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The competition planning area




The City of Helsinki held a competition to find a partner for the development and im-
plementation of Makasiiniranta at the South Harbour. The competition was launched
on 12 May 2021.

The aim of the competition is to develop the Makasiiniranta area as part of the pe-
destrian city centre and the seaside trail around the shores of Helsinki, and as a
location for the new Architecture and Design Museum. The two-stage quality and

concept competition was intended for operators in the real estate and construction
industry.

Representatives of the City of Helsinki

Juhana Vartiainen (chair) — Mayor

Anni Sinneméki (vice) - Deputy Mayor for Urban Environment

Ville Lehmuskoski — Executive Director, Urban Environment Division
Marja Piimies — Head of Detailed Planning

Salla Hoppu - Chief Architect

Jussi Luomanen - Head of Urban Space and Landscape Planning
Sami Haapanen - Head of Land Property Development and Plots
Johanna Bjorkman / Sari Saresto — Head of Cultural Environment
Marja-Leena Rinkineva — Director of Economic Development

Outi Santti — Urban Development Manager

Senior specialists in architecture

Kees Christiaanse — Professor Emeritus, Architect, KCAP

Leila Strémberg - City Architect, Head of Town Planning for City of Jyvaskyla

Representative of the Finnish Association of Landscape Architects

Aino Aspiala - Aino Landscaping Oy

Senior specialist in real estate development

Markku Hietala — Senior Advisor, Realidea Oy

Competition secretaries

Valtteri Vuorio (GSP)
Katharina Mead (City of Helsinki)

Heidi Peura (City of Helsinki)

Competition organiser

Mia Kajan (City of Helsinki)
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Preparation group

The meetings and decisions of the Jury were prepared by a multidisciplinary prepa-
ration group. Representatives of Urban Environment Division, City Executive Office,
Culture & Leisure Division, Port of Helsinki, Helsingin Kaupunkitilat Oy and the new
Architecture and Design Museum project team have participated in the preparatory
work.

Participants
The competition started with a registration phase. Of the competition applications

received by the deadline, 9 groups met the competitor eligibility requirements. The
design groups accepted into the competition were:

AALTO Development, Lahdelma & Mahlamaki architects, Landscape architects
NAKYMA Oy, Sitowise

Elava Etelasatama: ,&Iandsbanken,TommiIa Architects, Architects Rudanko +
Kankkunen, A-insind6rit, VSU Landscape architects

Foster + Partners, Planetary Architecture, Maanlumo landscape architects and
Ramboll with Hines Nordics

HGR Property Partners, PES-Architects, VSU Landscape architects, WSP, Sweco

Konsortium Gran: Niam, Taaleri Infra, K2S Architecs, White Arkitekter, Ramboll
Finland, Rakennuttajatoimisto HTJ Ltd.

Merellinen Helsinki 2030: JKMM architects, Loci landscape architects, Ramboll

NCC, Arkkitehdit Soini & Horto, AOR architects, MASU Planning, Destia, Ramboll
Finland, Salsa Concept)

Skanska, ALA, Architects, SLA S/A, Sitowise

South Harbour: NREP, SRV, Anttinen Oiva Architects, Nomaiji Landscape
Architects, Sitowise, Suunnittelutoimisto Amerikka Oy

1.5. Received competition entries

Nine proposals were submitted by 10 December 2021, which was the deadline set for
the first phase entries of competition. Proposals were left with nicknames that are:

Ahti

Boardwalk

For Generations

Helsinki Design Promenade

Makasiinipromenadi

Merimaili

Punelma

Saaret

South Park

The preparation group noted that

All of the entries were submitted on time.

All of the entries fill the minimum requirements.

All of the entries deviate from the planning principles in some way.
The jury decided to accept all of the entries for evaluation.

The whole material of each proposal is found on website:
https://kerrokantasi.hel.fi/makasiiniranta-kilpailuehdotukset
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https://kerrokantasi.hel.fi/makasiiniranta-kilpailuehdotukset  

Overall solution in terms of cityscape and landscape The Old Market Hall and harbour buildings

The quality of the plan in terms of cityscape, architecture, and landscape The functions presented in the plan for the Old Market Hall and harbour buildings
architecture, as well as its suitability for the national landscape of maritime shall be taken into account in the evaluation of the functional quality of the
Helsinki, the buffer zone of a UNESCO World Heritage Site, the cultural and plan and in the overall evaluation, provided that the functions presented are
historical values of the area and the cultural environment. The suitability of the commercially and otherwise feasible.

plan as an area expanding the historical centre.

Any new use of these buildings of cultural and historical value must be
The balanced relationship of the new construction with the facade front of appropriate to the characteristics of the buildings and support the preservation
South Harbour and the current cityscape of Kaartinkaupunki, Ullanlinna and of their conservation values.
Kaivopuisto. Integration into the current urban structure.

Attention to the importance of the area and solutions that strengthen and create
the identity of the area, as well as the overall landscape architectural solution. Architecture and Design Museum

The creation of a high-quality urban character and an attractive environment for

all residents: distinctiveness and comfort, scale and atmosphere, nature of public The connection of the Architecture and Design Museum to the area and

spaces, street views and openness. the public outdoor spaces surrounding it and the feasibility of the project
independent of the rest of the area.

The museum supporting the Helsinki Maritime Strategy and the museum’s
Overall functional solution natural role among other public spaces in the area.

Functions supporting museum activities.
An operational concept that promotes the vitality of the centre of Helsinki:
the evaluation will value the diversity of functions presented for the area and
activities that increase the attractiveness of the entire city centre.
Feasibility and techno-economic quality
The content, location and credibility of functions, the functional nature of ground
floor premises and the comfort of the pedestrian environment.

The techno-economic feasibility of the overall idea and concept.
Relationship with the existing environment and the identity of the area.

Financial feasibility, feasibility of business ideas.
Connection of the area to its surroundings: functionality of connections,

continuity of the seaside trail, natural pedestrian routes, functionality of traffic. Functionality of maintenance and parking.

Functional quality of outdoor spaces: seaside accessibility, street-level activation, Functional quality at different implementation phases.
pedestrian perspective.
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Climate-smart construction

Realisation of the Carbon-neutral Helsinki 2035 action plan.

Solutions that increase energy and eco-efficiency and other innovations that
promote carbon neutrality.

The lifecycle flexibility of the solution, the functional flexibility of buildings.

Solutions that take sustainable development into account and promote circular
economy.

In the first phase, the evaluation will focus on the overall solution and the idea of the
plan and its integration with the values of the surroundings and the landscape.

The functionality of the overall solution and its potential for development is consid-
ered to be more important than any of the individual evaluation criteria.

Image: Suomen limakuva Oy
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The Jury met three times, 20 January, 4 and 17 February 2022.

The preparation group met three times and, also had several meetings divided into
smaller groups by different topics. The preparation group, as well as the Jury, was
provided with a Review of Real Estate feasibility of the entries by Newsec and a sum-
mary of the Voice Your Opinion public hearing. The evaluation was carried out anony-
mously.

Overall solution in terms of cityscape and landscape

The competitors have studied the competition programme’s extensive materials in
depth and have met several of the prerequisites. This has led to a certain homoge-
neity regarding the proposals. However, despite this overall similarity, a closer in-
spection of the entries reveals major differences between them. All of the proposals
had been carefully prepared and all of them had merits, as well as weaknesses.

The competition assignment was challenging and required design and planning in
many different fields. Solutions were needed not only in sectors of city planning, ar-
chitecture and landscape architecture, but also in areas of traffic planning, technical
and financial planning, retail and concept design and climate-awareness. In the best
proposals, all of these different areas had been addressed in balanced ways and in
cooperation with experts from different fields, making them into more than the sum
of their parts. The evaluation of the first stage focused on the assessment of solu-
tions related to city structure and urban landscape. The objective is to find a plan
based on which the City of Helsinki can develop a charming and attractive Makasi-
iniranta as a part of a more extensive national landscape.

The competition area is divided into three sections: the northernmost area includes
Lyypekinlaituri, the Old Market Hall and Vironallas basin; the central area of Makasii-
niranta, where most of the new construction will be located; and the southernmost
area of Olympia Quay and Armi Ratia Park. Naturally, the competition proposals have
mostly focused on the Makasiiniranta area. The change in this area will be the most
notable with regards to the urban structure and landscape, and, therefore, it is also
emphasised in the evaluation process. The proposals presented many great ideas

for operations in the Olympia Terminal and the Port House buildings, as well as the
facilities below the deck and along the railway shaft, mostly focusing on operations
in areas of culture, sports, wellness and the restaurant and hospitality industry. New
alternative operations were not proposed for the Old Market Hall. The historical
building is considered to maintain its value best in its original purpose of use. Dif-
ferent pavilions and other new arrangements were proposed for Lyypekinlaituri to
improve the pedestrian connections and the area’s use during events.

In the evaluation of individual entries, emphasis has also been put on their potential
for further development. The idea and concept of the proposal must remain in fur-
ther development, in the second phase of the competition and, finally, in the imple-
mentation of the Makasiiniranta area.

