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Eastern and western harbours are moving to Vuosaari

district in 2008

1. Competition organization

1.1 Background of the competition
Helsinki’s maritime goods traffic will be
centred on the new harbour in Vuosaari
district, about 15 kilometres to the east
of Helsinki centre. Consequently the land
use will be changed not only in the
Eastern harbour area (Kalasatama) but also
in the Western harbour area (Jätkäsaari)
and the Central Pasila (Keski-Pasila)
railway marshalling yard.

Helsinki City Council ratified the plan
to establish Vuosaari harbour in 1996.
In its resolution concerning the implemen-
tation of the decision, the City Council
advised the City Planning Department to
draw up planning proposals for the areas
that would become available after har-
bour operations ceased. The detailed plan
proposal for Vuosaari harbour was rati-
fied by the City Council in 1998 and
approved by the Ministry of the Envi-
ronment in 2002. In the same year the
detailed plan came into legal effect when
the Supreme Administrative Court re-
jected the appeals concerning the issue.
The new harbour is already currently
under construction and it is estimated
to be ready for operation by the end
of 2008.

The decision to build the harbour at
Vuosaari district signified what is per-
haps the largest change in land use in
downtown Helsinki since the industriali-
sation that took place at the end of the
19th century. Construction of the new
harbour creates the conditions not only
for massive reconstruction in the areas
becoming available following cessation
of harbour operations, but also for open-
ing up the eastern shore of downtown
Helsinki to the residents of the densely
built city districts behind the harbour.
The significant reduction of heavy goods
transportation and the end of railway
traffic will create broader opportunities
for enhancing the environment of the
downtown area.
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1.3 Participants
The following architect bureaus were
invited to participate in the competition.

Arkkitehtitoimisto Harris-Kjisik

Helsinki, Finland

Erskine Tovatt Arkitekter AB

Drottningholm, Sweden

KCAP, Kees Christiaanse

Rotterdam, Holland

1.4 Compensation
Each participating architect bureau that
submitted a proposal which met the re-
quirements of the competition brief was
paid EUR 40 000 (VAT 0%). Of this fee
EUR 10 000 was paid after the first pha-
se, and the remainder after the second
phase of the competition. The fees were
paid out through the Finnish Associati-
on of Architects and 10% were with-
held to cover the fee of the jury repre-
sentative appointed by the Competition
Committee of the Finnish Association of
Architects, and other costs.

1.2 Organisers, purpose and nature
of the competition
The City of Helsinki held a two-stage
closed architectural ideas competition for
the planning of Sörnäistenranta and Her-
manninranta areas, which will become
available for the new land-use when the
harbour operations come to an end.

The competition area, hereinafter re-
ferred to as Kalasatama (“The Fish Har-
bour”) area, is located on the eastern
edge of downtown Helsinki. The area
comprises approximately 135 hectares
of land, which is currently being used
mainly for harbour operations, industry
and storage.

The purpose of the competition was
to clarify the guidelines for a local plan
that is in keeping with the area and meets
the planning objectives, and, based on
this plan, high quality and feasible star-
ting points for making the detailed plan
for the initial city blocks.

The idea behind the two stages was
to create good preconditions for the suc-
cess of the competition and to help the
competitors choose the correct starting
points for the more detailed planning.

A local plan for the whole area will
be prepared by municipal authorities on
the base of the competition results. The
preparation of the detailed plan for the
first areas around the metro station will
commence simultaneously with the pre-
paration of the local plan. The other de-
tailed plans will be prepared area by area
according to the schedule determined
by the progress of construction in the
period 2010 – 2020.

Construction at Kalasatama area is
estimated to begin in 2009 after the har-
bour operations have moved to Vuosaari
district. The majority of the construction is
scheduled for the 2010s and 2020s.

1.5 Jury
The competition entries were evaluated
by a jury whose members were:

Pekka Korpinen

Deputy Mayor, Chair

Pertti Kare

Director of Strategic Urban Planning
Division,
City Planning Department

Tapio Korhonen

Director of Finance, Economic and Plan-
ning Centre

Anneli Lahti

Architect, Director of Town Planning
Division,
City Planning Department

Kari Raimoranta

Architect, named by the Competition
Committee of the Finnish Association of
Architects

Tuomas Rajajärvi

Architect, Director of City Planning
Department

Matti-Pekka Rasilainen

City Engineer, Public Works Department

Matti Rytkölä

Head of Department, Real Estate Depart-
ment

Heikki Somervuo

Project Director, Economic and Planning
Centre

Mikael Sundman

Architect, Project Leader, City Planning
Department

Tuomas Hakala

Architect, City Planning Department, Sec-
retary.
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1.6 Working committee
Kari Raimoranta, Heikki Somervuo,
Mikael Sundman and Tuomas Hakala
form the working committee of the jury.

1.7 Experts
The following people have acted as
experts for the jury:

Maria Jaakkola-Kivinen

Landscape Architect, City Planning
Department (landscape planning)

Matti Kivelä

M.Sc.(Eng), City Planning Department
(traffic)

Eija Kivilaakso

Office Manager, City Planning Depart-
ment (environmental hygiene, geotechno-
logy, social economics)

Antti Mäkinen

Planning Manager, Port of Helsinki

Olavi Saarinen

Real Estate Manager, Helsinki Energy

1.8 Competition process

1.8.1 Competition rules and approval of
the competition brief

The City Planning Committee and the
Competition Secretary of the Finnish As-
sociation of Architects approved the com-
petition brief as adhering to the compe-
tition rules of the Finnish Association of
Architects.

