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1. USTAVUJici SCHUZE POROTY

Ustavujici schlize v souladu s ustanovenim § 10 odst. 1
Soutézniho Fadu Ceské komory architektd probéhla dne
13.2.2018 od 9:00 do 11:00 v sidle Uradu méstské casti
Praha 5 (Stefanikova 13, 150 22 Praha 5).

Byl zvolen predseda poroty:

doc. Ing. arch. David Tichy, Ph.D.

pomeérem hlasl 6 pro - 0 proti - 1 se zdrzel
Byl zvolen 1. mistopfedseda poroty:

Ing. Pavel Richter

pomeérem hlas( 6 pro - 0 proti - 1 se zdrZel

Porota jednohlasné odsouhlasila znénf Soutéznich
podminek a Soutézniho zadani ve znénf navrzenych
zmén. SvUj souhlas potvrdila hlasovanim per rollam.

prilohy:

AT - Zdpis z ustavujici schiize poroty
A2 - Soutézni podminky

A3 - Soutézni zadani

A4 - Zdavazky k prdci porotce

2. VYHLASENI SOUTEZE
Soutézni podminky byly schvaleny Radou méstské ¢asti
Praha 5 dne 28. 2. 2018 usnesenim ¢. 8/289/2018.
Ceska komora architektl vydala k podminkdm potvrzenf
regulérnosti dne 28. 2. 2018 dopisem €. j. 256-
2018/Sp/Ze.
Souté? byla zahajena ozndmenim v Urednim véstniku EU,
ve Véstniku verejnych zakazek a na profilu zadavatele, a
todnem 12. 3. 2018.

3. VYSVETLENI SOUTEZNI
DOKUMENTACE - 1. FAZE
VSechny dotazy zéjemcl o soutéz a odpovédi na né byly
zverejnény formou dodatecnych informaci na profilu
zadavatele a na webu soutéze cceamoba.cz/skola-
smichov.

priloha:
A5 - Dodatecné informace - 1. fdze
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1. CONSTITUTIVE JURY MEETING

The constitutive jury meeting, in accordance with Article
10, par. 1 of the Competition Guidelines of the Czech
Chamber of Architects, took place on 13" February 2018,
from 9:00 to 11:00, at the municipality office building of
Praha 5 (Stefanikova 13, 150 22 Praha 5).

The Chairman of the jury was elected:
doc. Ing. arch. David Tichy, Ph.D.

by voting 6 for - 0 against - 1 abstained
The Vice-Chairman of the jury was elected:
Ing. Pavel Richter

by voting 6 for - 0 against - 1 abstained

The jury unanimously agreed with the Competition
Conditions and the Competition Brief in the wording of
the proposed changes. The agreement was confirmed by
voting per rollam.

attachments:

AT - Minutes from the Constitutive jury meeting
A2 - Competition Conditions

A3 - Competition Brief

A4 - Commitments to the work of jurors

2. COMPETITION ANNOUNCEMENT

The competition conditions were approved by the
Council of Prague 5 District on 28" February 2018.

The Czech Chamber of Architects confirmed the
regularity of the Conditions on28™" February 2018.

The contest was launched by the announcement in the
Official Journal of the EU, in the Czech Journal of Public
Procurement and at the announcer’s web profile on
12t March 2018.

3. EXPLANATION OF THE
DOCUMENTATION - PHASE 1

All the questions and answers were published in the
form of additional information on the announcer’s
profile and on the competition web cceamoba.cz/skola-
smichov.

attachment:
A5 - Additional information - Phase 1
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4. PREVZETIi A PREZKOUSENI
SOUTEZNICH NAVRHU - 1. FAZE

V Fadném terminu bylo na adresu osoby povérené
prevzetim navrhd v 1. f&zi doruceno 66 navrha.
Zadny z téchto ndvrh neporusil podminky anonymity.

prilohy:
A6 - Prijmovd listina
A7 - Zprava z prezkouSeni

5. SEZNAM VSECH POSUZOVANYCH

NAVRHU
Posuzovany byly navrhy ¢. 1, 2, 3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10, 11,
12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19, 20, 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, 61,62, 63, 64, 65 a 66.
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4. TAKE-OVER AND INSPECTION OF
THE COMPETITION DESIGNS -
PHASE 1

Before the deadline 66 proposals were submitted
electronically to the person entrusted with receiving the
designs in Phase 1.

None of these proposals violated the conditions of
anonymity.

attachments:
A6 - Receipt list
A7 - Report from inspection

5. LIST OF EVALUATED PROPOSALS
Evaluated were proposals nos. 1, 2, 3,4,5,6,7,8,9, 10,
11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19, 20, 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, 61, 62,63, 64, 65 and 66.
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6. HODNOTICi ZASEDANI POROTY -

1. FAZE
Zasedani probéhlo ve dnech 11.5.2018 od 12:00 do
19:00a 12.5.2018 od 9:45 do 18:30, v budové Uradu
méstské ¢asti Praha 5 (Stefanikova 13, 150 22 Praha 5).

Hodnotici zasedani - den 1:

Pritomni - porota v plném poctu:
David Tichy - pfedseda

Anne Uhlmann

Gianni Cito

Boris Red¢enkov

Ondrej Pihrt - ndhradntk
Kamila Amblerové - nahradnice
Pavel Richter - mistopredseda
Zuzana Hamanova

Vit Solle

Martin Damasek - nahradnik
Tomas Homola - nahradnik

Pritomni - tym organizdtora:

Igor Kovacevi¢

Karin Grohmannova - sekretar
FrantiSek Novotny - pfezkuSovatel

12:10

Predseda poroty pfivital pfitomné a zahdjil jednanf
poroty. V8ichni ¢lenové poroty se vzajemné predstavili.
Hlasujici ¢lenové poroty:

David Tichy

Anne Uhlmann

Gianni Cito

Boris Redcenkov

Pavel Richter

Zuzana Hamanovad

Vit Solle

12:15
VSichni pfitomni na vyzvani pfedsedou poroty

podepisujf cestné prohldseni o nepodjatosti, dlvérnosti
a o neznalosti autor( jednotlivych navrha.

12:20

Sekretar soutéze seznamil porotce s vysledky
prezkouseni soutéznich navrhd. Vsichni obdrzeli
z prezkouSen( také pisemny zapis.

12:30
Spole¢na diskuze nad pomeéry v Uzemi.
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6. EVALUATION JURY MEETING -
PHASE 1

The evaluation jury meeting took place 11. 5. 2018 from
12:00 to 19:00 and on 12. 5. 2018 from 9:45 to 18:30, at
the municipality office building of Praha 5

(Stefanikova 13, 150 22 Praha 5).

Evaluation meeting - Day 1:

Present - in full attendance
David Tichy - Chair

Anne Uhlmann

Gianni Cito

Boris Red¢enkov

Ondrej Pihrt - alternate
Kamila Amblerové - alternate
Pavel Richter - Vice-Chair
Zuzana Hamanova

Vit Solle

Martin Damasek - alternate
Tomas Homola - alternate

Present - organizer’s team

Igor Kovacevi¢

Karin Grohmannova - secretary
FrantiSek Novotny - examiner

12:10

Chair of the jury welcomed all present and launched the
meeting. All the jurors introduced themselves
Voting jurors:

David Tichy

Anne Uhlmann

Gianni Cito

Boris Redcenkov

Pavel Richter

Zuzana Hamanova

Vit Solle

12:15

All the present sign, at the request of the Jury Chair, a
sworn statement of confidentiality, stating that the
identity of authors is unknown to them.

12:20

The secretary of the competition informed the jurors of
the results of the inspection of the competition
proposals. They all received a written inspection report.

12:30
Common discussion on the conditions of the
competition site and the whole area.
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13:20 13:20

Diskuse nad dalsim postupem. Pfedseda poroty Talk about the next steps. The chairman of the jury
pfipomnél naplnénf stavebniho programu a hodnotici recalled the fulfilment of the building program and the
kritéria - napf. architektonickou a urbanistickou evaluation criteria - e.g. architectural and urban
koncepci, dopravni feSeni pro vSechny druhy dopravy, concepts, transport solutions for all modes of transport,
vCetné dopravy v klidu a zasobovani, a pfedpokladana including parking and supply and the supposed
efektivnost provozu. effectivity of the operation.

Porota se shodla na tom, ze dal$im krokem hodnocenti The jury agreed that the next step in the evaluation
bude samostudium jednotlivych névrhi a preferencni would be the self-study of the individual proposals and
oznacenf libovolného mnoZstvi ndvrh vsemi cleny the preferential marking of any number of proposals by
poroty. Nad kazdym navrhem, ktery obdrzi alespon all members of the jury. Any proposal that receives at
jeden preferenc¢nf hlas, se pak povede spole¢na diskuse. least one preferential vote will be then discussed jointly.

13:30 13:30
Samostudium navrha. Self-study of the proposals.

15:35 Odchod Pavia Richtera.
Hlasuje za néj Martin Damasek.

15:35 Departure of Pavel Richter
Voting instead of him is Martin Damasek.