The new identity of Makasiiniranta has been developed either based on its local his-
tory and cultural environment (Makasiinipromenadi) or by creating a new and recog-
nisable identity in the area (Boardwalk, Helsinki Design Promenade). Some success-
ful solutions have been proposed for both of these perspectives. The architecture is
mostly contemporary and of a high standard and quality, but also monotonous and
generic. This harmonious homogeneity serves as a peaceful background to Tahti-
torninvuori and the future museum annex. The future status of this annex as a new
attractive feature of the South Harbour shore’s urban landscape has been under-
stood well. The challenge in this planning work is to find the balance between fitting
in with the cultural environment while building a new identity, without any blatant
overkills, while also avoiding boredom. The best solutions have managed to create a
new interesting urban structure in the area without compromising the current value
of the surroundings.

Maintaining the views required by the competition programme is important both for
the scenic spot in Tahtitorninvuori and for the scenery from Laivasillankatu street.
New construction will inevitably change the area, and only a few of the entries have
managed to maintain the required views. At their best, the views have been estab-
lished as the basis for the solution related to urban structure (Saaret). The silhou-
ette of Tahtitorninvuori, rising up from behind the new construction, has been suc-
cessfully maintained in most of the entries. For the most part, the proposals follow
the required new construction heights.

The nature, character and spatial diversity of the public outdoor premises have been
interpreted in different ways. In many of the entries, the fairly generic facades have



been balanced with diverse landscaping. In addition, some entries had a weak land-
scape architectural part, and the architecture was dominating (Boardwalk, Helsinki
Design Promenade). Excessive forestation and extensive green roofs and terraces
serve as answers to the public debate on the demand for more parks in the South
Harbour, as well as the City’s CNH programme. However, this makes the area lose
its character. The South Harbour is the historical marine centre of Helsinki, and the
goal is to continue the pedestrian centre from the Market Square to Makasiiniranta.
The harbour grounds have always either been paved or covered with asphalt due

to their functional requirements, and the Makasiiniranta area is largely covered by
filling soil. One valuable characteristic of the landscape that should be maintained
is the green Tahtitorninvuori park rising up behind the harbour area. The contrast
between the built waterfront areas and the surrounding park-like greenery is a rec-
ognisable special characteristic of Makasiiniranta.

The currently closed areas in Makasiiniranta reserved for harbour operations cuts
off the shoreside trail around the peninsula of Helsinki. The best entries have been
able to understand the value of an uninterrupted seaside promenade, and it has
been designed into an attractive, accessible and functionally diverse route.

The character of Makasiiniranta as an extension to the city centre’s pedestrian en-
vironment has been understood fairly well, and the proposed activities liven up the
urban space intended for pedestrians. At their best, the height differences between
the seashore and Laivasillankatu street have been resolved naturally and accessibly
(Saaret). In some entries, the beach promenade and pedestrian area have become
lost, and various difficult arrangements have been proposed for the accessible
route (For Generations, Merimaili); either the route travels through narrow, zigzag-
ging pathways or the height differences have been compensated for with flights of
stairs or ramps that do not fit in well with their surroundings.

The cultural landscape

The Market Square is the centrepiece of the maritime fagade of Helsinki city centre;
an urban landscape of nationwide significance. The historical urban space continues
towards the south beyond the Old Market Hall and the Palace Hotel. The Observato-
ry Park (Tahtitorninvuori) is also a part of the national landscape. The park and the
observatory building both form a vantage point towards Katajanokka and the Market
Square.

The competition entries will have to reach a balanced co-existence with this cultural
landscape. There are apparently many possibilities to reach this target: either by
adapting the new buildings completely to the existing townscape, or by creating visi-
ble new elements, even landmarks. The most adaptive entries, “Makasiinipromenadi”
and “For Generations”, rely on relatively low horizontal volumes parallel to the quay.
Because of this, there are no major dissonances with the landscape of the harbour
area. “Makasiinipromenadi” would also create new town squares between the build-
ings; “For Generations” has a more intimate character.

The four slightly weightier entries, “Merimaili”, “Punelma”, “Ahti” and “Saaret”, also
strive for harmony. “Saaret” is the most balanced of these, with its skilfully placed
building volumes and interesting internal and external views. “Ahti” has similar qual-
ities, but the unbroken chain of volumes and a 45-degree angle to the shoreline

are somewhat heavy-handed. The downside of “Punelma” is the sloping pedestrian
route from the Olympia Terminal to the quay, adding a large and rather dull element
to the fagade towards the sea. The volume of the new construction closest to the
Market Square is also a little too high. The green, almost woody, terraced volumes of
“Merimaili” would be difficult to create on the stony and dry ground.

There is a greater risk of failure if large sculptural volumes are chosen as the main
theme, not to speak of exceeding the maximum height of the new construction.
“Boardwalk” has taken on the challenge and succeeded; the combination of high
and low buildings also gives the Observatory Hill the breathing space it needs. The
large size of the museum building can be a risk; as the visible starting point of the
new area, it must be an architectural masterpiece. The sculptural “South Park” has a
closer affinity to the Kaivopuisto villas than the Market Square blocks. “Helsinki De-
sign Promenade” fails to catch the spirit of the place; the streamlined houses would
be better suited to tropical beaches.

The most balanced relation with the historical landscape is reached in “Makasi-
inipromenadi”, “For Generations”, “Saaret”, “Ahti” (with a slight reservation) and
“Boardwalk”,



In terms of vegetation, the relationship of the proposals to the historical context
varied. The shoreline around the bay has traditionally been free of vegetation. In

the background of the Makasiiniranta rises Tahtitorninvuori park, which is of great
historical significance with its cultivated plants. The proposals focused on biodiver-
sity-friendly vegetation, which doesn’t have a historical context in the area. In some
proposals, vegetation had been brought into the competition area in abundance (For
Generations, Merimaili). This was considered to be an inappropriate solution for the
cultural-historical environment. In the best proposals, the spirit of the place was
also understood in terms of plant species and the amount of vegetation (Saaret).

Overall functional solution

The aim of the competition is to provide the area with diverse, attractive and distinc-
tive functions, which will create an active, comfortable and interesting urban envi-
ronment around them, taking advantage of the maritime opportunities of the area.
The facilities at ground level, along streets and in connection with squares, in par-
ticular should feature functions that are open to the public. Many of the entries have
succeeded in this, and many have even proposed large-scale terraces that offer new
perspectives for viewing the city’s fagade.

One of the goals set for the planning has been to strengthen the attractiveness and
vitality of the city centre and integrate the area into the surrounding urban struc-
ture. In order to liven up the entire area, activities that attract visitors to the south-
ern end and the harbour buildings have been considered to be important.

The overall concept and value proposition of commercial and non-commercial activi-
ties should be determined and narrated more clearly in proposals in the next phase.
Most proposals have approached the retail and services aspect through functions,
categories, locations and sizes. It would be advisable to take a step back and also fo-
cus on the conceptual level of the new, vibrant district of the city centre. Functional
and operational solutions and concepts will, indeed, follow. A strong and distinctive
concept will have a connection to the architecture and built environment and it will
draw people to leisure, work and activities.

The operational concepts of the proposals include functions, such as office, hotel,
retail, and, in some entries, also spa, sport, and event functions. Most of the plans
have a balanced division of type-of-use, and presented functions fit well to the area.

The mix of functions is targeted towards different user groups, such as people of
different ages, and functions that support the museum activities have been present-
ed most successfully in the entries Ahti and Makasiinipromenadi.

In some entries, the overall volume of different functions is moderate, and the esti-
mated demand would allow higher volumes. Therefore, the vitality-increasing effect
of, for example, For Generations and South Park, is considered to be lower than oth-
er proposals. On the contrary, in Helsinki Design Promenade, the overall volume of
retail is considered to be above demand and will, possibly, intensify competition with
the centre’s operations.

In most entries, retail activities are generally well located, creating a clear continu-
ous route along the shoreline. However, in some entries, the functions’ mutual loca-
tion in different parts of the region decrease synergies between operations to some
extent. For example, many parallel routes are seen as dividing the pedestrian flows.

In addition to commercial services, the aim has been to provide the area with oppor-
tunities for non-commercial activities and recreational use with different age groups
and the residents’ varied needs taken into consideration. The comfort of the seaside
trail needs to be considered not only from the perspective of functional connections
but also as a place for dwelling and enjoying the high-quality public spaces.



The Old Market Hall, the Port House and the Olympia Terminal

All of the competition entries have chosen to keep the Old Market Hall in its current
use, as a food market, and no major alterations are shown there. Some entries (Ahti,
For Generations, Helsinki Design promenade, Makasiinipromenadi, Punelma, South-
park) have placed a restaurant pavilion or a canopy in front of the Old Market Hall at
Lyypekinlaituri. Boardwalk has placed an optional new (ferry) terminal at Lyypekinlai-
turi.

For the Olympia Terminal, most entries have proposed an exhibition or an event
space. It is not clear what kind of changes this would require inside the buildings, but
museums generally require, partly at least, special conditions and must be accessi-
ble. Generally, no large alterations are shown in the exteriors (except in the under-
ground levels, which are more freely planned). Some entries have suggested solar
panels on the roof or new windows on the roof.

Entries Ahti, Boardwalk and Saaret suggest a new building between the Olympia
Terminal and the Port House, which will mean alterations and new openings on the
exteriors of the existing buildings. In addition, Ahti has placed an exhibition pavilion
in front of the Olympia Terminal and Port House. Makasiinipromenadi has a scenic
bridge in front of the buildings.