1.8.2 Competition schedule and
questions

The competition was commenced at the
opening seminar on 22.10.2004. The
competition brief and the necessary
background information were presented
to participants at the seminar. In con-
junction with the seminar, the partici-
pants were also given the opportunity
to visit the competition area, entry to
which is otherwise forbidden. The first
stage of the competition closed on
17.12.2004.

The second stage of the competition
began on 10.2.2005, and the competition
closed on 22.4.2005. ( The competition
time was longhened for 2 weeks during
the second stage of the competition.)

During the course of the competition
the participants had the opportunity to
put written questions to the jury. During
the first stage of the competition the
jury got three questions and during the
second stage, four questions. All ques-
tions and answers were sent to all the
competitors.
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Competition areas

2. Competition area

2.1 Location and present land use
The competition area is located on the
east side of the Helsinki downtown area,
as an elongated zone on both sides of
the main thoroughfare to the city centre
from the east (Kulosaari bridge). The com-
petition area is bordered on the western
side by Hanasaari energy supply area
and by the main roads from the city
centre northwards (Sörnäisten rantatie
and Hermannin rantatie), on the northern
side by Toukola seaside park in front of
Arabianranta residential area, and on the
eastern and southern sides by water
areas.

The competition area has a land area
of approximately 135 hectares and the
land is owned by the City of Helsinki.

The present land use of the southern
part of the competition area (Sörnäis-
tenranta) is characterised as industrial
and harbour environment, which has a
strong impact on the cityscape. The com-
petition area operates as a harbour with
storage depots and ships, and with a
massive power station and piles of coal
in the immediate vicinity.

The land in the northern part of the
competition area (Hermanninranta) is pri-
marily used for storage: Car storage for
vehicle importers and winter storage for
boats spread out over wide areas. There
are also fish processing depots and food
warehouses in the area. The depot for
the Public Works Department and tem-
porary storages are located on Kyläsaari
area.

The maritime surroundings of the
competition area as well as the islands
and the eastern side of the competition
area are parts of the future Helsinki Park
in the City of Helsinki’s Master Plan 2002.
The park contains areas of both histori-
cal and natural value.

Close to the competition area on its
western side there is a permanent ur-
ban structure with mainly office buildings
located alongside the main streets and
residential blocks backing onto these.
The population density is high in the
apartment blocks which form a typical
downtown area.
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Competition area from the east

vides the opportunity for the develop-
ment of water-front activities.

Seen from the perspective of the adja-
cent residential area, Kalasatama area
has been a remote industrial, storage
and harbour area, whose shores have in
the main been closed off to the resi-
dents. The future waterfront promenade
will be open for the public and provide
new possibilities for local recreation.

2.3 Aims of the competition
The primary objective for planning Kala-
satama area was to achieve a high-qua-
lity residential and working environment
that is socially and environmentally sus-
tainable, also taking the comparatively
lengthy implementation time into ac-
count.

A draft of the local plan has been
prepared for planning purposes. This will
be examined in the light of the competi-
tion results and so the objective was to
achieve a basis, researched with suffi-
cient accuracy, for the proposal for the
plan.

Another goal of the competition was
to provide a satisfactory foundation for
the detailed planning of the residential
and workplace areas to be built in the
first phase.

In terms of floor space in the area,
the objective was to have a minimum of
that according to the Master Plan 2002,
that was to say 500 000 m2 of housing
and 340 000 m2 of business premises.

2.2 Change in urban structure
The competition area is a very impor-
tant part of the extensive zone of trans-
formation that extends from the centre
of Helsinki to the north-east. Industry,
storage and harbour operations are re-
placed by residential areas, administra-
tion, services and recreation. Through
this change in land use the cityscape
and functional appearance of the area
will change to a city district characteri-
sed by living and working close to the
sea.

As part of the downtown area, the
location of the competition area is advan-
tageous from a regional perspective. The
area has good traffic connections in all
directions in terms of vehicular access
and public transport. Being bordered by
the sea raises the area’s value and desi-
rability as both a residential and work-
ing area. The maritime situation also pro-
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Draft of the local plan

2.4 Evaluation criteria
The competition proposals in the first
phase of the competition were not pla-
ced in order of merit. In the judging of
the second phase of the competition
attention was paid to the functional and
cityscape factors of the competition pro-
posals, with particular attention being
paid to quality of the following aspects:

Local plan

- overall idea of the urban structure as
well as the flexibility and capacity for
development of the overall structure
- general appearance, character and iden-
tity of the area
- relationship with and connection to the
surrounding urban structure
- relationships of the functions with each
other, and the degree of urbanity of the
environment
- treatment of the shore zone and utili-
sation of the maritime character of the
area
- traffic solutions
- costs and feasibility.

Initial city blocks

- the entity formed by the city blocks
- the solutions for the city blocks around
the metro station
- the characteristics and quality of the
structure of the residential  and work-
place areas
- housing solutions
- nature of the public areas
- traffic solutions
- costs and feasibility
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3. First stage of the competition

3.1 Competition process
The first stage of the competition ended
on 17.12.2004. Three proposals arrived
to the competition in time. The jury
approved of them and looked that they
fill the required criteria.

