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1. Ustavujici schiize poroty

Ustavujici schiize probéhla dne 25. 6. 2025 online.

Predsedkyni poroty byla zvolena Lenka Milerova.

Mistopfedsedou poroty byl zvolen Michal Vronsky.

Porota odsouhlasila soutéZni podminky hlasovanim formou per rollam vyhladeném
15. 7. 2025.

2. Vyhlaseni soutéze

Ceska komora architekt vydala k souté&zi potvrzeni regulérnosti 30. 7. 2025 dopisem

€. j. 494-2025/DM/KS.

Soutézni podminky byly schvaleny zadavatelem 30. 7. 2025 usnesenim rady méstské ¢asti
&. RMC/2025/0681.

Soutéz byla zahajena zaslanim oznameni do Véstniku vefejnych zakazek, a to dnem

5. 8. 2025, pod Evidenénim Cislem zakazky Z22025-043827.

3. Vysvétleni soutézni dokumentace
Pfed lhtou pro podani navrh(i bylo vydano 9 vysvétleni zadavaci dokumentace.

4. Prevzeti a pfezkouseni soutéznich navrhili, seznam vS§ech posuzovanych

navrhu

V fadném terminu do 10. 10. 2025 14:00 bylo Fadné odevzdano 23 navrha; zadny neporusil
podminky anonymity. Navrhy byly oznac¢eny nahodnymi €isly neodpovidajicimi zadnému
pofadi odevzdani, pod kterymi byly znamy poroté.

Posuzovany porotou byly navrhy pod Cisly 1-23.
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5. Hodnotici zasedani a rozhodnuti poroty

Zasedani se konalo 17. 10. 2025.

Porota hodnotila jednotlivé navrhy anonymné, tedy bez znalosti toho, kdo je autorem
konkrétnich navrh{. V souladu se soutéznimi podminkami, pouze ucastnici, ktefi obdrzi 1.—
3. cenu, budou vyzvani do navazujiciho JRBU.

Porota rozhodla o udéleni cen:

1. cena — 700 000 K& — navrh &. 17
choc s.r.o., ICO: 17930936

2. cena —500 000 Ké —navrh &. 9
Martin Neruda Architektura s.r.o., ICO: 22053018

3. cena — 350 000 K& — navrh &. 11
Kota atelier s.r.o., ICO: 11679832

4. cena — 100 000 K& — navrh €. 20
AOSI s.r.o., ICO: 06057896

6. Ugastnici soutéze

(Cisla, pod kterymi byly navrhy znamy poroté)

1. BASIC-AAP, slp, ICO: B83797472 (ES)

2. 14.Architekt s.r.0., ICO: 06399258 (CZ2)

3. ateliér adamek, Ing. arch. Jan Adamek, ICO: 70081395 (CZ)
4. Twist design studio Co., LTD., ICO: 0105567028805 (TH)
5. NELE Architects.llp, ICO: ACA-8446 (IN)

6. Nicolod Privileggio (PSAU), ICO: CA54819QF (IT)

7. Studio Makal Pte Ltd, ICO: 201901038W (SG)

8. OCA Architects Prague + CMC architects a.s, ICO: 8262691 / 26145359 (CZ)
9. Martin Neruda Architektura s.r.o., ICO: 22053018 (CZ)
10. Juan Francisco Slednew Rearte, ICO: J.sdw.37 (AR)
11.Kota atelier s.r.0., ICO: 06057896 (CZ)

12.RASTERIX s. r. 0., ICO: 19342039 (CZ)

13. Ignacio Senra, ICO: 51069190J (ES)

14. Stagira Development s.r.0., ICO: 29067821

15. Jaroslav Kedaj, ICO: 06926177 (CZ)

16. majo architekti, ICO: 09706925 (CZ)

17.choc s.r.o., ICO: 17930936 (CZ)

18. Grido, architektura a design, s.r.o., ICO: 25786954 (CZ)
19. MARCIN JOJKO, ICO: 6422430335 (PL)

20.A0SI s.r.0, ICO: 11679832 (CZ)

21.Timarr PH s.r.o., ICO: 08265283 (CZ)

22.archicraft s.r.o., ICO: 28478223 (CZ)

23. Studio Jan Zrzavy, |ICO: CHE-376.765.326 (CH)
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7. Hodnoceni v§ech navrha

Kritéria, podle nichz byly soutézni navrhy vyhodnocovany, byla stanovena

bez pofadi vyznamnosti soutéznimi podminkami (10.1) nasledovné:

Kvalita urbanistického a krajinarského feSeni — komfort a flexibilita uzivani, funkéni
a logické vazby v ramci pozemku a okoli;

—Kovalita architektonického fesSeni — komfort a flexibilita uzivani, funkéni a logické
vazby v dispozi¢nim fedeni;

—Kuvalita navrhu z pohledu udrzitelnosti — nakladani se zdroji, hospodareni s vodou
a energiemi, prace s terénem a vegetaci a celkova Setrnost projektu k zivotnimu
prostredi;

—Technicka uroven navrhu — konstruk&ni, technologicka a materialova feseni;
—Ekonomicka vyhodnost, investiéni a provozni naklady.

Porota navrhy hodnotila podle vySe uvedenych kritérii kvality na zakladé znalosti

a zkuSenosti svych ¢lent. Takové hodnoceni (deklarovano bodem 10.2 soutéznich
podminek) bylo tedy profesionalnim, le¢ subjektivnim nazorem poroty. Tento zptisob
hodnoceni je obecné v soutézZi o navrh standardni a ucastnici soutéZe svou ucasti
Vv ni vyjadrili s timto zpisobem hodnoceni souhlas.

Navrh €. 17 dle nazoru poroty v konkurenci soutéze vyhovél vySe zminénym kritériim
nejlépe a ziskava 1. cenu.

Navrh €. 9 dle nazoru poroty v konkurenci soutéze vyhovél vySe zminénym kritériim
jako druhy nejlepS$i a ziskava 2. cenu.

Navrh €. 11 dle nazoru poroty v konkurenci soutéze vyhovél vy§e zminénym kritériim
jako tfeti nejlepsi a ziskava 3. cenu.

Tito &astnici budou vyzvani do navazujiciho JRBU.

Navrh €. 20 dle nazoru poroty v konkurenci soutéze vyhovél vySe zminénym kritériim
jako Ctvrty nejlepSi a ziskava 4. cenu.

Navrhy €. 1, 2, 3,4,5,6, 7,8, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 18, 19, 21, 22 a 23 v konkurenci
soutéze vyhovély dle nazoru poroty vySe zminénym kritériim niZ8i mérou.
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1. Constitutive Meeting of the Jury

The constitutive meeting took place online on 25 June 2025.

Chair of the Jury: Lenka Milerova

Vice-Chair of the Jury: Michal Vronsky

The jury approved the competition conditions by per rollam voting announced on 15
July 2025.

2. Competition Announcement

The Czech Chamber of Architects issued a confirmation of regularity for the
competition on 30 July 2025, by letter no. 494-2025/DM/KS.

The competition conditions were approved by the Contracting Authority on 30 July
2025, by Resolution of the City District Council No. RMC/2025/0681.

The competition was launched by submitting the notice to the Journal of Public
Contracts on 5 August 2025, under Contract Registration Number Z2025-043827.

3. Clarifications of the Competition Documentation
Before the deadline for submission of proposals, nine clarifications of the
competition documentation were issued.