For the Port House, most entries have proposed its redevelopment into a hotel (Ahti,
Helsinki Design Promenade, Punelma, Southpark) or a hostel (Merimaili) or a hotel
conference centre (Boardwalk) and/or offices and co-working spaces, and a restau-
rant with necessary facilities. Helsinki Design Promenade propose a tall extension
building with 5 stories (+20,20) in front of the building near Ehrenstrémintie. There
are no large alterations shown on the exteriors.

For both the Olympia Terminal and the Port House, in the underground levels the
suggestions for new functions are more varied: there are, for example, spaces for
cultural activities and sports facilities. More alterations are proposed there than for
the street side level. The potential of existing underground spaces and the railway
shaft area has been recognized as many proposals have produced highly unique and
creative ideas for new development.

The UNESCO World Heritage Site buffer zone

At the UNESCO web site, the buffer zone of the Suomenlinna fortress is indicat-

ed as follows: “The buffer zone of Suomenlinna ends at downtown Helsinki to the
north and the military district to the east and south. The island-based fortress is not
threatened by city planning or traffic.” According to this, the competition entries are
unlikely to create major risks to the integrity of the site.

Architecture and Design Museum

A new building for a new internationally prominent architecture and design museum
is planned to be located in Makasiiniranta. More specifically, the location of the mu-
seum is set to be the northernmost new building in Makasiiniranta. According to the
planning principles, the museum must be reserved adequate space for a building of
approximately 9,000 m? (net area). Other main guidelines regarding the museum are
that it must be possible to implement the museum as a separate, independent pro-
ject, without the museum project incurring unusual costs or other difficulties due to
other construction. A separate architecture competition for the museum will be held
later.

Most of the entries follow the given guidelines, but in two entries the museum is lo-
cated in Olympia Terminal. Especially, in Helsinki Design Promenade, the museum is
well presented, but there are several reasons, both functional and financial, why this
option is not feasible. For example, the goal is to open the museum while the port of
Helsinki is still operating in the south. In other entries, the museum is placed as in-
structed, but it remains somewhat unclear if the preserved area is of sufficient size.

In many of the entries, the museum building has been presented in an unsure or
even in a quite detailed way. Only one entry has left the museum site open. As the
museum must be able to be implemented as a separate project, it is slightly prob-
lematic, if the museum is structurally or functionally connected to the project’s other
buildings. Furthermore, the entries’ other buildings should also work on their own. It
needs to be considered, if the buildings fit to the environment on their own, but also,
what kind of background they form for the museum.

Another aspect to be considered is how the presented functions support the muse-
um’s role in the area. Other cultural actors, for example a museum, would be desira-
ble from the museum’s perspective. Functions that attract diverse groups of visitors
to the area are encouraged.



Feasibility and techno-economic quality

From the point of real estate economic feasibility, all of the entries were generally
feasible. However, in all the entries, there were also some functions and complex
structures that would require further elaboration. In several proposals, the func-
tions are presented in excessive detail, considering the long schedule for the im-
plementation. For this reason, the functions have been evaluated on a more general
level.

The vitality-increasing effects of different projects in the city centre area have also
been evaluated. The evaluation has involved examining aspects such as the numbers
of visitors brought to the area by different functions and the timing thereof at differ-
ent times of the day. The numbers of visitors and their timing are based on surveys
and materials collected by Jones Lang Lasalle over a long period of time. It is esti-
mated that all of the entries will increase the vitality of the city centre in various ways
through the increasing number of jobs and services. The functions and presented
volumes correspond to the estimated demand in most of the entries.

In all plans, there are some technical issues to be elaborated. Underground and
under the deck —structures will require further examination, as well as the elevation
and flood protection of the area as a whole. Similarly, in structural solutions, for
example, the full-width glass wall of office space presents challenges for the imple-
mentation of technical solutions.

The presentation of the real estate feasibility of the plans and the boundary condi-
tions for their implementation varied. From the point of view of real estate economic
feasibility, the overall plan was mainly credible in the entries of Ahti, Boardwalk, For
Generations, Makasiinipromenadi, Merimaili, and Punelma.

All competition entries also have plenty to clarify and specify when it comes to
traffic. It is difficult to fully rank the entries in terms of their traffic arrangements.
However, the entries South Park, Merimaili and For Generations feature the weakest
traffic-related conditions. For all plans, attention must be paid to the distribution of
implementation responsibilities for the areas’ construction and maintenance.

Observations considering the Port of Helsinki

The harbour area is presented well in all the entries; there is a slight variation, but
the area is presented mainly to the extent specified in the competition programme.
As for the port, the actual sufficient extent needs to be re-examined once the de-
tailed planning starts.

The harbour’s pedestrian and public transport connections are handled well in al-
most all entries, but the vehicle traffic solutions are covered superficially. Special
attention should be paid to the latter: maintenance traffic, but also pick-up and
drop-off traffic and bus traffic, are an essential part of harbour operations in terms
of international cruise traffic.

The harbour area is mainly presented at its existing elevation. The connection to the
environment varies in the entries: attention must be paid to how the harbour area

is accessed by vehicles; how the levelling can be coordinated with the existing quay
level. The harbour area must have a uniform security area access to the new pas-
senger terminal, as specified by the supervising authority, which must be taken into
consideration.

In several entries, the harbour area, which forms a security area required by the
authorities (in accordance with the ISPS), is adjacent to structures, vegetation and
features that are not suitable next to such a security area. The security area must
not be accessible e.g. by climbing over a fence or a tree. Other features, such as a
playing field, cannot be placed next to the security area, either.

The new passenger terminal is presented in almost all entries, mainly located in con-
nection with the Olympia Terminal, which may be a possible location depending on
the Olympia Terminal’s future use. However, the high-speed vessel terminal must be
located in the immediate vicinity of the security area, and/or the passageway must
be connected to and be a part of an enclosed and uniform security area as specified
by the supervising authority.

Several solutions are presented for flood protection (outside the harbour area).
Flood protection can mostly be reconciled with the harbour operations, but this
must be re-examined in further detail as the competition proceeds and/or during
future planning stages.



Climate-smart construction

The ambition level regarding climate change mitigation among the entries is at a
high level and corresponds well to both the Paris climate accord (1.5-degree target),
as well as to the city’s own carbon neutrality target by 2030. It can also be said that
climate targets are at a higher level than in any previous district scale competition in
Helsinki. For example, the share of areal renewable energy among the proposals is
typically over 90%, something that has not been implemented anywhere in Helsinki
so far. Regarding transportation, several proposals boldly suggested zero new park-
ing spaces, again a new concept, but, at the same time, action that is widely required
in order to reach set climate targets.

LCA calculations were mostly done promptly and reported clearly as part of the pro-
posals. Lifecycle based CO2 emissions were ranging from 11kg CO2e/m2/a to 17kg
CO2e/m2/a in some parts of proposals. Average life cycle emissions were clearly

at a lower level than in assessments that are done about other (mainly residential
housing) projects in Helsinki. An interesting finding is that the carbon handprint of
the proposals varies a great deal, mostly depending on the proposed construction
materials used. In the best entries, the carbon handprint was over 10kg CO2e/m2/a,
almost equal the carbon footprint.

Although LCA calculations told that the proposals are mostly at a high level from
the life cycle emissions point of view, there were clear differences in the credibility
of proposals. This was especially evident in a description of the proposed energy
system. The best proposals studied possible energy solutions a lot and were able to
give a relatively comprehensive plan about the energy system and its performance.
On the other hand, in some proposals the energy system was described at a much
more general level, only by listing possible technologies. From the standardization
point of view, all but one of the proposals were targeting the energy class A and
most also promised the highest level of international sustainability standard, either
Breeam Outstanding or LEED Platinum.

Traffic based emissions are not included in LCA evaluations and the climate perfor-

mance of transportation was estimated by how much entries proposed new parking
to the area. From this aspect, the best entrees proposed zero new parking spaces,

which underlines the concepts’ commitment to climate targets and tells about their

understanding of the central and highly accessible location.

The best proposals based on climate-smart contents were South Park, Saaret,
Makasiinipromenadi and Merimaili. However, the feasibility of the presented solu-
tions should be elaborated, and the consortiums should commit to the city’s target
and be willing to develop their solutions further, so that they are also up-to-date at
the time of implementation.
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The Port House (Satamatalo) and part of the deck structures.
Image: Ville-Samuli Rantalainen
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Overall solution in terms of cityscape and landscape

The rhythm and scale of the architecture fit well in the existing city structure. The
buildings align with the orthogonal street grid of the centre. This has the advantage
of a jagged building line along the shoreline and the road at the back, which creates
niches which lend themselves to placemaking, drop-off and loading zones, as well
as triangular pavilions for gastronomy and other small scale uses. It has the disad-
vantage that it echoes the morphology directions of the inner city, which does not
address the transitional public character of Makasiiniranta between the park hill
and the water, nor give it a sufficient identity of its own. Furthermore, the buildings
appear to be somewhat monotonous and dogmatic, as well as somewhat massive in
the middle section.

On the other hand, the architecture language is restrained and sophisticated, which
is adequate for the site. Its open character is carefully referenced with the genius
loci, in scale, material, colour and texture, referring to C.L. Engel’s pastel palette.

