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Zapisnica z prvého hodnotiaceho zasadnutia poroty pre sutaz navrhov
"Zimny pristav Bratislava (Winter Harbour Bratislava)"

Vyhlasovatelia sutaze:
e Verejné pristavy a.s.
e Hlavné mesto Bratislava

Organizator, spracovatel sutaznych podmienok a zadania:
e Metropolitny inStitut Bratislava

Cislo z vestnika EU: 128212-2026
Sutazné podmienky boli overené Slovenskou komorou architektov overenim KA-36/2026 z 9. 2. 2026.
Zasadnutie sa zacalo 04. 06. 2026 o 9:00 v sale TU-BA na Sturovej ulici €. 4 v Bratislave.

Pritomni:

Marianna Palenikova, Metropolitny institut Bratislava, sekretar sutaze
Peter Lényi, expert poroty

Petra Marko, Metropolitny institut Bratislava, expertka poroty

Daniel Tomko, Metropolitny institut Bratislava, expert poroty

Michal Garaj, Bratislavské centrum sluzieb, overovatel navrhov

Michal Sedlacek, predseda poroty
Catherine Burd, podpredsedni¢ka poroty
Paco Bunnik, porotca

Gerd Jager, porotca

Linda Obrsalova, porotkyra

Peter Gero, porotca

Martin Zavracky, porotca

Eva Kail, ndhradni¢ka poroty

Ondrej Horvath, nahradnik poroty

Filip Tittl, nahradnik poroty

Ospravedlneni:
® Jakub Cigler, nahradnik poroty

Zasadnutie otvorila Petra Marko privitanim pritomnych.

Marianna Palenikova predstavila program zasadnutia, podla ktorého sa nasledne postupovalo a je
zachyteny v tomto zapise.

Michal Garaj predstavil priebeh sutaze pred uplynutim lehoty na predkladanie navrhov a vysledky z
overovania. VSetky dorucené ziadosti o vysvetlenie boli zodpovedané pred uplynutim lehoty na
predkladanie navrhov. Dorué¢enych bolo 123 navrhov. Pri kontrole prvej ¢asti navrhu (vyhlasenie
Ucastnika a autorov + doklad o autorizacii) zistil u 47 i¢astnikov ro6zne formalne nedostatky. Vzhladom na
datum zasadnutia poroty vSetky tieto nedostatky nebolo mozné odstranit eSte pred zasadnutim: lehota
na predkladnie navrhov uplynula 25.5.2026.0 17:00. Vyhodnotenie navrhov, z ktorych viaceré predkladali
viac€lenné skupiny, trvalo do piatku 29.5.2026. Napisanie 47 Ziadosti by trvalo dalSich par dni, ale aj keby
sa expedovali diha 1.6.2026, v zmysle zakona mali mat U€astnici 5 pracovnych dni na dorucenie dokladov
nahradenych ¢estnymi vyhlaseniami a tato lehota by teda uplynula aZ po zasadnuti poroty dfia 4.6.2026.

V neposlednom rade by $lo o administrativnu zataz na strane vyhlasovatela aj U¢astnikov, a to z velkej
Casti bez akéhokolvek praktického osohu, kedZe do druhej etapy moze postupit maximalne 7 ucastnikov.



Vzhladom na tieto skuto¢nosti bol po odobreni predsedom poroty Michalom Sedlackom zvoleny postup,
pri ktorom porota najprv urc¢i ucastnikov postupujucich do 2. etapy sutaze, a v pripade, ze postupia
Ucastnici, ktori maju v navrhu aj procesny nedostatok, ziadostou sa poziadaju o jeho odstranenie.

Nasledne porota hlasovala o pripusteni vsetkych prijatych navrhov (&. 1 aZz 123) do posudzovania.
Za:7 Proti: 0 Zdrzal sa: 0
Navrh bol schvaleny.

Organizator dodava Ze uvedeny postup je:

A) vsllade s bodom 7.1. sutaznych podmienok, podla ktorého sa v prvom kole mézu hodnotit
vSetky navrhy, ktoré neboli vylucené,

B) vsulades§ 121 ods.5ZVO, podla ktorého mozno v sutazi navrhov doklady na preukazanie
splnenia podmienok U¢asti do¢asne nahradit cestnym vyhldsenim a verejny obstaravatel méze
poziadat o doruc¢enie dokladov “kedykolvek v jej priebehu”,

C) vsulade s § 121 ods. 5ZVO in fine, podla ktorého sa na preukazovanie podmienok ucasti
primerane uplatni druha Cast zakona, ata v § 66 ods. 7 pism. b) stanovuje, Ze “ak verejny
obstaravatel nepouzije elektronicku aukciu, méze rozhodnut, ze (...) vyhodnotenie splnenia
podmienok Uc¢asti sa uskutocni po vyhodnoteni ponuk na zaklade kritérii na vyhodnotenie
ponuk.”

D) Vsulade s principom hospodarnosti a efektivity, ktory podla Metodiky zadavania zakaziek UVO
(4. verzia) ma okrem iného zabezpecit ,,o najvyssi pocet predlozenych ponuk, a tym ¢o najSirsiu
hospodarsku sutaz pri ¢o najmensej finanénej a administrativnej naroc¢nosti procesu verejného
obstaravania.*

Porota a experti poroty mali k dispozicii sutazné navrhy v elektronickej forme uz pred zasadnutim. Na
pripomenutie si navrhov prostrednictvom preStudovania vytlacenych grafickych €asti bol vyhradeny cas
do 10:15.

0d 10:15 nasledovalo predstavenie hodnotenia navrhov expertami poroty. K zasadnutiu sa pridali:

Juraj Sujan, hlavny architekt Bratislavy, expert poroty

Matej Danéci, Verejné pristavy a.s., expert poroty

Katarina Subertova, Verejné pristavy a.s., expertka poroty

Matej Kerestur, Verejné pristavy a.s., expert poroty

Richard Hlusko, MIB, expert poroty

Roman Becka, MIB, expert poroty

Miroslav Hrdina, Krajsky pamiatkovy urad Bratislavy, expert poroty

Experti poroty pred zasadnutim zaznacili svoje hodnotenie do tabulky v Skale 1 (nevyhovujuci navrh) az 3
(nadpriemerny navrh), resp. 0 (navrh sa téme nevenoval). Na zasadnuti prezentovali svoje pristupy k
hodnoteniu. Porota dostala k dispozicii tabulku so zaznacenymi hodnoteniami.

1. Verejné pristavy a.s., posudenie odprezentoval Matej Kerestur
V hodnoteni sa zameral na kompatibilitu s pldanmi na rozvoj pristavu Palenisko, efektivne vyuzitie pléch a
dosiahnutie pozadovanej HPP, formu premostenia medzi bazénmi, resp. spristupnenia polostrovov.

V 2. etape sutaze preferuju umiestnenie vodnych Sportov v severnom bazéne, v juznom bazéne marinu.
V bazénoch by sa nemali nachadzat house-boats. V polohe v kontakte s Pristavnym mostom preferuju
umiestnenie parkovacich domov alebo inych vhodnych funkcii, z ktorych by benefitovalo aj Palenisko.

2. Petra Marko -verejny priestor
V hodnoteni sa venovala kvalite navrhu verejnych priestorov. Ako podstatné principy hodnotila:
e Jasnd hierarchia verejnych priestorov, verejny priestor zohrdva kli¢ovu ulohu v celkovej
koncepcii.




e Verejné priestory su dobre prepojené a podporuju celkovu urbanisticku viziu.

e Ro6zne mierky a rozmanitost vyuzitia verejnych priestorov.

e Vyhlady a logické prepojenia so Sir§im okolim.

e Dobrarovnovaha medzi krajinnymi a tvrdymi prvkami.

e Krajina podporuje odolnost voéi klimatickym zmendm: silny ekologicky pristup.

e \erejné priestory podporuju a zdéraznuju verejné vyuZitie a verejné budovy.

e Krajina a verejné priestory posiliuju charakter a identitu pristavu.

e Verejné priestory podporuju priemyselné dedi¢stvo / Cerpaju z priemyselného dedi¢stva.
e Ozivenie nabrezia a vodnych pléch s logickymi programovymi zoskupeniami.

e Nabrezna promendada ponuka rozmanitost a prepojenie s réznymi spésobmi vyuZitia.

e Koncepcia verejnych priestorov podporuje ekologicku mobilitu (pesiu chdédzu a cyklistiku).