4. Receipt and Examination of Competition Proposals, List of All Assessed
Proposals

By the official deadline of 10 October 2025 at 14:00, a total of 23 proposals were
duly submitted; none violated the conditions of anonymity.

The proposals were labeled with randomly assigned numbers unrelated to the order
of submission, under which they were known to the jury.

The jury evaluated proposals numbered 1-23.

5. Evaluation Meeting and Jury Decision

The evaluation meeting took place on 17 October 2025.

The jury assessed all proposals anonymously, i.e. without knowing the identities of

the authors.

In accordance with the competition conditions, only the participants who receive the
1st—-3rd prizes will be invited to participate in the subsequent negotiated procedure

with publication.
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The jury decided to award the following prizes:

1st Prize — CZK 700,000 — Proposal No. 17
choc s.r.o., ID No.: 17930936

2nd Prize — CZK 500,000 — Proposal No. 9
Martin Neruda Architektura s.r.o., ID No.: 22053018

3rd Prize — CZK 350,000 — Proposal No. 11
Kota atelier s.r.o., ID No.: 11679832

4th Prize — CZK 100,000 — Proposal No. 20
AOSI s.r.o., ID No.: 06057896

6. Competition Participants

(Numbers correspond to the identifiers under which the proposals were known to the
jury) )

BASIC-AAP, slp, ICO: B83797472 (ES)

14.Architekt s.r.o., ICO: 06399258 (CZ)

ateliér adamek, Ing. arch. Jan Adamek, ICO: 70081395 (CZ)
Twist design studio Co., LTD., ICO: 0105567028805 (TH)
NELE Architects.llp, ICO: ACA-8446 (IN)

Nicold Privileggio (PSAU), ICO: CA54819QF (IT)

Studio Makal Pte Ltd, ICO: 201901038W (SG)

OCA Architects Prague + CMC architects a.s, ICO: 8262691 / 26145359 (CZ)
Martin Neruda Architektura s.r.o., ICO: 22053018 (CZ)
.Juan Francisco Slednew Rearte, ICO: J.sdw.37 (AR)

.Kota atelier s.r.o., ICO: 06057896 (CZ)

.RASTERIX s. r. 0., ICO: 19342039 (CZ2)

.Ignacio Senra, ICO: 51069190J (ES)

. Stagira Development s.r.o., ICO: 29067821

.Jaroslav Kedaj, ICO: 06926177 (CZ)

.majo architekti, ICO: 09706925 (CZ)

.choc s.r.o., ICO: 17930936 (CZ)

. Grido, architektura a design, s.r.o., ICO: 25786954 (C2)
.MARCIN JOJKO, ICO: 6422430335 (PL)

.AOSI s.r.0, ICO: 11679832 (CZ)

.Timarr PH s.r.o., ICO: 08265283 (CZ)

.archicraft s.r.o., ICO: 28478223 (CZ)

. Studio Jan Zrzavy, ICO: CHE-376.765.326 (CH)
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7. Evaluation of All Proposals

The criteria according to which the competition proposals were evaluated were
defined in the competition conditions (Article 10.1), without ranking by importance,
as follows:

— Quality of urban and landscape design — comfort and flexibility of use, functional
and logical spatial relationships within the site and its surroundings;

— Quiality of architectural design — comfort and flexibility of use, functional and
logical relationships in the layout solution;

Praha 3: Bytovy dim Cerveny Dvar P3B
Prague 3: Housing Cerveny dvar 5



— Quality of the proposal from the sustainability perspective — resource
management, water and energy efficiency, work with terrain and vegetation, and
overall environmental sensitivity of the project;

— Technical level of the proposal — structural, technological, and material solutions;
— Economic efficiency — investment and operational costs.

The jury evaluated the proposals according to the above quality criteria based on the
knowledge and professional experience of its members.

As stated in Article 10.2 of the competition conditions, such evaluation represents
the professional yet subjective opinion of the jury. This method of assessment is
standard practice in design competitions, and by participating, all competitors
accepted this approach.

According to the jury’s opinion:

Proposal No. 17 best met the above criteria in the competition and is awarded the
1st prize.

Proposal No. 9 met the above criteria second best and is awarded the 2nd prize.
Proposal No. 11 met the above criteria third best and is awarded the 3rd prize.
These participants will be invited to the subsequent negotiated procedure with
publication.

Proposal No. 20 met the above criteria to the fourth-highest degree and is awarded
the 4th prize.

Proposals Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4,5, 6, 7, 8,10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 18, 19, 21, 22, and 23
met the above criteria to a lesser extent according to the jury’s opinion.
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Zapis

Ustavujici schtze poroty — Bytovy diim Cerveny dvar

Ustavujici schize 25. 6. 2025, 13:00 — 14:00, online na platformé Zoom

Pritomni
Zavisla &ast poroty Michal Vronsky
Pavel Dobe$§
Ondrej Rut
Nikol Krouzek
Jan Bartko
Lada Kolafikova
Nezavisla ¢ast poroty Barbora Slechta VIgkova
Lenka Milerova
Arild Eriksen
Matyas Cigler
Tym administratora Igor Kovacevi¢
Kamila Dr3ata
Karin Grohmannova
Pavla Voltrova (tlumoceni)
Jakub Jurenka (tlumoceni)

NepfFitomni omluveni
Nezavisla ¢ast poroty Boris Redéenkov

1. Pfedstaveni vSech piitomnych

2. Dohoda o honorovani prace nezavislych ¢lent poroty

1000 K¢&/h + cestovni a pfipadné ubytovaci naklady pro nezavislé ¢leny komise. Cas

straveny na cesté neni hrazen.

3. Predstaveni a projednani soutézniho zadani

— Vysvétleni kontextu soutéze

— Pfedmétem soutéze bude urbanisticky navrh celého feSeného Uzemi a detailngjsi
architektonicky navrh prvni ze tfi etap vystavby, tj. bytového domu, ktery zabere
pfiblizné 1/3 pozemku. Maximalni investi¢ni naklady pro prvni etapu jsou stanoveny
na 150 milion K¢&.

— Aby bylo mozné posoudit celkové objemové feSeni navrzeného dokon&eni bloku,
budou soucasti doporu¢eného obsahu odevzdani pohledy na vSechny fasady.
Vzhledem k tomu, Ze pro navrhy objektl 2. a 3. etapy MC planuje vypsat dal$i
soutéze, neni zaru€eno, ze autor vitézného navrhu prvni etapy bude automaticky
projektovat i ty nasleduijici.

— Soutézicim bude zadano, umistit budovu 1 etapy do zapadni €asti bloku, vjezd do
podzemnich garazi do vychodni &asti (z ulice U Staré cihelny)

— Vyuziti dfeva jako hlavniho konstrukéniho materialu bude v soutéznim zadani silné
doporuceno, nikoliv v8ak vyzadovano. Vzhledem k nedavnym zménam v legislative,
které nové umoznuji navrhovat vicepodlazni dfevostavby, je toto doporuceni ze
strany méstské ¢asti nyni technicky i pravné realné proveditelné.
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— K posouzeni pozarnich aspektd navrhi bude pfizvan odbornik na pozarni
bezpecnost. (posuzovat jej bud pfimo na zasedani poroty, nebo pfedem na zakladé
zaslanych navrh)

— Pro prvni etapu vystavby bude poZzadovano koncipovat vdechny byty bezbariérové, i
za cenu moznych vysSich nakladd a mensiho poctu bytd, diky vétSim prostorovym
pozadavkim.