The proposals arrived to the first phase
of the competition:

“1377” / ““1377” / ““1377” / ““1377” / ““1377” / “AMPHIBIAAMPHIBIAAMPHIBIAAMPHIBIAAMPHIBIA” / “RA” / “RA” / “RA” / “RA” / “RAY CITY”Y CITY”Y CITY”Y CITY”Y CITY”

For the second phase of the competition
the jury drew up a short general evaluation
and evaluations of each proposal which
were delivered to each competitor
separately. Also landscape evaluation of
the proposals and recommendations for
further planning was drawn up.

3.2 General remarks
Due to the nature of the competition
and the competition arrangements at this
stage we are giving each competitor an
evaluation of their own proposal only.
Based on the examination of the pro-
posals of the first stage there seems to
be no reason to amend the competition
brief, but the further planning is to be
done as per the brief, concentrating on
the planning of the initial city blocks.
However, we would like to bring up – as
more details or emphasis to the brief –
some comments and instructions for the
further planning for all the competition
proposals, in respect of some common
features.

The proposed solutions should not
be based on land use changes to areas
outside the competition area. No new
land use should be proposed for the cur-
rent energy supply areas shown in the
Hanasaari and Suvilahti area in Appen-
dix 5 of the competition brief, nor roads
for traffic or public transport serving the
competition area. In the second stage
of the competition the competitors do
not need to consider the location of the
future power station, and it will not af-
fect the planning of the initial city blocks.
All the protected buildings in the gas-
works area shown in the competition
brief must be preserved.

The technical/financial problems with
building in the northern parts of the com-
petition area will be very large. The en-
vironmental hygiene of the soil in the
Kyläsaari area, and the 30 – 50 m foun-
dation depth indicate that construction
in the area at normal efficiency would
lead to excessive additional costs.
According to geotechnical experts, the
building efficiency for construction in the
proposed areas would need to be so
high that the building of small houses
and small-scale apartment blocks would
not be realistic. In the second stage of
the competition the competition pro-
posals should be drawn up so that when
extending the housing blocks towards

the waterfront, they do not extend
beyond the city block limits around Her-
manni Seaside Park shown in the draft
for the local plan on page 24 of the
competition brief.

The treatment of the current shoreli-
ne has been dealt with in all the pro-
posals. The seabed of the shore of the
harbour area is probably contaminated
with hazardous substances, so that the
need for extensive dredging and shap-
ing the shoreline must be carefully con-
sidered. In the second stage the com-
petition proposals should also be drawn
up to clearly show when it is actually
intended to change the current shoreli-
ne.

The competition judges underscore
the importance of traffic planning in
creating an efficient urban structure. The
competition proposals of the second sta-
ge should also show, in conjunction with
the 1:4000 local plan (as a separate
diagram), the principles for organizing
the traffic network, the public transport
arrangements, and the parking solutions.
Public transport should be provided for
the area already at the first building
stage (initial city blocks).

The treatment of the area surround-
ing Kulosaari Bridge as a dominant fea-
ture of the urban structure is regarded
as a good solution.

The initial city blocks proposed in the
second stage should be shown by adapt-
ing the initial city block area limit in the
competition brief. The land surface area
for the initial city block area should be
around 32 hectares. The building area
and functions of the area can be dimen-
sioned in accordance with the local plan
drawn up by the competitor. How-
ever, attention should be paid to good
traffic connections and the central
importance of the area, so there is no
reason not to build efficiently in the ini-
tial city block area. The public transport
terminal with its parking (1,000 – 1,500
cars per day), to be located close to
the metro station, should be planned in
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accordance with the features described
on pages 27 and 28 of the competition
brief. The heights of the ground level
(initial city blocks and general areas) for
the initial city block area should also be
shown.

3.3 General landscape evaluation of
the proposal and recommendations
for further planning
In the landscape evaluation the objective
was to examine:

1. The suitability of the proposal for the
overall landscape
2. The potential for further development
of the green areas so that they are func-
tional, enjoyable and of a high aesthetic
standard.

Attention was paid to meeting the follow-
ing criteria regarding the green areas:

- Visual quality (artistic content of the
parks, sensitivity for the characteristics
of the area, aesthetic quality)
- Functional quality (flexibility and multi-
functionality in different seasons, conti-
nuous cycle and pedestrian routes,
sufficient and diverse functional areas,
possibilities for playing, spending time,
games, etc.)
- Unity, coherence and inter-connected-
ness of the green areas
- A sufficient number of park areas and
accessibility, a maximum distance of 150
metres from housing can be regarded
as the aim.

One of the planning principles for the
public outdoor spaces is that recreational
functions based on the seafront should
be favoured. The views should be empha-
sized and the possibility to get close to
the water should be provided.  The eas-
tern shoreline of the competition area is
part of Helsinki Park, a green area entity
that is an element specified in conjunc-
tion with the 2002 Master Plan. Nature
values as well as those of cultural histo-
ry are represented in this park, compri-
sing the Vantaanjoki River valley and three
different types of sea areas including
their shorelines. The easternmost shore
of the competition area is a part of the
middle one, the Kruunuvuorenselkä Bay
and its surrounding shores. In practice

this means that the treatment of the wa-
terfronts on the seaward side of the com-
petition area and the green areas con-
nected to these have a broader signifi-
cance as part of the identity of Helsinki
Park. In the planning of these particular
attention must therefore be paid to pub-
lic accessibility and green area connec-
tions along the waterfront. If the route
deviates from the immediate waterfront,
attention should be paid to its continui-
ty and orientation.