15:50-18:20 15:50-18:20

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 62. Discussion on proposal no. 62.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 63. Discussion on proposal no. 63.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 64. Discussion on proposal no. 64.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 65. Discussion on proposal no. 65.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 66. Discussion on proposal no. 66.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 55. Discussion on proposal no. 55.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢&. 58. Discussion on proposal no. 58.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢&. 59. Discussion on proposal no. 59.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 60. Discussion on proposal no. 60.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢&. 50. Discussion on proposal no. 50.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢&. 53. Discussion on proposal no. 53.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢&. 54. Discussion on proposal no. 54.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢&. 52. Discussion on proposal no. 52.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 43. Discussion on proposal no. 43.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 45. Discussion on proposal no. 45.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 46. Discussion on proposal no. 46.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 48. Discussion on proposal no. 48.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 49. Discussion on proposal no. 49.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 38. Discussion on proposal no. 38.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 39. Discussion on proposal no. 39.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 40. Discussion on proposal no. 40.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 41. Discussion on proposal no. 41.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 31. Discussion on proposal no. 31.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢&. 32. Discussion on proposal no. 32.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 33. Discussion on proposal no. 33.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 34. Discussion on proposal no. 34.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 25. Discussion on proposal no. 25.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 26. Discussion on proposal no. 26.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 28. Discussion on proposal no. 28.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 29. Discussion on proposal no. 29.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 30. Discussion on proposal no. 30.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 19. Discussion on proposal no. 19.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 20. Discussion on proposal no. 20.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 21. Discussion on proposal no. 21.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 22. Discussion on proposal no. 22.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 24. Discussion on proposal no. 24.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 14. Discussion on proposal no. 14.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 15. Discussion on proposal no. 15.
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Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 16.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 17.
Diskuse nad ndvrhem ¢. 18.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 7.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 8.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 10.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 12.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 2.
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 5.

18:20 prestdvka

18:30

Porota se shodla, ze spole¢né prodiskutuje vsechny
navrhy jednotlivé a rozhodne o jejich postupu do
dalsiho hodnocen.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 1 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 1 nepostupuje do dalsiho hodnoceni.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 2 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnoceni:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 5/ 2/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh €. 2 postupuje do dalSiho hodnocent.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 3 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 3 nepostupuje do dalsiho hodnocent.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 4 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnoceni:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 4 nepostupuje do dalsiho hodnoceni.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 5 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnoceni:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 5 nepostupuje do dalsiho hodnoceni.

Diskuse nad navrhem €. 6 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrel se
Navrh €. 6 nepostupuje do dalsiho hodnoceni.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 7 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalSiho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 4/ 3/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh €. 7 postupuje do daldtho hodnocent.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 8 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnocenit:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 5/ 2/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh €. 8 postupuje do dalsiho hodnocent.
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Discussion on proposal no.
Discussion on proposal no.
Discussion on proposal no.
Discussion on proposal no.
Discussion on proposal no.

16.
17.
18.
7.
8

Discussion on proposal no. 10.
Discussion on proposal no. 12.
Discussion on proposal no. 2.
Discussion on proposal no. 5.

18:20 break

18:30

The jury agreed that they would jointly discuss each and
every proposal individually and decide on their progress
in the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 1 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 1 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 2 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 5/2/0, for/against/abstained
Proposal no. 2 advances to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 3 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 3 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 4 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 4 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 5 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 5 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 6 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 6 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 7 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 4/3/0, for/against/abstained
Proposal no. 7 advances to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 8 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 5/2/0, for/against/abstained
Proposal no. 8 advances to the next evaluation.
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Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 9 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh €. 9 nepostupuje do dalsiho hodnoceni.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 10 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnoceni:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 7/ 0/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 10 postupuije do dalStho hodnocent.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 11 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 11 nepostupuje do dalStho hodnocen.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 12 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 12 nepostupuje do dalStho hodnocent.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 13 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnoceni:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7 /0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 13 nepostupuje do dalSiho hodnoceni.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 14 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 6/ 1/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh €. 14 postupuije do dal3itho hodnocent.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 15 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 5/ 2/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh €. 15 postupuje do daldftho hodnocent.

Diskuse nad navrhem €. 16 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnoceni:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 16 nepostupuje do dalSiho hodnoceni.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 17 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalstho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 2/ 5/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 17 nepostupuje do dalStho hodnocent.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 18 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnoceni:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 18 nepostupuje do dalSiho hodnoceni.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 19 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnoceni:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 19 nepostupuje do dalSiho hodnoceni.
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Discussion on proposal no. 9 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 9 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 10 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 7/0/0, for/against/abstained
Proposal no. 10 advances to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 11 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 11 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 12 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 12 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 13 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 13 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 14 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 6/1/0, for/against/abstained
Proposal no. 14 advances to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 15 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 5/2/0, for/against/abstained
Proposal no. 15 advances to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 16 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 16 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 17 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 2/5/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 17 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 18 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 18 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 19 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 19 does not advance to the next evaluation.
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Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 20 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 20 nepostupuje do dalStho hodnocent.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 21 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnoceni:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 5/ 2 /0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh €. 21 postupuije do dalStho hodnocent.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 22 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢ 22 nepostupuje do dalStho hodnocen.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 23 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 23 nepostupuje do dalstho hodnocent.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 24 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnoceni:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 24 nepostupuje do dalSiho hodnoceni.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 25 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI PORQOTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 25 nepostupuje do dalStho hodnocent.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 26 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dal$tho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 26 nepostupuje do dalSiho hodnoceni.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 27 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnoceni:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 27 nepostupuje do dalSiho hodnoceni.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 28 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalstho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI PORQOTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 28 nepostupuje do dalStho hodnocent.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 29 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnoceni:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 2/ 5/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 29 nepostupuje do dalSiho hodnoceni.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 30 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnoceni:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 30 nepostupuje do dalSiho hodnoceni.

CCEA MOBA

Discussion on proposal no. 20 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 20 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 21 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 5/2/0, for/against/abstained
Proposal no. 21 advances to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 22 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 22 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 23 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 23 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 24 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 24 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 25 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 25 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 26 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 26 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 27 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 27 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 28 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 28 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 29 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 2/5/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 29 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 30 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 30 does not advance to the next evaluation.



SKOLA SMICHOV /SMICHOV SCHOOL

Protokol o prébéhu soutéze / Protocol on the course of the competition

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 31 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 1/ 6/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 31 nepostupuje do dalStho hodnocenti.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 32 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnoceni:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 32 nepostupuje do dalSiho hodnoceni.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 33 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 6/ 1/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh . 33 postupuije do dal3itho hodnocent.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 34 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 34 nepostupuje do dalStho hodnocent.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 35 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnoceni:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 35 nepostupuje do dalSiho hodnoceni.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 36 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI PORQOTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 36 nepostupuje do dalStho hodnocent.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 37 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dal$tho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 37 nepostupuje do dalSiho hodnoceni.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 38 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnoceni:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 7/ 0/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh €. 38 postupuje do daldftho hodnocent.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 39 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalstho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI PORQOTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 39 nepostupuje do dalStho hodnocent.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 40 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnoceni:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 40 nepostupuje do dalSiho hodnoceni.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 41 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnoceni:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 41 nepostupuje do dalSiho hodnoceni.

CCEA MOBA

Discussion on proposal no. 31 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 1/6/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 31 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 32 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 32 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 33 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 6/1/0, for/against/abstained
Proposal no. 33 advances to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 34 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 34 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 35 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 35 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 36 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 36 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 37 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 37 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 38 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 7/0/0, for/against/abstained
Proposal no. 38 advances to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 39 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 39 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 40 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 40 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 41 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 41 does not advance to the next evaluation.
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Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 42 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢ 42 nepostupuje do dalStho hodnocen.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 43 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnoceni:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 43 nepostupuje do dalSiho hodnoceni.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 44 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 44 nepostupuje do dalStho hodnocenti.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 45 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 1/ 6/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 45 nepostupuje do dalStho hodnocent.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 46 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnoceni:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 1/ 6/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 46 nepostupuje do dalSiho hodnoceni.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 47 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI PORQOTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 47 nepostupuje do dalStho hodnocent.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 48 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dal$tho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 48 nepostupuje do dalSiho hodnoceni.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 49 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnoceni:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 5/ 2/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh €. 49 postupuje do daldftho hodnocent.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 50 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalstho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 2/ 5/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 50 nepostupuje do dalStho hodnocent.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 51 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnoceni:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 51 nepostupuje do dalSiho hodnocenti.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 52 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnoceni:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 52 nepostupuje do dalSiho hodnoceni.

CCEA MOBA

Discussion on proposal no. 42 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 42 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 43 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 43 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 44 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 44 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 45 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 1/6/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 45 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 46 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 1/6/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 46 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 47 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 47 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 48 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 48 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 49 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 5/2/0, for/against/abstained
Proposal no. 49 advances to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 50 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 2/5/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 50 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 51 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 51 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 52 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 52 does not advance to the next evaluation.
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Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 53 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 53 nepostupuje do dalStho hodnocent.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 54 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnoceni:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 1/ 6/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 54 nepostupuje do dalSiho hodnoceni.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 55 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 55 nepostupuje do dalStho hodnocenti.

Diskuse nad navrhem €. 56 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 56 nepostupuje do dalStho hodnocent.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 57 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnoceni:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 57 nepostupuje do dalSiho hodnoceni.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 58 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 6/ 1/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh €. 58 postupuije do dal3itho hodnocent.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 59 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 6/ 1/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh €. 59 postupuje do daldftho hodnocent.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 60 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnoceni:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 1/ 6/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 60 nepostupuje do dalSiho hodnoceni.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 61 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalstho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI PORQOTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 61 nepostupuje do dalStho hodnocent.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 62 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnoceni:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 62 nepostupuje do dalSiho hodnoceni.

Diskuse nad navrhem €. 63 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnoceni:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 1/ 6/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 63 nepostupuje do dalSiho hodnoceni.

CCEA MOBA

Discussion on proposal no. 53 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 53 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 54 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 1/6/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 54 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 55 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 55 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 56 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 56 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 57 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 57 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 58 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 6/1/0, for/against/abstained
Proposal no. 58 advances to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 59 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 6/1/0, for/against/abstained
Proposal no. 59 advances to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 60 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 1/6/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 60 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 61 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 61 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 62 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 62 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 63 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 1/6/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 63 does not advance to the next evaluation.
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Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 64 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 7/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢ 64 nepostupuje do dalStho hodnocen.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 65 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnoceni:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 1/ 6/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 65 nepostupuje do dalSiho hodnoceni.

Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 66 a hlasovani o jeho postupu
do dalsiho hodnocent:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 1/ 6/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢ 66 nepostupuje do dalStho hodnocen.

