O,

for keeping the proposals number 1, 3, 4,7, 8, 9,10, 11,
12,13, 14,15, 16, 17,19, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29,
30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44,
45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59,
60, 62, 63, 64 in the competition for further assessment.

The Jury studied individually all of the competition pro-
posals. Then the Jury started to evaluate the proposals.

PROTOCOL - COURSE OF COMPETITION
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Porota odsouhlasila zplisob hodnoceni soutéznich
navrhi a zplUsob hlasovani. Kazdy porotce oznacoval
samolepicim listkem névrhy, které shledava pfinosnymi
a maji potencial pro dalsi posuzovani.

Kazdy z porotcl mél k dispozici 20 listk(, ale na kazdy
navrh mohli umistit jen jeden.

Po otevreni obalky .Autor™ prezkuSovatel zkonstatoval,
Ze textova ¢ast u navrhu Cislo 20 zcela chybi. Porota na
zakladé predchoziho hlasovani pomérem hlasd 5 pro,
0 proti, O se zdrZelm vyloucila navrh éislo 20 z dalSiho
radného posuzovani s kone€nou platnosti.

Po preferen¢nim hlasovani pomoci listkli nastala
diskuze o navrzich, které neobdrzely ani jeden
preferencni hlas/listek.

Porota pomérem hlas( 5 pro, O proti, O se zdrzel,
odsouhlasila, Ze 19 soutéznich navrhli a to ¢isla 3, 7, 8,
10,12, 15, 17,19, 34, 36, 39, 40, 41, 42, 44, 53, 56, 57, 62
nemaji zadny preferencni hlas a nepostupuji do dalsiho
hodnoceni. O navrzich, které obdrzely 1 nebo 2 hlasy, se
bude déle diskutovat a hlasovat.

Porota odsouhlasila zplisob hodnoceni soutéznich
navrhi a zplUsob hlasovani v dalSim posuzovani:

- porota projde spole¢né navrhy, které obdrzely jeden
nebo dva hlasy/listky, po diskuzi bude o jejich postupu
do dal$iho posuzovani hlasovat jednotlivé.

- porota pomérem hlasu 5 pro, O proti, O se zdrzel,
odsoubhlasila, Ze soutézni navrhy, které maji tfi a vice
preferencnich hlasu/listkd od porotcd postupuji do
dalsiho hodnoceni.

Porota hlasovala jednotlivé o navrzich s jednim
nebo dvéma preferenénimi hlasy/listky. (viz. zapis z
hodnoticiho zasedani, ktery je prilohou A.06 tohoto
protokolu).

Porota konstatovala na zakladé predchoziho hlasovani,
Ze do daldiho posuzovani postupuji tyto soutézni navrhy:
13, 14,16, 21, 22, 23, 24, 28, 29, 30, 32, 38, 43, 47, 48,
51, 54, 55, 63, 64.

Do druhého kola hodnoceni postoupilo 20 soutéznich
navrha.

Druhé kolo hodnoceni probihalo obdobnym zplsobem
jako kolo predchozi, s tim rozdilem, Ze kazdy z porotcl
mél k dispozici jen 7 listkd.

Po preferenénim hlasovani pomoci listkl nastala
diskuze o navrzich, které neobdrzZeli ani jeden
preferencni hlas/listek.

Porota pomérem hlasl 5 pro, O proti, O se zdrzel,
odsouhlasila, Ze 3 soutéini navrhy a to Cisla 43, 48 a 55
nemaji zadny preferencni hlas a nepostupuji do dal$iho
hodnoceni. O navrzich, které obdrzely 1 nebo 2 hlasy, se
bude déle diskutovat a hlasovat.

Porota odsouhlasila zplisob hodnoceni soutéznich
navrhl a zplUsob hlasovani v dal§im posuzovani:

MESTSKA CAST PRAHA 14
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The Jury agreed on the way of evaluating the proposals
and voting. Each Jury member marked by a post-it sticker
every proposal they find worthy for further assessment.

Each Juror can stick only one post-it to one porposal, 20
post-its per Juror were handed.

After opening the envelope .,Author" of the proposal
number 20 the Examiner noted that there is no text sec-
tion. The Jury therefore on the basis of previous voting 5
for, 0 against, O obsatined, eliminated proposal number
20 from further assessment with finality.

After the preferential votes were given, the discussion
about the proposals with no preferential vote (with no
post-it) started.

The Jury voted, for 5, against O, obstained O, and agreed
upon eliminating 19 proposals (all those with no post-it) -
proposals number 3, 7, 8, 10, 12, 15, 17, 19, 34, 36, 39, 40,
41,42, 44,53, 56, 57, 62. Those with one or two post-its

will be discussed next.

The Jury agreed on the way of evaluating the proposals
and voting:

- the proposals with one or two post-its will be discussed
individually and the Jury will vote on their elimination.

- the Jury voted, for 5, against O, obstained O, and agreed
upon keeping those proposals with three or more prefer-
ential votes (post-its) for further assessment.

The Jury discussed and voted separately on each pro-
posal with one or two preferential votes (see Minutes
from the Evaluation meeting, which is the Appendix no.
A.06 of this protocol).

The Jury stated that based on the previous voting, these
proposals passed the first cut and are kept for further
assessment: 13, 14, 16, 21, 22, 23, 24, 28, 29, 30, 32, 38,
43, 47, 48, 51, 54, 55, 63, 64.

20 proposals passed to the second round of evaluation.

The second round of evalutaion took a similar course as
the the first one, with a difference of each Juror having
just 7 post-its.

After the preferential votes were given, the discussion
about the proposals with no preferential vote (with no
post-it) started.

The Jury voted, for 5, against O, obstained O, and agreed
upon eliminating 3 proposals (all those with no post-it)
- proposals number 43, 48, 55. Those with one or two
post-its will be discussed next.

The Jury agreed on the way of evaluating the proposals
and voting:

- the proposals with one or two post-its will be discussed
individually and the Jury will vote on their elimination.

- the Jury voted, for 5, against O, obstained 0O, and agreed

PROTOCOL - COURSE OF COMPETITION
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- porota projde spolec¢né navrhy, které obdrzely jeden
nebo dva hlasy/listky, po diskuzi bude o jejich postupu
do dalSiho posuzovani hlasovat jednotlivé.

- porota pomérem hlasu 5 pro, O proti, O se zdrzel,
odsouhlasila, Ze soutézni navrhy, které maji tfi a vice
preferencnich hlasi/listkG od porotcd postupuji do
dal$iho hodnoceni.

Porota hlasovala jednotlivé o navrzich s jednim
nebo dvéma preferencnimi hlasy/listky. (viz. zapis z
hodnoticiho zasedani, ktery je prilohou A.06 tohoto
protokolu).

Porota konstatovala na zadkladé prfedchoziho hlasovani,

Ze do dal$iho posuzovani postupuji tyto soutézni navrhy:

13, 14, 23, 24, 28, 32, 38, 43 a 54.

Do tretiho kola hodnoceni postoupilo 9 soutéznich
navrha.

Porota odsouhlasila zplisob hodnoceni soutéZnich
navrhl a zplUsob hlasovani v dal§im posuzovani:

- kazdy z porotcli nezavazné oznaci dle své preference
navrhy liste¢kem 1., 2., 3., misto.

- cilem tretiho kola hodnoceni bude vybér minimalné
tfi navrhd, které budou ocenény, a pokud se porota
shodne i minimalné jednoho néavrhu, ktery bude
odménén

- pred ukonéenim prvniho dne hodnoticiho zasedani
jesté nedojde ke scitani preferencnich hlast/listkad,
ale zistanou ponechany na panelech jako podklad pro
diskuzi v dal§im dni.

Porotci oznacili navrhy preferenénimi hlasy/listky a

na navrh Radka Vondry poté pfistoupili k diskuzi nad
kazdym z 9 navrhu tak, aby si nezavisli a zavisli Clenové
poroty navzajem predstavili své nazory na kazdy navrh.

Timto byl uzavien prvni den hodnoticiho zasedani
poroty.

Druhy den hodnoticiho zasedani poroty 5.4.2014 se

porota se$lav 9:00 a jednala a hlasovala vtomto sloZeni:

nezavisli ¢lenové poroty: Doc. Ing. arch. Michal Kohout,
MgA. Svatopluk Sladecek, arch. Anne Catherine Fleith

zavisli ¢lenové poroty: Bc. Radek Vondra, Ing. arch.
Milan Vesely

nezavisli ndhradnici soutézni poroty: Ing.arch. Juraj
Calaj, Ing.arch. Regina Loukotové, PhD.

prizvany expert z Méstské knihovny Praha / Praha 14:
Helena Novakovéa

Hodnotici zasedani Fidil predseda poroty Doc. Ing.arch.
Michal Kohout.

Porota zahéjila diskusi nad jednotlivymi navrhy,
vyslechla si nadzory prizvaného experta, pani Heleny
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upon keeping those proposals with three or more prefer-
ential votes (post-its) for further assessment.

The Jury discussed and voted separately on each pro-
posal with one or two preferential votes (see Minutes
from the Evaluation meeting, which is the Appendix no.
A.06 of this protocol).

The Jury stated that based on the previous voting, these
proposals passed the second cut and are kept for further
assessment: 13, 14, 23, 24, 28, 32, 38, 43 and 54.

9 proposals passed to the third round of evaluation.

The Jury agreed on the way of evaluating the proposals
and voting:

- each Juror unbidingly marks the proposals of his per-
sonal choosing by the post-its 1st, 2nd and 3rd place.

- the aim of this round of evaluation will be to choose
at least three proposals that will be awarded, and if it is
agreed amongst the Jurors also of at least one proposal
that will reciev the honorable mention.

- before the first day of the meeting ends, no counting of
the votes will take place. Those will be left as a basis for
further discussion on the next day.

