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Next step was to decide how the two materials meet 
in detail. Illulstration XX shows different possibilities 
of detailing, The option on Ill. X.X has been chosen  .
.

MEETING WITH THE BASE

The solid base foundation on which the building is 
standing has a big influence on overall expression 
of the building, therefore it was an object of inves-
tigation.
The illustration above presents different possible 
solutions. Illustration nr .. presentsa version where 
the base does not change its level. Illustration is an 
iteration where the both light structure and founda-
tion are covered with cladding, and it is not possible 
to recognize them from the outside. A-ws the inten-
tion was the most possible honest language betwen 
the foundation and light structure therefore the op-
tion on the Ill. XX has been chosen.

Ill. 5.22 Detailing the meeting of cladding and foundation

Ill. 5.21 Meeting with the base proces diagram
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MATERIALS INSIDE

When detailing materials inside the goal was to cre-
ate warm, bright interiors where visitors can relax 
after hiking in the outdoors. The defined element 
are glulam frames. Illustratior 5.25 shows different 
consideration of the materials, combining wood-
en or concrete floor and plywood or white plaster 

walls. However wood is desired material, to break the 
monotony iteration D. has been chosen, where the 
white rooms are standing out while the main walls are 
warm plywood.

A. B.

C. D.

Ill. 5.25 Interior materials studies
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EPILOGUE

This part consist of brief conclusion and honest reflec-
tion on the project.
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Ilulissat is already a destination for visitors to both 
admire the unspoilt beauty of Arctic landscape and 
be where climate change unfolds.  The visitor cen-
tre should enhance the experience by communicat-
ing knowledge as well as giving a possibility to stop, 
relax and simply admire the surroundings.
As the site provides beautiful natural scenery, the 
main concept of design was the juxtaposition of 
landscape and information centre.  This has been 
tried to achieve through clear design identity that 
is visible but not intruding element in the landscape
The idea was to create aesthetically simple and at-
tractive proposal.  The result is an architectural con-
cept of the circular plan, strengthen during a design 
process.  A building, that distribution of functions 
relies on the flow around spaces. There is no main 
room in the Center but rather the design is con-
ceived as a loop where different activities perme-
ate.
One of the fundamental ideas behind the design is 
the stereotomic base follows the terrain and refers 
to the Danish colonial housing, typical for Green-
landic landscape. Heavy placement in the landscape 
ensures stability and durability.  On the other hand, 

the building primary structure is a light wooden 
structure which top line remains straight and con-
trasting with the terrain slope.   The changing ‘gap’ 
between heavy base and the light roof creates spac-
es of different qualities.
Honest expression of the building is complemented 
via the visible structure, light transparency and con-
tact with a ubiquitous beauty of nature.
I believe that Ilulissat   Icejfjord Center due to its qual-
ities and accessibility is the building that could bring 
a wider range of people and therefore contribute to 
Ilulissat locally and globally to the climate change dis-
cussion. 

CONCLUSION 
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Working on Illulisat Icejfjord Center was an uneasy 
task. The site provides naturally beautiful scenery, 
which the objective was to enhance it without tak-
ing main attention from the landscape. Thus, there 
was a need to balance many aspects of the project.
The architectural approach was held through Inte-
grated Design Process, which, working on my own 
was a great challenge, but allowed me a full under-
standing of every part of design, both conceptual 
and technical ones.
However, there were no radical changes in the proj-
ect through the design process, but a rather con-
stant improvement detailing of the starting idea.
Main design parameters and main concept were 
used as a design tool, that allowed me to accom-
plish the project with a strong vision. 
Nonetheless, I am aware that there are aspects of 
the project that could be developed more in details 
and some could have been studied deeper in order 
to achieve better qualities. If the time frame would 
be longer, I would like to focus more on detailing 
of the project envelope, in terms of the design of 
openings or perhaps introducing a shading system. 
However, the precise light analysis came a little bit 
late in the studies, and therefore some design as-