A calculation for the green areas is
hoped for (m2/resident). Flexibility should
to be borne in mind, such as, for example,
the possibility to establish a children’s
play park with the necessary indoor
spaces, a dog enclosure or outdoor play
areas for schools and/or kindergartens
partly in the public area. The dimensions
for kindergarten outdoor play areas in
Helsinki average 800-2000 m2. In Hel-
sinki the requirement for outdoor space
for school buildings is in average more
than 1 hectare, but exceptions can be
made for good reason in town centre
areas, such as in the competition area.

We would like the following to be shown
in the next stage:
-the basic scenic outline of public out-
door areas (planted and open areas,
location of any larger playing fields),
-the main route network for pedestrian
and cycle traffic
-the spatial concept for the green areas
(closed, open and semi-open landscape
spaces)
-the functional content of the green
areas
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Initial proposal

3.4 Jury´s remarks of the proposal

 “1377”
The proposal is based on a network of
gridiron, which imitates an old urban en-
vironment, with its streets, squares and
city blocks that has formed “naturally”
over a long period of time. A structure
like this built on the infill land of the
harbour area seems artificial, in abstract
terms at least. Organising the urban struc-
ture more purposefully and in a way that
establishes it more firmly in place needs
still to be considered. However, because
the proposal has taken the land filling his-
tory of the area into account very well,

some of the ideas in the proposal also
seem technically very feasible.

The proposal connects the urban struc-
ture outside the competition area by con-
tinuing the road lines and by forming clear
city blocks. The relation to the south/city
centre, Kulosaari and Arabia is partly not
thought through, and the jury feels that
the shapes of the waterfront city blocks
would need firming up. For the southern
tip of Sompasaari in particular, the jury
was not convinced by the proposed way
to open the courtyards towards Helsinki
town centre.

The cautious approach to the Kylä-
saari area can be regarded as appropriate
for environmental hygiene and geotechni-

cal reasons. It is still advisable to utilise
the geological map in the original mate-
rial for firming up the northern part of
the competition area and connecting in
the Arabianranta waterfront direction.

The solution chiefly calls for a tradi-
tional closed city block structure to enable
the spacious idea for the roads and open
areas to be realized. In terms of detail,
perceptive sensitivity can be found within
the gridiron variations, and the planning
approach has produced good space for
streets, open areas and waterfront mar-
kets. However, the basic idea chosen leads
to a relatively inflexible way to build (tradi-
tional apartment block areas).

The siting of landmarks has been
thought out and they have been located
well in terms of the area as a whole.
However, the central landmark area
designated for shops and offices raises
questions at this stage. Have the form
and the dimensions been considered
from the perspective of an appropriate
functional and cityscape solution?

Leaving Englantilaiskallio (English rock)
in the most central place must be regar-
ded as a theoretical approach with it
remaining for the most part underneath
the metro track and Kulosaari Bridge.
Particular attention must be paid to the
credibility of preserving the rock, if there
is the desire to continue with this idea.

The functional organisation of the ur-
ban structure is left largely to the imagi-
nation. It is presumably thought that the
area will develop into a city area by it-
self, in a natural way and with diversity.

All the protected gasworks buildings
must be preserved.

Almost all the waterfront has been
reshaped without gaining, however, any
specific benefit from this, with the excep-
tion of the modelled waterfront towards
Mustikkamaa island. The southern side of
Kulosaari Bridge represents, in places, good
utilization of the maritime character and is
technically and financially realistic, parti-
cularly the more northern channel with its
basins. At the southern tip of Sompasaari
the attempt has remained exaggerated,
however, in terms of the channel network,
and the construction costs of these chan-
nels might become large in relation to the
benefit for the cityscape and urban struc-
ture.
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Initial concept sketch for Sörnäinen Docks

The construction principle for the hou-
sing islands separated by channels with,
for example, the underground car parks
insulated against water pressure, is so
expensive that it would only be possible
for private sector housing construction,
though private sector housing, even on
an extensive scale, might well be justi-
fied for the islands.

Due to the basic starting point that
was selected, there is no possibility for
a public waterfront promenade for the sout-
hern tip of the area, which has the best
views of the area. Buildings rising straight
from the water make an interesting cont-
rast with the islands opposite, but a pub-
lic pedestrian route must be interspersed
with the buildings, and this must be
shown in the next stage of the competi-
tion. The southern tip of the area should
be emphatically public. Advantage should
be taken of the views opening out
towards Suomenlinna from the eastern
shore of the two southernmost islands.

The road network in the proposal pro-
vides the possibility for a good traffic
system. The proposed tram route is out-
side the competition area and cannot
be used. The alternative tram route is
better and its connection with the met-
ro station is good. However, the route is
too winding and slow for achieving public
transport of a high standard for the area.
Public transport must be planned in
accordance with the competition brief.
Public transport in the area must be alrea-
dy in operation at the first construction
phase.