Do daldtho hodnoceni postupuji ndvrhy €. 2, 7, 8, 10, 14,
15,21, 33, 38,49, 58 a 59.

19:05 konec prvniho dne jednanf

CCEA MOBA

Discussion on proposal no. 64 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 0/7/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 64 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 65 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 1/6/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 65 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Discussion on proposal no. 66 and voting on its
advancement in the next evaluation:

JURY VOTING: 1/6/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 66 does not advance to the next evaluation.

Advancing to the next evaluation are proposals nos. 2,
7,8,10, 14,15, 21, 33, 38, 49, 58 and 59.

19:05 end of Day 1 of the jury meeting
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Hodnotici zasedani - den 2:

Pritomni - porota:

David Tichy - pfedseda
Anne Uhlmann

Gianni Cito

Boris Red¢enkov

Ondrej Pihrt - ndhradnik
Kamila Amblerovéa - nahradnice
Zuzana Hamanova

Vit Solle

Martin Damasek - nahradnik
Tomas Homola - nahradnik

Pritomni - tym organizdtora:
Igor Kovacevi¢
Karin Grohmannova - sekretar

Omluveni - porota:
Pavel Richter - mistopfedseda

Omluveni - za tym organizatora:
FrantiSek Novotny - pfezkuSovatel

9:45

Pfedseda poroty pfivital pfitomné a zahdjil jednani
poroty.

Hlasujici ¢lenové poroty:
David Tichy

Anne Uhlmann

Gianni Cito

Boris Redcenkov
Zuzana Hamanovad

Vit Solle

Martin Damasek

9:46

Diskuze nad postupem hodnoceni. Porota ve Ctyfech
skupindch u ndvrhl ¢. 2,7, 8,10, 14, 15, 21, 33, 38, 49,
58 a 59 peclivéji prostuduje jejich urbanisticky a
architektonicky koncept, dopravni feSeni, a provefi
stavebni program, dotaci podlaznich ploch a hmotové
reSenf ve vztahu k provoznim nékladdm. Poté vsechny
navrhy spolecné prodiskutuje.

9:55

navrhy ¢. 7, 8, 14: Anne Uhlmann, Zuzana Hamanova
navrhy ¢. 49, 59, 58: Gianni Cito, Martin Damasek
navrhy ¢. 2, 15, 38: Ondfej Pihrt, Vit Solle

navrhy ¢. 10, 21, 33: Boris Red¢enkov, Tomas Homola

David Tichy a Kamila Amblerova studuji navrhy
samostatné.

10:00-11:45
Studium névrhi

CCEA MOBA

Evaluation meeting - Day 2:

Present - jury:

David Tichy - Chair

Anne Uhlmann

Gianni Cito

Boris Redcenkov

Ondrej Pihrt - alternate
Kamila Amblerova - alternate
Zuzana Hamanova

Vit Solle

Martin Damasek - alternate
Tomas Homola - alternate

Present - organizer’s team
Igor Kovacevi¢
Karin Grohmannova - secretary

Excused - jury
Pavel Richter - Vice-Chair

Excused - organizer's team
FrantiSek Novotny - examiner

9:45

Chair of the jury welcomed all present and launched the
meeting.

David Tichy

Anne Uhlmann

Gianni Cito

Boris Redcenkov

Zuzana Hamanovad

Vit Solle

Martin Damasek

9:46

Discussion on the evaluation process. The jury will split
in four groups and will study in detail the urban and
architectural concept, transport solution for projects
nos.2,7,8,10,14,15, 21,33, 38,49, 58 and 59. The jury
will also examine their building program, dotation of the
floor areas, and the shape and mass solution in relation
to the operating costs. This review will then be
discussed together.

9:55

designs nos. 7, 8, 14: Anne Uhlmann, Zuzana Hamanova
designs nos. 49, 59, 58: Gianni Cito, Martin Damasek
designs nos. 2, 15, 38: Ondrej Pihrt, Vit Solle

designs nos. 10, 21, 33: Boris Redcenkov, Tomas
Homola

David Tichy and Kamila Amblerova study the designs
individually.

10:00-11:45
Studying of the designs.
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11:50
Diskuse nad nadvrhem ¢. 7.

12:10
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 8.

12:19
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢&. 14.

12:25 obéd

12:52
Diskuse nad névrhem ¢. 49.

13:04
Diskuse nad névrhem ¢. 58.

13:25
Diskuse nad névrhem ¢. 59.

13:56
Diskuse nad navrhem €. 15.

14:08
Diskuse nad navrhem €. 38.

14:23
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢.

N
N

14:45
Diskuse nad névrhem ¢. 10.

14:59
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢&. 21.

15:09
Diskuse nad navrhem ¢. 33.

15:27 prestdvka

15:34
Diskuze nad navrhy ¢. 2, 7,10 a 59.

15:59

Na zakladé predchozich spole¢nych diskuzi vyzval
predseda poroty k hlasovani o postupu jednotlivych
névrht do druhé faze soutéze.

Hlasovani o postupu navrhu ¢. 2 do druhé faze soutéze:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 5/ 2/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh €. 2 postupuje do druhé faze soutéze.

CCEA MOBA

11:50
Discussion on proposal no. 7.

12:10
Discussion on proposal no. 8.

12:19
Discussion on proposal no. 14.

12:25 lunch

12:52
Discussion on proposal no. 49.

13:04
Discussion on proposal no. 58.

13:25
Discussion on proposal no. 59.

13:56
Discussion on proposal no. 15.

14:08
Discussion on proposal no. 38.

14:23
Discussion on proposal no. 2.

14:45
Discussion on proposal no. 10.

14:59
Discussion on proposal no. 21.

15:09
Discussion on proposal no. 33.

15:27 break

15:34
Discussion on proposals nos. 2, 7, 10 and 59.

15:59

On the basis of the previous discussions, the jury
chairman called for a vote on the advancement of
individual proposals into the Phase 2 of the
competition.

For advancement of proposal no. 2 to the Phase 2:
JURY VOTING: 5/2/0, for/against/abstained
Proposal no. 2 advances to the Phase 2.
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Hlasovani o postupu navrhu ¢. 7 do druhé faze soutéze:
HLASOVANI POROTY: 1/ 6/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 7 nepostupuje do druhé faze soutéze.

Hlasovani o postupu navrhu ¢. 8 do druhé faze soutéze:
HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 0/ 7, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 8 nepostupuje do druhé faze soutéze.

Hlasovani o postupu navrhu €. 10 do druhé faze soutéze:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 4/ 3/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh €. 10 postupuje do druhé faze soutéze.

Hlasovani o postupu navrhu ¢. 14 do druhé faze soutéze:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 6/ 1/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh €. 14 postupuije do druhé faze soutéze.

Hlasovani o postupu navrhu ¢. 15 do druhé faze soutéze:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 0/ 7, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 15 nepostupuje do druhé faze soutéze.

Hlasovani o postupu navrhu €. 21 do druhé faze soutéze:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 0/ 7, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 21 nepostupuje do druhé faze soutéze.

Hlasovani o postupu navrhu €. 33 do druhé faze soutéze:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 7/ 0/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh €. 33 postupuije do druhé faze soutéze.

Hlasovani o postupu navrhu ¢. 38 do druhé faze soutéze:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 0/ 7, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 38 nepostupuje do druhé faze soutéze.

Hlasovani o postupu navrhu ¢. 49 do druhé faze soutéze:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 0/ 0/ 7, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh ¢. 49 nepostupuje do druhé faze soutéze.

Hlasovani o postupu navrhu €. 58 do druhé faze soutéze:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 6/ 1/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh €. 58 postupuje do druhé faze soutéZe.

Hlasovani o postupu navrhu €. 59 do druhé faze soutéze:

HLASOVANI POROTY: 6/ 1/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh €. 59 postupuije do druhé faze soutéze.

16:05
Do druhé faze soutéZe postupuji navrhy €. 2, 10, 14, 33,
58 a 59.

16:15

Porota udélila doporuceni jednotlivym ndvrhdm a
upresnila pozadavky na vypracovani soutézniho navrhu.

CCEA MOBA

For advancement of proposal no. 7 to the Phase 2:
JURY VOTING: 1/6/0, for/against/abstained
Proposal no. 7 does not advance to the Phase 2.

For advancement of proposal no. 8 to the Phase 2:
JURY VOTING: 0/0/7, for/against/abstained
Proposal no. 8 does not advance to the Phase 2.

For advancement of proposal no. 10 to the Phase 2:
JURY VOTING: 4/3/0, for/against/abstained
Proposal no. 10 advances to the Phase 2.

For advancement of proposal no. 14 to the Phase 2:
JURY VOTING: 6/1/0, for/against/abstained
Proposal no. 14 advances to the Phase 2.

For advancement of proposal no. 15 to the Phase 2:
JURY VOTING: 0/0/7, for/against/abstained
Proposal no. 15 does not advance to the Phase 2.

For advancement of proposal no. 21 to the Phase 2:
JURY VOTING: 0/0/7, for/against/abstained
Proposal no. 21 does not advance to the Phase 2.

For advancement of proposal no. 33 to the Phase 2:
JURY VOTING: 7/0/0, for/against/abstained
Proposal no. 33 advances to the Phase 2.

For advancement of proposal no. 38 to the Phase 2:
JURY VOTING: 0/0/7, for/against/abstained
Proposal no. 38 does not advance to the Phase 2.

For advancement of proposal no. 49 to the Phase 2:
JURY VOTING: 0/0/7, for/against/abstained
Proposal no. 49 does not advance to the Phase 2.

For advancement of proposal no. 58 to the Phase 2:
JURY VOTING: 6/1/0, for/against/abstained
Proposal no. 58 advances to the Phase 2.

For advancement of proposal no. 59 to the Phase 2:
JURY VOTING: 6/1/0, for/against/abstained
Proposal no. 59 advances to the Phase 2.

16:05
Proposals nos. 2, 10, 14, 33, 58 and 59 advance to the
Phase 2 of the competition.