3. JurajSujan
Pri svojom hodnoteni sledoval vztah k mestskému kontextu —downtown ma vysoku hustotu, intenzita a
vy$ka zastavby odtial by mala prekrocit Kosicku ulicu do izemia Zimného pristavu (ZP). Zo severnej
strany sa k arealu ZP primkyna Uzemia Mlynskych niv s planovanou Strukturou blokovej zastavby, ktora by
mala tiez presiahnut do uzemia ZP, vratane severo-juznych prepojeni medzi blokmi. To otvara aj otazku,
ako sa v Uzemi ZP prelne vy$kova zastavba do blokovej. Dalej je otdzne, ako bude navrhnuta poloha v
severozapadnom rohu - nemal by tu byt iba jeden velky blok, ale prepojenie tiez nemusi byt priame z
krizovatky, lebo to bude vzdy iba frekventovanou krizovatkou, nie kvalitnym verejnym priestorom.
Podstatny je tiez kontakt Paleniska, Pristavného mostu a ZP. Navrhy to rieSia bariérovo - zastavbou alebo
separacnou zelefou, preferuje bariérovu nebytovu zastavbu.

Porotu ziada o to, aby si urobila nazor obzvlast na otazku intenzity zastavby dvoch polostrovov. Preferuje
navrhy, kde je juzny polostrov menej intenzivne zastavany a celkova intenzita Uzemia bola dosahovana
skor v severnej Casti ZP. Na juznom polostrove preferuje najma v koncovej polohe ponechanie zeleni a
priehladom.

Z hladiska verejného priestoru je prefiho podstatna hierarchizacia a vzajomna prepojenost. Podstatna je
otazka lokalizacie lokalnych Stvrtovych namesti - jedno sa nuka pri pamiatkovych objektoch, druhé v
centre severnej Casti arealu, pricom preferuje pozicie vzdialenejSie od Pristavného mosta. Odporuca
prediZenie nielen nabreZnej promenady veducej popred Euroveu, ale aj predizenie linie Pribinovej ulice.
Oceniuje navrhy s prepojeniami do nového mestského parku za Pristavnou ulicou. Preferuje zapojenie
lodného vytahu do verejného priestoru.

Niektoré névrhy Ciastocne zachovavaju liniu dnesnej Zelezni¢nej vlecky ako pamatovu stopu; podporuje
tuto ideu.

Ohladom rieSenia verejnych budov sledoval najma zamer kultirno-komunitného centra. Jeho polohu
predpokladal na konci stredného polostrova, ale akceptuje aj navrhy s lokalizaciou na zaCiatku stredného
polostrova kvéli dobrej dostupnosti. Druha budova, ktoru sleduje, je zakladna Skola. Preferuje ju ako
samostatnu budovu, nie integrovanu v polyfunkcénej. Preferuje poziciu na severe, v uzle dalej od mosta.
Tretia sledovana budova je Sportova hala, jej umiestnenie treba vnimat hlavne v kontexte jej potrebného
dopravného napojenia.

Z hladiska dopravného rieSenia je nutné zamedzit tranzitu motorovej dopravy cez Gzemie. S vedenim
elektricky cez uzemie mesto neuvaZzuje, nakolko bude trasovana jeho zapadnou hranou a nasledne
Mlynskymi nivami. Ako priestorova rezerva ale takyto navrh vyhladovo zmysel ma. V takom pripade ale
neodporuca jej vedenie strednym polostrovom, ako je vo viacerych navrhoch, skér v severnej Casti
Uzemia. Upozoriuje na potrebu vyrieSit dopravnu obsluhu zdstavby na juznom polostrove. Na mostoch
preferuje vyhradne iba pesi a cyklisticky pohyb.

4. Miroslav Hrdina
Upozoriuje na spolocensky celobratislavsky kontext - vela priemyselného dedi¢stva uz bolo v Bratislave
zni¢eného. ZP je posledna Sanca ukazat v meste histériu transportu a spracovania surovin.



Délezitym chranenym prvkom su 2 bazény a hrany polostrovov. Preto zle hodnotil navrhy, ktoré
navrhovali StruktUry presahujuce ich a oslabujuce charakter pristavu.

Druhym sledovanym momentom bol klaster monumentov — jeho zachovanie bez priliSného atakovania
novymi budovami a zameranie na mizeum alebo inu verejnu funkciu. Malo by byt naviazané na centrum
mesta a promenadu pred Euroveou, najblizSie je Sklad €. 7.

Tretia perspektiva je vyuzitie skladu €. 17 na vychodnom brehu — mal by ostat volny, nie husto obostavany
novymi budovami. Kladne hodnotil navrhy, ktoré tu lokalizuju uzlovy verejny priestor.

Preferuje, aby polostrovy neboli prilis husto zastavané, idealne so zelenou.

5.

Richard Hlusko, Roman Bec¢ka

Pri hodnoteni boli sledované a kladne hodnotené nasledujtice rieSenia:

PeSia a cyklisticka doprava: Vysokokvalitna infrastruktura pre pesich a cyklistov veduca k vysokej
prepojitelnosti

Verejna doprava: Maximalne zlepSenie dostupnosti verejnej dopravy v ramci aj mimo rozvojovej
oblasti

Pristupové body: Kreativne umiestnenie pristupovych bodov na klu¢ovych miestach

Cestna siet: Prehladna Struktlra a hierarchia cestnej siete vratane opatreni na upokojenie
dopravy

Mosty: Vhodna poloha/geometria mostov zvySujlica priestorovu prepojitelnost
Parkoviska/dopravné uzly: Strategické umiestnenie parkovisk/dopravnych uzlov s ohladom na
SirSie uzemné vztahy

Mestsky pristav: Integracia mestského pristavu a infrastruktlry pre osobné lode

Pozorovania z opakujucich sa rieSeni obsiahnutych v navrhoch:

6.

Vstupny bod z Pribinovej ulice tvori zaklad pristupu do rozvojovej oblasti, ma vSak negativny vplyv
najuznu cast

Znizenie poctu slepych uliciek prostrednictvom vhodnej dopravnej dostupnosti zlepSuje
prechodnost a pohyb v tejto oblasti

Vyhradenie juznych okrajov nabrezia pre promenady vytvara koridor aktivnej mobility, ¢im sa
posilfiuje pohyb chodcov a cyklistov pozdiZ nabrezia

Mostna infrastruktura je opakujucim sa prvkom v celom navrhu, pricom nevhodna geometria
mdze negativne ovplyvnit prepojitelnost a priestorovu rovnost

Jasné a priame prepojenie so severozapadnym uzlom verejnej dopravy zabezpecuje, Ze oblast je
dobre integrovana do SirSej siete verejnej dopravy

Daniel Tomko

Pri hodnoteni boli sledované a kladne hodnotené nasledujuce rieSenia:

Mestska integracia: Plynulé prepojenie existujucej zastavby, okolia a novych prvkov
Hierarchia verejného priestoru: Struktirovanie priestorov predovietkym prostrednictvom
typoldgie blokov po obvode

Dynamicky PULSE: Kreativne kombinovanie typoldgii — mestskych blokov s samostatnymi
budovami

Prepojenie pristavu: Vytvaranie silnych priestorovych prepojeni medzi jednotlivymi pristavnymi
bazénmi

Vyhnutie sa ,,slepym ulickam“: Predchadzanie izolovanym zénam

Pristup k ndbreziu: Maximalizacia pristupu a vyuzitia vodnych pléch

Aktivne prizemia: OZivenie klu¢ovych ulic, verejnych priestorov a promenad

Akusticka ochrana: Vyuzitie hmoty budov na blokovanie hluku z dialnice a vychodnej Casti
pristavu

Pozorovania z opakujlcich sa rieSeni obsiahnutych v navrhoch:



e Identita verzus sulad s poZiadavkami: Mnohé navrhy sice spifiali technické podmienky zadavacej
dokumentacie, no potlacili historicku identitu pristavu

e ,Technicka spravnost: Navrhy na papieri spifiali véetky poziadavky, trpeli véak viacerymi
nedostatkami