Landscape evaluation of the proposal:

The proposal strives to adapt seamlessly
to the old city structure, as to almost
dispel the idea of a new city district.

A conscious choice has been made
not to have large parks in the area itself.
Keeping to the idea of fragmentary,
island-like “remnant sectors” does not,
however, give added value to the pro-
posal. The objectives that were set for
the accessibility of green areas, a net-
work-like approach and functional flexi-
bility are not achieved in a structure of
this kind. Presenting more extensive
green areas for the blocks would not

water down the whole idea. “Blue is
not green”, in other words the large
amount of water areas does not com-
pensate for the lack of green areas, par-
ticularly from the perspective of functio-
nality. Larger green areas are also nee-
ded within the urban structure, in order
to meet the needs for i.e. informal gras-
sed playing areas.

The green areas are also slightly
unimaginative and lacking in content.
However, an interesting small-scale land-
scape has been created by means of
the channels. The idea of showing the
locations of the old islands with help of
channels is sympathetic.

The map of the pedestrian connec-
tions does not give an adequate picture
of the effectiveness of the pedestrian
and cycle route network. More detail
should be given on the sense and conti-
nuity of these routes.

The privatisation of the waterfronts
on the southern tip of the area goes
against the principles. The possibility to
travel via the waterfront and choose one’s
route should be preserved in most of
the area.

Perspective images of the nature and
general appearance of the public out-
door spaces are also needed.
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3.5 Jury´s remarks of the proposal

“AMPHIBIA”
The central theme of this proposal is on
the one hand the structural differentiation
of the strongly office-dominated zone and
the housing zone and, on the other hand,
the functional combination of the zones
by mixing the functions with different
emphasis. The office zone, together with
its background areas, forms a town
centre style front, to the front of which,
on the waterfront side, housing islands
are established, separated by a channel
from the “mainland”. The structure of
these is based entirely on experimenta-
tion with a new type of housing in Hel-
sinki.

The small islands must be seen as an
entire structural concept, where each is-
land should have its own identity. There
is little flexibility for adaptation in terms
of the basic structure, but there is a
very great degree of flexibility for adap-
tation in terms of the different sectors.

The zone dominated by office premi-
ses appears impressive, and its dimen-
sions provide the opportunity for many
different types of building. The functio-
nal mix provides the conditions for the
urban character that the competition
sought. The public services are located
relatively well in the area.

The housing islands draw their cha-
racter from the surroundings and, in prin-
ciple, “communicate” successfully with
the different surroundings: The southern
tip of the area stretches through effi-
cient building to the city center and the
northern edge connects to the Arabian-
ranta and Toukola parks.

The parks and open areas are cruci-
ally important for creating the identity
of an area and should be developed so
that their character does not increase
the isolated character of the islands.

The maritime theme is the basis for
the entire plan, and this has been empha-
sized in a commendable fashion. Due to
the basic starting point that was selected,
there is no possibility for a public wa-
terfront promenade for most of the sho-
reline. In the proposal the privatization

City structure
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Canal City looking north

of the waterfronts is a consistent theme,
which goes against the competition brief.
For the two southern islands, buildings
rising straight from the water form an
interesting contrast with the islands op-
posite, but a public pedestrian route must
be interspersed with the buildings, and
this must be shown in the next stage of
the competition.

The long, northern channel is unrealis-
tic in terms of costs and construction.
The current shoreline as such has been
taken into consideration in a commen-
dable fashion, but the positioning of
buildings above the waterfront construc-
tions to the extent proposed is very
expensive.

The road network in the proposal pro-
vides the possibility for a good traffic
system. The proposed tram route is in
accordance with the competition brief,
and could be developed. Public transport
connections to the metro station should
be improved.

The technical/financial problems for
construction in the northern parts of the
competition area will be very high. The
benefits from the construction would
have to be very significant in order to
cover the costs arising from the reme-
diation and consolidation of the soil. The
housing island on the Kyläsaari water-
front in particular would be impossible
to implement in terms of its cost. The
foundation costs would exceed the land
value. In the further planning, the building
volume lost from the northern areas should
be shown in the area for the initial city
blocks. The shoreline in the area of the
initial city blocks and to the north of
these must be public and connect to
the rest of the cycle and pedestrian route
network in the north.

All the protected gasworks buildings
must be preserved.

In the second stage of the competition
the land use with regard to Kulosaari Bridge

and the competition area must be very
carefully considered. The jury was not
convinced by the construction of a sizeable
open space in an area that would be ex-
cellent in terms of traffic or for the construc-
tion of business premises. The building
in the central areas should be more effi-
cient. The view towards the city structu-
re, when arriving from the east is signi-
ficant and this in particular should be
considered. The space underneath the
motorway has also so far not been re-
garded as valuable space in Helsinki and,
if this is put forward, it should be parti-
cularly emphasized. Furthermore, the re-
lationship between the large open area

and the city area continuing to the Som-
pasaari basin on its south side is vague.
In the further planning the position with
regard to the high-rise buildings should
also be well thought out and precise.

The public waterfront areas have been
planned in a rather general fashion. The
bridge to Korkeasaari island is partly
in conflict with the proposed seaside
promenade, as this does not continue
logically alongside the water area. The
southern tip of the area should be empha-
tically public. Advantage should be
taken of the views opening out towards
Suomenlinna from the eastern shore of
the two southernmost islands.