The Architecture and Design Museum is designed as part of the ensemble, which is
not realistic, as the building will be subject to a competition and, hence, a different
architectural articulation. This may impact the balance in the ensemble and require
a review of the morphology. All the above arguments ask for a moderate review of
the orthogonal orientation and the unifying typology of the buildings, without “throw-
ing the baby out with the bathwater”, or without losing its positive qualities.

The roof-park landscape across the buildings is an attractive idea mediating be-
tween the Tahtitorninvuori park-hill and the waterfront promenade. The project
clearly inspires the public to be conscious of climate issues in the Baltic, for in-
stance, by marking flooding precautions and levels and, for instance, a self-operat-
ing water-purification basin for swimmers in the summer and winter.

Cultural environment and landscape, the suitability for the national landscape of
maritime Helsinki

From the above description, the project can be developed adequately into the con-
cept of the national landscape of maritime Helsinki, provided that the orthogonal
orientation is softened and the independence of the ensemble from the Architecture
and Design Museum is safeguarded.

Identity of the area

The softening of the orthogonal lay-out of the scheme and the independence of the
future museum may also enable a more fluid relation to the Port House and Olympia

Siteplan 1:2000 scaled to 1:4000
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Terminal. In this way the linear sequence of the whole ensemble may be revised in
order to create an identity of more varied articulations while maintaining a strong
urban coherence, which would be in line with the identity of the site.

Views, openness, the silhouette of Tahtitorninvuori

The conception for establishing the view by a delicate placement of built volume in
different heights and positions is the right approach. Building masses follow the
slopes of Tahtitorninvuori. The solution leaves views and the water mirror open from
Tahtitorninvuori. Nevertheless, the view cones need to be checked and the volumet-
ric disposition fine-tuned in a further elaboration. The view along Eteldinen Maka-
siinikatu needs to be taken especially into account. The views towards the sea from
Laivasillankatu street also need improvement.

New construction, elevation

As noted, the quality of the construction proposal is solid. The architectural articu-
lation is restrained and sophisticated. The construction is based on sustainable and
renewable elements and materials. The design of the facades, colours, textures and
relief make the project blend with the environment.

Landscape architectural solution, quality of public spaces

Greenery continues from Tahtitorninvuori park to the shoreline via rooftops and
plazas. Roof gardens are a semi-public space with a variety of several functions and
biodiversity supportive vegetation. Triangular squares with building ground floors
opening outside create a good starting point for a comfortable atmosphere. The
atmosphere and the dignity of the place has been understood well and the weath-
er conditions have been considered successfully. Outdoor space has been solved
mainly via pavilions with usable roofs. Pavilions create a comfortable outdoor space
around them and give shelter in the wintertime, but, otherwise, the landscape archi-
tectural part is restrained and disconnected to the overall solution in the proposal.

The level difference between the shoreline and Laivasillankatu street has been
solved via a separate ramp, which creates empty walls on a lower level. The area of
the harbour safety zone has been reduced, which is not possible. With the correct
size safety zone, the shore promenade is too narrow. With the safety zone fence and
the ramp, the place is lacking the cosiness which has been accomplished in other
parts of the area. It would help if the ramp would be a part of the overall solution. On
the Laivasillankatu side, the triangular squares create varying street space. Some of
the squares next to Laivasillankatu street are lower than the street level, which de-
mands more careful planning with the elevation.

The water theme is visible in the landscape architecture. There are different storm
water management structures and reminiscences of Finnish coastal nature. Next to
a boating harbour, there is a pool with a manual operable seawater purification plant

for the swimming basin, which has an educational purpose. The ideas are good, al-
though the main role should be left to the sea itself.

The vegetation mainly involves native species, varying from forest like arboretums to
meadow rooftops and to bare shoreline vegetation. From a historical point of view,
arboretums on the Laivasillankatu street side are a peculiar solution, because Tahti-
torninvuori park is a piece of Finnish garden art history with its garden species.

Seaside Promenade and pedestrian environment

The waterfront promenade is designed adequately and, through the niches, is well
suited for placemaking and activation, although the pavilions may sometimes occupy
the space of the niches too much, and protruding fronts of the buildings make the
passage sometimes quite narrow. One of the main ideas is to have the restaurants
opening towards the shore promenade with terraces, so it is important to have
enough space for them. The stepped terraces increase the narrowness of the main
promenade level. Also, triangular terraces next to the sea require a fence around
them, which creates a blocking element between the shore promenade and the sea.

Overall functional solution

There is a conceptual connection to the Baltic Sea and the functions form a well-bal-
anced mix, but the overall binding idea, concept, or brand, should be narrated more
clearly.

The proposal includes several attractive sights and activities that would enliven the
promenade and bring a significant amount of visitors to the area. The plan suggests
a relatively varied mix of culture, retail, office, hotel, and spa operations. The func-
tions and business ideas are described, but somewhat superficially, and operational
models remain unclear.

The functional program includes an Atlantis Science and Culture Centre, a Baltic
Sea Hotel with roof-spa/sauna and conference centre and an underground Cultural
Cave with virtual reality experiences. The locations of different functions are pre-
sented at a detailed level. The concepts of the two hotels have not been described
and it is unclear whether they would pursue different visitor groups. A clarification
would be required so that the credibility and viability of the functions could be ad-
dressed. The concepts, financing and operating models of the Science and Culture
Centre and the Expo require clarification and further detail.

It seems that the plan would increase the vitality of the city centre in various ways
through the increasing amount of jobs and services, such as hotel, retail, office, and
event functions. The functions and their volume correspond to demand. Although
the size of Atlantis Centre is relatively large, the conversion flexibility increases the
alternative use of facilities.



Seaside promenade is sufficiently wide and on one level, making it accessible to dif-
ferent user groups. Activities are mainly located in the south, near the Olympia Ter-
minal (art, ping-pong, outdoor gym), and the northern part near the Market Square
focuses on calmer seating areas and relaxation by the sea. The promenade is pedes-
trian-friendly and inviting with its activities, but it remains open whether or not sug-
gested functions would enliven the entire stretch of the seaside. The southern part
should perhaps be developed towards an attractive ending point to the promenade.

The children’s workshop at the street level of the hotel is a welcome element, but the
logic of it requires clarification. There is a gym located in the Port House, which is
good service since there are few sports facilities in the vicinity. There is also an out-
door gym in the proposal that would be open to the public.

The ownership model for the area has a fresh and innovative idea and it may be de-
veloped although the implications, risks and long-term flexibility of the suggested
ownership model should be studied further.

Old Market Hall and harbour buildings

The Port house accommodates a hotel, co-working spaces and health activities and
the Olympia Terminal contains Science and Art Expo. Both buildings are well reno-
vated with respect towards the heritage quality of the buildings. The attractiveness
and contribution to the promenade of these functions could be addressed. The con-
cept regarding the financing and operating model of the Science and Culture Centre
and the Expo requires clarification and further detail. The Old Market Hall is dedi-
cated to culinary and food related activities. The integration of adequate technical
installations and restrooms would need attention in the Old Market Hall.

A coach terminal for cruises is provided. The location of the new cruise terminal is
between Olympia Terminal and Port House. Direct access from the terminal to the
bus coach terminal and to the street level and square in front of the harbour build-
ings is guaranteed without blocking the peoples flow along the waterfront prome-
nade. The coach terminal is a bit of a barrier between Port House and Olympia Ter-
minal and the Cultural Cave along the railway tunnel.

Architecture and Design Museum

The museum is presented in the northernmost part of the focus area for new con-
struction, and it links to the surrounding areas, although the reserved site seems to
be undersized. Also, the north side of the museum exceeds Makasiinikatu street and
blocks its view. The museum’s connection to the waterfront meets expectations.

The project proposes the same geometry for the Architecture and Design Museum
as the other buildings, which will be a competition and, hence, obtain a different ap-
pearance. The design should, therefore, in the next phase be made independent of
and complementary to the museum, instead of incorporating the building into the
ensemble.

The museum can be implemented as a separate project and also as a separate in-
vestor-oriented project. The plan has many functions that support the museum, es-
pecially the proposed science and culture centre.

Feasibility and techno-economic quality

The proposal presents several functions that would bring visitors to the area in
different ways and the presentation and concept of the overall plan are clear and
credible. In addition to the museum, the proposal presents an exhibition facility and
a science and cultural centre, as well as hotel, office and retail functions. The place-
ment of the different functions is presented in great detail, yet in a somewhat con-
fusing manner across different buildings. On the other hand, the spa and hotel are
connected well and create synergy. Overall, the retail spaces are well located, and
the buildings create a steady continuum of operations for pedestrians walking along
the shore.

The vitality-increasing effect of the proposal in terms of the numbers of visitors is
significant and the plan will also increase the vitality of the city centre through the
increasing number of jobs. The functions and their volume correspond to estimated
demand and, although the size of Atlantis Centre is relatively large, the conversion
flexibility increases alternative use of the facilities.

The presented ownership model can be considered to be innovative, where the fund
ownership is continuous and owned by thousands of ordinary people in addition to
traditional owners. Still, the unconventional model may also make the project less
interesting for traditional investors and is open to question. The realism of the pre-
sented financing model as a requirement for the implementation of such an exten-
sive whole must be surveyed in more depth.