PokraCovanie jednania poroty 11:45:

Zasadnutie poroty opustili experti poroty:

Juraj Sujan, hlavny architekt Bratislavy, expert poroty

Matej Dandci, Verejné pristavy a.s., expert poroty

Katarina Subertova, Verejné pristavy a.s., expertka poroty

Matej Kerestur, Verejné pristavy a.s., expert poroty

Miroslav Hrdina, Krajsky pamiatkovy urad Bratislavy, expert poroty

Zasadnutie poroty pokracovalo rozpravou o tom, ako budu navrhy hodnotené a ako bude vedena diskusia
o nich. Dohodlo sa, Ze tie navrhy, ktoré sa podla va¢sSinového nazoru poroty budu javit ako kvalitnejSie,
budu skimané podrobnejSie a bude o nich vedena intenzivnejSia diskusia. Naopak navrhy, ktoré sa budu
javit ako tie menej kvalitné, budu po zakladnom zhodnoteni a vacsinovej dohode poroty odloZzené z
diskutovaného okruhu nabok, aby bolo mozné v ramci vyhradeného dvojdriového ¢asu venovat dostatok
¢asu kvalitnym navrhom a nasledne uréeniu vysledného poradia. PoCas rozpravy bola potvrdena
moznost v ramci hodnotiacej metddy korigovat prijaté rozhodnutia v zavislosti od neskorsSieho vyvoja
odbornej diskusie.

Organizator dodava, ze uvedeny postup je v hodnoteni architektonickych a urbanistickych navrhov v
sUtaziach navrhov bezny. Samotny akt odlozenia navrhu z diskusie eSte nepredstavuje jeho hodnotenie
(uréenie vysledného poradia) v zmysle sutaznych podmienok, ale ide iba o pracovnu pomoécku. Z toho je
zrejme, Ze opatovné vratenie odlozenych navrhov do diskusie je pripustné, nakolko sa ich kvality mézu
stat lepsSie Citatelnymi aZ v neskorsej faze diskusie poroty, ktord je uz vtom ¢ase lepSie obozndmend s
moznostami rieSenia zadania sutaze, nez bola pri zacCiatku diskusie. Samotné hodnotenie navrhov
(ur€ovanie poradia) vzmysle sutaznych podmienok sa preto deje az v zavere hodnotiaceho zasadnutia
poroty, vid nasledujuci zapis.

Slovo a vedenie priebehu zasadnutia prevzal predseda poroty Michal Sedlacek.

Po prvom kole diskusie porota odlozila do samostatnej skupiny 73 navrhov, ktoré oznacila ako menej
kvalitné, nez ostatné a neperspektivne pre dalSie kolo diskusie:
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,

10,12, 13,18

21, 22, 23, 25, 29,

30, 32, 34,37, 39

40, 41, 43, 44, 46, 49,

50, 52, 53, 54,

60, 61, 62, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69,

70,72,75,76,

83, 84, 87, 88, 89,

90, 93, 94,96,97, 98, 99,

100,101, 103, 104, 106, 108,

111,112,113, 114, 116,118,119, 121, 122,123

Porota oznacila ako kvalitnejSie a preto vhodné pre dalSie kolo diskusie 50 navrhov:
11,14,15,16, 17,19,

20, 24, 26, 27, 28,

31, 33, 35, 36, 38,

42,45, 47, 48,

51, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59,



63, 64,
71,73,74,77,78,79,
80, 81, 82, 85, 86,
91, 92, 95,

102, 105, 107, 109,
110,115, 117,

120

Zasadnutie poroty 0 12:00 opustil Michal Garaj.

Stretnutie bolo prerusené kvoli obedovej prestavke
Obed: 12:15-13:30

Porota pokracuje v §tudiu navrhov a diskusii.

0O 15:00 zasadnutie opustil Michal Sedlacek, zasadnutiu poroty predseda podpredsedni¢ka poroty
Catherine Burd, riadnym ¢lenom poroty sa stava nahradnik Filip Tittl.

0 15:25 porota pristupila k dalSiemu odkladaniu navrhov, ktoré povazuje za menej kvalitné spomedzi
ostavajucich a neperspektivne do dalSieho kola diskusie:
35,42, 45,47, 48, 51,55, 56, 71, 74,77, 78, 80, 82, 85, 92, 95, 102, 109, 115, 117.

Porota oznacila ako vhodné pre dalSie kolo diskusie 29 navrhov:
11, 14,15,16, 17,19, 20, 24, 26, 27, 28, 31, 33, 36, 38, 57, 58, 59, 63, 64, 73, 79, 81, 86, 91, 105, 107, 110,
120

0O 15:30 experti poroty Richard Hlusko a Roman Becka opustili zasadnutie poroty.

Porota pokracovala v Studiu a diskusii.

0 16:35 porota pristupila k dalSiemu odkladaniu navrhov, ktoré povazuje za menej kvalitné spomedzi
ostavajucich a neperspektivne do dalSieho kola diskusie:
17, 20, 24, 26, 27, 33, 58, 64, 73, 81, 86, 91, 107

Porota oznacila ako vhodné pre dalSie kolo diskusie 16 navrhov:
11, 14,15, 16, 19, 28, 31, 36, 38, 57, 59, 63, 79, 105, 110, 120

Stretnutie prvého dna poroty bolo ukonéené o 17:15.



Zasadnutie pokracuje 05. 06. 2026 0 9:00 v TUBA.

Pritomni:
@® Marianna Palenikova, Metropolitny institut Bratislava, sekretar sutaze
Peter Lényi, expert poroty
Petra Marko, Metropolitny inStitut Bratislava, expertka poroty
Daniel Tomko, Metropolitny institut Bratislava, expert poroty
Michal Garaj, Bratislavské centrum sluzieb, overovatel navrhov

Michal Sedlacek, predseda poroty
Catherine Burd, podpredsedni¢ka poroty
Paco Bunnik, porotca

Gerd Jager, porotca

Linda Obrsalova, porotkyna

Peter Gero, porotca

Martin Zavracky, porotca

Eva Kail, ndhradnicka poroty

Ondrej Horvath, ndhradnik poroty

Filip Tittl, nahradnik poroty

Ospravedlneni:
@® Jakub Cigler, nahradnik poroty

KedZe je pritomny Michal Sedlacek, opatovne sa ujima pozicie predsedu poroty. Filip Tittl sa opat stava
nahradnikom poroty. Michal Sedlacek sa oboznamil s doterajSim priebehom zasadnutia pocas jeho
nepritomnosti. Vzhladom na to, Ze po preruseni zasadnutia mali porotcovia mozZnost podrobnejSie si
premysliet kvality sutaznych navrhov, obzvlast tych, o ktorych sa diskutovalo viac, podrobnejSie si ich
prestudovat a dalej o nich diskutovat, navrhol postupovat tak, Ze v ivode druhého dna sa potvrdi, ¢i
ostavajuce navrhy povazujuce za kvalitnejSie, nez ostatné, a Ci doterajSie Studium a diskusia nepriniesli
novy nahlad na niektory z uz odlozenych navrhov, ktory by bolo vtomto momente vhodné vratit spat do
podrobnej diskusie.

Michal Sedlacek navrhol hlasovanie:

"Kto je za to, aby boli niZzSie uvedené navrhy nateraz oznacené na odloZenie a ak sa neskér nerozhodne
inak, aby sa o nich uZ nediskutovalo?"

73 navrhov: 1,2,3,4,5,6, 7,8, 9,

10, 12, 13, 18

21,22, 23, 25, 29,

30, 32, 34, 37, 39

40, 41, 43, 44, 46, 49,

50, 52, 53, 54,

60, 61, 62, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69,

70, 72, 75, 76,

83, 84, 87, 88, 89,

90, 93, 94,96,97, 98, 99,

100, 101, 103, 104, 106, 108,

111,112,113, 114, 116, 118, 119, 121, 122, 123

Pritomni 7 riadni ¢lenovia poroty.
Za:7 Proti: 0 Zdrzal sa: 0
Navrh bol schvaleny.