4. Predstaveni a projednani soutéznich podminek

— MC doplni podklady k souvisejicim projektim a zamériim v navazujicim tuzemi (napfr.
tramvajova trat, sousedni projekt FINEP, atd). Podklady budou pfidany do seznamu
soutéznich podkladll v bodé 7.3 soutéznich podminek.

5. Projednani terminli soutéze

Vyhlaseni soutéze je pfedpokladano na 1. 8. 2025 (po schvaleni radou)

Odevzdani soutéznich navrha 10. 10. 2025

Hodnotici zasedani 17. 10. 2025 — cely den (od 9:00), na Praze 3

Potvrzeno vSemi pfitomnymi

6. Volba predsednictva poroty

Na post pfedsedkyné poroty byla navrzena Lenka Milerova, ktera pozici pfijala.

Na post mistopfedsedy byl navrzen Michal Vronsky, ktery pozici pfijal.

S volbou vSichni pfitomni souhlasili.

Zapsala
Kamila Drsata
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Minutes

Constitutive meeting of the jury — Housing Cerveny dvir

The constitutive meeting took place on 25. 6. 2025, 13:00 — 14:00, online on the
platform Zoom

Attndees
Dependent jury Michal Vronsky
Pavel Dobes
Ondiej Rut
Nikol Krouzek
Jan Bartko
Lada Kolafikova
Independent jury Barbora Slechta VIgkova
Lenka Milerova
Arild Eriksen
Matyas Cigler
Administrators team Igor Kovacevié
Kamila Drsata
Karin Grohmannova
Pavla Voltrova (interpretation)
Jakub Jurenka (interpretation)

Absentees excused
Independent jury Boris Redéenkov

1. Introduction of all attendees

2. Agreement on the remuneration of independent jury members

1000 K¢&/h + travel and accommodation expenses for independent jury members.

Travel time is not reimbursed.

3. Presentation and discussion of the competition brief

— Explanation of the competition context

— The competition will cover the urban design of the entire site and a more detailed
architectural design of the first of three construction phases, i.e., a residential
building occupying approximately one-third of the plot. The maximum investment cost
for the first phase is set at 150 million CZK.

— To allow assessment of the overall volumetric solution of the proposed block
completion, submissions should include elevations of all facades. Since the city plans
to announce further competitions for the designs of the 2nd and 3rd phases, it is not
guaranteed that the winner of the first phase design will automatically design the
following phases.

— Competitors will be instructed to place the building of the first phase in the western
part of the block, with the underground parking garage entrance located in the
eastern part (from the street U Staré cihelny).

— The use of wood as the primary structural material will be strongly recommended in
the competition brief but not mandatory. Due to recent legislative changes allowing
multi-storey timber constructions, this recommendation from the municipal district is
now technically and legally feasible.
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— A fire safety expert will be invited to assess the fire safety aspects of the proposals
(either present at the jury meeting or evaluating the submissions beforehand).

— For the first construction phase, all apartments are required to be barrier-free, even if
this may result in higher costs and fewer units due to increased spatial requirements.

4. Presentation and discussion of competition conditions

— The city will supplement the brief with documentation related to adjacent projects and
intentions in the surrounding area (e.g., tram line, neighbouring FINEP project, etc.).
These documents will be added to the list of competition materials under section 7.3
of the competition conditions.

5. Setting the dates of jury meetings

Competition announcement expected on 1. 8. 2025 (after city council approval)

Proposal submission deadline: 10. 10. 2025

Jury evaluation meeting 17. 10. 2025 — full day (from 9:00), in Prague 3

Confirmed by all attendees

6. Election of the jury chair and vice chair

Lenka Milerova was suggested for the post of Jury Chair and accepted this position.

Michal Vronsky, was suggested for the post of Jury Vice Chair and accepted this position.

All present agreed to the election

Minutes taken by
Kamila DrSata
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Zapis / Minutes

Hodnotici zasedani / Evaluation meeting
Praha 3: Bytovy dum Cerveny Dvur / Prague 3: Housing Cerveny dvur
Praha, 17. 10. 2025, 9:00-17:00

Pritomni / Present

Nezavisla ¢ast poroty / Independent
Lenka Milerova

Arild Eriksen

Boris Red&enkov

Barbora Slechta VIEkova
Matyas Cigler

Zavisla Cast poroty / Dependent
Michal Vronsky

Pavel Dobes

Ondfej Rut

Jan Bartko

Lada Kolafikova

Nikol Krouzek

Tym administratora

Karin Grohmannova

Igor Kovacevié

NepfFitomni / Absent

Zavisla ¢ast poroty / Dependent
Robert Hoffmann

English transcript below

Navrhy byly s porotou sdileny den pfed zasedanim.

Porota se se$la v 9:00, zaznéla zprava o pfezkousSeni — 23 navrhud bylo doru¢eno
v€as a fadné a pod nahodné pfidélenymi Cisly 1—-23 budou dnes porotci a
porotkynémi posuzovany.

Po diskuzi o nasledném postupu se porota rozdélila na tfi skupiny, které se v ramci
samostudia navrhl soustfedily na konkrétni navrhy:

Navrhy 1-8: Lenka Milerova, Lada Kolafikova, Ondiej Rut

Navrhy 9—-16: Arild Eriksen, Matyas Cigler, Pavel Dobes, Nikol Krouzek

Navrhy 17-23: Boris Red&enkov, Michal Vronsky, Barbora Slechta VIgkova, Jan
Bartko

Na samostudium byl pavodné vyc¢lenén ¢as do 10:30, mirné se protahlo, okamzité
po ném nasledovala diskuze o jednotlivych navrzich. Pfislu§na skupina vzdy sv(j
navrh pfedstavila a zahgjila tak diskuzi ve spoleéném plénu.

10:43 Diskuze o navrzich 1-8

11:06 Diskuze o navrzich 9-16

11:43 Diskuze o navrzich 17-23
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12:27 Z diskuze vyplynulo relativné jasné nékolik kandidatd, o kterych by chtéla
porota jednat dale. Bylo proto vyhlaseno hlasovani o kazdém navrhu.

Hlasujicimi jsou: Lenka Milerova, Arild Eriksen, Boris Red&enkov, Barbora Slechta
Vickova a Michal Vronsky, Pavel Dobe$, Ondrej Rut

Hlasovani o tom, aby navrh postoupil v dneSnim hodnoceni dale:
Navrh 1: 3 pro — 4 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Nepostupuje
Navrh 2: 0 pro — 7 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Nepostupuje
Navrh 3: 0 pro — 7 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Nepostupuje
Navrh 4: 0 pro — 7 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Nepostupuje
Navrh 5: 0 pro — 7 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Nepostupuje
Navrh 6: 0 pro — 7 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Nepostupuje
Navrh 7: 0 pro — 7 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Nepostupuje
Navrh 8: 7 pro — 0 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Postupuje
Navrh 9: 7 pro — 0 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Postupuje
Navrh 10: 0 pro — 7 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Nepostupuje
Navrh 11: 7 pro — 0 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Postupuje
Navrh 12: 0 pro — 7 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Nepostupuje
Navrh 13: 0 pro — 7 proti — 0 zdrZel/a se. Nepostupuje
Navrh 14: 0 pro — 7 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Nepostupuje
Navrh 15: 0 pro — 7 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Nepostupuje
Navrh 16: 7 pro — 0 proti — 0 zdrzZel/a se. Postupuje
Navrh 17: 7 pro — 0 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Postupuje
Navrh 18: 6 pro — 1 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Postupuje
Navrh 19: 2 pro — 5 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Nepostupuje
Navrh 20: 5 pro — 2 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Postupuje
Navrh 21: 0 pro — 7 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Nepostupuje
Navrh 22: 0 pro — 7 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Nepostupuje
Navrh 23: 0 pro — 7 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Nepostupuje

Do dalSiho hodnoceni postoupily navrhy 8, 9, 11, 16, 17, 18, 20.
12:40 pfestavka na obéd

Ve 13:25 vyhlasila porota kratké samostudium postoupivSich navrhu, po kterém se
opét sesla ke spolecné diskuzi.