pects have already been unchangeable Also acous-
tic aspects could have been studied more in detail, 
not only in the auditorium but in overall building.
Moreover, in some cases, design principals have 
been set very early in the process, such as for ex-
ample structural concept, which if done otherwise 
could bring new design possibilities.
Another aspect was lacking discussion, that would 
occur naturally during teamwork. Therefore, it 
necessary to force myself into honest reflecting of 
my own concepts and ideas and taking ‘step back’ 
every now and then.
Despite this, reviewing the overall process, I be-
lieve that main objective has been achieved and 
coherent design has been made. In my opinion the 
idea behind the project is clear and tectonic and 
nordic qualities visible. I have no doubt that the 
building would fulfill the needs of visitors.
Last but not least, the project has testified my 
skills and accomplishing this design I consider my 
personal achievement. In conclusion, I  hope that 
my design proposal for Ilulissat Icefjord Center 
attained well the design parameters stated before

REFLECTION
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APPENDIX

In this part there  is described methodology, approach 
and main focus of the project.
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APPENDIX 1 // EMERGENCY STRATEGY

0 m 10 m

The layout of the building should be done in a way 
that there is an access outside in case of an emer-
gency. In any case there can not be more than 25 
meters to the exit or an emergenxy opening.
Sections of the building are under different catego-
ries, depending of their function. Auditorium of a 
capacity of 120 people is under category 3, while 
the other rooms are under category 1. However, it 
is sufficient for the jount escape routes to all fullfill 
the application of category 3, and therefore escape 

routes should have a width of minimum 130 cm [Byg-
ningsreglementet, 2012]
The access to these exits should have an even distri-
bution of the users and there always should be multi-
ple excape options -  all windows big enough for a per-
son to pass through is considered an escape opening 
[Bygningsreglementet, 2021]
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ROOM PROGRAM

1. ENTRANCE & RECEPTION 80,6

11,5

42

47,7

43

31,7

19,7

19,7

19,7

38,9

38,4

28,2

154,5

132,2

137

119

106

23

24,6

15,6
30

6. TOILETS

10. STORAGE

14. EXHIBITION- GREENLANDIC CULTURE

18. CAFE KITCHEN

21. STORE

TOTAL : 

ROOM : m2 

1650 m2

3. ICEFJORD OFFICE /ADMINISTRATION

2. WARDROBE

7. BEDROOM

8. BEDROOM

9. BEDROOM

12. TECHNICAL ROOM

11. STORAGE

13. AUDITORIUM

16. EXHIBITION - CLIMATE CHANGE

17. CAFE

20. GUIDE OFFICE

15. EXHIBITION - ICEFJORD

19. TOILETS

4. RESEARCH LAB 

5. CANTINE & KITCHEN
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APPENDIX 2 // FINAL ROBOT ANALYSIS

MEMBER VERIFICATION

STRUCTURE DIMENSIONS

60 cm

60 cm

60 cm

40 cm 40 cm
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APPENDIX 3 // PACHYDERM RESULSTS

PACHYDERM RESULTS RT60

RAYTRACE ANALYSIS

1 2 3

A

B

C

rec0

rec1

rec0

rec1

rec0

rec1

1

A B C

13,5 m 15,5 m 18,5 m

2 3

7 m

13,5 m

8 m
7 m

8 m

6 m

9 m
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APPENDIX 4 // LOAD COMBINATIONS

LOAD COMBINATIONS 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(Table A1.2(A), Eurocode 0, pp. 51) 
 

 
LOAD 𝝋𝝋𝟎𝟎 𝝋𝝋𝟏𝟏 𝝋𝝋𝟐𝟐 
Snow Loads on buildings:    
In combination with dominating imposed load (E) 0.6 0.2 0 
In combination with dominating wind load 0 0 0 
Other 0.3 0.2 0 
Wind Loads on buildings:    
In combination with dominating imposed load (E) 0.6 0.2 0 
Other 0.3 0.2 0 

(Table A.1.1 (section), Eurocode 0, pp. 38) 
 