Michal Sedlacek navrhol hlasovanie:

"Kto je za to, aby boli niZsie uvedené navrhy nateraz oznaéené na odloZenie a ak sa neskér nerozhodne
inak, aby sa o nich uZ nediskutovalo?"

21 ngvrhov:



35,42, 45,47, 48, 51, 55, 56, 71, 74,77, 78, 80, 82, 85, 92, 95, 102, 109, 115, 117.

Pritomni 7 riadni ¢lenovia poroty.
Za:7 Proti: 0 Zdrzalsa: 0
Navrh bol schvaleny.

Michal Sedlacek navrhol hlasovanie:

"Kto je za to, aby boli niZzSie uvedené navrhy nateraz oznacené na odloZenie a ak sa neskér nerozhodne
inak, aby sa o nich uZ nediskutovalo? 13 ngvrhov:

17, 20, 24, 26, 27, 33, 58, 64, 73, 81, 86, 91, 107

Pritomni 7 riadni ¢lenovia poroty.
Za: 6 Proti: 0 Zdrzalsa: 1
Navrh bol schvaleny.

Ako bolo uvedené uz skoér a plati to aj pre tuto fazu diskusie, porota sa dohodla, Ze tieto predchadzajice
hlasovania su len diskusnou metédou a nejedna sa o hlasovanie o finalnom poradi.

Pokracovalo $tudium navrhov a odborna diskusia poroty nad ndvrhmi, vratane odloZzenych navrhov

Na podnet porotcov Paca Bunnika a Petra Gera boli navrhnuté na vratenie do diskusie dva navrhy —
navrhy ¢. 91 a €. 26.

Porota hlasovala o vrateni ndvrhu ¢. 91 do okruhu diskutovanych.
Za: 6 Proti: 1 ZdrZal sa: 0
Na&vrh bol schvaleny.

Porota hlasovala o vrateni navrhu ¢. 26 do okruhu diskutovanych.
Za: 3 Proti: 4 Zdrzal sa: 0
Navrh nebol schvaleny.

0 10:30 sa na zasadnutie poroty pripojil Miroslav Hrdina (KPU).

Porota hlasovala o odloZeni navrhu ¢. 57 z okruhu diskutovanych.
Za:5 Proti: 1 Zdrzalsa: 1
Navrh bol schvaleny.

Porota hlasovala o odloZeni ndvrhu ¢. 36 z okruhu diskutovanych.
Za:7 Proti: 0 Zdrzalsa: 0
Na&vrh bol schvéleny.

Porota hlasovala o odloZeni navrhu ¢. 31 z okruhu diskutovanych.
Za: 3 Proti: 2 Zdrzal sa: 2
Navrh nebol schvaleny.

Porota hlasovala o odloZeni navrhu ¢. 16 z okruhu diskutovanych.
Za:7 Proti: 0 Zdrzal sa:0
Né&vrh bol schvéleny.

Porota hlasovala o odloZeni navrhu ¢. 15 z okruhu diskutovanych.
Za:5 Proti: 2 Zdrzal sa:0



Navrh bol schvaleny.

Porota hlasovala o odloZeni navrhu &. 110 z okruhu diskutovanych.
Za: 5 Proti: 1 Zdrzal sa:1
Navrh bol schvaleny.

Porota hlasovala o odloZeni navrhu &. 105 z okruhu diskutovanych.
Za:5 Proti: 2 Zdrzal sa: 0
Né&vrh bol schvéleny.

Na zaklade pokracujuceho 4. kola diskusie sa porota zhodla na tom, ze z okruhu diskutovanych navrhov
boli odlozené navrhy ¢. 15, 16, 31, 36, 57, 105, 110,

Porota sa zhodla na tom, Ze pokracuje v diskusii o desiatich navrhoch - navrhy ¢. 11, 14, 19, 28, 38, 59,
63,79,91, 120

12:00 Michal Garaj opusta zasadnutie poroty.

Stretnutie bolo prerusené kvoli obedovej prestavke
Obed: 12:15-13:30

13:45

Miroslav Hrdina na zaklade vyzvy od poroty predstavil svoje komentare pre jednotlivé navrhy z hladiska
pamiatkovej ochrany. Vzhladom nato, ze sutaz ma eSte 2. anonymnu etapu, komentare k jednotlivym
navrhom budu poskytnuté adresne vzdy iba prislusnému ucastnikovi.

14:00 Miroslav Hrdina opusta zasadnutie poroty.

Diskusia poroty pokra¢ovala o 14:00.

Porota hlasovala o vrateni navrhu €. 26 do okruhu diskutovanych.
Za: 0 Proti: 5 Zdrzal sa: 2
Navrh nebol schvéleny.

Porota hlasovala o vrateni ngvrhu €. 15 do okruhu diskutovanych.
Za: 4 Proti: 3 Zdrzalsa: 0
Né&vrh bol schvéleny.

Porota hlasovala o odloZenie navrhu é. 19 z okruhu diskutovanych.
Za: 6 Proti: 0 Zdrzal sa: 1
Navrh bol schvaleny.

Porota nasledne pokracovala v diskusii o desiatich navrhoch - navrhy ¢. 11, 14, 15, 28, 38, 59, 63, 79, 91,
120

Hodnotenie navrhov, uréenie poradia

V zmysle sutaznych podmienok:

“Kritériom pre hodnotenie navrhov stanovenym v sutaznych podmienkach bola kvalita rieSenia vo vztahu
k zadaniu“. Zadanie tvorilo prilohu €. 3 sutaznych podmienok s podrobnymi poziadavkami na rieSenie.




Spoésob uplatnenia kritéria: Porota vac¢Sinovym hlasovanim na zaklade diskusie prideli kazdému navrhu
poradie podla hodnotenia navrhu vo vztahu ku kritériu uvedenému v bode 1. Poradie mo6ze byt ur¢ené aj
v ramci skupinového miesta — napr. navrhy na 1-7. mieste. VysSie poradie patri vZdy navrhu, ktory vo
vadésej miere spiia poziadavky kritéria na hodnotenie navrhov. Vitaznym nédvrhom suUtaze sa stane navrh,
ktory sa umiestni na prvom (najvy§§om) mieste v poradi hodnotenia navrhov.

Porota vyberie v 1. etape piatich az siedmich Gcéastnikov, ktori budu v 2. etape rozpracovavat svoje
navrhy na zaklade usmerneni poroty a expertov.

Porota je uznasaniaschopna, ak je pritomny plny pocet hlasovacieho kvéra (7).
Porota rozhoduje nadpolovi¢nou vacsinou hlasov kvora.

Porota po doterajSej diskusii pristupila k hlasovaniu o poradi navrhov. Porota suhlasila, Ze navrhy budu
zoradené do skupin podla ich Urovne kvality, ¢o zodpoveda tomu, ako dlho o nich bolo diskutované, resp.
v ktorej faze hodnotiaceho zasadnutia boli odlozené.

Hlasovanie, aby sa v poradi hodnotenia navrhov na 51.-123. mieste umiestnili tie ndvrhy, ktoré porota po
ich podrobnom prestudovani vyhodnotila ako navrhy, ktoré menej, nez priemerne napinaju poziadavky
na kvalitu rieSenia vo vztahu k Zadaniu (priloha €. 3 sutaznych podmienok s podrobnymi poziadavkami na
rieSenie). Jednd sa o navrhy ¢islo: 1, 2, 3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10, 12, 13, 18, 21, 22, 23, 25, 29, 30, 32, 34, 37,
39, 40, 41, 43, 44, 46, 49, 50, 52, 53, 54,60, 61, 62, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 72, 75, 76, 83, 84, 87, 88, 89, 90,
93, 94,96,97, 98, 99, 100, 101, 103, 104, 106, 108, 111, 112,113, 114, 116, 118, 119, 121, 122, 123.

Za:7 Proti: 0 Zdrzalsa: 0

Navrh bol prijaty.