16:15

The jury gave comments to each proposals and
specified their requirements for the submission in
Phase 2.
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7. VYZVA KUCASTIV 2. FAZI
23.5.2018 byly Ucastnikdm soutézicim s névrhy ¢. 2, 10,
14,33, 58 a 59 rozeslany vyzvy k Ucasti v 2. fazi soutéze
osobou povérenou komunikaci s Ucastniky. Jejich identity
zUstaly i nadéle zndmy pouze této osobé. Prijeti vyzev
bylo vSemi témito Ucastniky potvrzeno.

priloha:
A8 - Vyzva k ucasti ve 2. fdzi

8. VYSVETLENI SOUTEZNIi
DOKUMENTACE - 2. FAZE

V8echny dotazy zajemcl o soutéZ a odpovedi na né byly
zvefejnény formou dodatecnych informaci na profilu
zadavatele a na webu soutéze cceamoba.cz/skola-
smichov.

Kladeny a zodpovidany byly anonymné prostrednictvim
0soby povérené komunikaci s Ucastniky.

priloha:
A9 - Dodatecné informace - 2. fdze

9. PREVZETI A PREZKOUSENI
SOUTEZNICH NAVRHU - 2. FAZE

V Fadném terminu bylo na adresu podatelny MC Praha
5 doruceno viech 6 navrha.
Z&dny z téchto ndvrh neporusil podminky anonymity.

prilohy:

A10 - Prijmovd listina
A11 - Zprdva z prezkousSeni

CCEA MOBA

7. INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE IN

PHASE 2
On 23. 5. 2108 the invitations to participate in Phase 2
were sent to participants competing with proposals nos.
2,10, 14, 33, 58 and 59 by the person responsible for
the communication with participants. Their identities
remained known only to this person. The receipt of
these invitations was confirmed by all the participants.

attachment:
A8 - Invitation to participate in Phase 2

8. EXPLANATION OF THE
DOCUMENTATION - PHASE 2

All the questions and answers were published in the
form of additional information on the announcer’s
profile and on the competition web cceamoba.cz/skola-
smichov.

They were asked and answered anonymously via the
person responsible for the communication with the
participants.

attachment:
A9 - Additional information - Phase 2

9. TAKE-OVER AND INSPECTION OF
THE COMPETITION DESIGNS -
PHASE 2

Before the deadline all 6 proposals were submitted to
the address of mailing room of Prague 5.

None of these proposals violated the conditions of
anonymity.

attachments:
A10 - Receipt list
AT - Report from inspection
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10. HODNOTICi ZASEDANi POROTY -

2. FAZE
Zasedani probéhlo 24. 8.. 2018 od 9:00 do 20:00 v
budové Ufadu méstské ¢asti Praha 5 (Stefanikova
246/15, 150 00 Praha 5).

Pritomni - porota v plném poctu:
David Tichy - pfedseda

Anne Uhlmann

Gianni Cito

Boris Red¢enkov

Ondfrej Pihrt - ndhradnik
Kamila Amblerové - nahradnice
Pavel Richter - mistopfedseda
Zuzana Hamanova

Vit Solle

Martin Damasek - nahradnik
Tomas Homola - nahradnik

Pritomni - tym organizdtora:

Karin Grohmannova - sekretar
FrantiSek Novotny - pfezkuSovatel
Ondrej Kohout

9:15

Predseda poroty pfivital pfitomné a zahajil jednani
poroty.

Hlasujici ¢lenové poroty:
David Tichy

Anne Uhimann

Gianni Cito

Boris Redcenkov

Pavel Richter

Zuzana Hamanovd

Vit Solle

9:20
Sekretar soutéze seznamil porotce s vysledky
prezkouseni soutéznich navrha.

9:21

Diskuze nad navrhem ¢. 33, ktery obsahoval paty panel
obsahujici vizualizace navic. Porota se shodla, Ze tento
panel do svého hodnoceni nezahrne a uloZila
prezkuSovateli tento panel nevystavit.

HLASOVANI POROTY: 7/ 0/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrh €. 33 bude prezentovan (stejné jako ostatni

navrhy) ctyrmi panely.
9:25

Porota prijala do hodnoceni vsech 6 ndvrhd a pristoupila
k diskuzi o dalSim postupu

CCEA MOBA

10. EVALUATION JURY MEETING -
PHASE 2

The evaluation jury meeting took place 24. 8. 2018 from
9:00 to 20:00, at the municipality office building of Praha
5 Stefanikova 13, 150 22 Praha 5).

Present - in full attendance
David Tichy - Chair

Anne Uhlmann

Gianni Cito

Boris Redcenkov

Ondrej Pihrt - alternate
Kamila Amblerové - alternate
Pavel Richter - Vice-Chair
Zuzana Hamanové

Vit Solle

Martin Damasek - alternate
Tomas Homola - alternate

Present - organizer’s team

Karin Grohmannova - secretary
FrantiSek Novotny - examiner
Ondrej Kohout

9:15

Chair of the jury welcomed all present and launched the
meeting.

Voting jurors:
David Tichy

Anne Uhlmann
Gianni Cito

Boris Redcenkov
Pavel Richter
Zuzana Hamanova
Vit Solle

9:20

The secretary of the competition informed the jurors of
the results of the inspection of the competition
proposals.

9:21

Discussion on proposal no. 33 which included 5"
additional panel containing renders. The jury agreed
that they will not take this panel into consideration and
ordered the inspector not to display this panel.

JURY VOTING: 7/0/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 33 will be presented (same as the other
proposals) by four panels.

9:25
The jury accepted all six proposals into evaluation and
discussed further steps.



SKOLA SMICHOV /SMICHOV SCHOOL

Protokol o prébéhu soutéze / Protocol on the course of the competition

9:33

Predseda poroty rozdélil porotce do skupin, z nichZ kazda
podrobnéji prostuduje jeden navrh.

navrh ¢ 2: OndFej Pihrt, Vit Solle

navrh ¢. 10: David Tichy

navrh ¢. 14: Anne Uhlmann, Zuzana Hamanova

navrh ¢. 33: Boris Redcenkov, Tomas Homola

navrh ¢. 58: Gianni Cito, Martin Damasek

navrh ¢. 59: Pavel Richter, Kamila Amblerova

9:38 prichod prizvané expertky na energeticky koncept a
technické zarizeni budov Zuzany Viyoralové

9:58 prichod prizvané expertky na provoz zdkladnich skol vy
Fischerové

10:20

Zuzana Vyoralova prezentuje zavery svého posouzent.
Souhrnné sdéluje, Ze vSechny navrhy Ize realizovat.
V8echny navrhy budou rovnéz muset dopracovat své
zatim velice schematické energetické koncepty.
Upozornila na obecnou podhodnocenost ploch
dedikovanych pro technologie a jejich rozvody a pro
Udrzbu.

11:00
Diskuze poroty na téma stinéni, potfebu denniho
osvétleni a oslunéni ve tfidach.

11:20

Iva Fischerova prezentuje své zkusenosti s vedenim
zakladnf Skoly a s béZznym provozem v Ceskych Skolach.
Rozvedla se diskuze o tom, jak funguje rezim prestavek,
volnych hodin, obédowych pauz, jak funguje potreba
dozoru nad zaky, Skolni druzina a wuzivani Skolnich
prostor v ¢ase mimo vyuku.

12:06

Diskuze poroty a expertll nad poZadavky hygieny,
vwhodéach a nevwyhodach rdzné organizace prostor a
potrebach uciteld a 7akd v soucasné ceské zakladni skole.

12:38 Odchod prizvanych expertd
13:46 Diskuze nad navrhem ¢. 2

14:01 Diskuze nad navrhem &. 10
14:20: Diskuze nad navrhem &. 14

CCEA MOBA

9:33

The Chairman divided the jurors into groups, each of the
groups was to study in depth one proposal.

Proposal no. 2: Ondfrej Pihrt, Vit Solle

Proposal no. 10: David Tichy

Proposal no. 14: Anne Uhlmann, Zuzana Hamanova
Proposal no. 33: Boris Redcenkov, Tomas Homola
Proposal no. 58: Gianni Cito, Martin Damasek

Proposal no. 59: Pavel Richter, Kamila Amblerova

9:38 Arrival of Zuzana Vyoralova, invited expert in the field
of energy concept and technological equipment of
buildings

9:58 Arrival of Iva Fischerova, invited expert in the field of
primary school operation

10:20

Zuzana Vyoralova presents her findings. She states that
all the proposals are buildable. All the proposals will have
to also develop further their so far schematic energy
concepts. She pointed out the general underestimation
of the spaces dedicated to technologies, pipes and
maintenance.

11:00
Discussion of the jury on the topic of shading, need of
daylight and sunlight in the classrooms.

11:20

Iva Fischerovéa presents her experience with running of
primary school and day-today school operation in Czech
schools. The discussion followed on the regime of breaks,
free classes, lunchtime, need of supervision of the pupils,
after-school care and use of the school premises after
the education time.

12:06

Discussion of the jury and experts on the demands of
hygiene, advantages and disadvantages of various special
arrangements, and the needs of pupils and teachers in
the contemporary Czech primary school.

12:38 Departure of the invited experts
13:46 Discussion on the proposal no. 2

14:01 Discussion on the proposal no. 10
14:20 Discussion on the proposal no. 14
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14:40 obéd

15:10 Diskuze nad navrhem ¢. 33
15:33 Diskuze nad navrhem ¢. 58
15:57 Diskuze nad ndvrhem ¢&. 59

16:20 prestdvka

16:33 Diskuze a pisemné hodnoceni formou zapisu
organizatorem navrhu ¢. 2

16:44 Diskuze a pisemné hodnoceni formou zapisu
organizatorem navrhu ¢. 10

16:52 Diskuze a pisemné hodnoceni formou zapisu
organizatorem navrhu ¢. 14

17:03 prestdvka

17:19 Diskuze a pisemné hodnoceni formou zapisu
organizatorem navrhu ¢ 33
17:27 Diskuze a pisemné hodnoceni formou zapisu
organizatorem navrhu & 58
17:41 Diskuze a pisemné hodnoceni formou zapisu
organizatorem navrhu & 59

18:.07

Kazdy z porotcl véetné ndhradnikd obdrzel tfi listky, které
mél nalepit na ty tfi navrhy, o kterych si mysli, Ze by mély
na zakladé predchozich spolecnych diskuzf podle né
obdrzet nékterou z cen.