Connections, traffic arrangements and parking

The seaside trail follows the planning principles for the most part and cycling (slow)
is also allowed on the seaside promenade. However, the trail seems to be too nar-
row in some places, if taking the harbour security area into account. In addition, im-
provements to the pedestrian connection towards the city centre are not presented
and the quality of the pedestrian and bicycle connection on Laivasillankatu street is
not very high.

The continuity of the pedestrian and bicycle connections along Laivasillankatu street
is broken up by several driveways. The separation of pedestrians and cyclists on
Laivasillankatu street is effective, but the main bicycle connection on Laivasillankatu
street appears to be narrow.

In this entry, one lane is removed from Laivasillankatu street, and northbound motor
traffic is replaced by rail transport. It is proposed that one lane by the Old Market
Hall is removed so that there would be more room for pedestrians and cyclists.
However, changes this substantial are not advisable for Laivasillankatu street.
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There are 30-50 short-term parking spaces along Laivasillankatu street and it is
proposed that long-term parking takes place in the Tahtitorninvuori carpark, which
would be expanded as necessary. A maximum of 253 long-term parking spaces are
needed. However, it is proposed in the entry that employees and visitors be encour-
aged to travel by public transport or bicycle and that only a minimum number of car
parking spaces be implemented. Bicycle parking is proposed for both outdoors (600
spaces) and two indoor areas (160 + 150 spaces).

Maintenance and municipal infrastructure

The maintenance facilities and dimensions are assessed to be some of the largest
among the entries. The maintenance solution for the area with new buildings is pro-
posed to run via the Tahtitorninvuori rock connection, and it would be dimensioned
to serve lorry traffic northward up to the museum. The maintenance tunnel in the
area with new buildings would be close to the middle of the structure; this and the
coordinates of the new buildings result in triangle-shaped areas between Laivasil-
lankatu street and the buildings. The level of these triangles between is below the
levelling of Laivasillankatu street in places and might create a need for pumping the
runoff waters. The entry does not specify the implementation method for the trian-
gles.

There is also a row of trees proposed for the eastern side of Laivasillankatu, but it’s
located on a plumbing connection which is planned to be preserved. Some trees are
also proposed on the rescue routes in the plan.

The maintenance of the southern area is proposed to take place below the deck, in
order to serve both the protected buildings and other functions proposed below the
deck. The maximum height permitted at the entrance is 3.5 m, which limits the vehi-
cles that can be used. In Finland, the maximum height permitted for vehicles is 4.5
m. This connection is also presented for buses related to cruiser traffic and other
types of tourist traffic, and an underground terminal is reserved to serve the needs
of the area as a whole. This will probably require that the height of the accessway
be increased. Also, the existing vehicle access to the south is below the flood level,
which means that flood control needs to be resolved during further planning.

General levelling and flood protection

The surroundings of the new buildings are proposed above the level +3.4 as spec-
ified in the planning guidelines, but the plan does not specify how the elevation dif-
ferences at the museum and the quay would be handled in practice. Southward, it is
proposed that the shore is decreased in steps, from +3.4 to +2.5. In the long term,
the lowest level may be occasionally submerged, but structurally, it could be imple-
mented.
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Deck structure to the south

The proposed main idea for the deck area is to turn the areas below the deck into
indoor spaces. A direct connection is proposed from the cruiser bus terminal, pro-
posed below the deck, to the Port House (Satamatalo) and the Olympia Terminal.
There is an accessway below the deck from the deck level of Laivasillankatu street
via the exhibition space.

Further planning and coordination are required to ensure the preconditions for the
solution’s implementation and compliance with various construction guidelines and
requirements. Perspectives to be examined include, at least, structural engineering
and physical requirements, solutions and requirements related to fire and rescue
services, the planning of building services engineering and the specifications of the
space reservations required. Turning various cold deck structures into heat-insu-
lating ones is extremely challenging and may lead to very questionable and dysfunc-
tional structural solutions without precise planning and implementation.

Special notes

In the plan, the matters of waterproofed basement facilities and the maintenance
tunnel connection are described well. These connections are, however, difficult to
implement. Traffic on Laivasillankatu street cannot be interrupted. According to the
assessment, the matters of noise and air quality planning are well recognised.

The separate pool and its cleaning system proposed for the Vironallas basin would
be a peculiar solution that would require special design solutions and specialised
competence. It will depend on the implementation solutions and the functional qual-
ity how significant measures the idea’s implementation would require. The system
would surely not be a solution to improve the Baltic Sea’s condition, but through

its existence, it could highlight the matter of protecting the Baltic Sea and activate
the visitors relaxing in the area. However, according to the assessment, the project
could not be the City’s responsibility.

Climate-smart construction

The Climate change mitigation substance is at a good level in this proposal. The LCA
evaluation and calculations are made on an excellent level and the climate emissions
are carefully studied by subtopics. The proposal meets the requirements for the
highest grade of BREEAM certification.

Various strategies are employed to reduce the overall carbon footprint and the am-
bitious level of local renewable energy production is clearly an asset of the proposal.
For example, the spa would utilise the hotel’s excess heat. However, the technical
feasibility is ambiguous for all parts and, especially, regarding usage of the sea
warmth.

The spatial flexibility of the buildings is limited by wide space floors with a circle void
in the middle. Only a limited amount of new parking is presented, which underlines
the concept’s commitment to climate targets and tells about their understanding of
the central and highly accessible location.

Observations/ Other aspects

The project proposes two unique “soft” principles for the site. First, the site should
be dedicated in the programme and form to a sustainable Baltic Sea. This is an ex-
cellent comprehensive theme to tie all activities and programme together.

Second, there is a proposal to give the site in ownership to the Finnish people in the
form of a foundation. This is a beautiful idea which may safeguard the future of such
a precious site from speculation. It should, however, be checked as to its economic,
administrative, juridical and political feasibility.

In the Voice your opinion —hearing, Ahti was one of the three most liked entries. The
plan was considered to be elegant and serene and suitable to the surroundings.
However, some thought that the building masses were a little too boxy, boring, and
needed to be developed.
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Overall solution in terms of cityscape and landscape

The interesting approach to this project is that the built volume and spaces are gen-
erated by the silhouette, views and experiences from diverse perspectives, existing
connections, urban landscapes, buildings and parks. The result is a sculptural se-
quence of volumes and spaces, which also respect the waterfront zone as a stage
for elements with a special identity. The landscape architectural part is incomplete
and must be taken into account during the next phase.

The project works as one undulating plastic volume, which goes up and down, for-
wards and backwards in reaction to the context. The roofscape of the buildings are
accessible from the seaside promenade and lead up to the highest point of the ho-
tel/spa in the form of a roof park.

Despite this unity, the project is divided into separate buildings with a certain flexi-
bility and architectural freedom, connected by roof bridges, which at the same time
cover the perpendicular openings between Laivasillankatu street and the seaside
promenade. The architecture is conceived as a language of related articulations in
local stone materials.

Next to the seaside promenade, the project has a second pedestrian circuit, which
leads through the atria and the covered openings between the buildings, providing
an attractive all-season environment for diverse programmes. However, the circuit
sometimes leads through gastronomy and retail spaces, which should be revised.

Cultural environment and landscape, the suitability for the national landscape of
maritime Helsinki

The project produces a beautiful, sophisticated, and restrained massing, which
respects and blends well into the context, yet it also exceeds the given maximum
height.

Identity of the area
Due to its plastic volumetric character, the project produces a unique identity for the

local environment. Thematically categorized as pavilion-like, it matches well with the
identity of the context.
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Views, openness, the silhouette of Tahtitorninvuori

Tahtitorninméki and the views from the city guide the silhouette of the project and
its views. The hotel section is slightly higher than allowed, but only locally. The build-
ing hides the facade of the city and the water mirror behind it from Tahtitorninvuori
observation spot. There are questions regarding whether views from Laivasillankatu
street would actually work. The views should be reviewed in a following phase.

New construction, elevation

The buildings are meant to be constructed from local, natural and renewable materi-
als. The articulation of the facades is thought of as a guideline-set which produces a
certain variety within an overall material coherence.

Landscape architectural solution, quality of public spaces

The meandering form produces a rich public space environment of different di-
mensions, which lends itself for all kinds of activation and events. However, along
Laivasillankatu street the project forms quite a straight wall which makes it some-
how untouchable and prohibits access bays and drop off zones. Also, the row of
trees is not possible along Laivasillankatu street due to underground municipal sys-
tems, so squares or niches would help to have some vegetation along the street. The
roofscape is smooth and accessible with partial gardens. The roof is intended to be
free from extraction pipes and technical installations.

Furthermore, the landscape design is very rudimentary, and needs to be improved
during a following stage. The swimming pool is considered to be in the wrong place
and the street next to the museum in the axis of Eteldinen Makasiinikatu cuts the
seaside promenade and square off from the Architecture and Design Museum. Also,
the curved treeline running from the Market Square to the museum is unnatural.
The square in front of the old terminal buildings has an important role in the city
structure, but it has been left as a traffic area.

Seaside Promenade and pedestrian environment

As noted, the seaside promenade, basically, produces interesting spaces, however
the pool and the transition to Kaivopuisto Park impose barriers to a smooth flow of
pedestrians. For major pedestrian connections between different levels, accessible
ramps should be introduced.