The Jurors marked the proposals by their preferential
votes (post-its) and on the proposal of Radek Vondra
proceeded to discuss each of the nine proposals so that
the dependent and independent part of the Jury explains
to one another their opinions and different points of
view.

The first day ended with the discussion about the last of
the nine proposals.

The second day 5.4.2014 the Jury met at 9:00 and worked
and voted in following composition:

independent members of the Jury: Doc. Ing. arch. Michal
Kohout, MgA. Svatopluk Sladecek, arch. Anne Catherine
Fleith

dependent members of the Jury: Bc. Radek Vondra, Ing.
arch. Milan Vesely

independent substitutes of the Jury: Ing. arch. Regina
Loukotova, PhD., Ing. arch. Juraj Calaj

invited expert from the City Library of Prague /Prague 14:
Helena Novéakovéa

The meeting was led by the Chairman of the Jury Doc.Ing.
arch. Michal Kohout.

The Jury started the discussion on each of the nine
proposals, listened to the remarks of the invited expert,
Mrs. Helena Novakova, then proceeded to vote about
passing of every proposal to the final round of evaluation.
The final round of evaluation should content only those
proposals that will be awarded by a ptize or honorable

PROTOCOL - COURSE OF COMPETITION
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Novéakové, a pristoupila k hlasovani o jednotlivych
navrzich do poctem zatim blize neuréeného vybéru
navrh, o kterych je presvédcena, Ze maji byt ocenény
nebo odméneny.

Porota hlasovala jednotlivé o vSech navrzich (viz. zapis
z hodnoticiho zasedani, ktery je prilohou A.06 tohoto
protokolu).

Porota konstatovala na zakladé predchoziho hlasovani,
Ze do dal$iho posuzovani postupuji tyto soutézni navrhy:
13, 14, 23, 28 a 54.

Do nejuzsiho vybéru navrhi, ketré budou ocenény nebo
odménény, postoupilo 5 soutéznich navrha.

Porota znovu diskutovala kazdy z 5 navrhli s prizvanym
odbornikem, pani Helenou Novakovou. Kazdy z porotcl
prehodnotil své preferencni hlasy - na zakladé viech
predchozich diskuzi a tak, aby se listky dfive udélené
mezi 9 navrhd rozdélily mezi finalnich 5.

Porota pomérem hlasl 5 pro, O proti, O se zdrzel,
odsouhlasila, aby se kazdému navrhu na zékladé
navrzeného nezavazného umisténi pridélily body - podle
klice: kazdé 1. misto = 3 body, 2. misto = 2 body, 3.
misto = 1bod.

Porota se shodla, Ze rozdéli mezi téchto 5 navrhu 1., 2.,
a 3. misto a dvé odmény.

Jednotlivé soutéZni navrhy ziskaly tyto preference:
navrh ¢islo 28 - 1 bod

navrh Cislo 14 - 2 body

navrh Cislo 54 - 7 bodu

navrh Cislo 13 - 19 bodu

navrh Cislo 23 - 13 bodu

ZAavisla Cast poroty pozadala pro ovéreni o odstranéni
preferencnich listk(l od nezavislych ndhradnich porotcl
(vzhledem k tomu, Ze ze zavislych nahradnikl nebyl
nikdo pfitomen). Tomuto bylo vyhovéno, po odstranéni
preferencnich listk( nezavislych nahradnik( probéhlo
s¢itani bodl - poradi timto nebylo zménéno:

navrh cCislo 28 - 1 bod

navrh &islo 14 - 2 bod

navrh Cislo 54 - 6 bodl

navrh cislo 13 - 15 bodl

navrh ¢islo 23 - 7 bodd

Na z&kladé tohoto navrieného poradi porota prFistoupila
k hlasovani o navrZené cené/odméné pro kazdy navrh.

Porota pomérem hlasl 5 pro, O proti, O se zdrzel,
odsouhlasila udéleni prvni ceny soutéznimu navrhu ¢islo
13.

Porota pomérem hlasl 4 pro, O proti, 1se zdrzZel,
odsouhlasila udéleni druhé ceny soutéznimu navrhu
¢islo 23.

Porota pomérem hlasli 4 pro, 1 proti, O se zdrZel,
odsouhlasila udéleni tfeti ceny soutéznimu navrhu &islo
54.

Porota pomérem hlasl 5 pro, O proti, O se zdrzel,
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mention, but was not strictly specified how many these
should be.

The Jury discussed and voted separately on each pro-
posal (see Minutes from the Evaluation meeting, which is
the Appendix no. A.06 of this protocol).

The Jury stated that based on the previous voting, these
proposals passed the third cut are: 13, 14, 23, 28 and 54.

5 competition proposals passed to the final selection of
evaluation.

The Jury discussed again each of the five proposals with
the invited expert, Mrs. Helena Novakova. Each of the Ju-
rors also reevaluated their preferential votes - based on
all the previous discussions and in a way, that the post-its
previously distributed among the 9 proposals were now
assigned to the final 5.

The Jury voted, for 5, against O, obstained O, and agreed
upon the system of evaluation - based on the preferential
votes the points were assigned to each proposal - ac-
cording to the key: every 1st place = 3 points, every 2nd
place = 2 points, every 3rd place = 1 point.

The Jury agreed upon awarding three prizes and two
honorable mentions to these 5 proposals.

The proposals received these points based on the pref-
erential votes:

proposal number 28 - 1 point

proposal number 14 - 2 points

proposal number 54 - 7 points

proposal number 13 - 19 points

proposal number 23 - 13 points

The dependent part of the Jury asked for verification

to leave out of the calculation the votes given by

the independent substitutes of the Jury (due to the
absence of dependent substitutes at the meeting). This
was agreed upon, after leaving out the votes of the
independent substitutes the second counting took place
- with no impact on the previous order of the proposals:
proposal number 28 - 1 point

proposal number 14 - 2 points

proposal number 54 - 6 points

proposal number 13 - 15 points

proposal number 23 - 7 points

Based on this suggested order the Jury proceeded to
vote on the proposed prize/mention for each of the
proposals.

The Jury agreed upon, for 5, against O, obstained O,
awarding the proposal number 13 by the 1st prize.

The Jury agreed upon, for 4, against O, obstained 1,
awarding the proposal number 23 by the 1st prize.

The Jury agreed upon, for 4, against 1, obstained O,
awarding the proposal number 54 by the 1st prize.

The Jury agreed upon, for 5, against O, obstained O,

awarding the proposal number 14 by the honorable
mention.

PROTOCOL - COURSE OF COMPETITION
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odsouhlasila udéleni odmény soutéZnimu navrhu cislo
14.

Porota pomérem hlasli 3 pro, O proti, 2 se zdrzel,
odsouhlasila udéleni odmény soutéinimu navrhu ¢&islo
28.

Po diskuzi o rozdéleni a pfipadném prerozdéleni
finanéniho ohodnoceni mezi ocenénymi a odménénymi
navrhy porota pomérem hlasu 4 pro, O proti, 1se zdrzel,
odsouhlasila udéleni finanéniho ohodnoceni beze zmény
tak, jak bylo navrzeno v SoutéZnich podminkach.

Porota pristoupila k otevieni obalek “Autor”

u soutéznich navrhu Cislo 13, 14, 23, 28 a 54 a
konstatovala, Ze obalky “Autor” obsahuji nalezitosti
poZadované v SoutéZnich podminkach a zverejnila
jména/nazvy ucastnikl soutéze.

Soutézni navrh Cislo 14 - odménény soutéini navrh:
CUBOID ARCHITEKTI

Ing. arch. Ales Papp

Ing. arch. Milan Vit

Ing. arch. Magdalena Pappova
Ing. arch. Ondrej Zavrel

Ing. arch. Jifi Kolomaznik

Soutézni navrh Cislo 28 - odménény soutézni navrh:

Ing. arch. Ondrej Dvorak, Ph.D.
Ing. arch. Jifi Matys

SoutéZni navrh &islo 54 - treti cena:

Martin Josek
Jakub Sladecek
Eduard Sojka
Petr Synovec

Soutézini navrh ¢islo 23 - druha cena:
x architekten

Arch. Dipl.-Ing. Bettina Brunner
Arch. Dipl.-Ing. Rainer Kasik
Ing. arch. Tana Sojakova
Dipl.-Ing. Korbinian Lechner

Soutézni navrh Cislo 13 - prvni cena:

Ing. arch. Zbynék Ryska
Ing. arch. Ales Brecka

Porota rozhodla, Ze otevreni dalSich obalek “Autor™
neodménénych ani neocenénych navrhl ponechav
kompetenci Organizatora.

Celkovy prehled ucastnikl soutéze dle Cisel
soutéznich navrh je prilohou C. Protokolu o pribéhu
architektonické soutéze.

Porota odsouhlasila zpracovani hodnoceni ocenénych
i neocenénych soutéZnich navrhl. Nezavisli porotci si
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The Jury agreed upon, for 3, against O, obstained 2,
awarding the proposal number 28 by the honorable
mention.

After the discussion about the potential redistribution

of the prize money, the Jury voted, for 4, against O,
obstained 1, and agreed upon awarding the proposals by
the prize money without change as it was proposed in the
Competition Conditions.

The Jury then proceeded to opening the envelopes
~Author™ of the competition proposals number 13, 14,
23, 28 and 54 and noted that all the envelopes contain
required documents as stated in the Competition
Conditions and learnt the names/titles of the
participants of the competition.