Sompasaari Central area
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Sompasaari Beach

Kyläsaari Event Park

Landscape evaluation of the proposal:

The islands separated by channels make
an interesting starting point, also in terms
of landscape. It is justified, with respect
to the greater landscape, to create a clear
office-dominated “wall” and develop a
lower zone as a “transition zone” in front
of it.

The chain of public space (large green
area – channel – open area – built green
area – cultural park) is an excellent idea
and worth supporting, but it still needs
developing. The channel is too long and
monotonous. The open area underneath
the bridge seems too big without clear
functional content. The area needs a com-
mon large green area as the residents’
“outdoor living room”. Consequently,
placing the series of high-rise buildings
in the centre of the green area is questi-
onable from the aesthetic as well as
functional perspective, at least in the way
proposed. A very attractive general ap-
pearance is proposed for Kyläsaari Park,
but some of the other perspectives do
not give a sufficiently positive picture of
the area. However, it should be noted in
a positive sense that the scenic outline
and content of the green areas have al-
ready been given some attention.

Varied experiences and sheltered
alternative routes should certainly be
offered, but the possibility to travel via
the waterfront in most of the area should
nevertheless be preserved. The possibi-

lities for choice, in this case the possibi-
lity to get close to the water if so desi-
red, greatly contribute to the quality of
the public outdoor space.

Another nice feature in the proposal
is the idea to combine the cultural and
green environment values (Gaspark
Cultural Hub, ’cultural greenbelt’), but
the presentation of this is still on a theo-
retical level. There is a lot to be had
from this idea (cf. Seattle’s Gas Work
Park), if it is extended to the area of the
old buildings (incl. the gasometer).

The idea for utilising the closeness to
water in the most diverse way possible
(e.g. Harbour Bath) is worth support.
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Ray City Layout within urban context

Working model super drivers Working model straight blocks

3.6 Jury´s remarks of the proposal

“RAY CITY”
The proposal based on a grid of rays is
theoretical and comprehensive, but partly
gives the impression of being haphazard.
The network of routes to be kept open
(rays) form a powerful starting point, and
all the cityscape elements have to
conform to the chosen basic structure.
The chosen starting point sets large de-
mands for implementation in conjunction
with the long-term implementation of
completing the urban structure.

The proposal contains an attempt to
escape from the prevailing approach of
creating a town one piece at a time,
and in some respects has tried to return
to the kind of town planning principle
where the entire town is built with the
aid of a coherent network of public
space. The aim of the proposal is to
achieve a certain spontaneity and flexi-
bility, yet within the framework of a
fixed, overall structure.

The criss-crossing of several lines
chops the area into parts that are partly
also difficult to implement. When evalu-
ating the proposal the crucial question
that came up was whether in the long
term the urban structure could develop
on the basis of such a powerful and
binding starting point. Within the frame-
work of the proposal now put forward it
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landmarks / watermarks

is still not possible to be convinced that
the ray grid basis provides a sufficiently
sound basic solution for future construc-
tion. More detailed planning will show
the feasibility of the idea for develop-
ment. The jury question whether all the
rays are necessary and whether they
could be interpreted as, for example,
viewpoint axis, and they would like
answers to these questions in the
second stage.

The relationship of the area to the
surrounding urban structure is extremely
close, because of the chosen starting point
(views). However, the position of the
area’s cityscape in relationship to its
environment seen from the outside has
not been considered. The key buildings
augment the urban structure in a way
that is interesting and increases ease of
orientation in an environment where
orientation is otherwise difficult.

The jury particularly liked the two
green axis (big green triangle and
from north to south) that split the area

longitudinally, and ask whether with these
a highly diverse environment could be
accepted for the area. Are they suffi-
ciently clear elements to outline a
dynamic environment that is otherwise
emphasised? No significant buildings
should be built on these green axis.
Otherwise in the proposal the functions
are appropriately emphasised in the
overall structure, as far as they are put
forward. The further planning should
show for example the places for the
schools and the principle for the public
transport network.

The seaside promenade has been
done comprehensively. Details about it
were not shown, but there are good
foundations for further planning. Parti-
cularly worthy of note is the open space
that opens onto the landscape at the
southern tip. Of the bridges to Mustik-
kamaa the first southern alternative is
good.

The network of feeder streets in the
proposal is good and it offers the possi-
bility for good public transport, although
the tram route was not shown. In the
proposal the low traffic streets have many
sharp-cornered and multi-branched
junctions. This could cause awkward spe-
cial arrangements, e.g. one-way streets.

In constructing the northern parts of
the competition area the technical and
financial problems will be very great.
The benefit of the construction must be
significant for it to cover the costs
arising from the remediation of the soil,
the pre-construction of the area and the
foundations. The quality of the soil around
the Hermanni seaside park is so poor that
it will probably lead to very restricted
building, although a public building on
the proposed area might also come into
question.