Hlasovanie, aby sa v poradi hodnotenia navrhov na 30.- 50. mieste umiestnili tie navrhy, ktoré porota po
ich podrobnom prestudovani vyhodnotila ako navrhy, ktoré priemerne napifiaju poziadavky na kvalitu
rieSenia vo vztahu k Zadaniu (priloha €. 3 sttaznych podmienok s podrobnymi poziadavkami na rieSenie).
Jednad sa o névrhy ¢islo: 35, 42, 45, 47, 48, 51, 55, 56, 71, 74,77, 78, 80, 82, 85, 92, 95, 102, 109, 115, 117
Za:7 Proti: 0 Zdrzalsa: 0

Navrh bol prijaty.

Hlasovanie, aby sa v poradi hodnotenia navrhov na 18. - 29. mieste umiestnili tie navrhy, ktoré porota po
ich podrobnom prestudovani vyhodnotila ako navrhy, ktoré jemne nadpriemerne napifiaju poZiadavky
na kvalitu rieSenia vo vztahu k Zadaniu (priloha ¢.3 sutaznych podmienok s podrobnymi poziadavkami na
rieSenie). Jedna sa o navrhy &islo: 17, 20, 24, 26, 27, 33, 58, 64, 73, 81, 86, 107

Za:7 Proti: 0 Zdrzalsa: 0

Navrh bol prijaty.

Hlasovanie, aby sa v poradi hodnotenia navrhov na 10. - 17. mieste umiestnili tie navrhy, ktoré porota po
ich podrobnom prestudovani vyhodnotila ako navrhy, ktoré v dobrej miere napifiaju poziadavky na
kvalitu rieSenia vo vztahu k Zadaniu (priloha €. 3 sutaznych podmienok s podrobnymi poziadavkami na
rieSenie). Jedna sa o navrhy ¢islo 11, 16, 19, 31, 36, 57, 105, 110,

Za:7 Proti: 0 Zdrzalsa: 0

Navrh bol prijaty.

Hlasovanie, aby sa v poradi hodnotenia navrhu na 9. mieste umiestnil navrh ¢.63, ktory porota poich
podrobnom prestudovani vyhodnotil ako névrh, ktory vo velmi dobrej miere napifia poziadavky na kvalitu
rieSenia vo vztahu k Zadaniu (priloha €. 3 sutaznych podmienok s podrobnymi poziadavkami na rieSenie).
Za:7 Proti: 0 Zdrzalsa: 0

Navrh bol prijaty.

Hlasovanie, aby sa v poradi hodnotenia navrhu na 8. mieste umiestnil navrh ¢.120, ktory porota poich
podrobnom prestudovani vyhodnotil ako névrh, ktory vo velmi dobrej miere napifia poziadavky na kvalitu
rieSenia vo vztahu k Zadaniu (priloha €. 3 sutaznych podmienok s podrobnymi poziadavkami na rieSenie).



Za: 4, Proti: 2, Zdrzalo sa: 1.
Navrh bol prijaty.

Hlasovanie o tom, Ze navrhy ¢. 14, 15, 28, 38, 59, 79, 91, sa v ramci hodnotenia 1. kola umiestiuju na 1.
aZz 7. mieste vzhladom na to, Ze najlepsSie naplnili poZiadavky na kvalitu rieSenia vo vztahu k zadaniu
spomedzi hodnotenych navrhov a maju byt dalej rozpracované v 2. etape sutaze.

Za: 6 Proti: 1 Zdrzalo sa: 0

Navrh bol prijaty

Marianna Palenikova uviedla organizacné pokyny pre pokracovanie sutaze.
Porota spolo¢ne formulovala vSeobecné pripomienky pre v§etkych postupujucich u¢astnikov sutaze.
Stretnutie druhého dna poroty bolo ukon&ené o 17:00.

Po uréeni poradia na prvych siedmich miestach pristupil overovatel navrhov k doZiadaniu uc¢astnika, pri
ktorom bol evidovany formalny nedostatok. Nedostatok bol evidovany pri navrhu €. 91, ktory predlozil
Ucastnik ako pravnicka osoba, a ktory obsahoval aj riadne vyplnené ¢estné vyhlasenie. Z dalSich
predlozenych dokladov vyplyvalo, Ze tato pravnicka osoba bola registrovana ako spolo¢nost s ru¢enim
obmedzenym, avSak jednoznacne z nich nevyplyvalo jej opravnenie na poskytovanie architektonickych
sluzieb v zmysle sutaznych podmienok. Z toho dévodu bol u¢astnik dfia 8.6.2026 poziadany o doplnenie
dokladov. Na predmetnu Ziadost U€astnik reagoval dria 9.6.2026 a dorucil doplnené dokumenty, z
ktorych bolo zrejmé aj opravnenie na poskytovanie architektonickych sluzieb (konkrétne $lo o potvrdenie
z miestneho danového Uradu, ako aj potvrdenie miestnej asocidcie architektonickych firiem). Uvedeny
nedostatok bol odstraneny este pred schvalenim zépisu porotou.

Prilohy zapisu:
0.c. Tabulka hodnotenia expertov poroty



* In case of differences, the Slovak version is the decisive one.

Minutes of the first evaluation meeting of the jury for the design
competition
"Zimny pristav Bratislava (Winter Harbour Bratislava)"

Competition announcers:
e Verejné pristavy a.s. (Public Ports)
e Hlavné mesto Bratislava (Capital city of Slovak republic Bratislava)

Organiser, Author of competition conditions and brief:
e Metropolitan institute of Bratislava
Number in the Official Journal of the European Union: 128212-2026

Competition conditions were verified by the Slovak Chamber of Architect under verification no. KA-
36/2026 on 9. 2. 2026.

The meeting began on June 4, 2026, at 9:00 a.m. in the TU-BA hall at Stirova Street No. 4 in
Bratislava.

Present:
e Marianna Palenikova, Metropolitan institute of Bratislava, competition secretary
e  Peter Lényi, jury expert
e Petra Marko, Metropolitan institute of Bratislava, jury expert
e Daniel Tomko, Metropolitan institute of Bratislava, jury expert
e Michal Garaj, Bratislavsa Service center, proposal verifier
e Michal Sedlacek,jury chair
e  Catherine Burd, jury co-chair
e Paco Bunnik,jury member
e GerdJager, jury member
e Linda Obrsalova, jury member
e Peter Gero,jury member
e Martin Zavracky, jury member
e EvaKail, substitute jury member
e  Ondrej Horvath, substitute jury member
o  Filip Tittl, substitute jury member
Excused:

e Jakub Cigler,substitute jury member
Petra Marko opened the meeting by welcoming those present.

Marianna Palenikova presented the meeting agenda, which was subsequently followed and is recorded
in these minutes.

Michal Garaj presented the progress of the competition before the deadline for submitting proposals and
the results of the verification process. All requests for clarification received were answered before the
deadline for submitting proposals. A total of 123 proposals were received. During the review of the first
part of the proposal (participant and author declaration + proof of authorization), various formal
deficiencies were identified in 47 participants’ submissions. Given the date of the jury meeting, it was not
possible to resolve all these deficiencies before the meeting: the deadline for submitting proposals was 5
p-m. on May 25, 2026. The assessment of the proposals, many of which were submitted by groups of



multiple members, took until Friday, May 29, 2026. Drafting the 47 applications would have taken
another few days, but even if they had been sent out on June 1, 2026, under the law, participants would
have had 5 business days to submit the documents replaced by affidavits, and this deadline would
therefore not have expired until after the jury meeting on June 4, 2026.

Last but not least, this would have imposed an administrative burden on both the organizer and the
participants, largely without any practical benefit, since a maximum of 7 participants can advance to the
second stage.

In view of these facts, a procedure was adopted—with the approval of jury chair Michal Sedlacek—under
which the jury will first determine the participants advancing to the second stage of the competition, and
in the event that participants whose proposals contain procedural deficiencies advance, they will be
requested to remedy it.

The jury then voted on whether to admit all submitted proposals (No. 1 through 123) for evaluation.
Infavor: 7 Against: 0  Abstained: 0
The motion was approved.

