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ARCHITEKTONICKA SOUTEZ O NAVRH / ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN COMPETITION

KOMUNITNi CENTRUM HLOUBETINSKA 55
COMMUNITY CENTRE HLOUBETINSKA 55

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

1. cena / 1%t prize

13

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

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

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

The jury nevertheless sees as a certain insufficiency of the design proposal its not so clear, though esthetically very strong,
structure and recommends to simplify the design in this sense. From the sustainability point of view, the jury appreciates
that the multipurpose hall has been conceived as seasonal, which could help to lower significantly the investment costs. The
ratio of the glassed-in parts to full parts of the facade has been doubted.
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2. cena / 2" prize

23

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

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

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

3. cena / 3 prize

54

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

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

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

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

B. DOPORUCENi A KOMENTARE B. RECOMMENDATIONS AND COMMENTS
12/33



C C E A [Centre for Central European Architecturel

odména / honorable mention

14

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

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

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

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

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

odména / honorable mention

28

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

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