Manhattan style building, in which
each city block is built according to the
respective situation is not acceptable
in Helsinki. In Helsinki the 45o angle
of light rule is generally adopted, with

some individual exceptions. Up to now
Helsinki has adopted a cautious attitude
towards the construction of high landmark
buildings. Helsinki has just approved high-
rise construction in Keski-Pasila, about 3
kilometres to the northwest of the com-
petition area (see www.hel.fi/ksv/projek-
tialueet/Pasila/Keski-Pasila). The building
volume will be concentrated in the area
of the initial city blocks. The position
adopted towards any high-rises (70…80
metres) should be weighed up and
precise. The building masses at the
southern tip of the area should be on a
scale that harmonises with the buildings
of Katajanokka and Kruununhaka, and
the jury takes a very critical view of high
buildings there.

In respect of the Itäväylä thoroughfare
that runs over the competition area and
the bridges for the metro track, their
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green spaces

Strategy super diversStrategy straight blocks

impact on and relation to the proposed
land use must be explained in a carefully
considered manner in the second stage
of the competition. The jury suspects that
the city block structure, especially in
these areas, will become too fragmented.
The space underneath the motorway has
also so far not been regarded as valuable
public space in Helsinki, and if this is
put forward, it should be particularly
emphasized.

The future construction of the areas
of the western side of Hermanninranta is
shown in Appendix 5 of the competition
brief. The urban structure for this must be
taken as a binding starting point, and
no buildings may be constructed on the
green axis (green lizard).

All the protected gasworks buildings
must be preserved.

Landscape evaluation of the proposal

The proposal has an interesting basic
premise and bold approach in its belief
in the possibilities of the place to meet
the broad concept in a meaningful way.
Instead of the buildings and the location
of these being a determining factor for
the urban structure, the urban structure
is adapted to the overall idea of the
street and green area structure, which
is defined by means of the views.

The interconnectivity is accomplished
well in this proposal. Sizeable green axes
strive to gather an area made up of
different elements into a whole. The green
areas form magnificent, monumental axes
through the area. The axis running in an
east west direction connects the urban
structure to the natural landscape in a
plausible way. The idea of joining toget-
her the southern and northern sides of
Kulosaari Bridge in a wide green axis
has great potential, but requires elabo-
ration in design. These axes should con-
tinue to be further developed as green
realms, without presenting additional

building to them. In this way there is
also potential for flexible functionality.
Otherwise the value of these remain mi-
nimal and the entire idea theoretical. In
the further development it is hoped to
see a clear presentation of the nature of
the green areas and the artistic content
of the parks in their overall design.

With regard to the green areas the
proposal remains quite tentative. The
network of views, although containing
many important insights, appears hap-
hazard in part. The proposal contains an
awareness of the status of Helsinki Park,
at least in theory, but there is a need for
more concrete examples that it has been
taken into consideration. The waterfronts
are shown for public use but in a rather
formalistic way.
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“1377” “AMPHIBIA” “0431”  Ray City Helsinki
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4. Second stage of the
competition

4.1  Progress
The second stage of the competition
ended on 22.4.2005. Three proposals
were received that were accepted by
the jury, and regarded as meeting the
criteria required for the proposals.

The following proposals were received
in the second stage of the competition:

“1377” / ““1377” / ““1377” / ““1377” / ““1377” / “AmphibiaAmphibiaAmphibiaAmphibiaAmphibia” / “0431” Ra” / “0431” Ra” / “0431” Ra” / “0431” Ra” / “0431” Rayyyyy
City HelsinkiCity HelsinkiCity HelsinkiCity HelsinkiCity Helsinki

The proposal ”0431” will be known
from now on as “Ray City Helsinki”

4.2  General evaluation
The competitors’ different conceptions
of the spirit of the area resulted in three
alternative approaches to the historical
urban characteristics of the area.

Proposal ”1377” saw the area as a
direct continuation to the Helsinki whose
form has evolved partly spontaneously and
partly systematically (the north side of
the Pitkäsilta bridge). It was characteristic
of this city of workers and industry that
the city blocks took shape in the sym-
biosis of topography, production and
social needs. The proposal therefore
extends the urban structure by creating
a similar type of fabric to that which
appears in the nearby Sörnäinen, Kallio
and Alppila. This structure moves the
compact city area right to the water’s
edge.

For its part, the “Amphibia” proposal
brings the dividing line between the
suburban and downtown zones to the
competition area itself. The compact
multi-story “front-like” zone is an integral
part of Sörnäinen’s multidimensional and
multifaceted urban structure. For their
part, the light residential islands belong
to the tradition of Kulosaari’s inner
islands. The border runs between these
two.

The “Ray City Helsinki” proposal out-
lines the competition area and acts as a
clear break with the local environment.
The division between the suburban and
compact downtown structure is firmly
integrated with its surroundings thanks
to its vista axes. At the same time, the
proposal lays out an individual and very
different cityscape, which clearly stands
out from its surroundings. The proposal
is neither old city nor suburb, it is
something else.

In line with the competition brief, all
the proposals have endeavoured to

emphasise the access of Helsinki’s main
eastern thoroughfare and the metro line
to the downtown area. All the proposals
have planned the western border next
to the downtown area to be compact
and city-like in nature.

The urban structure of each proposal
can be changed in a different way in
accordance with future functional and
cityscape requirements. Proposal ”1377”
creates enclosed city blocks along tradi-
tional urban structure lines. The “Ray
City Helsinki” proposal creates its own
rules for outlining the urban structure
and neither does it offer a precise solu-
tion for connecting the city blocks and
for construction en masse. The ”Amphi-
bia” proposal divides the area into parts
that are very different from each other:
a compact city block zone of predomi-
nantly business premises and a less
crowded, village-like group of islands with
residential blocks.