The organizer notes that the above procedure is:

A) inaccordance with Section 7.1 of the competition terms and conditions, which states thatin the
first round, all proposals that have not been disqualified may be evaluated,

B) inaccordance with Section 121(5) of the Public Procurement Act, pursuant to which, in a design
competition, documents proving compliance with the conditions for participation may be
temporarily replaced by a sworn statement, and the contracting authority may request the
submission of such documents “at any time during the competition,”

C) inaccordance with Section 121(5) of the Public Procurement Act in fine, pursuant to which the
second part of the Act applies mutatis mutandis to the demonstration of participation
conditions, and that part provides in Section 66(7)(b) that “if the contracting authority does not
use an electronic auction, it may decide that (...) the evaluation of compliance with the
conditions for participation shall take place after the evaluation of tenders based on the criteria
for the evaluation of tenders.”

D) inaccordance with the principle of economy and efficiency, which, according to the Public
Procurement Office’s Methodology for Awarding Contracts (version 4), is intended, among other
things, to ensure “the highest possible number of submitted bids, and thus the widest possible
economic competition, with the lowest possible financial and administrative burden of the
public procurement process.”

The jury and jury experts had access to the competition proposals in electronic form prior to the meeting.
Time was set aside until 10:15 a.m. to review the proposals by studying the printed graphic parts of
proposals.

At 10:15, the jury experts presented their evaluation of the proposals. The following joined the meeting:

Juraj Sujan, Chief Architect of Bratislava, jury expert

Matej Danéci, Verejné pristavy a.s., jury expert

Katarina Subertova, Verejné pristavy a.s., jury expert

Matej Kerestur, Verejné pristavy a.s., jury expert

Richard Hlusko, MIB, jury expert

Roman Becka, MIB, jury expert

Miroslav Hrdina, Regional Monument Office of Bratislava, jury expert

Prior to the meeting, the jury experts recorded their evaluations in a table on a scale from 1 (non-
compliant proposal) to 3 (above-average proposal), or O (proposal did not address the topic). At the



meeting, they presented their approaches to the evaluation. The jury was provided with a table containing
the recorded evaluations.

1. Verejné pristavy a.s., assessment presented by Matej Kerestur

In his evaluation, he focused on compatibility with the development plans for the Palenisko port, the
efficient use of space and achieving the required GFA, the form of the bridge connecting the pools, and
the accessibility of the peninsulas.

In the second stage of the competition, they prefer to locate water sports in the northern basin and a
marina in the southern basin. There should be no houseboats in the basins. In the area adjacent to the
Port Bridge, they prefer the placement of parking garages or other suitable functions that would also
benefit Palenisko.

2. Petra Marko - public space and landscaping
In her evaluation, she focused on the quality of the design of public spaces. She identified the following

as key principles:
e Clear hierarchy of public spaces, public space plays a key role in overall concept
e Public spaces are well interconnected and support the overall urbanism vision
* Different scales and diversity of programming of public spaces
e Vistas and logical linkages to wider surroundings
* Good balance of landscape and hardscape
e Landscape supports climate resilience: strong ecology approach
* Public spaces support and accentuate public uses and public buildings
e Landscape and public spaces enhance the harbour character and identity
*  Public spaces support industrial heritage / draw on industrial heritage
* Activation of water edge and water surfaces with logical programme clusters
*  Waterfront promenade offers diversity and links to mixed uses
* Public spaces concept supports green mobility (walking and cycling)

3. Juraj Sujan

In his assessment, he focused on the relationship to the urban context—downtown is highly dense, and
the intensity and height of the development there should extend across KoSicka Street into the Winter
harbour. On the north side, the Winter harbour area is adjacent to the Mlynské Nivy district, which
features a planned block-style development structure that should also extend into the Winter harbour,
including north-south connections between the blocks. This also raises the question of how high-rise
development will transition into block-style development within the Winter harbour. Furthermore, itis to
be seen how the layout in the northwest corner will be designed—there should not be just one large block
here, but the connection also does not need to be direct from the intersection, as it will always be merely
a busy intersection, not a quality public space. The contact between Palenisko, Pristavny Bridge, and the
Winter harbour is also crucial. The proposals address this with a barrier—either through development or
separating greenery; he prefers non-residential barrier development.

He asks the jury to form an opinion specifically on the design solution, particularly the development
density of the two peninsulas. He prefers proposals where the southern peninsula is less densely built-
up and the overall density of the area is achieved primarily in the northern part of the Winter harbour. On
the southern peninsula, he particularly prefers to preserve greenery and views at the end of the
peninsula.

From the perspective of public space, hierarchy and interconnectivity are essential to him. The question
of the location of local neighborhood squares is crucial—one is appropriate near the historic buildings,
the other in the center of the northern part of the site, with a preference for locations farther from the Port
Bridge. He recommends extending not only the waterfront promenade running in front of Eurovea but
also the line of Pribinova Street. He appreciates proposals with connections to the new city park behind
Pristavna Street. He prefers integrating the boat lift into the public space. Some proposals retain the
railway spur in some form as a memory trace; he supports this idea.

Regarding the design of public buildings, he focused primarily on the plan for a cultural and community
center. He envisioned its location at the end of the central peninsula, but he also accepts proposals



locating it at the beginning of the central peninsula due to good accessibility. The second building he is
considering is an elementary school. He prefers it as a standalone building, not integrated into a mixed-
use complex. He prefers a location in the north, at the node further from the bridge. The third building
under consideration is a sports hall; its location must be viewed primarily in the context of its necessary
transportation connections.

From a transportation perspective, it is necessary to prevent motor vehicle transit through the area. The
city does not intend to route a tram line through the area, as itis to run along its western edge and
subsequently through Mlynské Nivy. However, as a spatial reserve, such a proposal makes sense in the
long term. In that case, however, it does not see the point of routing it through the center of the zone, as
multiple designs propose, but rather in the northern parts of the area. He highlights the need to resolve
transportation service for the development on the southern peninsula. On bridges, it prefers exclusively
pedestrian and bicycle traffic.

4. Miroslav Hrdina
He draws attention to the broader social context of Bratislava—much of the city’s industrial heritage has
already been destroyed. The Winter Harbour is the last chance to showcase the history of transportation
and raw material processing in the city.

The two basins and the edges of the peninsulas are important protected elements. Therefore, he
criticized proposals that suggested structures extending beyond them and weakening the character of
the port.

The second point of focus was the cluster of monuments—preserving it without excessive encroachment
by new buildings and focusing on a museum or other public function. It should be connected to the city
center and the promenade in front of Eurovea; Warehouse No. 7 is the closest.

The third perspective is the use of Warehouse No. 17 on the eastern bank—it should remain open, not
densely built up with new structures. He viewed positively proposals that locate a key public space here.

He prefers that the peninsulas not be too densely built up, ideally with greenery.

5. Richard HluSsko, Roman Becka
The following solutions were reviewed and received positive evaluations during the assessment:

* Pedestrian and Cycling: High-quality of pedestrian and cycling infrastructure leading to high
connectivity

* Public Transportation: Maximazing public transport accessibility in/outside development area

* Access Points: Creative placement of access points at key locations

e Street Network: Clear structuring and hierarchy of street network including traffic calming
measures

e Bridges: Appropriate location/geometry of bridges increasing spatial connectivity

¢ Parking/Mobility Hubs: Strategic placement of parking/mobility hubs considering wider
territorial relationships

e City Marina: Integration of city marina and passenger ship infrastructure

Observations regarding recurring themes in the proposals:

* The entry point from Pribinova Street anchors the access to the development area, though with
negative implications for the southern sector

* Reducing dead ends through appropriate transport serviceability improves permeability and
movement through the area

* Reserving the southern basin edges for promenades creates an active mobility corridor,
reinforcing pedestrian and cycling movement along the waterfront

e Bridge infrastructure is a recurring element across proposal, where poor geometry can
negatively impact connectivity and spatial equity

* Aclearanddirect link to the northwest public transport node ensures the area is well integrated
into the wider public transport network



6 DanielTomko

The following solutions were reviewed and received positive evaluations during the assessment:
* Urban Integration: Seamlessly blending the existing fabric, surroundings, and the new
*  Public Space Hierarchy: Structuring spaces primarily through perimeter block typology
*  Dynamic PULSE: Creatively combining typologies - urban blocks with solitary buildings
*  Harbor Connectivity: Creating strong spatial links across the harbor basins
* Avoiding "Dead Ends": Preventing isolated zones
*  Waterfront Access: Maximizing access and programming water surfaces
* Active Ground Floors: Animating key streets, public spaces, and promenades
* Acoustic Mitigation: Using building mass to block highway and eastern harbor noise