 
ULS – Ultimate Limit State: 
 

𝛾𝛾!,!𝐺𝐺!,!
!"#$%&"&' !"#$%

 +  𝛾𝛾!,!𝑄𝑄!,! 
!"#$%&'$%( !"#$"%&' !"#$

+ 𝛾𝛾!,!𝜑𝜑!,!𝑄𝑄!,!
!"!!" !"#$"%&' !"#$%

 

 
(6.10, Eurocode 0, pp. 44) 
With dominating snow load: 
𝛾𝛾!,! = 1.1 (Unfavourable) 
 𝛾𝛾!,! = 1.5 (Unfavourable) 
𝛾𝛾!,! = 1.5 (Unfavourable) 
𝜑𝜑!,! = 0.3 (Other) 
 
1.1 ∗ 𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤ℎ𝑡𝑡  +   1.5 ∗ 𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙 +   1.5 ∗ 0.3 ∗ 𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙 
 
 
With dominating wind load: 
𝛾𝛾!,! = 1.1 (Unfavourable) 
 𝛾𝛾!,! = 1.5 (Unfavourable) 
𝛾𝛾!,! = 1.5 (Unfavourable) 
𝜑𝜑!,! = 0 (In combination with dominating wind load) 
 
1.1 ∗ 𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤ℎ𝑡𝑡  +   1.5 ∗ 𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙 +   1.5 ∗ 0 ∗ 𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙 
 
 
 
SLS – Serviceability Limit State: 
 

𝐺𝐺!,!
!"#$%&"&' !"#$%

 + 𝑄𝑄!,! 
!"#$%&'$%( !"#$"%&' !"#$

+ 𝜑𝜑!,!𝑄𝑄!,!
!"!!" !"#$"%&' !"#$%

 

 
(6.14b, Eurocode 0, pp. 47) 
 
 
With dominating snow load: 
𝜑𝜑!,! = 0.3 (Other) 
 
𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤ℎ𝑡𝑡  +   𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙 +   0.3 ∗ 𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙 
 
 
With dominating wind load: 
𝜑𝜑!,! = 0 (In combination with dominating wind load) 
 
𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤ℎ𝑡𝑡  +   𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙 +   0 ∗ 𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙 
 
 

With dominating snow load: 
𝛾𝛾!,! = 1.1 (Unfavourable) 
 𝛾𝛾!,! = 1.5 (Unfavourable) 
𝛾𝛾!,! = 1.5 (Unfavourable) 
𝜑𝜑!,! = 0.3 (Other) 
 
1.1 ∗ 𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤ℎ𝑡𝑡  +   1.5 ∗ 𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙 +   1.5 ∗ 0.3 ∗ 𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙 
 
 
With dominating wind load: 
𝛾𝛾!,! = 1.1 (Unfavourable) 
 𝛾𝛾!,! = 1.5 (Unfavourable) 
𝛾𝛾!,! = 1.5 (Unfavourable) 
𝜑𝜑!,! = 0 (In combination with dominating wind load) 
 
1.1 ∗ 𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤ℎ𝑡𝑡  +   1.5 ∗ 𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙 +   1.5 ∗ 0 ∗ 𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙 
 
 
 
SLS – Serviceability Limit State: 
 

𝐺𝐺!,!
!"#$%&"&' !"#$%

 + 𝑄𝑄!,! 
!"#$%&'$%( !"#$"%&' !"#$

+ 𝜑𝜑!,!𝑄𝑄!,!
!"!!" !"#$"%&' !"#$%

 

 
(6.14b, Eurocode 0, pp. 47) 
 
 
With dominating snow load: 
𝜑𝜑!,! = 0.3 (Other) 
 
𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤ℎ𝑡𝑡  +   𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙 +   0.3 ∗ 𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙 
 
 
With dominating wind load: 
𝜑𝜑!,! = 0 (In combination with dominating wind load) 
 
𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤ℎ𝑡𝑡  +   𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙 +   0 ∗ 𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙𝑙 
 
 


