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The jury would like to commend the organizers of the competition, including the Jordan 
Engineers Association, the Housing and Urban Development Corporation (HUDC), USAID, the 
King Abdullah Fund for Development, and CSBE, for their commitment to realizing the 
competition in a professional manner. 
 
The jury supports the widespread reliance on such competitions in the future. More particularly, 
all government building projects should be initiated through competitions. The jury would like to 
emphasize the impact of such competitions in contributing to further developing architectural 
practice in Jordan. The jury sees this as an opportunity to more effectively address current 
cultural, social, environmental, and technological developments in the country. 
 
 
Process 
The competition organizers received 14 entries, one of which was disqualified for not satisfying 
many of the competition submission requirements. Each entry was given a code number. The 
names of the participants were kept confidential and were not divulged to jury members. 
 
The jury sessions took place over two consecutive days of deliberation. The jury began with an 
overview of the project’s site and context, as well as the competition design brief and submission 
requirements that were provided to the competitors. Following that, a separate analysis of each 
entry took place. This analysis involved a collective process of discussion. For it, the entry’s 
drawings were exhibited, and a parallel detailed reading of the entry’s report was carried out. 
 
After this detailed analysis of the 13 entries, 6 were shortlisted and 3 made the final selection. A 
collective discussion was held comparing the shortlisted entries. The jury felt that none of the 
submitted projects met the evaluation criteria in an exemplary manner. It therefore decided to 
temporarily withhold the 1st prize for a second stage according to which the three winning entries 
would be allowed to re-work their entries. 
  
The same jury is to assess the re-worked submissions in accordance with the original evaluation 
criteria and also with the jury’s comments on the first-round submission. The jury then will select 
a 1st prize entry and award it a further lump-sum of JD 3,000. 
 
 
General Comments about the Competition and Entries 
The jury has certain reservations about the site selected for the Abu-Alanda housing project. It 
would like to emphasize the need for housing projects in Jordan to properly study issues related to 
site selection, planning, and parcelation, particularly with regard to environmental aspects. Of 
special importance in choosing a location for the project is the issue of sustainable development. 
The jury feels that the Abu-Alanda project did not incorporate in its cost estimates the expenses 
needed for the extension of new infrastructure services and utilities to the site. At the same time, a 
significant amount of plots in Amman that are located closer to the city center are vacant. The 
jury also feels that affected stakeholders should have been involved in developing the design 
requirements for the housing units. 



 
The jury feels there is a need for the competition design brief to include minimum design 
requirements in order to ensure a minimum standard relating to the quality of life offered by each 
apartment unit (including minimum areas for rooms, the provision of indoor / outdoor spaces, 
etc.). Moreover, the jury suggests benefiting from the experiences of other countries in relation to 
low-income housing projects. 
 
As for the competition entries, the jury had expected better outputs that involved more creative 
site planning designs, as well as more innovative solutions for energy and water efficiency. The 
jury was disappointed with some of the responses to topography. The participants, with a few 
exceptions, did not make use of the flexible setbacks and FAR provided to them in the brief. The 
jury also would have greatly welcomed more humane affordable housing solutions. Creating an 
environment that enhances the users’ quality of life is a key concern for the jury members. 
 
The jury is critical of the lack of effective research efforts in the participants’ reports. Citing 
relevant case studies and solutions from different parts of the world for energy and water 
efficiency can greatly support innovative ideas presented in the entries and strengthen their 
arguments. 
 
The jury was also surprised that environments dedicated for the use of children are lacking in the 
design entries. Children are expected to constitute the majority of the inhabitants of such low-
income projects, which generally serve families with high fertility rates. 
 
 
Shortlisted Projects 
Entry by Jansana . Alshibly Architects: Antonio Jansana and Ali Alshibly 
The project is commended for its aesthetic simplicity and well-devised apartment layouts. 

 
Furthermore, the project is appreciated for the following features: 

• The quality of its architectural language. The use of local site materials at the base of 
the buildings is especially commended. 

• The well-thought-out as well as culturally and socially-appropriate unit and floor plan 
designs. The designs, however, could be further enhanced with a few alterations.  