13:44 Diskuze o navrhu 8

13:56 Diskuze o navrhu 9

14:07 Diskuze o navrhu 11

14:17 Diskuze o navrhu 16

14:28 Diskuze o navrhu 17

14:39 Diskuze o navrhu 18

14:50 Diskuze o navrhu 20

15:01 Diskuze nad vSemi navrhy v porovnani a navrhy na dalSi postup. Z diskuze
vyplynulo, o kterych navrzich porota uvazuje jako o kandidatech na ziskani cen
spojenych s vyzvanim k Gdéasti v JRBU (1., 2. a 3.). Bylo proto vyhlaeno hlasovani o
kazdém navrhu.
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Hlasovani o tom, aby navrh postoupil v hodnoceni dale a ziskal 1., 2. nebo 3. cenu:
Navrh 8: 1 pro — 6 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Neziska 1., 2. nebo 3. cenu.

Navrh 9: 6 pro — 1 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Muze ziskat 1., 2. nebo 3. cenu.

Navrh 11: 6 pro — 1 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Mize ziskat 1., 2. nebo 3. cenu.

Navrh 16: 0 pro — 7 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Neziska 1., 2. nebo 3. cenu.

Navrh 17: 6 pro — 1 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Mlze ziskat 1., 2. nebo 3. cenu.

Navrh 18: 2 pro — 5 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Neziska 1., 2. nebo 3. cenu.

Navrh 20: 0 pro — 7 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Neziska 1., 2. nebo 3. cenu.

15:25 Vedla se kratka diskuze o udéleni Ctvrté ceny, na jejimz zakladé bylo
vyhlaseno hlasovani.

Hlasovani o tom, aby navrh 20 ziskal 4. cenu:

5 pro — 2 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Navrh 20 ziskal 4. cenu.

15:35 Diskuze o vSech kandidatech na 1.-3. cenu. Kazdy porotce se vyjadfil
k pfipadnému poradi a své preference oduvodnil.

16:10 Z diskuze vyplynulo, o kterych navrzich porota uvazuje jako o kandidatech na
konkrétni ceny spojené s vyzvanim k udasti v JRBU (1., 2. a 3.). Bylo proto
vyhladeno hlasovani o kazdém navrhu.

Hlasovani o tom, aby navrh 11 ziskal 3. cenu:
6 pro — 1 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Navrh 11 ziskal 3. cenu.

Hlasovani o tom, aby navrh 9 ziskal 2. cenu:
6 pro — 1 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Navrh 9 ziskal 2. cenu.

Hlasovani o tom, aby navrh 17 ziskal 1. cenu:
6 pro — 1 proti — 0 zdrzel/a se. Navrh 17 ziskal 1. cenu.

16:13 Porota se shodla, Ze jsou vS§ichni s pofadim i prtbéhem dne spokojeni. Nikdo
si nepfal Zzadné z hlasovani revokovat.

Administrator pfipomnél nasledny harmonogram a ml€enlivost o vysledcich, ke které
se vSichni pfitomni zavazali, az do rozeslani rozhodnuti o vybéru nejvhodnéjSich
navrhu zadavatelem.

Vzhledem k tomu, Zze komentare k jednotlivym navrhim byly zapisovany prabézné,
mohla porota své zasedani oficialné ukon¢it 16:33.
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Zapis / Minutes

The proposals were shared with the jury the day before the meeting.

The jury convened at 9:00 a.m., and the report on the review process was presented
— 23 proposals had been delivered on time and in proper form and, under randomly
assigned numbers 1-23, would be assessed today by the jury members.

After discussing the subsequent procedure, the jury divided into three groups, each
focusing on specific proposals for individual study:

Proposals 1-8: Lenka Milerova, Lada Kolafikova, Ondfej Rut

Proposals 9-16: Arild Eriksen, Matyas Cigler, Pavel Dobe$§, Nikol Krouzek
Proposals 17-23: Boris Red€enkov, Michal Vronsky, Barbora Slechta VIgkova, Jan
Bartko

The time originally allocated for individual study was until 10:30, but it slightly
overran, and was immediately followed by a discussion of each proposal. Each
group presented its assigned proposals and initiated a joint plenary discussion.
10:43 Discussion of proposals 1-8

11:06 Discussion of proposals 9-16

11:43 Discussion of proposals 17-23

12:27 The discussion clearly revealed several candidates that the jury wished to
evaluate further. Therefore, a vote was held on each proposal.

Voting members: Lenka Milerova, Arild Eriksen, Boris Red¢enkov, Barbora Slechta
Vi¢kova, Michal Vronsky, Pavel DobeS, Ondrej Rut

Voting on whether a proposal should proceed to the next round of evaluation:
Proposal 1: 3 for — 4 against — 0 abstained. Does not proceed
Proposal 2: 0 for — 7 against — 0 abstained. Does not proceed
Proposal 3: 0 for — 7 against — 0 abstained. Does not proceed
Proposal 4: 0 for — 7 against — 0 abstained. Does not proceed
Proposal 5: 0 for — 7 against — 0 abstained. Does not proceed
Proposal 6: 0 for — 7 against — 0 abstained. Does not proceed
Proposal 7: 0 for — 7 against — 0 abstained. Does not proceed
Proposal 8: 7 for — 0 against — 0 abstained. Proceeds

Proposal 9: 7 for — 0 against — 0 abstained. Proceeds

Proposal 10: 0 for — 7 against — 0 abstained. Does not proceed
Proposal 11: 7 for — 0 against — 0 abstained. Proceeds
Proposal 12: 0 for — 7 against — 0 abstained. Does not proceed
Proposal 13: 0 for — 7 against — 0 abstained. Does not proceed
Proposal 14: 0 for — 7 against — 0 abstained. Does not proceed
Proposal 15: 0 for — 7 against — 0 abstained. Does not proceed
Proposal 16: 7 for — 0 against — 0 abstained. Proceeds
Proposal 17: 7 for — 0 against — 0 abstained. Proceeds
Proposal 18: 6 for — 1 against — 0 abstained. Proceeds
Proposal 19: 2 for — 5 against — 0 abstained. Does not proceed
Proposal 20: 5 for — 2 against — 0 abstained. Proceeds
Proposal 21: 0 for — 7 against — 0 abstained. Does not proceed
Proposal 22: 0 for — 7 against — 0 abstained. Does not proceed
Proposal 23: 0 for — 7 against — 0 abstained. Does not proceed
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Proposals 8, 9, 11, 16, 17, 18, and 20 advanced to the next stage of evaluation.
12:40 Lunch break

At 13:25, the jury announced a short individual review of the shortlisted proposals,
followed by a joint discussion.