Proposal number 14 - honorable mention:
CUBOID ARCHITEKTI

Ing. arch. Ales Papp

Ing. arch. Milan Vit

Ing. arch. Magdalena Pappova
Ing. arch. Ondrej Zavrel

Ing. arch. Jifi Kolomaznik

Proposal number 28 - honorable mention:

Ing. arch. Ondrej Dvorak, Ph.D.
Ing. arch. Jifi Matys

Proposal number 54 - 3rd prize:

Martin Josek
Jakub Sladecek
Eduard Sojka
Petr Synovec

Proposal number 23 - 2nd prize:
x architekten

Arch. Dipl.-Ing. Bettina Brunner
Arch. Dipl.-Ing. Rainer Kasik
Ing. arch. Tana Sojakova
Dipl.-Ing. Korbinian Lechner

Proposal number 13 - 1st prize:

Ing. arch. Zbynék Ryska
Ing. arch. Ales Brecka

The Jury then delegated the Organizer to open the rest
of the envelopes ,Author™.

The overall list of participants by the numbers assigned
for the competition is the appendix C. of this Protocol of
Course of the Competition.

The Jury agreed to elaborate written comments and
evaluation to each awarded and unawarded proposal.
The independent Jurors divided the sum of the proposals
among themselves to be able to write the comments and
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rozdélili jednotlivé navrhy k pripravé hodnoceni.
Doporuceni poroty a hodnoceni vSech hodnocenych
navrhd je pfilohou B Protokolu o pribéhu
architektonické soutéze.

Porotci, organizator a pritomny Viktor Vejvoda se
zavazali mi¢enlivosti, dokud nebude s vyhlaSovatelem
odsouhlasen zplsob, misto a termin vyhlaseni cen a
dokud nebudu vitézové vyhlaseni verejné.

Porota povérila organizatora soutéze, aby zajistil
dostatecnou publicitu vyhlaseni vysledka.

Prilohy Protokolu o pribéhu architektonické soutéze
A.01 Soutézni podminky

A.02 Zapis z ustavujici schlze soutézni poroty

A.03 Prohlaseni ¢lenl a pomocnych organl soutézni
poroty

A.04 Dotazy ucastnikl soutéze a odpovédi na dotazy
A.05 Protokol o prezkou$eni soutéznich navrh

A.06 Zapis z hodnoticiho zasedani soutézni poroty

9/33
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deliver them to the Organizer in due time.

The comments and recommendation of the Jury of all the
assessed proposals is the appendix B. of this Protocol of
Course of the Competition.

The Jurors and present Viktor Vejvoda then commited
themselves to confidentiality, until the Announcer
approves the way, place and date of the public
announcement and actually publicly announce the
winners.

The Jury then asked the Organizer to ensure the
sufficient publicity for the announcement of the results.

Appendices of the Protocol of Course of the Competition
A.01 Competition Conditions

A.02 Protocol - Constituent Meeting of the Jury

A.03 Written Statements of the Jury Members

A.04 Questions and Answers

A.05 Protocol - Examination of Submitted Designs

A.06 Minutes from the Evaluation Jury Meeting
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Porota jednomysiné odsouhlasila znéni tohoto
protokolu. / The Jury unanimously agreed upon the text
of this protocol.

V Praze dne / in Prague on .....cccccceeeeeenieenneenneeennne

Zapsal / Written by:

Ing.arch. Igor Kovacevi¢, PhD.,
sekretér soutéze

Schvalil / Approved by:

Doc. Ing. arch. Michal Kohout,
predseda soutézni poroty /
Chairman of the Jury

Bc. Radek Vondra
starosta MC Praha 14 / Mayor of Prague 14

Ing. arch. Milan Vesely
hlavni architekt MC P14 / Chief architect of P14

PROTOKOL O PRUBEHU SOUTEZE PROTOCOL - COURSE OF COMPETITION
10/33



C c E A [Centre for Central European Architecture]

Porota jednomysiné odsouhlasila znéni tohoto
protokolu. / The Jury unanimously agreed upon the text
of this protocol.

V Praze dne / in Prague on ﬂ/uz‘,\?ﬂ‘t .........

Zapsal / Written by:

Ing.arch. Igor Kovadevié, PhD.,
sekrfe}éf soutéze -

v ?
/ ( Rl J/Z/L/

Schvélil / Approved by:

Doc. Ing. arch. Michal Kohout,
pfedseda souténl poroty /
Chairman of the Jury 11

/

MgA. Svatopluk Sladeéek

LT LD

arch. A

eSS

Bc. Radek Vondra
starosta MC Praha 14/Mayor of Prague 14

Loy v

&

Ing. arch. Milan Vesely —
hlavni‘architekt MC P14 / Chief architectof P14

MESTSKA CAST PRAHA A
10/33

PROTOKOL O PRUBEHU SOUTEZE PROTOCOL - COURSE OF COMPETITION




C C E A [Centre for Central European Architecturel

ARCHITEKTONICKA SOUTEZ O NAVRH / ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN COMPETITION

KOMUNITNi CENTRUM HLOUBETINSKA 55
COMMUNITY CENTRE HLOUBETINSKA 55

B. DOPORUCENI POROTY A HODNOCENi SOUTEZNiICH NAVRHU
B. RECOMMENDATIONS AND COMMENTS OF THE JURY

1. cena / 1%t prize

13

Porota ocenila prehledné dispoziéni a hmotové feseni, které vtipné navazuje na plvodni parcelaci mista. Vnitini usporadani
s plynule navazujicimi prostory knihovny, kavarny a vicetcelového salu umoZiuje optimalni navaznost i vhodny vizualni
kontakt mezi témito prostory navzajem i kontakt a aktivaci prilehlych venkovnich prostor. Vytvarné pojeti je kultivované, i
kdyZ ponékud schematické. Uprava venkovnich prostor je jednoducha a padna a spolu s hmotovym Fe$enim vhodné dopliiuje
misto i pfimérené akcentuje pristup ke kostelu i do zahrady.

Porota vnima jako urcity nedostatek projektu jeho ne zcela zfejmé, zaroven viak vytvarné silné exponované konstrukéni
reseni a doporucuje navrh v tomto smyslu zjednodusit. Z hlediska udrzitelnosti porota ocenuje, Ze se jedna o jeden z mala
navrhu, ktery pracoval s vicei€elovym salem jako sezonnim prostorem, ¢imz lez dosdhnout podstatnych investi¢nich uspor.
Pochybnosti byly vysloveny o feSeni fasad ve smyslu poméru prosklenych a plnych ploch.

The jury appreciated the clear disposition and volume solution, which wittily follows the original arrangement of the plot.
The inner arrangement with smooth flow of the spaces of library, café and multipurpose hall allows an optimal continuity
and visual contact among these spaces as well as with the outside space, which is thus activated. The esthetics, though
somehow schematic, feels refined. The landscaping of the surrounding outer space is simple and direct and together with
the volume of the building corresponds well with the place as well as accentuates the access to the church and garden.

The jury nevertheless sees as a certain insufficiency of the design proposal its not so clear, though esthetically very strong,
structure and recommends to simplify the design in this sense. From the sustainability point of view, the jury appreciates
that the multipurpose hall has been conceived as seasonal, which could help to lower significantly the investment costs. The
ratio of the glassed-in parts to full parts of the facade has been doubted.

B. DOPORUCENi A KOMENTARE B. RECOMMENDATIONS AND COMMENTS
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2. cena / 2" prize

23

Novy objekt komunitniho centra sleduje plvodni zastavbu jak urbanisticky, tak hmotové. Zachovava uli¢ni ¢aru a tézistém se
stava prostor mezi kostelni zdi a objektem samotnym, ze kterého se vstupuje do kostela, zahrady i komunitniho centra.
Porota kladné hodnoti jednoduchy objem a otevieny parter volné kopirujici terén. Provozni feSeni je jednoduché, az
utilitarni. Nedostate¢né je propojeni knihovny s kavarnou. Diskutabilni je rovnéz pouziti lamel na fasadé a presah na jizni
strané objektu.

The new building of the community centre follows the existent built environment both in urban conception and in volume. It
keeps the street line and creates the centre of gravity in the space between the church wall and itself. From this point the
church, garden as well as community centre is accessed.

The jury sees positively the simple volume and the open ground floor that freely follows the terrain. The inner logic of the
building is simple, utilitarian even. The connection between the library and café seems insufficient. The use of lamella
cladding and its overhang on the south facade is also questionable.

3. cena / 3 prize

54

Vsechny dllezZité body navrhu se nachazeji na spravnych mistech, Iépe nez u jinych Gcastnikl. To je mozna dlivod pro¢
byl tento projekt ¢asti poroty od za¢atku hodnoceni favorizovan. Dal$im divodem je samozrejmé velmi srozumitelny
architektonicky jazyk. V rozporu s vnéjsi jednoduchosti a srozumitelnosti je vnitfni rozvrh. Jako velmi problematické se jevi

nechéape, pro¢ pomérné bohaté prostorové promény uvniti' nejsou patrné pfi pohledu zvenku. Srozumitelnost architektury
se pak jevi jako povrchni a zdanliva. Debatu vzbudily také dlouhé rfady stfesnich oken. Pokud $lo o jistou architektonickou
nadsazku, pak nebyla shledana jako dost vyrazna. Naopak vzbuzovaly obavu, zda by neplsobily jako ospravedInéni tohoto
plevele lidového stavitelstvi.

All of the important points of the proposal are at the right places, better than at the rest of the participating designs.

This might be the reason why this project has been favoured by a part of the Jury during the evaluation. Another reason
might be, of course, a very understandable architectural language. In conflict with its outer simplicity is the inner logic.
Situating the two levels of library above the multipurpose hall without any middle support in the lowest level seems as very
problematic. A part of the Jury also does not understand why the relatively rich inner space changes are not visible on the
outer shell. The intelligibility of the architecture seems then as superficial. The discussion was also provoked by the long
row of roof windows. If it was meant as an architectural hyperbole, then it was not bold enough. It actually raised doubts
about this solution as a potential justification of this weed of folk architecture.