Observations regarding recurring themes in the proposals:
* Identity vs. Compliance: Many proposals met the brief's technical conditions but erased the
harbor's historical identity
e The "Technically Correct": Submissions ticked all the boxes on paper but suffered from several
inefficiencies

Resumption of the jury deliberations at 11:45:

The following jury experts left the meeting:

Juraj Sujan, Chief Architect of Bratislava, jury expert

Matej Dandci, Verejné pristavy a.s., jury expert

Katarina Subertova, Verejné pristavy a.s., jury expert

Matej Kerestur, Verejné pristavy a.s., jury expert

Miroslav Hrdina, Bratislava Regional Monument Office, jury expert

The jury meeting continued with a discussion on how the proposals would be evaluated and how the
discussion about them would be conducted. It was agreed that those proposals which, in the majority
opinion of the jury, would appear to be of higher quality would be examined in more detail and would be
subject to more intensive discussion. Conversely, proposals which would appear to be of lower quality
would, after a basic evaluation and majority agreement of the jury, be set aside from the group of
discussed proposals, so that within the allotted two-day period it would be possible to devote sufficient
time to high-quality proposals and subsequently to determining the final ranking.

During the discussion, the possibility was confirmed, within the evaluation method, to revise adopted
decisions depending on the later development of the expert discussion.

The organizer adds that the above-mentioned procedure is common in the evaluation of architectural
and urban design proposals in design competitions. The act of setting aside a proposal from the
discussion does notin itself constitute its evaluation (determination of ranking) within the meaning of the
competition conditions, but is only a working tool. From this it follows that the reintroduction of set-aside
proposals into the discussion is permissible, since their qualities may become more readable only at a
later stage of the jury’s discussion, when the jury is already better acquainted with possible solutions to
the competition brief than it was at the beginning of the discussion. The evaluation of proposals itself
(determination of ranking) within the meaning of the competition conditions therefore takes place only at
the conclusion of the jury’s evaluation meeting; see the following minutes.

Jury Chair Michal Sedlacek took over the floor and presided over the meeting.

After the first round of discussion, the jury set aside 73 proposals in a separate group, deeming them of
lower quality than the others and unpromising for the next round of discussion:

1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,

10,12, 13, 18

21, 22, 23, 25, 29,

30, 32, 34, 37, 39

40, 41, 43, 44, 46, 49,

50, 52, 53, 54,



60, 61, 62, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69,

70,72, 75,76,

83, 84, 87, 88, 89,

90, 93, 94, 96, 97, 98, 99,

100, 101, 103, 104, 106, 108,

111,112,113, 114, 116, 118, 119, 121, 122, 123

The jury identified 50 proposals as being of higher quality and therefore suitable for the next round of
discussion:
11,14,15,16,17,19,
20, 24, 26, 27, 28,

31, 33, 35, 36, 38,
42,45,47,48,

51, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59,
63, 64,
71,73,74,77,78,79,
80, 81, 82, 85, 86,
91, 92, 95,

102,105, 107, 109,
110,115,117,

120

At 12:00 Michal Garaj left the meeting.

The meeting was interrupted for a lunch break
Lunch: 12:15-1:30 p.m.

The jury continues to review the designs and hold discussions.

At 15:00, Michal Sedlacek left the meeting; the jury session is now led by jury vice-chair Catherine Burd,
and alternate member Filip Tittl has become a full member of the jury.

At 15:25, the jury proceeded to set aside the proposals it considers to be of lower quality among the
remaining entries and not promising for the next round of discussion:
35,42, 45,47, 48, 51,55, 56, 71, 74,77, 78, 80, 82, 85, 92, 95, 102, 109, 115, 117.

The jury selected 29 proposals as suitable for the next round of discussion:
11,14,15,16, 17,19, 20, 24, 26, 27, 28, 31, 33, 36, 38, 57, 58, 59, 63, 64, 73, 79, 81, 86, 91, 105, 107, 110,
120

At 15:30 Experts of the jury Richard Hlusko and Roman Becka left the meeting.

The jury continued its review and discussion.

At 16:35, the jury proceeded to further set aside proposals it considers of lower quality among the
remaining entries and unpromising for the next round of discussion:
17, 20, 24, 26, 27, 33, 58, 64, 73, 81, 86, 91, 107

The jury identified 16 proposals as suitable for the next round of discussion:
11, 14,15, 16, 19, 28, 31, 36, 38, 57, 59, 63, 79, 105, 110, 120

The jury’s first day of meetings concluded at 17:15.



DAY 2:
The meeting resumes on June 5, 2026, at 9:00 a.m. at TUBA.

Present:

e Marianna Palenikova, Metropolitan institute of Bratislava, competition secretary
e PeterLényi, jury expert

e Petra Marko, Metropolitan institute of Bratislava, jury expert

e Daniel Tomko, Metropolitan institute of Bratislava, jury expert

e Michal Garaj, Bratislava Service center, proposal verifier

e Michal Sedlacek,jury chair

e Catherine Burd, jury co-chair

e  Paco Bunnik,jury member

e (GerdJager, ,jury member

e Linda Obrsalova, ,jury member

e Peter Gero,jury member

e  Martin Zavracky, ,jury member

e EvaKail, substitute jury member

e  Ondrej Horvath, substitute jury member
e  Filip Tittl, substitute jury member

Excused:
e Jakub Cigler,substitute jury member

As Michal Sedlacek is present, he resumes his position as jury chair. Filip Tittl returns to the role of jury
alternate. Michal Sedlacek was briefed on the proceedings that took place during his absence. Given that
the recess allowed jury members to reflect more carefully on the qualities of the competition proposals
— particularly those subject to more extensive discussion — to study them in greater detail and to
continue deliberating on them, he proposed to begin the second day by confirming whether the remaining
proposals are still considered stronger than the others, and whether the further study and discussion had
brought any new perspective on any of the previously set-aside proposals that might warrant returning
them to detailed discussion at this point.

Michal Sedlacek proposed a vote:

Who is in favor of marking the proposals listed below as set aside for the time being, and—unless
otherwise decided later—of no longer discussing them?
73 proposals: 1,2,83,4,5,6,7,8,9,

10, 12, 13, 18

21, 22, 23, 25, 29,

30, 32, 34, 37, 39

40, 41, 43, 44, 46, 49,

50, 52, 53, 54,

60, 61, 62, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69,

70, 72, 75, 76,

83, 84, 87, 88, 89,

90, 93, 94, 96, 97, 98, 99,

100, 101, 103, 104, 106, 108,

111,112,113, 114, 116, 118, 119, 121, 122, 123

All 7 regular members of the jury were present.
Infavor: 7 Against: 0  Abstained: 0
The motion was approved.



Michal Sedlacek proposed a vote:

Who is in favor of marking the proposals listed below as set aside for the time being, and—unless
otherwise decided later—of no longer discussing them?

21 proposals:

35,42, 45,47,48, 51,55, 56, 71, 74, 77, 78, 80, 82, 85, 92, 95, 102, 109, 115, 117.

All 7 regular members of the jury were present.
Infavor: 7 Against: 0  Abstained: 0
The motion was approved.

Michal Sedlacek proposed a vote:

Who is in favor of marking the proposals listed below as set aside for the time being, and—unless
otherwise decided later—of no longer discussing them?

13 proposals:

17, 20, 24, 26, 27, 33, 58, 64, 73, 81, 86, 91, 107

All 7 regular members of the jury were present.
Infavor: 6 Against: 0  Abstained: 1
The motion was approved.

As mentioned earlier, and as applies to this stage of the discussion as well, the jury has agreed that these
preliminary votes are merely a discussion tool and do not constitute a vote on the final ranking

Study of the designs and professional jury discussion of the proposals continued, including those that
had been set aside.

At the suggestion of jurors Paco Bunnik and Peter Gero, two designs—designs No. 91 and No. 26—were
proposed for reconsideration.