13:44 Discussion of proposal 8

13:56 Discussion of proposal 9

14:07 Discussion of proposal 11

14:17 Discussion of proposal 16

14:28 Discussion of proposal 17

14:39 Discussion of proposal 18

14:50 Discussion of proposal 20

15:01 Discussion comparing all proposals and suggestions for further steps. The
discussion revealed which proposals the jury considered as candidates for the
awards associated with invitations to participate in the negotiated procedure with
publication (1st, 2nd, and 3rd prizes). Therefore, a vote was held on each proposal.

Voting on whether a proposal should continue in the evaluation and be eligible for
the 1st, 2nd, or 3rd prize:

Proposal 8: 1 for — 6 against — 0 abstained. Will not receive a (15, 2" or 3') prize.
Proposal 9: 6 for — 1 against — 0 abstained. Eligible for a (15!, 2" or 3") prize.
Proposal 11: 6 for — 1 against — 0 abstained. Eligible for a (15, 2"4 or 3'%) prize.
Proposal 16: 0 for — 7 against — 0 abstained. Will not receive a (1st, 2" or 3™) prize.
Proposal 17: 6 for — 1 against — 0 abstained. Eligible for a (15!, 2"4 or 3'%) prize.
Proposal 18: 2 for — 5 against — 0 abstained. Will not receive a (15, 2" or 3) prize.
Proposal 20: 0 for — 7 against — 0 abstained. Will not receive a (1st, 2" or 3™) prize.

15:25 A brief discussion was held on awarding a fourth prize, after which a vote was
conducted.

Voting on whether proposal 20 should receive the 4th prize:

5 for — 2 against — 0 abstained. Proposal 20 received the 4th prize.

15:35 Discussion of all candidates for the 1st—3rd prizes. Each juror expressed their
opinion on the possible ranking and justified their preferences.

16:10 The discussion clarified which proposals the jury considered for specific
awards associated with the invitation to participate in the negotiated procedure with
publication (1st, 2nd, and 3rd prizes). Voting was therefore held on each proposal.

Voting on whether proposal 11 should receive the 3rd prize:
6 for — 1 against — 0 abstained. Proposal 11 received the 3rd prize.

Voting on whether proposal 9 should receive the 2nd prize:
6 for — 1 against — 0 abstained. Proposal 9 received the 2nd prize.

Voting on whether proposal 17 should receive the 1st prize:
6 for — 1 against — 0 abstained. Proposal 17 received the 1st prize.
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16:13 The jury agreed that everyone was satisfied with the ranking and the course of
the day. No one wished to revoke any of the votes.

The administrator reminded the jury of the subsequent timeline and of the
confidentiality of the results, to which all present committed themselves until the
contracting authority officially announces the decision on the selection of the most
suitable proposals.

As comments on individual proposals had been recorded continuously, the jury could
officially conclude its session at 16:33.
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or Central European Architecture

Prezencni listina & ¢estné prohlaseni
Attendance list & sworn statement

Hodnotici zasedani / Evaluation meeting

Praha 3: Bytovy diam Cerveny Dvur / Prague 3: Housing C:

veny dvur

Praha, 17. 10. 2025

Timto v sou'sislosti se soutézi prohlasuji, ze:

Svou funkci budu vykonavat nestranné.

Neucastni./a jsem se, pfimo ani nepfimo, na zadném ze souté

Budu zaci »vavat miéenlivost o véech skuteénostech. inform:

v souvislosti se soutézi dozvim, nebo které mi v této souvislo

odvolani : davatelem nebc administratorem soutéze

Nejsem v sztahu k soutézi o navrh (zadavacimu fizeni) ve s

Clenky/Cle :a poroty neohrozuji tranzparentni prabéh

Jsem nez- visla/nezavisly na zadavzteli (plati pouze pro neza

connection with the Competition, | hereby declare that:
| will carry out my duties impartially.

znich navrha.

ich a podkladech, o nichz se

li budou predany, a to a# do

2tu zajma, tzn., Ze mé zéjmy coby

islou €ast poroty)

| have not participaled, directly or indirectly, on any competition proposals.
I will maintain the confidentiality of all facts, information and documents, which come to my

knowledge or = ommunicated to me in connection with the competition until revoked by the
awarding au" =ity or the competition administrator.
I do not havs  conflict of interest in relation to the design comp-ition (procurement procedure),
i.e. my inter: as a jury member do not jeopardise the transpa:ncy of the procedure
| am indepe it of the contracting zuthority (only for independ:. t jury members)
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Prezencni listina & &estné prohlaseni
Attendance list & sworn statement

Hodnotici zasedani / Evaluation meeting

Praha 3: Bytovy diim Cerveny Dvir / Prague 3: Housing Cerveny dviir

Praha, 17. 10. 2025

Timto v souvislosti se soutézi prohlasuji, ze:

In

Svou funkci budu vykonéavat nestranné.

Neucastnil/a jsem se, pfimo ani nepfimo, na zadném ze soutéznich navrhi.

Budu zachovavat mi¢enlivost o vech skute&nostech, informacich a podkladech, o nichz se

v souvislosti se soutézi dozvim, nebo které mi v této souvislosti budou pfedany, a to az do
odvolani zadavatelem nebo administratorem soutéze.

Nejsem ve vztahu k soutézi o navrh (zadavacimu fizeni) ve stfetu zajmi, tzn., Ze mé zajmy coby
¢lenky/Elena poroty neohrozuji transparentni pribéh.

Jsem nezavisla/nezavisly na zadavateli (plati pouze pro nezavislou &ast poroty)

connection with the Competition, | hereby declare that:

I will carry out my duties impartially.

I have not participated, directly or indirectly, on any competition proposals.

| will maintain the confidentiality of all facts, information and documents, which come to my
knowledge or are communicated to me in connection with the competition until revoked by the
awarding authority or the competition administrator.

I do not have a conflict of interest in relation to the design competition (procurement procedure),
i.e. my interests as a jury member do not jeopardise the transparency of the procedure.

I am independent of the contracting authority (only for independent jury members).

Karin Grohmannova
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Komentar poroty / Jury comments

1. cena
17

Navrh 17 predstavuje odvazny a sebevédomy koncept méstského bydleni, ktery se jasné
vymezuje vici béznému developerskému pfistupu. Tfi samostatné, ale koncepcné soudrzné
domy vytvareji blok pfirozené definovany vuci okolnimu méstu. Urbanisticky navrh funguje
presvédcivé — propojuje ulici s vnitroblokem, aktivuje parter a pfinasi sou€asnou interpretaci
pavlacového domu. Bytové jednotky jsou velikostné i dispozicné vyvazené a jejich poCet dava
projektu dobrou ekonomickou logiku. Konstrukéni feSeni, kombinace Zelezobetonu s CLT panely,
a dispozi¢ni feSeni jsou racionalni a funkéni, s dirazem na komunitni prostory a sdileny parter.
Architektonicky vyraz je syrovy a pfimy; pravé tato neuhlazenost se stava jeho charakteristickym
rysem a vytvari symbolickou narazku na méstskou €ast, pro kterou vznika. PfestoZe nékteré
¢asti, zejména narozi a stfedni dim, mohou pUsobit pfili§ uzaviené a vyvolavaji otazky ohledné
méfitka a ohleduplnosti vuci sousedim, celek porota ocenila jako autentickou a vyraznou
interpretaci souéasného méstského bydleni na Zizkové. Aékoli naptiklad v detailu dispozic by
mohl doznat ur€itych zmén, navrh je velice silny svou koncepci, potencialem i odvahou vytvofrit
novy typ méstského bloku, a proto mu porota udéluje prvni cenu.