B. DOPORUCENi A KOMENTARE B. RECOMMENDATIONS AND COMMENTS
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odména / honorable mention

14

Porota ocenila minimalisticky pristup autord a neobvyklé bezbariérové reseni provozu. Pouziti odkazl na tradiéni
architekturu a formulace navrZeného objektu v soudobém duchu zaradilo projekt az mezi pétici ocenénych navrha.
Negativem navrhu je Uplné oddéleni knihovny od provozu komunitniho centra a také témér nulovy vizualni kontakt
navstévnika knihovny (i jejich zaméstnanc() s okolim. Vytykano bylo projektu také nedostate¢né propojeni vnitfniho
prostfedi komunitniho centra s naméstim i feSeni fasady obracené do zahrady.

Objekt vhodné navazuje v objemu i ve vySce hiebene i fimsy na svého souseda a zaroven si udrZuje odstup od hrbitovni zdi.
Navrh byl hodnocen jako udrzitelny s nizkymi investi¢nimi i provoznimi naklady.

The jury appreciated the minimalist approach chosen by the authors and the not so common barrier-free solution. The
use of references to the traditional architecture and a very contemporary formulation of the building placed the design
proposal into the group of top five awarded projects.

The complete separation of the library and community centre has been seen as a negative as well as almost nonexistent
visual contact of the library visitor (and its employees) with the surroundings. The connection of the inner space of the
community centre to the square and the facade facing the garden has also been regarded as insufficient.

The building very well corresponds in volume and in height of the ridge and cornice to its neighbor and at the same time
keeps reasonable distance from the graveyard wall. The proposal is viewed as sustainable both with low investment and
operation costs.

odména / honorable mention

28

Porota ocenila jasné urbanistické reSeni. Objemy reaguji na své okoli a ponechavaji si malé ,vesnické™ méfitko. Navrh si hraje
se stavajici sténou na jedné strané a vytvari tak misto setkani na strané blize ke kostelu. Nicméné prichod mezi sousednim
domem a navrhem nebyl vniméan pozitivné. Kazda funkce ma vlastni vstup a predprostor. Ov§em plochy jsou pfFili§ malé a
Uplné oddéleni knihovny od zbytku komunitniho centra bylo hodnoceno negativné. Vyska vicetcelového salu s ohledem na
statiku a pFistup na stfechu u knihovny nejsou realistické. Projekt rovnéz predpoklada rozsahlé zmény ve stavajicim terénu.

The jury appreciated the clear urban position. The volumes react to the context and stay in a small “village” scale. It plays
with the existing wall on one side and creates a place as meeting point on the church side. However the passage between
the house and the project was not seen positively. Each function has its own entrance and its outdoor space. However the
surfaces are too small and the complete separation of the library and the rest of the community centre have been seen as a
negative point. The height of the multifunctional hall in regard of static and roof access for the library is as well not realistic.
Also, the project implies a massive reinterpretation of the natural ground.

B. DOPORUCENI A KOMENTARE MESTSKA CAST PRAHA 14 B. RECOMMENDATIONS AND COMMENTS
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1

Porota ocenuje urbanistické reseni se zachovanim volného par-
teru s dirazem na prostor u vstupu do arealu kostela. Rozpacité
je reseni vy$kové navaznosti na sousedni objekt. Jako negativum
je vniméano poufziti vyrazné agresivniho konstrukéniho prvku ,.8i-
4 \ adl benice” smérem ke kostelu. Rovnéz navrh fasady nekoresponduje
. L B 3 s jednoduse velkorysym provoznim fe$enim.
¥, Voo 4 kR i
e el fa The Jury appreciates the urban solution with the free parterre
aa and with the emphasis on the space at the entrance to the
church complex. Somehow awkward is the solution of the height
connection to the neighbouring building. Negatively viewed was
also the use of a strong aggressive construction element of a
“gibbet”. Also the facade design does not correspond to the sim-
ple and generous interior logic.

2

Navrh byl vyfazen a nebyl porotou hodnocen.

The proposal was eliminated from the proper assessment and was
not evaluated by the Jury.

3

Jeden z mala vyrazové odvaznéjsich navrhid. Nutno ocenit, Ze jista
expresivnost se promita i do pddorysl a zahrady. Propojeni se
zahradou je dostatecné. Porotclim se ale celkovému vyrazu nepo-
dafilo porozumét.

One of the fewer proposals more adventurous in design. It must
be appreciated that its expressiveness is projected also to the
floor plans and landscaping. The connection with the garden is
sufficient. The jurors nevertheless could not understand the over-
all statement of the proposal.

4

Strizliva forma okorenéna tvarovym vtipkem prechodu sedlové
stfechy do pultové, slibny tvar pldorysného obrysu. Roz¢lenéni
vnitfnich prostorl vSak plsobi schematicky a nastup a propojeni
zahrady a ulice je malo intenzivni.

Sombre form spiced up with the joke of transition of the form of
the roof, promising shape of the spatial footprint. The division of
the inner space seems nevertheless as schematic and the access
and connection between the garden and the street is not intense
enough.

5

Navrh byl vyfazen a nebyl porotou hodnocen.

The proposal was eliminated from the proper assessment and was
not evaluated by the Jury.

B. DOPORUCENI A KOMENTARE MESTSKA CAST PRAHA 14 B. RECOMMENDATIONS AND COMMENTS
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6

Navrh byl vyfazen a nebyl porotou hodnocen.

The proposal was eliminated from the proper assessment and was
not evaluated by the Jury.

7

Navrh plsobi ponékud schematicky, vdaném misté aZ cizorodé.
Celkovému schematickému pojeti odpovida | ne zcela presvéddi-
vé materidlové pojeti fasad.

The proposal appears as schematic, in the locality even outland-
ish. To the overall schematic approach corresponds also the not
so convincing materiality of the facades.

8

Prehledné rozmisténi funkci, ovéem bez prostorové gradace. Ob-
vykla smés tradi¢nich a soudobych forem, kterd nemé presvédci-
vé méfitko. Celoprosklena zadpadni fasada - do zahrady - by jisté
hrozila prehfivanim a naznacené rosty pusobi trochu alibisticky.

Understandable distribution of the functions, although without
spatial gradation. The usual mix of traditional and contemporary
forms without not in a persuasive scale. The glassed-in western
facade - to the garden - would very likely threaten by overheat-
ing and the indicated shading grids feel a little unconvincing.

9

Navrh reaguje na urbanisticky kontext a jeho pozice v ném je jas-
na. Nicméné negativné bylo nahlizeno na prostor mezi sousednim
objektem a navrhem. Diskutabilni byla také potreba rozsifeni za-
hrady i na stfechu. Funkéni déleni je prehledné, ale pohyb uvnitf
je prilis stisnény a skryty.

The urban position is clear and reacts to the context. However
the gap between the residential house and the project has been
seen as a negative point. The necessity of the extension of the
garden on the roof garden is as well questioned. The functional
organization is clear. But the circulation is too compact and hid-
den.

10

Porota nevnimala pozitivné rozdéleni programu do dvou odlisnych
objem. Diskutabilni byla také architektonicka formulace vicelce-
lového sélu.

The separation of the programs in 2 different volumes has not
been seen positively. The architectonic formulation of the multi-
functional hall was as well questioned.
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1

Negativhim bodem névrhu je uzavienost vici ulici a vztah ke sténé
kostelniho arealu. Otazkou byla i architektonicka formulace stres-
niho presahu... Neocenéno bylo také oddéleni kavarny a knihovny.

The completely closed situation to the street and the handling of
the church wall has seen as a negative point. The architectonical
formulation of the roof overhang was as well questioned... The
separation of the library and the café was not favored.

12

Umisténi knihovny v 1. PP a zaroven jeji odtrZeni od centra ob-
jektu nebylo porotou kladné hodnoceno. Naopak pozitivné byl
hodnocen moderni pfistup k feseni krajinného prvku - pfirodniho
amfiteatru. Celkové byl navrh hodnocen jako pfili§ pompézni pro
nizkonékladové komunitni centrum.

Placing the library to the ground floor as well as its disconnec-
tion from the centre of the building was not seen positively by the
Jury. On the other hand the modern approach to the landscape
element - natural amphitheatre - was appreciated. Overall the
proposal was perceived as too pompous for a low cost commu-
nity centre.

15

Kombinace tradi¢ni formy se svézim vzhledem, ve skutecnosti
skryva dost objemné prostorové rfeseni vyzadujici naro¢na
opatreni. Nutnost zbudovani suterénu a zapusténi knihovny pod
terén vyvolava v porovnani s jinymi nadvrhy pochybnosti o tomto
rozvrhu. Podle navrhu prostory neslibuji svymi parametry zadny
mimoradny zaZitek.

The combination of traditional form and fresh twist, in reality
hides rather big volume that would require quite demanding
precautions. The need to build the underground floor and
placing the library under the terrain raises doubts about this
proposal, especially in comparison with the others. According
to the proposal, the space by its parameters does not offer any
exceptional experience.

16

Graficky velmi dobre vybaveny navrh nepostrada sympatické mo-
menty: dispozi¢né prostorové reseni, rozvrh jednotlivych provozi
a jejich vzajemné vazby i adekvatni reseni urbanistickych vztahda.
Zapory lze naopak spatrovat v relativné velké hmoté, formalnim
pojeti fasad a schematickém materidlovém reseni.

Graphically very advanced proposal does not lack various sympa-
thetic moments: inner disposition, distribution of individual func-
tions and their mutual connections, as well as adequate solution

of the urban relations. The negatives could be seen on the other

hand in a relatively big volume, formal conception of the facades
and schematic material solution.
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17

Navrh pUsobi vice jako skulpturalni gesto, neZ realnéa stavba.
Proklamované vyhody: zahrada oteviena do verejného prosto-
ru a silny ikonicky tvar, mohou byt snadno interpretovéany i jako
nedostatky (ztrata intimity a poruseni atmosféry mista). Prosto-
rové-provozni feseni, rozsah suterénd, materialova skladba jsou
obdobné komplikované a neadekvatni, jako celkovy vyraz.