• The staggering of the apartment blocks across the site. This ensures privacy and 
views. Also commendable is the provision of ample private outdoor space for each 
unit.  

• The incorporation of innovative ideas for heating as well as for hot water and 
graywater systems. These ideas, however, have yet to be tested for efficiency. An 
examination of relevant case studies is recommended to support the arguments made 
in the project report. 

• The outdoor spaces have potential for use as rainwater harvesting surfaces.  This 
potential, however, is not exploited in the landscape design.  

 
Additional consideration and refinement is needed with regard to the following aspects of the 
design: 

• Orientation of building blocks to maximize energy-efficiency. Only a few are 
oriented to the south. The site plan layout easily allows for a tilting of blocks to 
achieve better orientation. 

• The use of unconventional building methods. Steel structures are not common in 
residential projects in Jordan. The jury also is concerned about the cost of some of 



the suggested building materials such as dry walls, the cost of underground parking 
with ramps, and the incorporation of a large number of staircases. 

• The outdoor spaces seem harsh. They incorporate ample hard-scaping, but provide 
very little shading. This will result in considerable heat radiation. Adding more shade 
trees or shade-providing structures therefore is recommended. 

• The shading devices used over terraces and windows will deteriorate quickly and will 
not withstand the effects of dust and wind. Alternate materials are recommended. The 
amount of glazing used in the terraces also should be revised. 

• It is not clear that the distribution of units within the blocks meets the minimum 
requirement of providing 168 units.  Further clarification of this matter is needed.  

• There may be wheelchair-accessibility problems from the lower streets. This is due to 
the use of high retaining walls and an ineffective utilization of the spaces behind the 
walls. The buildings could respond better to the site’s topography. 

• The fragmentation of the building masses has negative energy-related consequences. 
This increases external surfaces, which need insulation and are susceptible to heat 
transfer. 

 
 

Entry by Office for Modern Buildings (OMB) 
This entry is appreciated for the following features: 

• The successful orientation of building blocks to maximize energy efficiency.  
• The effective response to topography, and utilizing the topography to accommodate 

underground parking. 
• The well-devised site design and the high-quality design of the building blocks. 
• The clear thinking involved in developing the design and presenting it. 

 
The design is criticized for the following features: 

• Some apartment layouts do not respond well to prevailing cultural norms (as with 
incorporating open kitchens). 

• Greywater systems are absent in the design. 
• The windows are too small. They might not provide sufficient lighting. Moreover, the 

external skin may block views. 
• The design’s double skin could accommodate balconies if given more depth.  

Otherwise, it could be used as a cooling airshaft if extended across all the floors. 
• The use of a gallery is not necessary. 

 
 
Entry by Turath - Architecture and Urban Design Consultants 
The entry is commended for its well-thought-out overall design, its responsiveness to topography, 
and its harmonious skyline. 

 
The entry is particularly appreciated for the following features: 

• Expressive presentation and use of diagrams to illustrate energy and water-efficient 
ideas. 

• Its good response to the challenges brought about by the site’s topography. 
• The utilization of the sloped site to provide parking areas below the structures. 
• The thoughtful orientation of buildings in the site layout. 

 
The entry may be criticized for its wasted hall spaces and use of long corridors in the floor plan. 

 



 
Entry by Space Design - Architects and Designers 
This entry is commended for its response to the site’s topography, the provision of well-designed 
and varied outdoor spaces, and for its well-developed apartment layout. 

  
Furthermore, the entry is appreciated for the following features: 

• Its innovative architectural language and distinctive character for low-income 
housing projects. 

• The provision of a variety of outdoor spaces, e.g. elevated gardens, private terraces, 
and outdoor communal areas. 

• Its rainwater and graywater systems, particularly the employment of gravity for their 
mechanical components. 

• The provision of parking below the structures in a manner that takes advantage of 
differences in level. 

• The use of stone retaining walls. 
• The apartments’ efficient internal layout. 
• The differentiation between the treatment of the south and north facades to maximize 

energy efficiency. 
  