Overall functional solution

The presentation of the functions is generally clear and credible. However, the over-
all concept, or idea of the commercial and non-commercial activities, should be
established. The contents and functions are quite diverse and somewhat attractive,
but the credibility, flexibility, sizing, and locations should be considered further.

It seems that the plan would increase the vitality of the city centre in various ways
through an increasing amount of jobs and services, such as hotel, retail, office,
sport, and event functions. The functions program is considered to be flexible. The
amount of F&B functions may perhaps be oversized and should be reviewed or jus-
tified since it has an impact on the number of visitors in the area. The maintenance
concept seems to be functional.

Retail operations are mainly located on the shoreside. Some retail spaces are diffi-
cult to access, specifically on the backside and inside alleys. The entire backside of
the project should be reviewed.

The outside premises are interesting and lively on the shore side. Some of the build-
ing entrances, however, are unclear. Some entrances to buildings pass through
retail space, creating additional operational problems for some retail operators.
The entrance to the spa is between the museum and spa building, which may not be
clear to pedestrians arriving via Laivasillankatu street. All ground floors are filled
with exchangeable active public functions. Engaging volumes, grid of paths and
courtyards, indoors and outdoors, form a canvas, places designed by stakeholders.
In further design, the locations, sizing and openness and accessibility of street level
spaces should be considered thoroughly.

The well-being and spa functions are separated from the hotel, while the office

building is in the middle. This does not create synergy between the operators. How-
ever, the buildings are connected via an overpass to the upper floor. The initial gate
in the north is visually distinctive and enables retail operations on both sides. Some



of the retail premises of the hotel building are behind a corner, and the visibility to-
wards the city centre is inferior when compared to other presentations. The outdoor
gym and playground are located close to each other, which encourages simultane-
ous activities for different user groups.

It is unclear whether the proposed functions would bring people flows onto the en-
tire stretch of the promenade. The southern part of the area should be made an at-
tractive ending point to the promenade.

Old Market Hall and harbour buildings

The harbour buildings are well programmed, and the heritage aspect is respected.
The parking next to the Port House inhibits the connectivity to exhibition spaces.

The Olympia Terminal contains Sport & Health activities; the Port House and Events
and Convention Centre; the Railway Tunnel houses Art and Culture. Hotel confer-
ence centre and activity sports centre are credible concepts. However, two floors
for the conference centre may be challenging. The attractiveness and the functions’
contribution at the end of the promenade could be contemplated.

The Old Market Hall is dedicated to food and gastronomy related activities, like in
most entries. The bike lane between the Old Market Hall and the sea would impose a
barrier to extending e.g., restaurant terraces in the summer. Also here, the integra-
tion of adequate technical installations and restrooms needs attention. The connec-
tivity of the plaza between the Old Market Hall and the museum could be studied in a
further design.

The high-speed vessel terminal is projected in front of the Old Market Hall, accom-
panied by a ticket office pavilion. The Old Market Hall would benefit from passengers
in its immediate vicinity.

Architecture and Design Museum

The museum is presented in the northernmost part of the focus area for new con-
struction. For the Architecture and Design Museum, the authors have conceived a
building envelope in the spirit of their own design. As the museum will be subject
to a competition, the project needs to show that it can successfully develop inde-
pendently of its design.

The museum can be implemented as a separate project relatively well. Muse-
um maintenance can be connected to the underground maintenance routes, but
ground-level maintenance for temporary heavy-duty service is also presented. A
general shape for the museum is proposed. The museum is close to other public
spaces.

The plan has many functions that support the museum, although, depending on the
concept, the proposed sea spa next door may lead to an unnecessary feeling of up-
scale premises and conflict with the aim for diversity. The museum’s connection to
the waterfront meets the expectations and the ground-level public activities stand
out. The museum is not dependent on those functions.

Feasibility and techno-economic quality

The plan has a strong visual identity, and the overall presentation of the plan is clear
and credible. The plan would increase the vitality of the city centre in various ways
through the increasing amount of jobs and services. Retail operations are, mainly,
well located on the shoreside and the premises are attractive and lively. Some of the
building entrances, are however, unclear. It would be desirable if the street-level fa-
cilities would be open to all.

The presented functions and concepts suit the area. Operationally, based on the
distribution of the presented ideas, the vitality-increasing effect of the proposal in
terms of the numbers of visitors is more significant than that of many other propos-
als. However, the number of F&B functions may exceed the estimated demand.

The well-being and SPA are separated from the hotel, while the office building is in
the middle, which does not create synergy between the operators as well as possi-
ble. The estimated total size of the hotel and SPA is considered to be above demand
and would not necessarily be ideal for bringing visitors to the entire area.

The activity and sports cluster as the endpoint of the area is unlikely to bring in suffi-
ciently vitalising numbers of visitors to the southern end of the area. The padel oper-
ations presented in Olympia Terminal typically require an 8-12 metre height.
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Connections, traffic arrangements and parking

The seaside trail follows the planning guidelines and the trail’s continuity at the
southern end of the area is presented in the plan. However, the pool proposed for
the shore does not follow the planning principles and would reduce recreational
space on the shore. The pedestrian connection towards the Market Square is also
proposed for the western side of the Old Market Hall. The pedestrian connection to
Armi Ratia’s Park below the deck intersects with the maintenance connection, which
can be problematic.

The main cycling traffic connection is proposed to take place along Laivasillankatu
street, separated from the pavement. The main route is directed east of the Old
Market Hall via Lyypekinlaituri, which is a weaker solution when compared to the
existing one and is not a desirable option. Cycling (slow) is not proposed for the sea-
side trail.

Bicycle parking spaces are not presented. It is mentioned in the text that the bicy-
cle parking would take place under the deck, between buildings and partially in the
buildings, but they are not presented in the plan material.

No changes are proposed regarding Laivasillankatu street (apart from the new pe-
destrian crossing). The motor traffic arrangements mainly remain as they currently
are. It is proposed that the car parking spaces (approximately 200) be located below
the Olympia Terminal’s deck. The need for parking spaces is reduced thanks to the
area’s central location and good public transport services. Pick-up and drop-off
places for bus traffic are not mentioned in the plan (museum and cruisers).

Maintenance and municipal infrastructure

It is proposed that maintenance traffic runs as a tunnel connection from the south
through the extension of the carpark. The maximum height permitted at the en-
trance is 3.5 m, which limits the vehicles that can be used. In Finland, the maximum
height permitted for vehicles is 4.5 m.

The maintenance connections seem to be very sparse, and the maintenance facil-
ities for the area with new buildings are not presented in the plan. The proposed
level of the maintenance connection in the area with new buildings is at ¢c. 2.5 --5.0.,
which creates a need for watertight structures.

General levelling and flood protection
The new buildings are proposed above level +3.4. In front of the southernmost new
building, the seawall is lower than the overall elevation and the plan does not specify

how this difference in elevation would be solved.

The entrance of the new terminal building is proposed to take place at the level +2.4,

Aerial view
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which is not feasible in terms of flood preparation. Similarly, the plan does not spec-
ify how the flood protection of the Port House and Olympia Terminal buildings will be
implemented. The potential flood wall structure would require an assessment.

Special notes

The planned shape of the new buildings is complex and affects the costs. The slant-
ed roof causes additional triangle-shaped areas on the roofs, which are difficult to
utilise. When leaving the facility unheated, the solution proposed may lead to thermal
bridges occurring in the upcoming building, which would pose a design challenge
and a potential problem during use.

In the plan, balconies are proposed for the hotel. In principle, no obstacles to these
are detected in the planning phase. However, structurally, the soundproofing against
ship noise would require, at the very least, careful planning, and, possibly, special
solutions in terms of balcony doors, for example.

The proposed location of the spa’s outdoor pool, in connection to the seawall struc-
ture, is a complex and expensive structure, but also brings challenges and questions
of distributing responsibilities related to the implementation and structure mainte-
nance, and as such is a highly inadvisable solution near the shore.

A new deck structure is proposed between the Port House and the northern side of
the area with new buildings, the functionality of which remains slightly unclear. What
would be the cost-benefit ratio of this structure?

Climate-smart construction

The LCA evaluation is done in the proposal, but the overall climate change mitigation
related substance is at a very general level. Possible technological solutions are
pointed out as a list, but it is not clearly defined what sort of technologies will be part
of the proposal.

The buildings are not space-efficient, due to the sloping roof shapes. Spatial flexibili-
ty is not optimal, due to the complex floor layout.
Other observations

The project is considered to be highly interesting, but a bit unsure and underdevel-
oped in many aspects.

In the Voice your opinion —hearing, the idea of the building masses was seen as mas-
sive, raw and joyless and the public spaces were seen to be lacking attractiveness.
The modern vibe of the entry was, however, appreciated by a few respondents.

View from the Market Square
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Overall solution in terms of cityscape and landscape

The proposal recognises the history of the area and sits well within the cultural con-
text. The new buildings follow the shoreline and set themselves both in scale viewed . T it
and alignment as a continuation to the Olympia Terminal and Port House. When i I g :‘Wa\“ﬁﬁ ,‘
viewed from the sea, the cluster of buildings, however, form a barrier like entity and, =1 ‘ i o -~ UL
in such, differ from the South Harbour Bay’s harbour buildings and warehouses. “
These are a set of low detached buildings along the shore with a higher and denser
rising city scape as a backdrop. Due to the barrier like design solution, the pedestri-
an views from Laivasillankatu street towards the sea are restricted and the perme-
ability and breathability from the sea likewise. The heights of the proposed buildings
do follow the guidelines set out in the brief and significant views from Tahtitornin-
vuori towards the South Harbour Bay remain.