The proposal appears more as a sculptural gesture than a real
building. Proclaimed advantages: garden open to the public space
and strong iconic shape, could be easily interpreted as insuf-
ficiencies (loss of intimacy and disruption of the local ambience).
Spatial-functional solution, size of the underground floor, mate-
riality are equally complicated and inadequate, in accordance to
the overall expression.

18

Navrh byl vyfazen a nebyl porotou hodnocen.

The proposal was eliminated from the proper assessment and was
not evaluated by the Jury.

19

Objekt se svoji hmotou az pfilis ,tiskne™ ke kostelnimu komplexu.
Porota kladné hodnotila neobvykly pristup ke hmotovému reseni

komplexu, naopak kriticky postoj zaujala k FeSeni pochozich teras
a odtrZzeni knihovny od Zivého stfedu objektu.

The building is getting too close to the church complex. The Jury
appreciated the unusual approach to the volumetric solution, but
criticized the terraces and the disconnection of the library from
the lively centre of the building.

20

Navrh byl vyfazen a nebyl porotou hodnocen.

The proposal was eliminated from the proper assessment and was
not evaluated by the Jury.

2

Kultivované zpracovani, prehledné plidorysy, dobré propojeni
zahrady a ulice, hmota se prijemné zmensuje smérem ke kostelu.
Jen to celé jakoby nesedi na sebe a vnéjsi vyraz neodpovida na-
plni. Tam kde by jeden ¢ekal sél, jsou kancelare, tam kde je sal,
by ocekaval zazemi. K tomu je ¢ast salu zapusténa do terénu, coz
vyvolava obavy z neopodstatnéného navyseni nakladu.

Very cultivated elaboration, clear floor plans, good connection
between the garden and the street, the volume very pleasantly
shrinks in the direction to the church. However, it does not seem
to click and its outer appearance does not correspond with its in-
ner logic. Where one would expect a hall are offices, where there
is the hall one would expect the services. Moreover, part of the
hall is under ground, which raises apprehension about increase of
the costs.
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22

Objekt velice skromné, az snad nevyrazné doplnuje stavajici na-
mésti. Zaporné byla hodnocena jeho uzavrenost vici okoli a spise
naivni krajinarské reseni.

The building very humbly, maybe even inexpressively completes
the existing square. Its closure towards its surroundings and
somehow naive landscaping was seen negatively.

24

Porota u navrhu ocenila jeho pfistup k bezbariérovému uziva-

ni objektu i grafické zpracovani zobrazenych schémat. Zaporné
hodnotila délku navrhovaného objektu a jeho blizkost ke kostelni
zahradé i uzavienost objektu vici verejnému prostranstvi. Proble-
matické se ji také jevilo umisténi polic pro knihy na rampé.

The Jury appreciated the approach to the accessibility for the
disabled and handicapped users and the graphics of the schemes.
The length of the building was a negative point of the building, as
well as its proximity to the church garden and closure towards
the public space. Placing of the bookshelves on the ramp was also
viewed as problematic.

25

Objekt je pfrili§ uzavieny ze strany ulice, nezve obyvatele k na-
vitévé komunitniho centra. Diskutabilni byla i ndvaznost na sou-
sedni dim.

The volume is too closed on the street side. It doesn’t invite the
inhabitants to visit the center. The connection to the existing
house is questionable.

26

Strohé reSeni s neobvyklym a pro misto netypickym materiadlovym
i barevnym rfesenim fasad. Objekt svym pojetim pripomina spise
obytny komplex.

Austere solution with unusual and for the place very atypical ma-
terial and colour treatment of the facades. The building resem-
bles more an apartment complex.

27

Dobry pudorys, velka zastavéna plocha a zcela nesrozumitelné
tvaroslovi, i kdyZ s prehlednym a snad i citlivym rozvrhem hmot.
Nutno pfiznat, Ze je to jeden z mala navrhu, kde je zvoleny vyraz
vice méstsky nez venkovsky, to ale nebylo porotou vnimano jako
dostatecny prinos.

Good floor plans, big built-up area and completely incomprehen-
sible form shaping, even though with clear and maybe even sen-
sible distribution of volumes. It must be said that it is one of the
few proposals with more city-like than country-like expression,
but this was not seen by the Jury as a sufficient benefit.
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29

Dle privodniho textu autofi dobfe chapou urbanistické souvis-
losti, nicméné prostor mezi objektem a hrbitovni zdi se poroté
jevi jako stisnény. Minimalistické propojeni predprostoru KC se
zahradou skrze objekt je nedostate¢né. Navrh rovnéz nepracuje
s rozdilem vySkovych Grovni. Vykonzolovana hmota na zapadni
fasadé nezapada do jinak kultivovaného architektonického reseni
s odkazem na tradi¢ni architekturu.

According to the text report the authors understand well the
urban context, however the space between the building and the
graveyard wall seems confined. The minimalistic connection of
the front space of the CC with the garden through the building is
insufficient. The proposal also does not take into account the dif-
ference of heights of the terrain. The cantilevered volume on the
west facade does not fit into otherwise cultivated architectural
solution with the references to the traditional architecture.

30

Funkéni rozdéleni je prehledné, prostorovy koncept zajimavy.
Vstup a umisténi kavarny coby spojeni parku a ulice bylo hodno-
ceno kladné. Nicméné prichod do zahrady a postoj ke kostelnimu
komplexu byly vnimany negativné. Jako pfrilis Gzké. Knihovna nema
7a4dné propojeni s venkovnim prostorem.

The functional organization is clear, three-dimensional space
concept is interesting. The entrance situation and the position of
the café as a link between park and street have been seen posi-
tively. However the passage to the garden and the handling to the
church were seen as a negative point. Too narrow. The library has
no connection to an outdoor space.

31

Jedno z lyrickych feseni, pasobicich duchem velmi estetické
nedefinitivnosti. Citelny plidorysny rozvrh s vtipnym propojenim
funkci vstupni haly a viceuc¢elového sélu. Inspirace venkovska,

ale vhodna- stodola. Disledkem je rozumny obestavény prostor
a zastavéna plocha. Obavy vzbuzuje nedivéryhodnost pouZitych
materiadlu a témér nemozné reseni pozarni bezpecnosti. V téchto
ohledech pusobfi projekt ponékud naivné.

One of the lyrical solutions without defined esthetics. Clear floor
plans with a witty connection of the functions of the entrance
and multipurpose hall. Inspiration from the countryside seemed
appropriate - a barn. The result is a reasonable built-on area
and enclosed space. The lack of credibility of the materials and
almost impossible solution of fire safety have raised doubts. In
these aspects the proposal seems naive.

32

Pomérné vysoka hmota, dobré rozmisténi funkci. Jasné a srozu-
mitelné tvaroslovi, ani méstské, ani venkovské, v jednoduchosti
tradi¢ni i moderni zaroven. Prosklena zapadni fasada hrozi pre-
hfivanim a pfimé exteriérové propojeni ulice a zahrady by také
mohlo byt FeSeno vstricnéji k navstévnikim a kolemjdoucim.

Rather high volume, good distribution of functions. Clear and
understandable shape, not city-like, neither country-like, in its
simplicity both traditional and contemporary. The glassed-in
western facade threatens by overheating and the direct exterior
connection of the street and the garden could have been solved
with more regards to the visitors and passerby.
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33

Navrh hmotové evokuje plivodni objekt fary. Vnitini usporadani,
prestoze nepostrada urcity plvab, vykazuje souc¢asné nedostatky
v jisté ,odlou€enosti® salu od kavarny a zbytku provozl. Celkové
plsobi navrh schematicky, surové az nedokoncené.

The proposal evokes by its volume the former rectory building.
The inner disposition, even though not lacking a certain charm,
shows at the same time the insufficiency in a certain “isolation”
of the hall from the café and the rest of the functions. Overall the
proposal seems schematic, raw, even unfinished.

34

Navrh ma propracované provozné-dispozi¢ni schéma. Jeho mini-
malni vytvarné pojeti je vSak schematické, malo presvédcivé a na
daném misté plsobi aZ agresivné.

The operation-disposition scheme is well thought through. Its
minimalistic aesthetics is however too schematic, not convincing
enough and in the locality appears almost aggressive.

35

Navrh nepostrada velkorysost a odvahu. Soucasné se vsak jevi
jako investi¢né i provozné neimérné naroc¢ny. Problematické je
také optické propojeni salu s vefejnym prostorem na tUkor takové-
ho propojeni kavarny a knihovny.

The proposal does not lack generosity and courage. At the same
time it appears as too demanding both for investment and main-
tenance. The visual connection of the hall and the public space
on the expense of such a connection between café and library is
problematic.

36

Porota vnimala jistou nedostatec¢nost navrhu. Chybi primy vstup
do zahrady a negativné byla vnimana i pozice vuci vstupu ke kos-
telu.

The Jury saw a certain insufficiency of the design proposal. There
is no direct access to the garden and the building position to the
church entrance is seen as a negative point.

37

Navrh v reSeni fasad odkazuje spiSe k obytnému interiéru, jako-
by ukryval svoji bohatou funk&ni naplii. Redeni zahrad se poroté
jevilo schematické, nevyzyvajici k bohatému vyuZiti navstévniky

centra.

The proposal’s facades indicate more an inhabited interior, as if
hiding its rich inner functions. The landscaping solution seemed
schematic to the Jury, not inviting the visitors of the centre to
use it to its full potential.
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38

Organizace prostoru a funkci byla kladné hodnocena. Jednotlivé
funkce jsou vizualné propojeny a vytvari pfijemné vnitfni prostre-
di. Nicméné prostor mezi sousednim domem a navrhem se jevil
problematicky, stejné jako pfilis uzky prichod mezi sténou kos-
telniho areélu a navrzenym objektem. Knihovné chybi propojeni

s exteriérem. Architektonicka formulace objemu neodrazi komu-
nitni centrum, ale bliZi se spiSe obydlenému staveni.