2. cena
9

Navrh 9 pfedstavuje kultivovany a vyvazeny pfistup k méstskému bydleni. Doplfuje blok
pfirozené, s dirazem na dobfe ztvarnéné narozi, prehledny vstup a méfitko uli¢niho prostoru.
Vnitini dvar je feSen jako sdileny prostor s dostate¢nou vrstvou pldy pro plnohodnotnou zelen a
pfimym kontaktem denniho stacionare, ktery obohacuje zivot domu i jeho okoli. Dispozice bytu
jsou promyslené a diky dvojici komunika€nich jader umozniuji pfiéné prosvétleni i variabilitu
velikosti, i kdyz toto feSeni neni nejuspornéjsi z hlediska provozu. Konstrukéni systém, v souladu
s technickymi pozadavky, kombinuje Zelezobetonovy skelet s CLT panely. Architektonicky vyraz
pusobi klidné a pfirozenég, s jemnou narazkou na tradi¢ni pavlacové domy. Prvni etapa tvofi
nejmensi ¢ast celého bloku, pfesto plsobi celistvé a presvédcivé. Vysledkem je krasny, civilni
dim, ktery plsobi sebevédomé, ale zlistava vstficny ke svému okoli, a proto mu porota udéluje
druhou cenu.

3. cena
11

Navrh 11 pfedstavuje dvojici domud propojenych pergolovym krékem, ktery pfirozené doplfiuje
vnitroblok a podporuje jeho socialni vyuziti. Etapizace je zpracovana promyslené a umozhuje
samostatné fungovani jednotlivych €asti v€etné garazi, coz navrhu dodava znacnou flexibilitu.
Dispozice jsou funkéni, avSak misty komplikované v disledku méné stastného umisténi
komunikacnich jader, které generuje provozni nejasnosti. Konstrukéni feSeni kombinuje
zelezobeton a CLT panely, ¢imz vytvari pfiméfené robustni a zaroven ekologicky citlivy systém.
Parter je doplnén dennim stacionafem a mensimi provozy, které aktivuji dvur i uliéni prostor.
Architektonicky vyraz je stfidmy a kultivovany, bez zbyte€né expresivity, a spolu s pfFivétivym
vnitroblokem pfedstavuje kvalitni a realistické feSeni, byt spiSe konzervativni a méné invenéni,
které podle poroty zasluhuje tfeti cenu.

4. cena
20

Navrh 20 pracuje s konceptem vyrazné prostorové prostupnosti a vizualniho propojeni bytd, které
je podporeno pouzitim luxferd a otevienych vnitfnich priihledd. Tento princip plsobi u mensich
jednotek svéze a originalné, u vétsich byt v§ak ztraci logiku i komfort. Dispozi¢ni FeSeni je
kvalitni a ma potencial, konstrukéni pfistup ale omezuje moznost bezbariérového uzivani a
vytvari technické komplikace. Dvur umistény nad garazi ubira prostoru pfirozenost a ekologickou
kvalitu. Celkové jde o zajimavy koncept s kvalitnimi padorysy, ktery by si vyzadal dal$i
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rozpracovani smerem k realné proveditelnosti, vSak svou ideovou svéZesti a otevienosti pfistupu
porotu zaujal natolik, Ze mu udélila &tvrtou cenu.

1

Navrh 1 urbanisticky neodpovida zadani a popira snahu o upevnéni méstské struktury, aniz by z
téchto zmén dokazal tézit. Umisténi byt pfimo v parteru porota nepovazuje za vhodné feSeni.
Celkovy koncept pusobi neujasnéné a vykazuje fadu chyb v zakladnim uspofadani.

2

Navrh 2 pfedstavuje pomérné nizkou stavbu, ktera nevyuziva pIné potencial uzemi, jak jej
umoznuje Uzemni studie a Uzemni plan. Toto rozhodnuti neni pfesvédcivé zdlvodnéno —
napfiklad pfedsazena konstrukce s loubim nepfinasi pro okoli ani pro samotny projekt vyraznéjsi
kvalitu. Architektonicky vyraz nepusobi zcela sou¢asné a neodpovida méstskym souvislostem.

3

Navrh 3 pfistupuje k zadani velmi doslovné a nerozviji principy uzemni studie. Hmotové feSeni
pusobi spiSe formalné nez logicky a mnoha rozhodnuti pfi navrhovani porota nevnima jako
racionalni ani poeticka. Ustoupeni objemu neni dostate¢né opodstatnéné a prace s narozimi a
osami neni v navrhu pfesvédcivé zvladnuta.

4

Hmotova konfigurace navrhu 4 omezuje moznost budouci dostavby a zaroven komplikuje
oslunéni bytd. Urbanistické feSeni porota povazuje za nevhodné, zejména kvli volbé solitérni
formy, ktera postrada logiku v méstském kontextu. Konstrukéni systém, zvolené materialy a
funk&ni feSeni nejsou vhodnou volbou s ohledem na mistni klima a normové pozadavky.

5

Navrh 5 pfedstavuje neujasnéné urbanistické feSeni s nékolika problematickymi prvky — slepymi
fasadami, neaktivnim parterem a nelogicky sefiznutym narozim. Dispozi¢ni uspofadani plsobi
komplikované a néktera rozhodnuti, napfiklad umisténi sklepnich kéji v obytnych podlazich,
nejsou vhodnou volbou z hlediska provozu ani ekonomiky.

6

TFi samostatné stojici objemy navrhu 6 nenapliuji princip uzavieného méstského bloku a
nevytvareji kvalitni vefejny prostor. Architektonicky vyraz je stfidmy, avSak bez jasného konceptu
¢i navaznosti na okolni zastavbu. Dispozi¢ni feSeni pUsobi neefektivné a systém vertikalnich
komunikaci neni vhodnou volbou z hlediska provozu. Navrh rovnéz vykazuje nedostatky v oblasti
pozarni bezpecnosti.

7

Navrh 7 splfiuje zakladni urbanistické pozadavky, avSak jeho hmotoveé feSeni vytvari
neodlvodnéné zalomeni a Sikmé tvary. Snaha o maximalni prosvétleni vede k nepraktickym
dispozicim a provozné komplikovanému feSeni. Architektonicky vyraz postrada jasnou koncepci a
pusobi spiSe formalné nez logicky.

8

Funkéni usporadani je v navrhu 8 u bloku i jednotlivych bytd promyslené a v souladu s Gzemnim
planem. Konstrukéni feseni je technicky vhodné, splfiuje bezbariérové standardy a v plidorysech
predstavuje realisticky, t¢émér univerzalni, pfistup k vystavbé méstského domu. Vefejny prostor je
zpracovan kultivované — podloubi a uli¢ni parter pfispivaji k pfirozené aktivité ulice. Negativem je
pIné zastavéna parcela a neprakticky tvar pro etapizaci, ktery dovoluje navrhu piné fungovat az
po kompletnim dokonceni vSech etap. Piebytek parkovacich stani v podzemi i jednostranna
orientace bytl snizuji efektivitu navrhu. Architektonicky vyraz pusobi misty az agresivné vuci
svému okoli, napfiklad formulaci narozi nebo pouzitim sklenénych balkond smérem do ulice.