Wysledek:

Navrh ¢. 2: 4 listky

Navrh €. 10: 1 listek

Navrh €. 14: 8 listky

Navrh €. 33: 8 listky

Navrh ¢. 58: 6 listky

Navrh ¢. 59: 6 listky

18:20 Diskuze nad navrhy ¢. 14 a 33

18:59

Na zakladé predchozich diskuzi wvolal pfedseda poroty
hlasovani o udélenf 1. ceny névrhu ¢. 14.

HLASOVANI POROTY: 5/ 2/ 0, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrhu €. 14 byla udélena 1. cena.

CCEA MOBA

14:40 lunch

15:10 Discussion on the proposal no. 33
15:33 Discussion on the proposal no. 58
15:57 Discussion on the proposal no. 59

16:20 break

16:33 Discussion and written evaluation in the form of
notes taken by the organizer of proposal no. 2

16:44 Discussion and written evaluation in the form of
notes taken by the organizer of proposal no. 10

16:52 Discussion and written evaluation in the form of
notes taken by the organizer of proposal no. 14

17:03 break

17:09 Discussion and written evaluation in the form of
notes taken by the organizer of proposal no. 33
17:27 Discussion and written evaluation in the form of
notes taken by the organizer of proposal no. 58
17:41 Discussion and written evaluation in the form of
notes taken by the organizer of proposal no. 59

18:07

Each of the jurors, including the alternates, was given
three post-its to mark three proposals which should be
according to them and previous discussions awarded
with a prize.

Result:

Proposal no. 2: 4 post-its

Proposal no. 10: 1 post-it

Proposal no. 14: 8 post-its

Proposal no. 33: 8 post-its

Proposal no. 58: 6 post-its

Proposal no. 59: 6 post-its

18:20 Discussion on proposals nos. 14 and 33

18:59

Based on the previous discussion the Chairman invited
the jurors to vote on awarding the proposal no. 14 with
the 1t prize.

JURY VOTING: 5/2/0, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 14 received the 1%t prize.
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18:50 Diskuze nad navrhy ¢. 33, 58 a 59.

19:25

Na zékladé predchozich diskuzi vyvolal pfedseda poroty
hlasovani o udéleni 2. ceny navrhu ¢. 33.

HLASOVANI POROTY: 6/ 0/ 1, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrhu ¢. 33 byla udélena 2. cena.

Na zakladé predchozich diskuzi wvolal pfedseda poroty
hlasovani o udéleni 3. ceny navrhu ¢. 58.

HLASOVANI POROTY: 6/ 0/ 1, pro/proti/zdrzel se
Navrhu ¢. 58 byla udélena 3. cena.

19:30
Nikdo z porotct nepoZédal o revokaci nékterého
z hlasovant.

19:40
Porota pristoupila k otevieni obalek ,Autor” tcastnikd
2. faze soutéze.

Néavrh & 2 - finalista:
Martin Neruda
Praha

Navrh & 10 - finalista:
Tiago Sa & Alberto Cumerlato Architecture Studio
Matosinhos; Portugalsko

Néavrh €. 59 - finalista:

Lukas lldZa, Ondrej Palencar, Matus Ivanic

Predov, Bratislava, Stard Cervend Voda; Slovensko,
Cesko

Navrh €. 58 - 3. cena:
IND [INTER.NATIONAL.DESIGN]
Rotterdam, Nizozemsko

Navrh €. 33 - 2. cena:
Vaclav Skarda
Praha

Navrh ¢. 14 - 1. cena:

Nicolas Koff, Zbigniew Gierszak
Toronto, Gliwice; Kanada, Polsko

CCEA MOBA

18:20 Discussion on proposals nos. 33, 58 and 59.

19:25

Based on the previous discussion the Chairman invited
the jurors to vote on awarding the proposal no. 33 with
the 2n prize.

JURY VOTING: 6/0/1, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 33 received the 2 prize.

Based on the previous discussion the Chairman invited
the jurors to vote on awarding the proposal no. 58 with
the 39 prize.

JURY VOTING: 6/0/1, for/against/abstained

Proposal no. 58 received the 3™ prize.

19:30
No juror asked to revoke any of the voting.

19:40
The jury proceeded to open the envelopes “"Author” of
the Phase 2 participants.

Proposal no. 2 - finalist:
Martin Neruda
Praha

Proposal no. 10 - finalist:
Tiago Sa & Alberto Cumerlato Architecture Studio
Matosinhos; Portugal

Proposal no. 59 - finalist:
Lukas lldZa, Ondrej Palencar, Matus Ivanic
Pre3ov, Bratislava, Staré Cervend Voda; Slovakia, Czechia

Proposal no. 58 - 3 prize:
IND [INTER.NATIONAL.DESIGN]
Rotterdam, Nizozemsko

Proposal no. 33 - 2™ prize:
Véclav Skarda
Praha

Proposal no. 14 - 1% prize:

Nicolas Koff, Zbigniew Gierszak
Toronto, Gliwice; Kanada, Polsko

20
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11. STANOVISKO A DOPORUCENI
POROTY K OCENENYM
NAVRHUM

Pozndmbka: Stanoviska a doporuceni poroty jsou pofizena

formou zdpisu z hodnoticich zasedani poroty
organizdtorem.

Navrh ¢. 14 -1. cena:

Autofi nejvyssi mérou vyhovéli pozadavkim zadani a
naplnili oCekavani poroty. Porota v ném ocenuje
zejména optimalné navrzenou orientaci budovy, Cistou
a jednoduchou organizaci vnitfniho usporadani a
konstrukce, povedené propojeni s okolnim verejnym
prostorem, stejné jako se Skolnim pozemkem. Tento
navrh predstavuje nejlepsi schéma pohybu a orientace
7ak(, uciteld i verejnosti v budové. Chytre kombinuje
klastry, chodby a oteviené prostory. Uvazovani autor( o
vnitfnim prostoru a konstrukénim systému umoznuje
flexibilitu pro budouci Upravy a mozné zmény, které
jsou Skolnimu provozu vlastni. Porota si dale cenf reakce
autord na komentére udélené v 1. fazi soutéze, jejichz
zdafrilé zapracovani vedlo k vyraznému posunu a
naplnéni potencidlu, ktery porota v tomto navrhu v 1.
fazi spatfovala.

Navrhované balkony, které by mély slouzit jako doplnék
k tFidédm, jsou diskutabilni, zejména ve vztahu k tradi¢ni
wuce. Je pravdépodobné, Ze je nebude mozné vyuzivat
v ramci vyuky ani ve volném case a pfi nespravné
zvolenych materialech a dimenzich mohou rovnéz
omezovat dennf osvétlenf ve tfidach. Porota ocekava, 7ze
tyto balkony doznajf v rémci dopracovani studie
prislusnych zmén. Zmén dozna pravdépodobné i
navrzena drevéna konstrukce, kterd bude muset byt
masivnéjsi nebo prehodnocena.

Z hlediska napInéni vdech hodnoticich kritérif,
stanovenych v soutéznich podminkach, se navrh jevi
jako nejoptimalné&jsi. Z pohledu energetického konceptu
a investi¢nich a provoznich néklad( predloZil navrh,
stejné jako ostatni ndvrhy, pouze pfedstavu o fungovani
a jednoduché schéma, které bude muset byt dale
rozpracovano. Porota predpoklada, Ze pfi dopracovani
ve spolupraci se zadavatelem a podle jeho pfipominek
ma navrh velmi dobrou moZnost adaptability, aniz by
doslo k naruseni zdarilého konceptu.

CCEA MOBA

11. EVALUATION AND
RECOMMENDATION OF THE JURY
FOR PRICE-WINNING PROPOSALS

Note: The evaluation and recommendation of the jury was
created by the organizer when taking notes during the
evaluation meetings of the jury.

Proposal no. 14 - 1% prize:

14 - 15t prize

The authors have met to the highest degree the
requirements of the competition and fulfilled the jury's
expectations. The jury appreciates in particular the
optimally designed orientation of the building, the clean
and simple organization of the layout and construction,
the connection with the surrounding public space, as
well as with the school grounds. This proposal is the
best scheme of circulation and orientation for pupils,
teachers and the public in the building. It cleverly
combines clusters, corridors and open spaces. Authors'
thinking about the interior space and the construction
system allows for flexibility for future modifications and
possible changes that are inherent in school operation.
The jury further appreciates the authors' response to
the comments given in the first phase of the
competition, whose successful incorporation led to a
significant shift and fulfilment of the potential that the
jury saw in this proposal in the first phase.

The proposed balconies, which should serve as a
supplement to the classes, are debatable, especially in
relation to traditional teaching. It is unlikely that they will
be used during teaching or leisure time, and can also
limit classroom daylight illumination, when having
incorrectly selected materials and dimensions. The jury
expects to see these balconies adequately modified
with the development of the project. Changes will be
probably due also in the wooden structure, which will
have to be more massive or re-evaluated.