The proposed buildings are set as on a chessboard along the waterfront, which
creates a variation to layouts and courtyard like external spaces. The courtyards,
however, may not be justified in proximity to the shoreline and their use would be re-
stricted to the summer or warmer months. The external public spaces of the Maka-
siiniranta development should face and be orientated towards the sea and towards
the South Harbour Bay landscape. The cluster of proposed buildings is in character
dense and in such an estranged solution to the pedestrian city centre expansion to-
wards the Makasiiniranta.

The proposed explicit, restrained and ordered facades give the scheme a rigid im-
pression. The facades have been studied and developed in detail to create their own
grid system that doesn’t allow for chance. In contrast to the rigid architecture, the
proposed treatment of external spaces is extensively diverse and filled with occur-
rences. The landscaping work is passionate and carefully considered. The quality of
the external spaces is of a high standard, with stone paving and planting. The mean-
dering network of paths and diverse material palette of the varied external spaces
is, however, not appropriate for the Helsinki climate in terms of feasibility or main-
tenance. This would require a simplification. The design of the external space is fur-
ther compromised by the large amount of deck-construction. Paths and landscap-
ing constructed on top of the deck-structure requires renewing every 30 years in
conjunction with the renewal of the waterproofing. The presentation does not reveal
how the proposed scheme relates to the Olympia Pier area or what kind of a facade
the terminal underneath the deck structure has towards the south.

The aim of the proposed scheme is to create the world’s best seafront promenade.
The proposed waterfront route remains, however, frustratingly narrow at the edge
of the proposed buildings, not leaving enough space for dwelling. The promenade
from the Market Square towards the south collides with the fencing of the harbour
area and is, from there, redirected via an arcade up towards Laivasillankatu street,
meandering over landscaped roof of the terminal building. The waterfront prome-
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nade is also intended to host larger amounts of passers-by and their lingering move-
ment though the site. By obstructing and redirecting the route, the purpose and
significance of the seafront promenade that follows the Helsinki peninsula is com-
promised. Supporting functions for enhancing the attractiveness and liveliness of
the pedestrian environment at squares and along the pedestrian walkways need to
be developed further. Laivasillankatu street is lacking services, shop and restaurant
functions that would open up towards and into the street and is, instead, proposed
to house office functions that won’t bring required life into the urban scape.

Overall functional solution

The presentation of the plan includes retail offices, a hotel, and a spa, and it is clear,
but the overall concept seems unfinished. The overall volume of different functions
is moderate, and the estimated demand would allow a higher volume. The functions
to not correspond to massing. Small buildings, courtyards and accessibility would
make it difficult for the ground level to function commercially.

It appears that the plan would increase the vitality of the city centre in various

ways through the increasing amount of jobs and services, such as a hotel, retail,
and office. There are mostly commercial activities, although some low-threshold,
non-commercial ideas would be welcome as well. It begs the question whether the
accessibility and inclusion of different user groups have been integrated into the
overall concept.

The operations are in quite credible locations in the real estate units. Hotel and spa
are connected, which brings synergy. Retail units are on the ground floor. The prob-
lem, compared to other plans, is the division of the pedestrian flow & retail units on
the shore level and central building square. The slopes create an interesting park
atmosphere, but also decrease the accessibility of retail units when compared to
other plans. A separate gallery from the museum may prove to be operationally diffi-
cult in Armi Ratia’s Park side.

There are multiple pedestrian routes (shore & building central park), which create
interesting new routes, but also divides pedestrian flows and may lessen the attrac-
tivity of retail units.

The goal is to enliven the entire stretch of the promenade, but it is unclear whether
the proposed functions would attract enough people to the southern part of the
area. The solution does not connect Helsinki’'s seaside trail adequately. The seaside
promenade does not have enough space for pedestrian flows, functions, events, or
maintenance.

Aerial view
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The Old Market Hall and harbour buildings

One of the few proposals that would redevelop the Old Market Hall and Market
Square surroundings into “a culinary market”. A carefully thought-out connection
that brings the Market Square and Market Hall together by a connecting (bridge),
which is a functionally justified connection.

The plan presents a new bridge to the Market Square and to a pavilion, which could
enliven the Old Market Hall area. The presented ideas, events and exhibits spaces,
for the Olympia Terminal and the Port House buildings are credible, but perhaps not
an especially attractive ending point to the promenade.

The functions presented in the plan fit well to the operational environment. Imple-
menting the first floor of the old port buildings into commercial premises is a viable
solution.

Architecture and Design Museum

The museum is located in the northernmost part of the focus area for new construc-
tion. The museum is linked to the surrounding areas. The plan has many functions
that support the museum, especially the proposed facelift of the Market Square
area and Culinary Market stand out in the plan. However, the museum is not depend-
ent on those functions and can be implemented as a separate project.

The museum is close to other public spaces. A new bridge from the Market Square
is presented.

Feasibility and techno-economic quality

The plan provides a believable concept that includes retail, offices, hotel and spa,
and it is, overall, clear and credible. The overall volume of different functions is mod-
erate, and the estimated demand would allow higher volumes.

The operations are located believably in the real estate units. Hotel and spa are
connected, which brings synergy. The problem is that there are multiple pedestrian
routes, which divide the pedestrian flows and may lessen the attractivity of retail
units. The slopes may also decrease accessibility of the retail units. Outdoor areas
with small paths, stairs, and plantations require extra maintenance, and winter main-
tenance is difficult.

View from the Market Square
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Connections, traffic arrangements and maintenance

As stated above, one of the main goals of the competition is to create a continuous
shore side trail. This target remains unfulfilled between the harbour buildings and
Makasiinilaituri. The continuity and accessibility of the connections haven’t been
solved in the best possible way neither. The route is curvy, and with the height differ-
ences, the maintenance is difficult.

The rock tunnel connection via Tahtitorninvuori is presented as a very deep option.
At the museum, the maintenance yard would be at level -30. The gradient proposed,
10% in places, is unsuitable for lorry traffic. In addition to this, the maintenance
shafts placed into the building would be dozens of metres long and both increase
the costs of constructing the maintenance functionalities and pose practical chal-
lenges due to their long lift connections. One maintenance yard below the new
buildings, and from there a modestly dimensioned maintenance corridor to the new
building to the north. The dimensions of the maintenance yard are assessed to be
too small.

Parking places (258) are planned to be implemented as an extension of the existing
Tahtitorninvuori parking garage.

General levelling and flood protection

New buildings mainly take place above the level of +3.4. However, the flood protec-
tion of the square north of the museum building does not seem to be solved.

Recreational steps are proposed for the northern area close to the shore below this
level. The ISPS area of the harbour is left as it is, and the levelling has been raised up
to this edge. The new terminal building is assigned below the functional green deck
functioning as an accessway. According to the proposal, the terminal’s entrance is
at level +2.5, approximately, which is not possible in terms of flood protection.

Deck structure to the south

Vegetation is proposed on the deck: obstacles to this include the load capacity of
the deck structure and the regular maintenance required by the deck, such as re-
newing the waterproofing. In addition, the vegetation has limited chances of thriving
on the decks.

Climate-smart construction

The climate change mitigation part of the proposal is carefully made. An LCA eval-
uation is done properly, although a carbon handprint is not reported. Additional
information is given regarding building phase emissions of underground structures,
which is a clear advantage of this proposal.

Other observations

There are decks among the new buildings, below which there are functions and
above which green construction is proposed. The quality and feasibility of the green
structures should be verified during further planning.

In the Voice your opinion —hearing, the opinions for “For Generations” were divided.
Many liked the subtle heights and the landscaping, but others thought that the build-
ings were too boxy and the overall plan confusing.



Overall solution in terms of cityscape and landscape

The basis of this scheme is sea and seafaring and the inspiration for the architec-
ture has been drawn from the cruise ships at the Olympia Pier. The scheme propos-
es a deviation from the brief, in locating the Architecture and Design Museum with
the existing Olympia Terminal and on top of and under the deck construction. This
creates a strong point of attraction at the very other end of the waterfront prome-
nade from the Old Market Hall at the Southern end.

The intended site for the Architecture and Design Museum is proposed as partially
built up and partially as a park area. The conversion of the existing protected build-
ings into a museum, and the insightful re-use of these buildings could be viewed as a
statement. The museum proposals are of a high quality and well presented, however
they are not feasible. It is because it is the wish of the City of Helsinki and the Archi-
tecture and Design Museum to construct the museum as a new building located as
presented within the competition brief. The Olympia Pier is still going to be opera-
tional and in use by the port operators at the time when the museum is planned to
open its doors.

Three large, almost identical proposed buildings align the waterfront housing de-
sign-oriented functions and active urban facades, such as leisure, gastronomy and
event spaces. The architecture of these buildings resonates the idea of cruise-ships
oryachts and is large in scale. These dominating structures don’t provide leeway for
a diverse flexibly maintained programming and public space. The proposed buildings
partly occupy the site earmarked for the Architecture and Design Museum and their
bold statement dominates the waterfront. This concept would detract adversely
from the new museum highlight.