The spatial organization of the programs is seen positively. The
functions are visually connected and they build a nice indoor
space. However the gap to the residential house is questionable
and the passage between the church wall and the project is too
narrow. The library misses an outside connection. The architec-
tonical formulation of the volume doesn’t reflect a community
centre, but is closer to a residential estate.

39

Navrh svou agresivni formou nekoresponduje s charakterem loka-
lity a rovnéz presahuje vymezené zastavitelné tzemi smérem do
zahrady.

The proposal with its aggressive form does not correspond with
the character of the locality and also exceeds the defined build-
ing area in the direction of the garden.

40

Porota zaporné hodnotila gradujici hmotu zastreseni objektu
smérem ke kostelnimu komplexu a zaroven i jeho té€sné napojeni
na zahradni zed’. Nevhodna se jevi i celkova dlouhd hmota navr-
Zeného objemu. Kladné bylo hodnoceno feseni venkovnich ¢asti
centra.

The gradually higher roof of the building in the direction to the
church complex as well as the proximity to the garden wall. The
overall long volume of the proposed building seems problematic
as well. The treatment of the outer space - landscaping - was
seen as a value of the proposal.

41

Navrh hmotové neodpovidé okolni zastavbé, zavadi nové mérit-
ko architektury, ktera prepisuje historické stopy v dané lokalité.

The proposal does not correspond to its surroundings, introdu-
ces a new scale of architecture, that overwrites the historical
traces in the locality.

42

Charakteristickym zalomenim vychodni fasady navrh dobre re-
flektuje urbanistické souvislosti. Porota rovnéz kladné hodnoti
praci s rdznymi vySkovymi drovnémi. Provozni reseni je oviem
neprehledné aZ chaotické. Navrzeny objekt plsobi uzavienym,
introvertnim dojmem, coz je z hlediska charakteru komunitniho
centra porotou vnimano negativné.

By the characteristic break of the eastern facade the proposal
reflects well the urban context. The Jury also sees positively the
work with various height levels. The interior operation solution

is however unclear, even chaotic. The proposed building feels
closed and introverted, which was from the perspective of com-
munity centre perceived negatively.
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43

Navrh zaujal porotu mirou otevrenosti a uzavrenosti jednotlivych
provozd, jejich citlivym rozmisténim na parcele i ve vzadjemnych
vztazich. Usp&sné aktivuje vstup do zahrady, pfistup ke kostelu

i celou uli¢ni frontu. Vytvarné je viak pojat ne zcela adekvatné
mistu, dispozice je efektni, ale soucasné pfili§ komplikovana a ne
zcela efektivni.

The proposal interested the Jury by its degree of openness and
closeness of the individual functions, their sensitive distribution
on the site and their interconnections. It successfully activates
the entrance to the garden, access to the church and the whole
street front. Aesthetically however it does not correspond ade-
quately to the locality, disposition is impressive, at the same time
overcomplicated and actually not effective.

44

Architektonicky vyraz komunitniho centra je v tomto pripadé
prili§ expresivni. Neurcity prostor mezi nim a sousednim domem
byl negativnim bodem, stejné jako chybéjici propojeni jednotli-
vych provozu.

The architectural formulation of the center is too expressive. The
gap between the existing house and the building was seen as a
negative point, as well as the missing connections between the
programs.

45

Ve hmoté sympaticky jednoduchy projekt s kultivovanym grafic-
kym i vytvarnym projevem a zajimavym motivem prijezdu - foy-
eru. Soustfedéni vSech provozli do jedné Grovné s sebou vSak na
svaZité parcele prinasi neadekvatni komplikace v navaznosti na
venkovni prostory predevsim na uli¢nim priceli. Diskutabilni je
rovnéz poruseni uli¢ni linie vedouci ke kostelu a celkova deaktiva-
ce prostoru okolo vstupu k této vyznamné lokalni dominanté.

In its volume the project is pleasantly simple with cultivated
graphic and aesthetic language and interesting motive of pas-
sageway - foyer. The concentration of all the functions to one
level however brings inadequate complications on this sloping site
in the relations to the outer spaces, mainly on the street front.
Questionable is also the disruption of the street line leading to
the church and overall deactivation of the space around the en-
trance to this important local dominant.

46

Navriena hmota podstatné prevySuje sousedni objekt a jeji celko-
vé vyznéni hodnotila porota jako pro dany prostor naddimenzova-
né. Tvaroslovi navrzeného objemu neodpovida danému prostredi.
Objekt se jevi z vefejného prostranstvi jako témér nedostupny;
nereseno zUstava okoli stavby, které ma tvorit nedilnou soucast
komunitniho centra.

The proposed volume is much higher than the neighbouring
building and its overall expression was viewed by the Jury as over-
sized. The shape of the proposed volume also does not corre-
spond with the place. The building viewed from the public space
appears almost unapproachable; the immediate surroundings of
the building is not treated, which should be an integral part of the
community centre.

47

Navrh pracujici s venkovskou atmosférou mista je po vytvarné
strance pojat kultivované. Nevyhodou je relativné velky objem

vvvvvv

nost smérem do verejného prostoru.

The proposal is working with the countryside ambiance is aes-
thetically cultivated. Its disadvantage is the relatively big volume
of the building, schematic garden facade, as well as certain
closeness to the public space.
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48

Navrh se snazi o drobnéjsi méritko stfidanim pevnych a proskle-
nych ploch, oviem predevsim na zapadni fasadé je toto reseni
nepresvédcivé. Provozni feSeni objektu trpi dlslednym oddélenim
jednotlivych funkci komunitniho centra. Sympatické je propojeni
zahrady a ndmésti ,nalevkou™.

The proposal attempts to evoke its smaller scale with the use of
solid and glassed-in surfaces, however mainly on the western
facade this tactic does not feel convincing. The operation solu-
tion suffers as a result of separation of each function of the CC.
Sympathetic is the connection of the garden and a square by a
“funnel”.

49

Porota vnimala jistou nedostate€¢nost navrhu. Diskutabilni se je-
vila ndvaznost na sousedni budovu. Rovnéz oddéleni knihovny od
zbytku programu bylo vnimano negativné.

The jury saw a certain insufficiency of the design proposal. The
connection to the existing building is questionable. The separa-
tion of the library from the rest of the program was seen as a
negative point.

50

Formalné lapidarni navrh s jasnym propojenim namésti a zahrady.
Diskutabilni je umisténi salu do samostatného objektu v zahradég,
jehoz architektonické reseni je nepresvédcivé zdokumentovano.
Jako negativum je vnimano pouzité tvaroslovi, jakoz i celkova vys-
ka objektt (vzhledem k rozvolnénému provoznimu feseni).

Formally terse proposal with clear connection of the square and
garden. Questionable is placing the hall into a separate object in
the garden, where the architectural solution is not convincingly
documented. As a negative is viewed the applied shape, together
with the overall height of the buildings (due to the loose opera-
tion solution).

51

Porota pozitivné vniméa otevreny parter i praci s terénem. Hmoto-
vé reseni objektu je nejasné, nepresvédcivé. Zvolené materialové

a konstrukéni reSeni neodpovida klimatickym podminkédm v loka-

lité ani predpokladanym investi¢nim nakladim. Z provozniho hle-
diska je diskutabilni umisténi knihovny do tFi pater.

The Jury appreciates the open parterre and the work with the
terrain. The volume solution of the building is unclear, unconvinc-
ing. Chosen materials and structure does not correspond to the
local climate conditions or the investment costs. From the opera-
tion point of view, the placing of the library into three levels is
questionable.

52

Navrh snad az pfili§ skromné a nenapadné - ve hmoté i v pojeti
fasad - fesi inspirativni a bohaté zadani soutéze. Za nevhodné
porota povazuje uziti stfeSnich oken i navrzené krajinarské reseni.

The proposal treats even too humbly and inconspicuously - in
the volume and facades - the inspirational and rich topic of the
competition. The Jury saw the use of the roof windows and the
proposed landscaping solution as unsuitable.
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53

Zakladni premisa navrhu jako objektu za zdi neodpovida podstaté
komunitniho centra. Navrh vytvari hlavni misto setkavani oddéle-
né jak od namésti, tak od zahrady. Nepresvédcivé plisobi i FeSeni
navaznosti na sousedni objekt.

The basic premise of the proposal as a building behind the wall
does not correspond to the nature of the community centre. The
proposal creates the main meeting point away from the square
and garden. Unconvincing is also the solution of connection to
the neighbouring building.

55

Navrh byl kladné hodnocen pro své dispozi¢ni usporadani, ale
hmotové jako pfedimenzovany - predevsim svoji délkou. Nepre-
svédcivé plsobi navrzena drevéna konstrukce a pouzity semi-
-transparentni navrh obvodového a stresniho plasté.

The proposal was valued for its inner disposition, but not ap-
preciated for being oversized - mainly by its length. The wooden
structure and the semi-transparent facade and roof were per-
ceived as unconvincing.

56

Porota pozitivné vnimé préaci s vySkovymi drovnémi a jednodu-
chost provozniho reseni. Otazkou je dostatecna velikost jednot-
livych provozl vzhledem k poZadovanym kapacitdm. Umisténi
objektu volné mezi sousedni objekt a hibitovni zed’ je nepresvéd-
¢ivé. Jako negativum porota vnima hmotové rfeseni, predevsim
praci se strechou.

The Jury views positively the work with the height levels and sim-
plicity of the inner logic. The question is the dimensions of each
function with respect to the required capacities. Placing of the
building freely between the neighbouring building and the grave-
yard wall is unconvincing. The volume solution is seen as a nega-
tive, mainly in the part of the roof.