From the point of view of fulfilling all the evaluation
criteria set out in the competition conditions, the
proposal seems to be the most optimal. From the point
of view of the energy concept and investment and
operating costs, the proposal, just like the other
proposals, presented only an idea of the functioning
and a simple scheme that will need to be further
elaborated. The jury assumes that when finalizing in
cooperation with the announcer and according to their
remarks, the proposal has a very good possibility of
adaptability without disturbing the successful concept.
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Navrh & 33 - 2. cena:

Navrh velmi vysokou mérou naplnil pozadavky zadani a
oCekavani poroty. Navrh nabizi velice silné propojenf

s vefejnym prostorem mésta. Urbanistické zpracovani je
velice komplexni a pfinosné pro své okoli a snazi se
nabidnout nové prilezitosti uzivani skolni budovy. Porota
ocenuje velkorysost velikosti tfid a uc¢eben a pokus o
racionalni rozvrzenf vnitfniho prostoru. Porota v 1. fazi
ocenovala konzervativn pfistup jako jednu z moznosti
FfeSeni Skolnfho provozu v kombinaci s odvaznéjsim
objemovym konceptem. Tato forma ,oteviené méstské
pevnosti* mUze byt odpovédi na otazku povahy moderni
Skolni instituce a hrat roli symbolu mistni komunity.
Navrh ovsem nedoznal vyraznéjsiho posunu mezi 1. a 2.
fazl a nenaplnil presvédcive tento potencial
konzervativni a zaroven velkorysé zakladni skoly.

Dle ndzoru poroty je nejvetsi prekazkou v navrhu ne
zcela intuitivni pohyb a orientace v budové pro ucitele,
vefejnost a Zaky, coZ se nejvice projevuje v umisténf
vertikalnich komunikaci. Obdobné plsobf také
usporadani vnitfniho dvora se systémem venkovnich
schodist, jejichz vyuziti neni, s ohledem na bezpecnost
vstupu do budovy i staly dozor nad zaky, zcela jasné.
DUsledné dodrzovani tektonického rézu fasady je

v rozporu s objemovym resenim, které cili na lehkost
vyrazu budovy. Umisténf atletického ovalu na strechu
Skoly, které umoznuje svobodnéjsi vyuziti Skolniho
pozemku, povaZuje porota na jednu stranu za pfinos
navrhu, na druhou stranu v3ak porotu nepfesvedcilo o
jeho funkénosti - zejména s ohledem na nedostatek
stinu, zazemf pro sport a UdrZbu a nemoznost umfisténf
znacného poctu potrebnych technologif, nebo alespon
jejich vyUsténi na stfechu Skolnf budovy.

Z hlediska napInéni vdech hodnoticich kritérif,
stanovenych v soutéznich podminkach, se navrh jevi
jako druhy nejoptimalnéjsi. Z pohledu energetického
konceptu a investi¢nich a provoznich néklad( predlozil
navrh, stejné jako ostatni navrhy, pouze predstavu o
fungovani a jednoduché schéma, které bude muset byt
dale rozpracovano. Porota predpoklada, Ze pfi
dopracovani podle pfipominek zadavatele ma navrh
dobrou moZnost dosédhnout uZivatelné podoby, aniZ by
doslo k vyraznému narusenf konceptu.

CCEA MOBA

Proposal no. 33 - 2nd prize

33 -2 prize

The design has met the requirements of the
competition and fulfilled the jury's expectations to a
very high degree. The design offers a very strong
connection with the public space of the city. Urban
approach is very complex and beneficial to its
surroundings and is trying to offer new opportunities to
use the school building. The jury appreciates the
generosity of classroom sizes and the attempts to
rationalize the interior space. The jury in the first phase
appreciated the conservative approach as one of the
solutions for school operation in combination with a
more courageous volumetric concept. This form of
"open city fortress" can be a response to the question
of the nature of modern school institutions and can play
the role of a local community symbol. However, the
proposal did not develop much between the 1st and
2nd phases, and did not convincingly fulfil this potential
of conservative yet generous primary school.

In the opinion of the jury, the most impediment to the
design is the not intuitive circulation and orientation in
the building for teachers, the public and pupils, which is
most evident in the location of vertical communications.
Similarly, the layout of the internal courtyard with an
outdoor staircase system, the use of which, with regard
to the security of entry to the building and the constant
supervision of the pupils, is also not quite clear.
Consistent adherence to the tectonic nature of the
facade is in contradiction with the volumetric solution
that aims for lightness of the building's expression. The
jury considers the position of the athletic oval on the
roof of a school, which allows more free use of the
school grounds, on the one hand the benefit of the
proposal, but on the other hand the jury was not
convinced of its functionality - especially with regard to
the lack of shadow, sport and maintenance facilities and
the impossibility of placing a considerable number of
the necessary technologies, or at least their outlets on
the roof of a school building.

From the point of view of fulfilling all the evaluation
Criteria set out in the competition conditions, the
proposal seems to be the second most optimal. From
the point of view of the energy concept and investment
and operating costs, the proposal, just like the other
proposals, presented only an idea of the functioning
and a simple scheme that will need to be further
elaborated. The jury assumes that when completing the
announcer’s suggestions, the proposal has a good
chance to achieve user-friendliness without seriously
disrupting the concept.
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Navrh & 58 - 3. cena:

Navrh vysokou mérou naplnil pozadavky zadani a
poroty. Autofi ndvrhu predlozili radikalni fesenf se
silnym nazorem na to, jak ma budova objemové a
vyrazoveé reagovat na své okoli. Navrh nabizi velice
raciondlnf pristup k hierarchizaci prostor s ohledem na
verejné/neverejné” a s ohledem na kontakt s okolnim
méstem. Samotny navrh je dle ndzoru poroty pomérné
striktni (az sterilni), coz ne zcela odpovida predstavé o
cileném charakteru v zakladni Skole, ale koresponduje
spiSe s pojetim stifedni nebo vysoké Skoly. Porota
ocenuje odvaznéjsi koncept tvaru budovy, jejiz forma
Vytvari systém mist a prostort pfi zachovanf
racionalniho vnitfnfho usporadani a programoveé
naplné. Tento koncept s sebou nicméné nese nizkou
miru flexibility. V porovnani s ostatnimi ocenénymi
navrhy predlozili autofi schematictéjsi FeSenf fasad,
které po doreSeni mize vyrazné zménit celkovou
podobu Skoly. Za nejasné porota povazuje feSeni stinénf
budovy a zejména pomér prosklenych a neprosklenych
ploch fasady.

Z hlediska napInéni vdech hodnoticich kritérif,
stanovenych v soutéznich podminkach, se navrh jevi
jako optimalni. Z pohledu energetického konceptu a
investi¢nich a provoznich néklad( predlozil ndvrh, stejné
jako ostatni navrhy, pouze predstavu o fungovani a
jednoduché schéma, které bude muset byt dale
rozpracovano. Porota predpoklada, ze navrh mlze mit
dobrou mozZnost doséhnout uZivatelné podoby, aniz by
doslo k vyznamnému narusenf konceptu, az po
vyrazném dopracovani podle pfipominek zadavatele.

CCEA MOBA

Proposal no. 58 - 3rd prize

The design has met the requirements of the assignment
and the jury to a high degree. The authors of the
proposal presented a radical solution with a strong view
of how the building should react in volume and
expression to its surroundings. The proposal offers a
very rational approach to hierarchizing spaces with
regard to the "public / non-public" and with regard to
contact with the surrounding city. According to the jury,
the proposal itself is quite strict (to sterile), which does
not entirely correspond to the idea of a targeted
character of primary school, but rather corresponds to
the concept of secondary school or college. The jury
appreciates the more courageous concept of the shape
of a building, the shape of which creates a system of
spaces and places while maintaining a rational internal
arrangement and program. However, this concept
carries with it a low degree of flexibility. Compared to
other prize-winning designs, the authors presented a
more schematic solution of the facades, which after the
completion of the project could significantly change the
overall figure of the school. The shading of the building,
and especially the ratio of the glazed and non-glazed
areas of the facade, is considered to be unclear by the

jury.

From the point of view of fulfilling all the evaluation
Criteria set out in the competition conditions, the
proposal appears to be optimal. From the point of view
of the energy concept and investment and operating
costs, the proposal, just like the other proposals,
presented only an idea of the functioning and a simple
scheme that will need to be further elaborated. The jury
assumes that the proposal may have a good chance of
achieving a user-friendly form, without significantly
disrupting the concept, until after a major elaboration
according to the announcer's comments.
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12. JMENA UCASTNiKU / NAMES OF
THE PARTICIPANTS

1
Dipl. Arch. Adriano Ferrer Escayola
Praha

2
Ing. arch. Martin Neruda
Praha

3
OUTLINE ARCHITECTURE OFFICE SRL
Rumunsko

4
SADAR +VUGAd. o. o.
Slovinsko

5
Arch. Mag. Carl Schaffer
Rakousko

6
Gebhard Luca Davide
[talie

4
Ing. arch. Lukas Pecka, Ph.D.
Brno

8
BRAHIMAJ ARCHITECT
[talie

9
Tiago Filipe Sales Passos
Portugalsko

10
Tiago Sa & Alberto Cumerlato Architecture Studio LDA
Portugalsko

11
Architektonické studio Gama s.r.o.
Praha

12
Yinda YU / OMS ACHITECTURE STUDIO
Cina

13

Bread studio Ltd
Hong Kong
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14
Nicolas Koff, Zbigniew Gierczak
Kanada, Polsko

15
Ing. arch. Karel Rech
Praha

16
Ateliér Velehradsky, s.r.o.
Brno

17
KKS
Finsko

18
Matus Pajor
Finsko

19
Giulia Cosentino, Paolo Tringali
Spanélsko

20
MVRM Architects / Rita Fonseca Martins, Marck Vrieling
Nizozemsko

21
Miguel Amado Arquitectos LDA
Portugalsko

22
SIEBERT + TALAS, spol. s.r.o., Ondrej Micka
Praha

23
Aleksander Nowak, Mathias Senderskov Nielsen
Dénsko

24
STROMBRO AB
Svédsko

25
Bardakhanova Champkins Architects
Estonsko

26

Eirini Xanthopoulou, Iraklis Romanopoulos/IRIX, Jonian
Silaj /JUA], Borys Kozlowski / VO-LUME