The following criticisms apply to the entry: 
• The treatment of its skyline and elevations is harsh and monolithic. 
• The staggering and cantilevering of the facades may increase construction costs. A 

more detailed justification of cost estimates needs to be provided. 
• The orientation of the building blocks may be better worked out to maximize energy 

efficiency. This can also provide an opportunity for a wider variety of open spaces 
between the building blocks. 

 
 

Entry by Liyan Al-Jabi, Mohammad Al-Jabi, and Shada Al-Sharif 
The entry is commended for its bold design idea, its environmentally-conscious concept, and the 
use of innovative materials. 

 
The entry is particularly appreciated for the following features: 

• Its interesting approach to building typology and its rearranging of the site to best suit 
the design idea. 

• The provision of circulation access through the building. One is able to walk from 
one street to another through the project’s courtyard. 

• Its interesting architecture. The use of cutouts for airflow is particularly admired. The 
treatment of external façades, however, does not express a residential building type. 

• The rammed earth is aesthetically pleasing, but the manner in which it is used raises 
concerns about structural stability. 

 
The entry may be criticized for the following features: 

• The building does not respond well to its suburban setting or to its sloped site. Issues 
of accessibility are not well resolved. 

• The lack of attention to orientation so as to maximize energy efficiency in the layout 
of apartments. 

• The sensitivity expressed in developing the building blocks is not reflected in the 
treatment of the overall site. However, the site design does have considerable 
potential. 



 
 

Entry by Mahmoud Saymeh and Lama Abuhassan 
This entry is commended for its well-thought-out site development at the urban / community 
level, its response to topography, as well as its provision of a child-friendly environment and 
ample social spaces. 
  
Furthermore, the entry is appreciated for the following features: 

• Its linking of the courtyards and providing a variety of outdoor spaces. 
• Its refined architectural character, which provides for a rich sensory quality and 

experience. 
• Its energy and water-efficient ideas and building materials. 

  
The following criticisms apply to the project:  

• Its weak apartment layout results in several problems, including wasted corridor 
space. 

• The design is costly. The treatment of the elevations may be too expensive for a low-
cost housing project. The outdoor areas also require considerable maintenance and 
high-quality finishing. 

• The design of the parking area lacks clarity. 
• The use of elevated fountains is not appropriate for low-income housing projects.  

They are too costly to maintain. 
• The orientation of the buildings does not provide for optimal energy efficiency. 

 
 

The Jury also commends the entry by Iyad Al-Halis for its developed theoretical approach and 
well-formulated report. The entry, however, was not shortlisted for the following reasons: 

• The site plan is congested as a result of placing 16 buildings on it. The design 
therefore provides for a denser development than is needed or than is suitable. 

• The design does not build on the entry’s well-formulated report. The design is too 
systematic and repetitive. 

• The use of 2 entry doors for each house results in a confusing layout. 
• The outdoor areas do not allow for much social interaction. 

 
 
Jury Decision: 
The jury felt that none of the submitted projects met the evaluation criteria in an exemplary 
manner. The jury therefore decided to temporarily withhold the 1st prize and to combine the 2nd 
and 3rd prize money into a joint 2nd / 3rd prize that is awarded equally to the 3 shortlisted entries 
listed here in alphabetical order: 
  

• Jansana . Alshibly Architects: Antonio Jansana and Ali Alshibly 
• Mahmoud Saymeh and Lama Abuhassan 
• Space Design - Architects and Designers 

 
In order to encourage the development of solutions that can be useful to HUDC in their housing 
program, the jury has allowed the winners to re-work their entries, taking into account the jury 
comments that have been sent to each competitor. A payment of JD 2,000 is to be given to each 
re-worked entry upon submission. 
  



The finalists were given 4 weeks to allow them to develop their entries. The same jury was 
scheduled to meet again on August 2nd, 2010 to assess the re-worked submissions in accordance 
with the original evaluation criteria, and also according to the jury’s comments on the 1st-round 
submissions. The jury then will award a further lump-sum of JD 3,000 as a 1st prize for the entry 
that best meet its expectations in terms of satisfying the original evaluation criteria and the jury’s 
comments. 
 
 