10
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Architektonické i urbanistické feSeni navrhu 10 neni prfesvédcivé. Expresivni hmotové pojeti a
téZkopadné proporce jsou v rozporu s méfitkem okolni zastavby. Navrh postrada jasnou koncepci
a nevyuziva potencial vefejného parteru.

12

Navrh 12 porota vnima jako obtizné Citelny a graficky nepfehledny. Hmotové i dispozi¢ni feseni
pusobi nesrozumitelné a postrada jasny systém. Vnitini chodby komplikuji orientaci a snizuji
kvalitu bytu. Pfes zfejmou snahu o osobity pfistup navrh nepfinasi presvédcivy vysledek.

13

Navrh 13 plsobi spiSe dojmem administrativni nez obytné stavby. Hmotové FeSeni tfi domu
vytvari roztfistény méstsky blok a postrada méfitko odpovidajici bydleni. Projektu chybi
privétivost a schopnost podporovat sousedskeé interakce. Konstrukéni logika je racionalni a navrh
je prehledné a profesionalné prezentovan.

14

Navrh 14 je obtizné pIné posoudit vzhledem k vyraznym grafickym rozhodnutim v prezentaci.
Kladné Ize hodnotit celkovou kompozici a praci s vnitroblokem, ktery umozruje vysadbu strom( v
rostlém terénu. Otazniky v8ak vzbuzuje dlouha vnitfni chodba v bytovych dispozicich i koncepce
velké komercni jednotky v parteru. V mensim méfitku pUsobi dispozi¢ni feSeni spiSe primérné.

15

Navrh 15 pfinasi riznorodéjsi feSeni vnitrobloku a rozdéleni hmot podle odliSného zpracovani
fasad. Aktivni parter je pozitivnim prvkem, avSak navrzené parkovani je komplikované a
problematické. Bytové jednotky jsou malé a malo komfortni, coz umochuje nevyvazeny
architektonicky vyraz. Celkové dispozi¢ni schéma plsobi plytvavé a zamérfuje se spiSe na provoz
automobill a technické zazemi nez na kvalitu bydleni.

16

Navrh 16 vytvafi zivé uliéni prostiedi a pfijemny vnitroblok s vyvazenymi svételnymi podminkami.
Dispozice bytl jsou pfehledné, efektivni a dostate¢né komfortni, diky éemuz projekt plsobi
pfirozené a velkoryse. Konstrukcni feSeni je racionalni a podporuje Citelnost pudorysu,
vyZadovalo by v8ak dopracovani v detailech parteru a poZarnich souvislosti. Urbanisticky se
navrh hlasi k tradi€nimu prazskému méfitku, avsak pfizemi je zbyte€né slozité a misty
neprehledné. Kombinace kavarny a mensSich komerénich jednotek pusobi pfirozené, zatimco
celkovy objem domu je spiSe robustni a méné diferencovany.

18

Navrh 18 pracuje s rozvolnénou figurou tfi samostatnych domf, ktera je pro dané uzemi méné
vhodna. Dispozice bytl jsou pfehledné, logicky uspofadané a opiraji se o jednoduché, technicky
realizovatelné konstrukéni feSeni. Chodbovy typ domu zuZzuje vnitroblok a omezuje pfistup
denniho svétla, pfesto navrh nabizi kultivovany dvir se zeleni a terasami. Architektonicky vyraz
je soucasny a zdrzenlivy, ale jednotlivé domy plsobi vici sobé i okoli izolované. Porota ocenila,
Ze prvni etapa muze fungovat samostatné, celkové vSak navrh postrada soudrznost a
urbanistickou presvédcivost.

19

Rozvolnéné urbanistické feSeni navrhu 19 popira princip vnitrobloku. TFi jadra kolem centralniho
schodisté predstavuji logické provozni feSeni, avSak nizka podlaznost snizuje efektivitu poctu
bytl. Byty jsou velkorysé, ale méné pocetné. Otevieny architektonicky vyraz alespofi naznacuje
snahu o komunikaci s okolim.

21

Navrh 21 nabizi uspornou vnitini dispozici, ale ztraci socialni rozmér, ktery je pro soutézni zadani
zasadni. Projekt se pfiblizuje standardnimu developerskému feSeni a vytvafi stisnény vnitroblok s
omezenou kvalitou pobytového prostoru. Porota v ném nevidi vyraznéjsi pfidanou hodnotu ani
urbanistickou invenci.
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22

Navrh 22 plsobi jako typicky developersky projekt. Uzavieny blok negeneruje kvalitni spole¢né
prostory a zUstava formalné i provozné pramérny. Dispozi¢ni feSeni odpovida béznému
schodiStovému standardu, garaz pod dvorem a zelefi ve vanach nepfispivaji k pfijemnému
méstskému prostiedi. Architektonicky vyraz je nevyrazny a bez osobitosti.

23

Navrh 23 pracuje s pavlaovym typem domu a kompaktnim, uzavifenym vnitroblokem. Dvdr je
velkorysy, av§ak pavlace nepfinaseji ocekavany socialni pfinos. Dispozice bytl jsou schematické
a prehnané racionalni, podobné jako celkové pojeti navrhu. Architektonicky vyraz plsobi malo
citlivé a postrada vyraznéjsi identitu, pfesto je prezentace kultivovana a prehledna.
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1st Prize
17

Proposal 17 presents a bold and self-confident concept of urban housing that clearly
distinguishes itself from conventional developer schemes. Three separate yet conceptually
coherent buildings form a block naturally defined in relation to the surrounding city. Urbanistically,
the project works convincingly — it connects the street with the courtyard, activates the ground
floor and offers a contemporary interpretation of the traditional gallery-access house. The
apartments are well balanced in size and layout, and their number gives the project sound
economic logic. The structural design, using reinforced concrete with CLT panels, and spatial
design is rational and functional, with an emphasis on communal spaces and a shared ground
floor. The architectural expression is raw and direct; it is precisely this roughness that becomes
its defining feature, creating a symbolic reference to the urban district for which it is designed.
Although some parts — particularly the corner and the central building — may feel overly closed
and raise questions of scale and neighbourly sensitivity, the jury regarded the whole as an
authentic and distinctive interpretation of contemporary urban living in Zizkov. Although, for
example, certain adjustments could be made to the detailed layout, the proposal is exceptionally
strong in its overall concept, potential, and courage to create a new type of urban block;
therefore, the jury awards it the first prize.

2nd Prize
9

Proposal 9 represents a refined and balanced approach to urban housing. It complements the
existing block naturally, with emphasis on a well-composed corner, a clear entrance and an
appropriate street scale. The inner courtyard is designed as a shared space with enough soil
depth for full-grown greenery and direct contact with the day-care centre, enriching the life of the
building and its surroundings. The apartment layouts are carefully considered; two circulation
cores allow cross-lighting and typological variety, though this solution is not the most economical
in operation. The structural system, combining a reinforced-concrete frame with CLT panels,
meets technical requirements and ensures stability and clarity. The architectural expression is
calm and natural, with a subtle reference to traditional gallery-type housing. The first stage,
although the smallest part of the block, appears complete and convincing. The result is a
beautiful, understated building that is confident yet friendly to its surroundings, for which the jury
awards the second prize.