Nizozemsko

27

ANGELO MARIA SALAMONE
[talie
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28 41
Federico Ennas Ing. Peter Juhasz, Ing. arch. Daniel Bry3a, Ing. arch.
Iltalie Ladislav Muller
Brno
29
Ing. arch. Petr Sova 42
Praha BHM ARCHITECTS
Velka Britanie
30
Jolma Architects Ltd., TUPA architecture, Tytti Turpeinen, 43
Architect M. Sc / Aarni Architects ANNE-SEREINE TREMBLAY
Finsko Spanélsko
31 44
PL Studio, ctrl+n Oulu studio
Polsko Sanghaj
32 45
MCA atelier, s.r.o. Pavol Vadkerti, Marek Kiu¢ar, Matej Hon¢, Richard Kilo
Praha Slovensko
33 46
Ing. arch. Vaclav Skarda INnnes Associates
Praha Velka Britanie
34 47
Filipe André Barbosa Gongalves, David Monteiro, Joana Alex Nacu Architects Ltd
Coutinho Velka Britanie
Portugalsko
| 48
35 BAKYTA s.r.o, ABKP.S spol.sr.o.
Ing. arch. Milo$ G. Parma Slovensko
Praha
49
36 Kuba & Pilar architekti s.r.o.
Catarina Lopes Brno
Portugalsko
50
37 STUDIO UPd.o.0.
Ing. arch. Vaclav Cermak Chorvatsko
Praha
51
38 MAURICIO GONZALEZ ARQUITECTOS
Ing. arch. David Neuhdusl, Ing. arch. Matéj Hunal, Ing. Spanélsko
arch. Martin Hajny, Ing. arch. lvan Brezina
Praha, Ceské Bud&jovice 52
LUPA Studio
39 Portugalsko
KAVA spol. sr.o.
Praha 53
KOGAA studio s.r.o., Ing. Leo Odstrcilik
40 Brno
atelier — Apsis
Kanada 54
EHL & Koumar architekti s.r.o.
Praha
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55
Akira Yamanaka Architect
Velkd Britanie

56
Boyarsky Murphy Architects
Velka Britanie

57
Bernardo Garcia Morales, Hernan Lleida Ruiz
Spanélsko

58
Teresa Papachristou / IND [INTER.NATIONAL.DESIGN]
Nizozemsko

59

Ing. arch. Lukas lldza, Ing. arch. Ondfej Palencar, Ing. arch.
Matds lvanic

Slovensko, Cesko

60
Ing. arch. MgA. Marek Prikryl, Ing. arch. Martin Proks
Praha

67
MgA Ondrej Cisler
Praha

62
Jodo Carvalhais Parreira
Portugalsko

63
Delmulle Delmulle Architecten BVBA
Belgie

64
Studio Seilern Architects
Velka Britanie

65
Tsai Karopoulos Kil, Jay Tsai
Nizozemsko

66

Ing. arch. Jakub Kficka, Ing. Vaclav Stfibrsky
Praha
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13. HODNOCENIi SOUTEZNICH
NAVRHU

Pozndmka: Hodnoceni soutéZnich ndvrhd je porizeno
formou zdpisu z hodnoticich zasedani poroty
organizdtorem.

Navrh €. 2 - finalista:

Porota v navrhu ocenila jasny a srozumitelny systém
fungovani Skoly. Moznost pfipadnych budoucich Uprav
je pozitivem tohoto navrhu, jelikoz zvolenou
jednoduchou typologii Ize dale rozvijet. Dle ndzoru
poroty navrh dosahl fungujiciho propojeni vefejnych
prostord a Skoly, ale jednotliva podlaZzi a skolnf stupné
spolu jiz komunikuji pomérné slabé.

Autori pracuji s relativné striktnim oddélenim ,svétd”
prvniho a druhého stupné (dva vchody, dvé schodisté,
delegovana patra), které ale ve vysledku spojuje atrii
nesoucimi s sebou fadu otazek, zejména akustické a
provozni komplikace. Navrhovana forma budovy s
podélnymi terasami kolem celého jejiho obvodu, které
by mély slouzit jako doplnék k tfidam, jsou zejména ve
vztahu k provozu Skoly diskutabilni. Je pravdépodobné,
Ze je nebude mozné vyuzivat v ramci vyuky ani ve
volném Case a pfi nespravné zvolenych materidlech a
dimenzich mohou rovnéz omezovat denni osvétleni ve
tridach.

Z hlediska napInéni vdech hodnoticich kritérif,
stanovenych v soutéznich podminkach, nedosahuje
tento navrh kvalit ocenénych navrhd. Z pohledu
energetického konceptu a investi¢nich a provoznich
nakladd predlozil ndvrh, stejné jako ostatni, pouze
predstavu o fungovani a jednoduché schéma, které by

muselo byt dale rozpracovano.

Navrh & 10 - finalista:

Porota v navrhu povazovala za slibnou zvolenou
originalni formu budovy. Objekt Skoly se sice umisténim
velkoryse feSeného hlavniho vstupu pro zaky ,stavi
zady" k vefejnému prostoru pési zény, ale nové nabid|
alespon sekundarni vstup pro druzinu a pro verejnost
do spolecenské a sportovni ¢asti Skoly prfimo z pési
z6ny. Hmotové FeSeni také prineslo pobytové terasy,
kde by Zaci mohli bezpecné travit svij volny ¢as.
Forma navrhu predstavovala pro porotu v 1. fazi silny
potencial. Autofi vsak v 2. fazi nepredlozili navrh, ktery
by dostate¢nou mérou reflektoval komentare a
doporuceni poroty a forma budovy tak nepfinesla
ocekavany uzitek vnitinimu Fegenti Skoly. Regent
komunika¢nich jader spolu s chodbami limitnich Sifek
neni pro porotu zcela presvédcivé a nepfispiva

k jednoduché orientaci a pohybu 7akd, uciteld a
vefejnosti v budove.

CCEA MOBA

13. EVALUATION OF PROPOSALS

Note: The evaluation of proposals was created by the
organizer when taking notes during the evaluation meetings

of the jury.

Proposal no. 2 - finalist

The jury appreciated the clear and understandable
system of school functioning. Possibility of future
modifications is a positive feature of this proposal, as
the chosen simple typology can be further developed. In
the opinion of the jury, the design has achieved a
functional interconnection of public spaces and school,
but the individual floors and school levels communicate
in a relatively weak way.

The authors work with a relatively strict separation of
"worlds" of the first and second levels (two entrances,
two stairs, delegated floors), which are in the end
connected by atriums accompanied by a number of
questions, especially by acoustic and operational
complications. The proposed form of a building with
longitudinal terraces around its entire perimeter, which
should serve as a supplement to the classes, is
questionable in particular in relation to the operation of
the school. Itis unlikely that they will be used for
teaching or leisure, and can also limit classroom daylight
illumination, when having incorrectly selected materials
and dimensions.

From the point of view of fulfilling all the evaluation
Criteria set out in the competition conditions, this
proposal does not achieve the quality of the prize-
winning proposals. From the point of view of the energy
concept and investment and operating costs, the
proposal, just like the rest of the others, presented only
an idea of functioning and a simple scheme that would
have to be further elaborated.

Proposal no. 10 - finalist

The jury considered promising the chosen original form
of the building. Although the school, by placing a
generously-sized main entrance for pupils, "turns its
back" to the public area of the pedestrian zone, it has
offered at least a secondary entrance for the after-
school care and for the public to the social and sports
part of the school directly from the pedestrian zone.
The volumetric solution also brought patio terraces
where pupils could safely spend their free time.

The form of the proposal represented a strong potential
for the jury in the first phase. In the second phase,
however, the authors did not submit a proposal that
would adequately reflect the jury's comments and
recommendations and the form of the building did not
bring the expected benefit to the school's internal
solution. The communication cores along with the limit-
sized corridors are not entirely convincing for the jury
and do not contribute to a simple orientation and
circulation of pupils, teachers and the public in the
building.
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Z pohledu energetického konceptu, investi¢nich a
provoznich nakladd a ndrokd na potrebnou technickou
vybavenost je navrh dle nazoru poroty podhodnocen
(nedostatek ploch pro gastro, technologie i sklady).
Nepresvedcivé je také umisténi a velikost
komunikacnich a technologickych jader budovy.

Z hlediska napInéni vdech hodnoticich kritérif,
stanovenych v soutéznich podminkach, nedosahuje
kvalit ocenénych navrha.

Navrh & 59 - finalista:

Navrh pfinasi velkorysou vstupni halu - vnitfni ,verejny”
prostor. Skolnf budova urbanisticky zapadé do svého
okolf a jejf celkovy wyraz generuje pocit sounalezitosti

s komunitou. Dalsimi pozitivy jsou dle nazoru poroty
vytvoreni adekvatniho, viditelného hlavniho vstupu a
spolecné terasy, kde by 7Zaci mohli bezpecné travit sv{j
volny ¢as. Oddélenf prvniho a druhého stupné je jasné a
Citelné.

Programové feSenf naplné skoly a organizace prostoru
v3ak dle poroty nevytvarf dostatecné silné vazby
prioritnich funkci, ani zadouci propojenti vnitfniho a
vnéjsiho provozu Skoly. Orientace a pohyb v budové
mohou byt pro uitele, vefejnost a zaky nesnadné (az
matouci) - zejména moment, kdy je hlavni pohyb Zaka
mezi vyukou, volnym ¢asem a sportovanim veden po
trech rdznych interiérovych schodistich a chodbach
nebo pres venkovni terasy a tocita schodisté. Toto
komplikované feSenf demonstruje dle poroty
nedostatecné porozuméni chodu Skoly.