57

Redukce vysky hmot smérem ke kostelu je Zadouci. Rozdéleni cel-
ku na tfi prvky je vzhledem k délce stavby vhodné, hiife plsobi to,
Ze jedna Cast je vyrazné odlisna a dvé jsou velmi podobné pojetim
fasad a materidlovym feSenim - to vytvari zvlastné neurcité pro-
porcni vztahy. Je tfeba uznat, Ze rozdéleni hmot neni formaini,
ale sleduje vnitfni usporadani. Jako nepfiznivé se jevi nesmlouva-
vé uzavreni a oddéleni zahrady, jak pfi prlichodu okolo domu, tak
priichod domem samotnym.

The reduction of the height in the direction to the church is
called for. The division into three parts is in regards to the length
of the building appropriate, but the fact that one part is exceed-
ingly different from the two others by the design of the facades
and materials feels bothersome - it creates weirdly undefined
proportional relations. It needs to be appreciated that this divi-
sion is not only formal, but follows the inner logic. The strict clos-
ing of the garden seems unfavourable.
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58

Prijemna je délka objektu, kterd umoznuje jeho odsazeni od sou-
sedniho domu a tim i vstficnost a dostupnost zahrady z verejnych
prostranstvi. Usporadani pldorysu je prehledné a Cisté, stejné
jako prijemné kompozice fasad. Umisténi knihovny nad vicetcelo-
vym salem ale plsobi nedlvéryhodné.

Pleasant length of the building which allows having a certain
space from the neighbouring house and thus openness and ac-
cessibility of the garden from the public spaces. The floor plan
logic is clear, as well as pleasant composition of the facades. The
location of the library above the multipurpose hall feels untrust-
worthy.

59

Z navrhu je patrna inspirace tradi¢ni architekturou, seSikmeni
Fimsy je oviem nepresvédgivé. Reseni fasady pasobi ponékud
schematickym dojmem. Umisténi objektu volné mezi sousedni
objekt a hrbitovni zed” neni dostatec¢né zdivodnéno. Pozitivni je
moznost otevieni parteru na obé strany.

The inspiration in the traditional architecture is evident in the
proposal, sloping of the roof is however unconvincing. The fa-
cades appear schematic. Placing of the building is not clearly
justified. Positive element is the possibility to open the parterre
to both sides.

60

Stavba pfipomina svou hmotou i vyrazem budovu velkostatku na-
chézejici se pres ulici. Vytvarny projev je zdrZenlivy az schematic-
ky. Dispozice jsou jednoduché a prehledné a jejich feSeni nepo-
strada vtip. Negativné Ize naopak hodnotit maly kontakt vnitfnich
prostor s ulici (zvlasté v pripadé kavarny) a nevyuZiti potenciélu
vefejného prostoru pfi vstupu ke kostelu v nejvy$sim bodé pfrilehlé
ulice.

The building resembles in both its volume and expression to the
building of the large estate across the street. The aesthetic is
reserved, even schematic. The dispositions are simple and clear
and their solution does not lack some wit. Negatively can be seen
the small contact of the inner space with the street (especially in
the case of the café) and not taking advantage of the public space
at the entrance to the church at the highest level of the street.

61

Navrh byl vyfazen a nebyl porotou hodnocen.

The proposal was eliminated from the proper assessment and was
not evaluated by the Jury.

62

Architektonicka formulace komunitniho centra byla otazkou.
Chybéjici propojeni mezi knihovnou a kavarnou bylo dal§im nega-
tivem projektu.

The architectural formulation of the community center is ques-
tioned. The lack of connections between the library and the café
is seen as a negative point.
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63

Porota ocenila pojeti viceucelového salu coby venkovniho prosto-
ru. Je to jasny sezonni prostor, ktery umoznuje flexibilitu. Otazkou
se stal architektonicky vyraz. Organizace knihovny a jeji velikost
byly vniméany negativné. Chybi jednoznacné propojeni mezi funk-
cemi.

The conception of the multifunctional hall as an outdoor space
when not used is seen positively. It’s a clear seasonal volume
which allows flexibility. However the architectonical position is
questioned. The library organization and its surface area are
seen as a negative point. There is no clear connection between
the programs.

64

Pro ¢ast poroty velmi pritazlivé reseni. Solidni diim, proporcemi
zakotveny nékde mezi venkovem a maloméstem. Plidorysy, stejné
jako naznacené pojeti interiérl pusobi promyslené, jen knihovna
nad hlavnim salem vyvolava rozpaky - nicméné, vzhledem k cel-
kovému pojeti robustni stavby, jsou mensi nez u jinych navrhl s
timto rozmisténim funkci. Propojeni do zahrady je velkorysé. Asi
celkova vyska objektu nékteré porotce odradila od leps$iho hod-
noceni.

Very attractive solution for a part of the Jury. Solid house, an-
chored by its proportions somewhere between the countryside
and small town. The floor plans, as well as indicated interior
design seem thought through, only the library above the main
hall raises doubts — however in regards to the overall take on
the robust building, these doubts are smaller than at some other
proposals with similar inner disposition. The connection to the
garden is generous. The overall height of the building probably
discouraged some Jurors from better evaluation.

65

Navrh byl vyfazen a nebyl porotou hodnocen.

The proposal was eliminated from the proper assessment and was
not evaluated by the Jury.

66

Navrh byl vyfazen a nebyl porotou hodnocen.

The proposal was eliminated from the proper assessment and was
not evaluated by the Jury.

67

Navrh byl vyfazen a nebyl porotou hodnocen.

The proposal was eliminated from the proper assessment and was
not evaluated by the Jury.
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ARCHITEKTONICKA SOUTEZ O NAVRH / ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN COMPETITION

KOMUNITNi CENTRUM HLOUBETINSKA 55
COMMUNITY CENTRE HLOUBETINSKA 55

C. CELKOVY PREHLED UCASTNIKU SOUTEZE
C. OVERVIEW OF THE COMPETITION PARTICIPANTS

autori a spoluprace /

€./ no. studio / office ic¢astnik / participant
authors and collaborators |
1 iar Estudio IRigo de Viar Fraile Ihigo de Viar Fraile
2 Innes Associates illiam Kain illiam Kain

Simon Innes

3 icente Molina Dominguez icente Molina Dominguez
Alvaro Gonzalez Martinez
Cesar Molina Domiguez
icente Molina Moreno
Alvaro Suérez Vidal
Antonio Felipe Rello
4 Ing. arch. Ivo Pavlik Ing. arch. Ivo Pavlik
Ing. arch. Luice Chytilova Ing. arch. Luice Chytilova
Bc. Jan Vybiral
Bc. Alena Hrabétova
MgA. Jifi Polak
5 City Upgrade James Tait James Tait
6 Delmulle Delmulle Frank Delmulle Frank Delmulle
Jifi Klokocka
Peter Leysen
7 Ing. arch. Petr Sobotka Ing. arch. Petr Sobotka
Ing. arch. Jakub Volka Ing. arch. Jakub Volka
8 Ing. arch. Petr Sobotka Ing. arch. Petr Sobotka
Ing. arch. Jakub Volka Ing. arch. Jakub Volka
9 Bc. Jan Kudlicka Bc. Jan Kudli¢ka
Alvaro Garcia Mendive Alvaro Garcia Mendive
10 Ing. arch. Karel Prasil Ing. arch. Karel Prasil
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1 Rusina Frei

Martin Rusina

Martin Rusina

Martin Frei

Martin Frei

Markéta Polackova

Jakub Finger

Mirka Svorova

Jan Zalsky

12 [PEA STUDIO, a2s architekti, A81

Ing. arch. Jozef Hyravy

Ing. arch. Jozef Hyravy

Ing. arch. Peter Sercel

Ing. arch. Peter Sercel

Ing. arch. Andrej Svec

Ing. arch. Andrej Svec

Ing. arch. Tomas Cechvala

Ing. arch. Tomas Cechvala

13 [1. misto

Ing. arch. Zbynék Ryska

Ing. arch. Zbynék Ryska

Ing. arch. Ales Brecka

Ing. arch. Ales Brecka

14 |CUBOID ARCHITEKTI

Ing. arch. Ales Papp

Ing. arch. Ales Papp

odmeéna

Ing. arch. Milan Vit

Ing. arch. Milan Vit

Ing. arch. Magdalena Pappova

Ing. arch. Magdalena Pappova

Ing. arch. Ondrej Zavrel

Ing. arch. Jiri Kolomaznik

15

Ing. arch. Milan Markovic¢

Ing. arch. Milan Markovic¢

Ing. Zdenko Boban

Ing. Zdenko Boban

16 |FAM ARCHITEKTI

Ing. arch. MgA. Jan Horky

Ing. arch. MgA. Jan Horky

Ing. arch. MgA. Pavel Nasadil

Ing. arch. MgA. Pavel Nasadil

Ing. arch. Pavel Nosal

Ing. arch. Pavel Nosal

Bc. Jan Barta

Bc. Jan Barta

Ing. Jan Zemlicka

Ing. Pavel St&pan

Ing. Barbora Navesnikova

17 DbFarchitecture

Betsalel Hillel Fogel

Betsalel Hillel Fogel

Mohamed Bouzrara

Olfa Kammoun

18 Marta Garcia Orte Marta Garcia Orte
Roser Estelrich Masgrau Roser Estelrich Masgrau
Alex Fernandez Azorfa Alex Fernandez Azorfa
19 André Almeida André Almeida
Frederico Gomes
Goncalo Moreira
Neuza Valadas
Sérgio Bernardo
20 Marco Gigliotti Marco Gigliotti

incenzo Tattolo

incenzo Tattolo

Livia Ferro

Ovidiu Munteanu

Paola Rodorigo

Giulia Perugi
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21 [Studio pha

Ing. arch. Martin Vybiral

Ing. arch. Martin Vybiral

M.A. arch. Jan Sestak

M.A. arch. Jan Sestak

22 AND

Ing. arch. Vratislav Danda

Ing. arch. Vratislav Danda

Ing. arch. Pavel Ullman

Ing. arch. Pavel Ullman

Ing. arch. Radovan Kupka

Ing. arch. Radovan Kupka

23 [xarchitekten

Arch. Dipl.-Ing. Bettina Brunner

Arch. Dipl.-Ing. Bettina Brunner

2. misto

Arch. Dipl.-Ing. Rainer Kasik

Ing. arch. Tana Sojakova

Dipl.-Ing. Korbinian Lechner

24 Ing. arch. Martin Neruda Ing. arch. Martin Neruda
Ing. arch. Jana Stastna Ing. arch. Jana Stastna
Ing. arch. Zuzana Bohacova Ing. arch. Zuzana Bohacova
Ing. Jifi Vaclavi Ing. Jiri Vaclavu
25 ng. Jan Storm Ing. Jan Storm
Ing. arch. Helena Simova Ing. arch. Helena Simova
26 Ing. arch. Pavlina Machackova Ing. arch. Pavlina Machackova
Ing. arch. Vaclav Kapr
27 Ing. arch. Radoslav Novotny Ing. arch. Radoslav Novotny

Michal Zak

28 |odména

Ing. arch. Ondrej Dvorak, Ph.D.