3rd Prize
11

Proposal 11 consists of a pair of buildings linked by a pergola-like connector that naturally
extends the courtyard and supports its social use. The phasing strategy is well thought out and
allows each part, including the garages, to function independently, giving the project notable
flexibility. The layouts are functional but locally complicated due to the less successful positioning
of the circulation cores, which causes some operational ambiguities. The structural design
combines reinforced concrete with CLT panels, creating a suitably robust yet environmentally
conscious system. The ground floor includes a day-care centre and smaller commercial spaces
that activate both the courtyard and the street. The architectural expression is restrained and
cultivated, free of unnecessary expressiveness, and together with the welcoming courtyard forms
a high-quality and realistic design — somewhat conservative and less inventive, yet deserving of
the third prize, according to the jury.

4th Prize
20

Proposal 20 explores a concept of strong spatial permeability and visual interconnection between
apartments, supported by the use of glass blocks and interior openings. This principle feels fresh
and original in smaller units but loses logic and comfort in larger ones. The apartment layouts are
well designed and promising, though the structural concept limits barrier-free access and
introduces technical difficulties. The courtyard placed above the garage reduces the natural and
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ecological quality of the outdoor space. Overall, it is an intriguing concept with well-considered
plans that would benefit from further development towards technical feasibility. Nevertheless, the
idea’s freshness and openness impressed the jury, which therefore awarded it the fourth prize.

1

Proposal 1 does not respond to the competition brief and contradicts the intent to consolidate the
urban structure, without taking advantage of the changes it introduces. The placement of
apartments directly on the ground floor is not considered an appropriate solution. The overall
concept feels unclear and shows a number of basic layout errors.

2

Proposal 2 presents a relatively low building that does not fully utilise the potential of the site as
allowed by the urban study and the zoning plan. This decision is not convincingly justified — for
example, the projecting structure with an arcade adds little quality either to the surroundings or to
the project itself. The architectural expression does not appear fully contemporary and fails to
relate to the urban context.

3

Proposal 3 approaches the brief in a very literal way and does not develop the principles of the
urban study. The massing appears more formal than logical, and many design decisions are
perceived by the jury as neither rational nor poetic. The volume setback is not sufficiently justified,
and the treatment of corners and axes is not convincingly resolved.

4

The mass configuration of proposal 4 limits the possibility of future extensions and at the same
time complicates sunlight access to the apartments. The urban design is considered
inappropriate, especially due to the choice of a solitary form that lacks logic in the city context.
The structural system, selected materials and functional layout are not suitable choices with
regard to the local climate and regulatory requirements.

5

Proposal 5 presents an unclear urban concept with several problematic aspects — blind facades,
an inactive ground floor and an illogical cut-off corner. The internal layout is complicated, and
some decisions, such as placing storage rooms in the residential floors, are not suitable choices
in terms of function or economy.

6

The three freestanding volumes of proposal 6 do not fulfil the principle of a closed urban block
and fail to create a quality public space. The architectural expression is restrained yet lacks a
clear concept or relation to the surrounding development. The layout is inefficient, and the system
of vertical circulation is not an appropriate choice functionally. The proposal also shows
shortcomings in fire safety.

7

Proposal 7 meets basic urban requirements, but its massing produces unjustified bends and
angled shapes. The attempt to maximise daylight leads to impractical apartment layouts and an
operationally complicated scheme. The architectural expression lacks a clear concept and
appears more formal than logical.

8

In proposal 8, the functional organisation of the block and individual apartments is well
considered and consistent with the zoning plan. The structural design is technically appropriate,
meets accessibility standards and represents a realistic, almost universal approach to
constructing an urban housing block. The public realm is designed with care — the arcade and
street frontage naturally enliven the street. On the downside, the plot is fully built up and its
irregular shape complicates phasing, allowing the project to work properly only once all stages
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are completed. Excessive underground parking and single-aspect apartments reduce efficiency.
The architectural expression feels at times overly assertive toward its surroundings, particularly in
the treatment of the corner and the use of glass balconies facing the street.

10

The architectural and urban design of proposal 10 is unconvincing. Its expressive massing and
heavy proportions conflict with the scale of the surrounding development. The project lacks a
clear concept and does not make effective use of the potential of the ground floor.

12

Proposal 12 is perceived by the jury as difficult to read and graphically confusing. Both the
massing and the internal layouts appear incoherent and lack a clear system. The internal
corridors complicate orientation and reduce the quality of the apartments. Despite an evident
attempt at an individual approach, the proposal fails to deliver a convincing result.

13

Proposal 13 gives the impression of an office or administrative building rather than a residential
one. The three-building massing creates a fragmented urban block and lacks a sense of scale
appropriate for housing. The project misses warmth and the ability to encourage neighbourly
interaction. The structural logic is rational, and the presentation is clear and professional.

14

Proposal 14 is difficult to assess fully due to strong graphic decisions in the presentation. The
overall composition and treatment of the courtyard, which allows for tree planting in natural soil,
can be viewed positively. However, the long internal corridor in the housing layouts and the
concept of a large commercial unit on the ground floor raise questions. On a smaller scale, the
layouts appear rather average.

15

Proposal 15 offers a more diverse courtyard arrangement and divides the massing through
varying fagade treatments. The active ground floor is a positive element, but the proposed
parking system is complicated and problematic. The apartments are small and lack comfort,
which reinforces the uneven architectural expression. The overall layout feels wasteful and
prioritises car access and logistics over the quality of living.

16

Proposal 16 creates a lively street frontage and a pleasant courtyard with balanced daylight
conditions. The apartment layouts are clear, efficient and sufficiently comfortable, making the
project appear natural and generous. The structural design is rational and supports clarity of the
plans, though further refinement of the ground floor and fire-safety details would be needed.
Urbanistically, the proposal relates to the traditional Prague scale, yet the ground floor is
unnecessarily complex and locally confusing. The combination of a café and smaller commercial
units works well, while the overall volume feels rather robust and less differentiated.

18

Proposal 18 works with a dispersed composition of three separate buildings, which is less
suitable for this site. The apartment layouts are well-organised and based on a simple, technically
feasible structural system. The corridor-type arrangement narrows the courtyard and limits
access to daylight, though the design still provides a cultivated inner garden with greenery and
terraces. The architectural expression is contemporary and restrained, but the buildings remain
isolated from each other and their context. The jury appreciated that the first stage could function
independently; overall, however, the project lacks cohesion and urban conviction.

19

The open urban arrangement of proposal 19 contradicts the principle of a defined inner block.
The three circulation cores around a central stair form a logical functional scheme, but the low
number of storeys reduces the efficiency of the housing capacity. The apartments are spacious
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yet few in number. The open architectural expression at least suggests an attempt at
communication with the surroundings.

21

Proposal 21 offers a compact internal layout but loses the social dimension essential to the
competition brief. The project approaches a standard developer typology, producing a confined
courtyard with limited spatial quality. The jury did not find notable added value or urban
inventiveness in the design.

22

Proposal 22 resembles a typical developer project. The closed block fails to generate quality
communal spaces and remains average both in form and function. The layouts correspond to a
standard double-staircase scheme; the garage under the courtyard and greenery in planters do
little to enhance the living environment. The architectural expression is bland and lacks
individuality.

23

Proposal 23 employs a gallery-access typology within a compact, enclosed courtyard block. The
courtyard is generous, yet the galleries bring little social benefit. The apartment layouts are
schematic and overly rational, much like the project as a whole. The architectural expression
feels insensitive and lacks a clear identity, though the presentation is neat and well-organised.

Praha 3: Bytovy dam Cerveny Dvar P3B
Prague 3: Housing Cerveny dvir 8