Z hlediska napInénf vdech hodnoticich kritérif,
stanovenych v soutéZnich podminkach, nedosahuje
tento navrh kvalit ocenénych névrhd. Z pohledu
energetického konceptu a investi¢nich a provoznich
nékladl predlozil, stejné jako ostatni, pouze predstavu o
fungovani a jednoduché schéma, které by muselo byt
déle rozpracovano.

CCEA MOBA

From the point of view of the energy concept,
investment and operating costs and demands for the
necessary technical equipment, the proposal is
underestimated in the opinion of the jury (lack of areas
for kitchen facility, technologies and storage). Also
unconvincing is the location and size of the building's
communication and technology cores. In terms of
meeting all the evaluation criteria set out in the
competition conditions, it does not achieve the quality
of the prize-winning proposals.

Proposal no. 59 - finalist

The design brings a generous entry hall - an internal
"public" space. School building urbanistically fits into its
surroundings, and its overall expression generates a
sense of belonging to the community. In the opinion of
the jury, another positive aspect is the creation of an
adequate, visible main entrance and a common terrace
where pupils can safely spend their free time. Division
of the first and second levels is clear and legible.
However, the organization of the spatial program does
not create sufficiently strong links between the priority
functions and the desirable interconnection of the
school's internal and external operations. Orientation
and circulation in the building can be difficult (even
confusing) for teachers, the public and pupils -
especially when the pupil's main movement between
lessons, leisure and sports is guided through three
different interior stairways and corridors, or through
outdoor terraces and spiral staircases. This complicated
solution demonstrates, according to the jury, a lack of
understanding of the operation of the school.

From the point of view of fulfilling all the evaluation
criteria set out in the competition conditions, this
proposal does not achieve the quality of the prize-
winning proposals. From the point of view of the energy
concept and investment and operating costs, as well as
others, he presented only an idea of functioning and a
simple scheme that would have to be further
elaborated.
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Navrh ¢. 7

Porota v navrhu ocenila jednoduchost vnitfniho
usporadant, stejné jako orientaci budovy k pési zéné a
ke Skolnimu pozemku. Ackoli pfi dlkladném
dopracovani by mohlo dojit k jeho posilent, v konkurenci
soutéze tento ndvrh neobstal kvdli slabsimu
architektonickému jazyku. Dle ndzoru poroty tento
navrh naplnil kvalitu urbanistického a dopravniho
FeSeni, kvalitu architektonického a provozné-funkéniho
FeSeni a predpokladanou efektivnost konstrukZniho
feSeni a energetického konceptu z pohledu investi¢nich
a provoznich néklad mensi mérou nez navrhy, které
byly wbrany pro postup do druhé faze.

Navrh ¢. 8

Ackoli porotu néavrh zauijal, pfi blizsim prostudovani
shledala, Ze vnitfni organizace neni zcela logicka. Jako
diskutabilnf porota hodnotf wwySeni terénu skolniho
pozemku bez zjevné priciny nebo pfinosu. Dle nazoru
poroty tento navrh naplnil kvalitu urbanistického a
dopravniho feSeni, kvalitu architektonického a
provozné-funkeniho feSeni a pfedpokladanou
efektivnost konstrukeniho reseni a energetického
konceptu z pohledu investi¢nich a provoznich nakladd
mensi mérou nez navrhy, které byly vybrany pro postup
do druhé faze.

Navrh ¢ 15

Zvolena forma Skolnf budovy zaujala porotu natolik, Ze
navrh podrobila podrobnéjsimu zkoumani. V navrhu
v3ak shledala jistou rigidnost architektury a nepfilis
zdafilou organizaci vnitfniho usporadani. Dle nazoru
poroty tento navrh naplnil kvalitu urbanistického a
dopravniho feSeni, kvalitu architektonického a
provozné-funkeniho feSeni a pfedpokladanou
efektivnost konstrukeniho reseni a energetického
konceptu z pohledu investi¢nich a provoznich nakladd
mensi mérou nez navrhy, které byly vybrany pro postup
do druhé faze.

Navrh & 21

Porotu v navrhu zauijal jisty optimismus
architektonického vyrazu, ktery v3ak ve vysledku
shledala pomérné schematickym. Dle nazoru poroty
tento navrh naplnil kvalitu urbanistického a dopravniho
reSeni, kvalitu architektonického a provozné-funkcniho
reSenf a predpokladanou efektivnost konstrukéniho
reSenf a energetického konceptu z pohledu investi¢nich
a provoznich néklad mensi mérou nez navrhy, které
byly vwbrany pro postup do druhé faze.

CCEA MOBA

Proposal no. 7

The jury appreciated the simplicity of the interior layout,
as well as the orientation of the building to the
pedestrian zone and the school grounds. Although it
could be strengthened by thorough finalization, this
proposal did not stand in competition due to its the
weaker architectural language. In the opinion of the jury,
this proposal fulfilled the quality of the urban and
transport solutions, the quality of the architectural and
operational-functional solution and the expected
efficiency of the design solution and the energy concept
in terms of investment and operating costs to a lesser
extent than the proposals selected for the second
phase.

Proposal no. 8

Although the jury took interest in this proposal, in closer
study they found that the internal organization was not
entirely logical. As a debatable the jury sees the
elevation of the terrain of the school plot without any
obvious cause or benefit. In the opinion of the jury, this
proposal fulfilled the quality of the urban and transport
solutions, the quality of the architectural and
operational-functional solution and the expected
efficiency of the design solution and the energy concept
in terms of investment and operating costs to a lesser
extent than the proposals selected for the second
phase.

Proposal no. 15

The chosen form of the school building has taken up
the jury so much that they examined the proposal in
greater detail. However, the jurors found there a certain
rigidity of architecture and a not entirely successfully
organized layout. In the opinion of the jury, this
proposal fulfilled the quality of the urban and transport
solutions, the quality of the architectural and
operational-functional solution and the expected
efficiency of the design solution and the energy concept
in terms of investment and operating costs to a lesser
extent than the proposals selected for the second
phase.

Proposal no. 21

The jury in the proposal took a certain optimism of the
architectural expression, but found it rather schematic
in the end. In the opinion of the jury, this proposal
fulfilled the quality of the urban and transport solutions,
the quality of the architectural and operational-
functional solution and the expected efficiency of the
design solution and the energy concept in terms of
investment and operating costs to a lesser extent than
the proposals selected for the second phase.
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Navrh ¢. 38

Porota v navrhu ocenila dobré a fungujici napojeni na
své okoli, jak na viastni pozemek, tak na verfejny prostor.
Samotné FeSenf v3ak shledala pomérné schematickym.
Dle ndzoru poroty tento navrh naplnil kvalitu
urbanistického a dopravniho feseni, kvalitu
architektonického a provozné-funkcniho reseni a
predpokladanou efektivnost konstrukeniho rfeseni a
energetického konceptu z pohledu investi¢nich a
provoznich ndklad® mensi mérou nez navrhy, které byly
vybrany pro postup do druhé faze.

Navrh ¢. 49

Navrh Uspésné propojuje skolnf sportovisté s vefejnym
prostorem. Budova ma viak spiSe korporatni wraz a
vnitfnf usporadani pomérné malou citlivost k tomu, jak
se chovajf a uzivajf prostor déti. Dle nazoru poroty tento
navrh naplnil kvalitu urbanistického a dopravniho
FeSeni, kvalitu architektonického a provozné-funkéniho
FeSeni a pfedpokladanou efektivnost konstrukZniho
FfeSeni a energetického konceptu z pohledu investi¢nich
a provoznich néklad mensi mérou nez navrhy, které
byly wbrany pro postup do druhé faze.

Navrhy ¢. 1,3,4,5,6,9,11,12,13,16, 17,18, 19, 20, 21,
23,24, 25,26,27,28, 29,30, 31,32,34,35,36,37,39,
40,41, 42,43, 44,45, 46, 47,48, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55,
56, 57,60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65 a 66 nenaplnily dle nazoru
poroty, obzvlasté v konkurenci soutéZe, dostatecnou
mérou kvalitu urbanistického a dopravnfho Fesent,
kvalitu architektonického a provozné-funkéniho feseni a
predpokladanou efektivnost konstrukenfho resenf a
energetického konceptu z pohledu investi¢nich a
provoznich nakladu.
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Proposal no. 38

The jury appreciated the good and working connection
to its surroundings, both on its own site and in the
public space. However, the solution itself was quite
schematic. In the opinion of the jury, this proposal
fulfilled the quality of the urban and transport solutions,
the quality of the architectural and operational-
functional solution and the expected efficiency of the
design solution and the energy concept in terms of
investment and operating costs to a lesser extent than
the proposals selected for the second phase.

Proposal no. 49

The design successfully connects school sports grounds
with public spaces. But the building has rather a
corporate expression and an internal arrangement of
relatively low sensitivity to how children are behaving
and using space. In the opinion of the jury, this proposal
fulfilled the quality of the urban and transport solutions,
the quality of the architectural and operational-
functional solution and the expected efficiency of the
design solution and the energy concept in terms of
investment and operating costs to a lesser extent than
the proposals selected for the second phase.

Proposalsnos. 1,3,4,5,6,9,11,12,13,16,17,18, 19,
20,21, 23,24, 25,26, 27,28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 34, 35, 36,
37,39, 40,41, 42,43, 44,45, 46, 47,48, 50, 51, 52, 53,
54, 55, 56, 57, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65 and 66 did not,
according to the jury and especially in competitive
comparison, adequately fulfil the quality of the urban
and transport solution, the quality of the architectural
and operational-functional solution and the expected
efficiency of the design solution and the energy concept
from the point of view of investment and operating
COsts.
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Protokol zpracoval sekretar soutéze:
The protocol was carried out by the competition
secretary:

Karin Grohmannové

Podepsany origindl je k dispozici u zadavatele soutéze.

Original signed copy is at the contracting authority.

Protokol byl schvalen porotou hlasovanim per rollam.
The protocol was approved by the jury per rollam.

CCEA MOBA
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