The jury voted on whether to reinstate design No. 91 for discussion.
For: 6  Against: 1 Abstained: 0
The motion was approved.

The jury voted on returning proposal No. 26 to the discussion.
For:3  Against: 4  Abstained: 0
The motion was not approved.

At 10:30 a.m., Miroslav Hrdina (KPU) joined the jury meeting.

The jury voted to set proposal No. 57 aside from further discussion.
For:5  Against: 1 Abstained: 1
The proposal was approved.

The jury voted to set proposal No. 36 aside from the group of proposals discussed.
For: 7  Against: 0  Abstained: 0
The proposal was approved.

The jury voted to set proposal No. 31 aside from the group of proposals discussed.
For:3  Against:2  Abstained: 2

The motion was not approved.

The jury voted to set proposal No. 16 aside from the group of proposals discussed.



For: 7  Against: 0  Abstained: 0
The motion was approved.

The jury voted to set proposal No. 15 aside from the group of proposals discussed.
For:5  Against:2  Abstained: 0
The motion was approved.

The jury voted to set proposal No. 110 aside from the group of proposals discussed.
For:5  Against: 1 Abstained: 1
The motion was approved.

The jury voted to set proposal No. 105 aside from the group of proposals discussed.
For:5  Against:2  Abstained: 0
The motion was approved.

Following the continuation of the fourth round of discussion, the jury has reached the agreement that
proposals No. 15, 16, 31, 36, 57, 110, and 105 were set aside from the agreemt of proposals under
discussion

The jury has reached an agreement to continue discussion of ten proposals - proposals No. 11, 14, 19,
28, 38, 59, 63, 79, 91 and 120

At 12:00 Michal Garaj left the meeting

The meeting was interrupted for a lunch break
Lunch: 12:15-13:30 p.m.

13:45:

At the jury’s request, Miroslav Hrdina presented his comments on the individual proposals from the
perspective of historic preservation. Given that the competition still has a second anonymous stage,
comments on individual proposals will be provided directly only to the relevant participant.

14:00 Miroslav Hrdina left the jury meeting.

Jury discussion continued at 14:00

The jury voted on whether to reinstate Proposal No. 26 for discussion.
For: 0  Against:5  Abstained: 2
The proposal was not approved.

The jury voted on whether to reinstate Proposal No. 15 for discussion.
For:4  Against: 3  Abstained: 0
The motion was approved.

The jury voted to set aside proposal No. 19 from the group of proposals discussed.
For:6  Against: 0  Abstained: 1
The motion was approved.

The jury has then continued discussion of ten proposals - proposals No. 11, 14, 15, 28, 38, 59, 63, 79, 91
and 120




Evaluation of proposals, determination of ranking

In accordance with the competition conditions:

"The criterion for the evaluation of proposals established in the competition conditions was the quality of
the solution in relation to the brief." The brief formed Annex No. 3 of the competition conditions,
containing detailed requirements for the solution.

Method of applying the criterion: The jury shall, by majority vote on the basis of discussion, assign each
proposal a ranking according to the evaluation of the proposalin relation to the criterion set out in point
1. The ranking may also be determined within a group placing — e.g. proposals ranked 1st-7th. A higher
ranking shall always be assigned to the proposal that fulfils the requirements of the evaluation criterion
to a greater extent. The winning proposal of the competition shall be the proposal placed in first (highest)
position in the ranking of evaluated proposals.

Inround 1, the jury shall select five to seven participants who will, in round 2, develop their proposals
further on the basis of guidance from the jury and experts.

The jury is quorate when the full voting quorum (7) is present. The jury decides by an absolute majority of
the votes of the quorum.

Following the discussion held to date, the jury proceeded to vote on the ranking of proposals. The jury
agreed that proposals would be grouped according to their level of quality, corresponding to the length of
discussion they received and the stage of the evaluation session at which they were set aside.

Vote to place in positions 51-123 of the proposal ranking those proposals which, following their detailed
examination, the jury assessed as proposals that fulfil the requirements for the quality of the solution in
relation to the Brief (Annex No. 3 of the competition conditions, containing detailed requirements for the
solution) below the average level.

These are proposals No.: 1,2, 3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10, 12,13, 18, 21, 22, 23, 25, 29, 30, 32, 34, 37, 39, 40, 41,
43, 44, 46, 49, 50, 52, 53, 54, 60, 61, 62, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 72, 75, 76, 83, 84, 87, 88, 89, 90, 93, 94, 96,
97, 98, 99, 100, 101, 103, 104, 106,108, 111, 112,113,114, 116, 118, 119, 121, 122, 123.

In favor: 7 Against: 0 Abstained: 0

The motion was approved.

Vote to place in positions 30-50 of the proposal ranking those proposals which, following their detailed
examination, the jury assessed as proposals that fulfil the requirements for the quality of the solution in
relation to the Brief (Annex No. 3 of the competition conditions, containing detailed requirements for the
solution) at an average level.

These are proposals No.: 35, 42, 45, 47, 48, 51, 55, 56, 71, 74, 77, 78, 80, 82, 85, 92, 95, 102, 109, 115,
117.

In favor: 7 Against: 0 Abstained: 0

The motion was approved.

Vote to place in positions 18-29 of the proposal ranking those proposals which, following their detailed
examination, the jury assessed as proposals that fulfil the requirements for the quality of the solution in
relation to the Brief (Annex No. 3 of the competition conditions, containing detailed requirements for the
solution) at a slightly above-average level.

These are proposals No.: 17, 20, 24, 26, 27, 33, 58, 64, 73, 81, 86, 107.

In favor: 7 Against: 0 Abstained: 0

The motion was approved.

Vote to place in positions 10-17 of the proposal ranking those proposals which, following their detailed
examination, the jury assessed as proposals that fulfil the requirements for the quality of the solution in
relation to the Brief (Annex No. 3 of the competition conditions, containing detailed requirements for the
solution) to a good degree.

These are proposals No.: 11, 16, 19, 31, 36, 57, 105, 110.

In favor: 7 Against: 0 Abstained: 0

The motion was approved.



Vote to place proposal No. 63 in 9th place of the proposal ranking, which the jury, following its detailed
examination, assessed as a proposal that fulfils the requirements for the quality of the solution in relation
to the Brief (Annex No. 3 of the competition conditions, containing detailed requirements for the solution)
to a very good degree.

In favor: 7 Against: 0 Abstained: 0

The motion was approved.

Vote to place proposal No. 120 in 8th place of the proposal ranking, which the jury, following its detailed
examination, assessed as a proposal that fulfils the requirements for the quality of the solution in relation
to the Brief (Annex No. 3 of the competition conditions, containing detailed requirements for the solution)
to avery good degree.

In favor: 4 Against: 2 Abstained: 1

The motion was approved.

Vote that proposals No. 14, 15, 28, 38, 59, 79, 91 are placed in 1st-7th place in the round 1 evaluation
ranking, on the grounds that they best fulfilled the requirements for the quality of the solution in
relation to the brief among all evaluated proposals and are to be further developed in round 2 of the
competition. In favor: 6 Against: 1 Abstained: 0

The motion was approved.

Marianna Palenikova presented the organisational instructions for the continuation of the competition.
The jury jointly formulated general comments for all advancing participants.
The second day of the jury meeting concluded at 17:00.

Following the determination of the ranking of the top seven positions, the proposal verifier proceeded to
request the participant in whose submission a formal deficiency had been recorded to remedy it. The
deficiency was recorded in proposal No. 91, submitted by a participant as a legal entity, which contained
a duly completed affidavit. The further documents submitted indicated that this legal entity was
registered as a limited liability company; however, its authorisation to provide architectural services
within the meaning of the competition conditions was not unambiguously established from those
documents. For this reason, the participant was requested on 8 June 2026 to submit supplementary
documents. The participant responded to this request on 9 June 2026 and delivered supplementary
documents from which its authorisation to provide architectural services was also evident (specifically, a
confirmation from the local tax authority as well as a confirmation from the local association of
architectural firms). The said deficiency was remedied prior to the approval of the minutes by the jury.

Annexes to the minutes:
0.c. Jury expert evaluation table