Ing. arch. Ondrej Dvorak, Ph.D.

Ing. arch. Jiri Matys

Ing. arch. Jiri Matys

29

Ing. arch. Martin Matiska

Ing. arch. Martin Matiska

Ing. §tepan §poula

Ing. étepan §pou|a

Ing. arch. Petr Janhuba

Ing. Marie Gelova

30 |Fandament Architects

Ing. arch. Pavel Lazarov

Ing. arch. Pavel Lazarov

Bc. Zuzana Kopéacikova

Ing. arch. Zdenka Strasilova

31 Ing. arch. Martin Jancok Ing. arch. Martin Jan¢ok
Msc. arch. Michal Jandk Msc. arch. Michal Janak
[vana Cobejova lvana Cobejova
Michal Kontsek
Luba Blaskova
Kristina Berecova
32 Mgr. art. Tomas Amtmann ArtD. Mgr. art. Tom&s Amtmann ArtD.

Mgr. art. Martin Mano

Mgr. art. Martin Mano
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33 A3a Ing. arch. Peter Krucay Ing. arch. Peter Krucay
Ing. arch. Peter Lényi
Ing. arch. Ondrej Marko
Ing. arch. Marek Harcarik
Bc. Andrea Leitmanova
Bc. Hanka Krizanova
34 doc. Ing. arch. Zdenék Rothbauer doc. Ing. arch. Zdenék Rothbauer
Ing. arch. Vojtéch Sosna Ing. arch. Vojtéch Sosna
35 |[ECHOROST ARCHITEKTI Ing. arch. MArch Jifi Pavlicek Ing. arch. MArch Jifi Pavlic¢ek
Ing. arch. Jaroslav Hulin Ing. arch. Jaroslav Hulin
Bc. Simon Jiracek
Ing. arch. Radek Horyna
36 Ing. arch. Karel Doubner Ing. arch. Karel Doubner
Ing. arch. Jana Chrencikova Ing. arch. Jana Chrencikova
Ing. arch. Tomas Pavlik Ing. arch. Toma&s Pavlik
37 Ing. arch. Jifi Buzek Ing. arch. Jifi Buzek
Ing. arch. Marta Bimova Ing. arch. Marta Bimova
Ing. arch. Iveta DoleZalova Ing. arch. lveta Dolezalova
Ing arch. Josef Zufanek Ing arch. Josef Zufanek
Ing. arch. Jiri Vokral Ing. arch. Jiri Vokral
Radim Kyncl
38 Ing. arch. Jifi Trojan Ing. arch. Jifi Trojan
Ing. arch. Tom&s Henel Ing. arch. Tomé&s Henel
Ing. arch. Ondrej Fiala Ing. arch. Ondrej Fiala
Ing. Klara Stachova Ing. Klara Stachova
Ing. Andrea Honejskova Ing. Andrea Honejskova
39 orksonland Arkitektur og Landskap |Agustin Sebastian Agustin Sebastian
Elisabeth Sjgdahl Elisabeth Sjgdahl
40 HAT_architecture Anthony Hoete Anthony Hoete
Magda Szerla Magda Szerla
11 Ing. arch. Jifi Hirka Ing. arch. Jifi Hlrka
42 [Origon Ing. Rudolf Kristian Ing. Rudolf Kristian
Ing. arch. David Belko
Ing. arch. Jan Izak
Ing. Martin Kristian
43 |[UNDER-CONSTRUCTION ARCHITECTS |[ng. arch. Vladimir Vasut Ing. arch. Vladimir Vasut
MgA. Viktor Vlach
Ing. arch. Erika Va3utova
Ing. arch. Ludmila Mala
Rocio Perez Cuadra
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44 Ing. arch. Pavel Hodan Ing. arch. Pavel Hodan
Ing. arch. Lucie Svobodova Ing. arch. Lucie Svobodova
Ing. Frantisek Kalecky Ing. Frantisek Kalecky
45 Ing. arch. Petr Sova Ing. arch. Petr Sova
Ing. arch. EliSka Slamova
MgA. Simon Brabec
Lukas$ Prochazka
46 223 architekti Ing. arch. Michaela Dejdarova Ing. arch. Michaela Dejdarova
Ing. arch. Karel Filsak Ing. arch. Karel Filsak
47 Ing. arch. Michal Kuzemensky Ing. arch. Michal Kuzemensky
MgA. Ida Chuchlikova MgA. 1da Chuchlikova
Ing. arch. David Pavlista Ing. arch. David Pavlista
MgA. Ondrej Synek MgA. Ondrej Synek
Ing. arch. Jan Vlach Ing. arch. Jan Vlach
Ing. arch. Jifi Zid Ing. arch. Jifi Zid
Ing. arch. Tomas Novotny
48 Ing. arch. Jan Muzik Ing. arch. Jan Muzik
Ing. arch. Marek Dohelsky Ing. arch. Marek Dohelsky
Ing. arch. Magdalena Novakova Ing. arch. Magdalena Novakova
Ing. arch. Filip FiSer Ing. arch. Filip Fiser
49 Ing. arch. Petr Boufil Ing. arch. Petr Boufril
Ing. arch. Martin Burian Ing. arch. Martin Burian
Ing. arch. Tomas Vlasak Ing. arch. Toma&s Vlasak
Ing. arch. Andrej Dvorak Ing. arch. Andrej Dvorak
Jana Kavalcova Jana Kavalcova
50 Ing. arch. Petr Némejc Ing. arch. Petr Némejc
Ing. arch. Marie Bajcurova Ing. arch. Marie Bajcurova
Michal Karlik Michal Karlik
Ing. arch. Zuzana Kraj€iova Ing. arch. Zuzana Krajciova
B1 [Architects of Invention Ing. Pavel Trejbal Ing. Pavel Trejbal
52 [PSKTUZAR Ing. JindFich Tuzar Ing. Jindfich Tuzar
Ing. Jakub Chochola
Ing. Luka$ Lacina
Bc. Vaclav Bocek
B3 Marcos Ruiz de Clavijo Cirajas Marcos Ruiz de Clavijo Cirajas
54 3. misto Martin Josek Martin Josek
Jakub Sladecek Jakub Sladecek
Eduard Sojka Eduard Sojka
Petr Synovec Petr Synovec
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55 Ing. arch. Alexandra Timpau Ing. arch. Alexandra Timpau
MgA. Lina Prochazkova MgA. Lina Prochéazkova
Ing. arch. Milana Snajdrova Ing. arch. Milana Snajdrova
3YS Ing. arch. Kamil Zezula Ing. arch. Kamil Zezula
Ing. arch. Adam Zezula
Ing. arch. Frantisek Dlabac
57 Ing. arch. Viliam Holeva Ing. arch. Viliam Holeva

Mgr. Art. Peter Beno

Mgr. Art. Peter Beno

Ing. arch. Pavol Mészaros

Ing. arch. Pavol Mészaros

58 |manua

Ing. arch. Toma&s Lindovsky

Ing. arch. Toma&s Lindovsky

Ing. arch. Kamil Stajgl

Ing. arch. Kamil Stajgl

Ing. arch. Radovan Vacik

Ing. arch. Radovan Vacik

Jakub Kolek
Marek Rezagd
Pavel Mahdal
59 Jan Sorm Jan Sorm
Markéta Bromova Markéta Bromova
Adam Trefil Adam Trefil
Jan Stahala Jan Stahala
60 Ing. arch. MgA. Marek Prikryl Ing. arch. MgA. Marek Prikryl
Ing. arch. Martin Proks Ing. arch. Martin Proks
Ing. Tomas Kalhous Ing. Tom&s Kalhous
Ing. Anna Oprchalova
61 My7é Ing. arch. Jan Blirgermeister Ing. arch. Jan Blirgermeister
Ing. arch. Martin Kalhous Ing. arch. Martin Kalhous
Ing. arch. Peter Panulin
Ing. Rostislav Zivny
62 MgA. Petr Kocourek MgA. Petr Kocourek
Ing. arch. Jifi Barta
Ing. arch. Vladimir Woth
63 alerio Zaccagnino alerio Zaccagnino
Ing. arch. Zuzana Hartlova
Ing. arch. Ale§ Hamhalter
64 Ing. arch. Josef Krej¢i Ing. arch. Josef Krejci

akad. Arch. Michal Sramek

akad. Arch. Michal Sramek

Bc. Jindfich Blaha

Bc. Jindrich Blaha

Jan Lankas Jan Lankas
Martina Forejtova
Pavla Malikova
Ales Steiner
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65 [ATELIER 38 Ing. arch. Toma&s Bindr Ing. arch. Tom&s Bindr
Ing. arch. Petr Dolezal Ing. arch. Petr Dolezal
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