This thematic proposal is compelling and challenging. In itself, the idea to place the
Architecture and Design Museum in the existing structures in the South is compel-
ling. However, the scale, form and articulation of the proposed architecture is not
sufficiently adapted to the context. The proposal fails to catch the spirit of the place;
the stylized buildings would be ill-fitted to the historical and urban surroundings.

Identity of the area

The proposed scheme relies heavily on the architecture of the buildings, their sculp-
tural form and polished quality, as opposed to the idea of the urban fabric. The suc-
cess would require much of realization process, especially in respect to the sculp-
tural terraces.
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Views, openness, the silhouette of Tahtitorninvuori

All proposed buildings exceed the area guidelines outlined in the Planning Princi-
pals and this scheme is the largest out of all the competition entries. The buildings
would block views to Tahtitorninvuori, albeit street level views have been thoroughly
investigated and significant views between Laivasillankatu street and the sea remain
between the buildings.

Landscape architectural solution, quality of public spaces

The landscaping part of the scheme remains unresolved, and the waterfront area
lacks substantial ideas. One of the challenges, regarding the level difference be-
tween Laivasillankatu street and the shoreline, has not been tackled. The continuous
and fluid connection from the Port House to the seaside Promenade is also missing.

Seaside Promenade and pedestrian environment

The new terminal building would block the connection to the sea and, as such, would
bring unnecessary maintenance traffic to the pedestrian environment. Furthermore,
the proposed vehicular connection to the underground maintenance tunnel crosses
the seafront Promenade, which is contrary to the aspirations for the pedestrian are-
as.

Overall functional solution

The plan provides a high amount of retail premises and offices named hybrid build-
ings. In addition, the museum is located on Armi Ratia’s Park side, which connects
to the hotel planned in the Port House (Satamatalo). The plan has a high emphasis
on retail, compared to other plans. The museum located in the Olympia Terminal and
the Port House would create an attractive ending point for the promenade, albeit
against the competition program. The proposal would enliven the entire seaside
stretch, bringing people flows onto the entire area.

This plan proposes all the architecture & design museum proportions to the Olym-
pia Terminal and the Port House and Armi Ratia’s Park side. The hotel is located in

the Port House. Retail is located mainly on the ground level, but on the first floor in
Armi building as well, which may be difficult to lease. The amount of retail premises

is similar to a small grocery-oriented shopping centre. Such a high amount of retail,
given the location, may be difficult to lease.

The walkability of the seaside promenade is good. The streetscape of Laivasillankatu
creates an urban milieu. The functions at street level activate the pedestrian realm
and the compelling public walkway through the atrium courtyards increases the all-
year-round use.

The proposed plan creates its own strong identity in the city centre of Helsinki. The
plan works as a destination in terms of operations included in the buildings and the
overall visual appeal. Lively outdoor premises that are supplemented by the retail
units. The buildings are also open for pedestrians to walk through. The retail units
open to the shore side, between the buildings and Laivasillankatu street. The plan
creates a distinctive walking path which is supplemented by retail premises both on
the shore side and between the premises.

The buildings are distinctive, and the pedestrian routes are clear. The continuum
of interesting premises encourages pedestrians to walk from the city centre to the
Olympia Terminal and the Port House buildings.

Old Market Hall and harbour buildings

The Old Market Hall will remain, and the proposed bridge may liven up the area. The
old Port House building is implemented for a hotel and museum. Renovation of the
multi-storey Port House hotel may be costly, but it is a well-suited concept next to
the museum. Helsinki Design Promenade suggest a tall extension building with 5
stories (+20,20) in front of the building near Ehrenstromintie, which would cover the
protected Olympia terminal.

The Olympia Terminal, the Port House and ancillary spaces under the deck construc-
tion have been allocated for the Architecture and Design Museum, including associ-
ated gastronomy, atelier and retail spaces and hotel development. Old buildings have
successfully been transformed for this proposed use. A new sculptural entrance has
been added between the buildings and large glazed showcase elements pierce the
deck structure to bring exhibits and artefacts into the public realm for the passer-by
to admire.

The railway shaft acts as a continuation of the active public urban space. The Armi
Ratia Park platformed stage with a grassed and terraced viewing area provides an
apt opportunity for events and, as such, enriches the potential cultural offering.
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Architecture and Design Museum

The museum is presented in the Olympia Terminal, which deviates from the planning
principles. The concept doesn’t support the museum project’s prerequisites, in
terms of the schedule and connection to surrounding areas. For example, the mu-
seum’s goal is to open the museum while the port of Helsinki is still operating. Also,
if implemented first, the museum would be left alone and separated from other city
operations for a long time. Therefore, the museum is seen as extremely dependent
of the implementation of the entire area.

However, the jury found the presented premises to be excellent and of high quality.
The plan has many functions that support the museum and placing the museum in
the south would enliven the whole Makasiiniranta area.

The presented museum’s location fits the old harbour buildings and, otherwise, im-
plements difficult premises well. The volume of the museum exceeds the volume in
the competition programme. The problem is that the museum would be left alone in
the south if it is built first. The risk of project delays could leave the museum sepa-
rate from other city operations for a long time. The museum can’t be implemented
as a separate project independent of the development of the area. Relatively de-
tailed plans for the museum are presented.

The plan has many functions that support the Architecture and Design Museum, es-
pecially the proposed retail spaces and the hotel. The museum is extremely depend-
ent on the implementation of the entire plan.

Feasibility and techno-economic quality

The proposed plan creates its own strong identity in Helsinki city centre. The plan
works as a destination in terms of operations included in the buildings and the over-
all visual appeal. The buildings are distinctive, and the pedestrian routes are clear.
The continuum of interesting premises encourages pedestrians to walk from the
city centre to the Olympia Terminal and the Port House. Placing the museum in the
Olympia Terminal would facilitate the creation of an attraction that would guarantee
considerable visitor flows in the entire area.

The plan provides a high number of offices and retail premises, which may be dif-
ficult to lease given the location. However, the retail is located mainly well on the
ground level and the buildings are open for pedestrians to walk through.

Proposing three new buildings as hybrid buildings is well-founded, considering

the long implementation schedule for the area, as the solution makes it possible to
implement the buildings in accordance with the currently prevalent demand as an
office, a hotel or other business premises. However, in future work, attention should
be paid to ways to ensure the presented idea of street-level facilities open to all. It
is somewhat questionable if the buildings can be implemented as presented and a
matter of concern is whether they would end up looking very different after more
detailed structural planning.

Aerial view

View from the Market Square
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Connections, traffic arrangements and parking

The seaside pedestrian trail connects Katajanokka to Kaivopuisto. It seems to be
accessible and easy to maintain, even in the winter. However, the pedestrian route
intersects with service traffic and a bus turning point. The pavement along Laivasil-
lankatu street is also separated from cycling traffic, but pick-up and drop-off traffic
crosses the pavement and the main cycling path. Spaces are reserved at quay level
along the maintenance route for buses serving the cruiser traffic. An option for an
underground parking extension is presented. The maintenance traffic route is func-
tional in itself and makes it easier for buses serving cruisers to access the area.

It is somewhat difficult to discern the traffic arrangements for Laivasillankatu street
in the plan. Apparently, the parking on the western side is removed. Otherwise, the
street’s arrangements remain as they are.

Maintenance

The architecture is large-scale and complex. The exterior walls are mainly glass, and
some are two storeys high. Some of the facade glass is curved, which is an expen-
sive solution. The difficult shape and broad terrace areas are also unconventional
for the Finnish weather and may require high maintenance in the winter. The tilted
structures of the overhangs are visually impressive but challenging in terms of the
snow load and the snow falling down.

The maintenance operations for new buildings are proposed to take place at the
basement level, with a rather long maintenance corridor. Vehicle access to the main-
tenance area is at quay level, running from the eastern side of the Olympia Terminal.
The service route in front of the Olympic Terminal is a cost-effective solution, but,
otherwise, the feasibility of the route must be considered.

Special notes

Facilities of the art museum are proposed below the deck, which would lead to diffi-
cult heat insulation and structural solutions.

The glass cubes stretching from inside the building to the outside are challenging
to be implemented in terms of construction physics (lead-throughs from the ceiling
and vapour condensing on the cold glass). If the cube was located on the street, the
snow around it would need to be removed manually.

In Helsinki Design Promenade, the museum is located in the Olympia Terminal, and
while the location goes against the competition programme, it is an interesting solu-
tion from the port’s perspective. However, the reconciliation of the centralisation
scenario for the harbour, the development programme and the museum’s schedules
pose a problem: the harbour will be operating in the South Harbour under the exist-
ing concept until 2030, and the museum should be finished by 2026. However, the
solutions for the West Harbour with its harbour tunnels, as required by the centrali-
sation, may not be finished by 2026.

Climate-smart construction

The Climate change mitigation part of the proposal is well made and presented with
a principle drawing. The main source of heat is left partly open (for example semi-
deep ground source heat pump) and a description of climate actions are made at a
fairly general level. The LCA calculations made well, but the results are not among
the best ones and the carbon handprint remains very small.

The functional flexibility of the buildings is at an average level, floors can be divided,
but they are not space-efficient due to the curved exterior walls.

Other observations

In the Voice your opinion —hearing, this entry received the most comments of all the
entries. The comments were equally divided between positive and negative ones.
The appearance of the buildings was <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>