The competition brief called for an
endeavour for the revival of the best
features of city life in the area. A general
feature in all the proposals was the
interspersing of different functions.
The “Amphibia” proposal creates an in-
teresting sosial diversity to the area and
widens its appeal from beyond the
existing one-dimensional situation.
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The connection to the waterfront and
the sea was the basis in all of the
proposals. However, the proposals dealt
with the shoreline in different ways. The
most changes to the current shoreline
were put forward in “Amphibia”, which
also presented the most extensive chan-
nel network for the area. Because of
the dock and shore structures of the
harbour, moving the current shoreline
or building upon it is technically demand-
ing and expensive but from the point of
view of the total costs, it may be more
advantageous to the City of Helsinki in
the long run. Limited and well-conside-
red changes are possible, however. The
details for the treatment of the shoreli-
nes will need to be examined more ca-
refully in the further work.

From the point of view of the traffic
the urban structures in the proposals are
very different. The connections and
transport hierarchy in all the proposals
are feasible. As a traditional road
network “1377” is clear, “Ray City Hel-
sinki” and “Amphibia” would require
more detailed further planning.

The starting premise of the tunnel
connecting the Sörnainen and Herman-
ni waterfront roads was taken into
account in all the proposals. In the “1377”
proposal the tunnel was stated to be
“an important factor for decreasing
traffic next to and underneath the Kulo-
saari road and metro bridges”.

All the competitors proposed a large
number of parking places in the vicinity
of the metro station, therefore creating
good preconditions for park & ride
parking.

Concentrating the commercial services
near to the metro station will increase
the need for using private cars on the
borders of the area. For this reason the
great challenge in the further planning

will be in implementing the interspers
ing of functions over the entire area,
also with regard to services.

In all the proposals, the initial city
blocks in the vicinity of the metro
station have the greatest building
efficiency. In addition to the traditional
commercial and office building area, all
the proposals put forward different func-
tional ideas. The “Amphibia” proposal has
the most ideas. The initial city
block structure in proposal “1377” is
good as such, but the jury would like a
firmer cityscape emphasis for this area.
The plan for the initial city blocks in the
“Ray City Helsinki” proposal is in a very
unfinished state.

The building area contained in the
different plans differed considerably from
each other. “1377” had the greatest
building area (1,298,000 m2).  This
exceeded the minimum building area
specified in the competition brief by
458,000 m2.“Ray City Helsinki” also ex-
ceeded this by around 200,000 m2.
“Amphibia” is according to the amount
specified.

Costs and feasibility

The competition area is an infill area,
the majority of which was still covered
by seawater in the 1950s. There is a
natural firm base on both sides of Kulo-
saari Bridge as well as the area of a few
small islands on the south and north
sides of the area.

Geological surveys have been carried
out in the area for several years to
investigate soil purity and the geotech-
nical load-bearing characteristics. The first
regional plans covering the entire area
have been completed. The plans show
that the remediation work for the land
will be very extensive and of the new
Helsinki areas they will clearly be the
most expensive.

Practically the entire planning area
north of Kulosaari Bridge will need to be
pre-constructed and the buildings sup-
ported on piles using special techniques.

The load-bearing calculations and the
purity studies show that construction on
top of Kyläsaari’s so-called slag heaps is
not economically viable.

The pre-construction earthworks for
the entire competition area will cost a
total of 220 – 290 MEUR, of which 60–
70% will go on the construction of the
base and the rest on the remediation of
contamination.
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Landscape evaluation of proposals

The green areas approach has developed
in all proposals compared to the previous
phase. In order to create meaningful
public outdoor spaces, however, some
more landscape architectural expertise
is needed. In “Ray City Helsinki” and
“1377” the waterfront remains slightly
uninteresting. In “Ray City” also the
spatial configuration of green spaces,
let alone their functional content is still
in its formative phase.

In “Amphibia” the green areas are
abundant and diverse, both in aerial and
with respect to the elaboration of the
artistic and functional content. In “Amphi-
bia”, as well as in “Ray City”, the green
areas are logically interconnected to form
a network.  “Ray City” has good poten-
tial but also the greatest risk of failure.
“1377” has the least green areas per
capita, and its quarters make a denser
district than necessary.

The guidelines about public access
included that most of the waterfront
should be in public use, and in case of
deviation, attention should be paid
to the continuity and orientation of
pedestrian walkways. This does not,
however, require that the whole shore
line must be treated identically or that
the main walkway should categorically
be planned along the quay’s edge.
Further elaboration is needed in all
proposals to make the shoreline more
attractive.

The aims, set for the amount and
accessibility of green areas, are fulfilled
in all the proposals. Ideally, the land-
scape architectural objectives would find
their best expression in a creative
combination of the strengths in each
proposal.

Generally speaking, the calculated
costs per square metre of building area
will decrease as one moves within the
area from north to the south and from
the waterfront inland. Construction on
the Kyläsaari area is particularly expen-
sive, as the additional costs for all the
building sites due to the ground condi-
tions will be in the region of 1,000 EUR
per square metre of building area. In
terms of making the land viable for buil-
ding, the Sörnäinen Harbour area is the
cheapest to take into use, even though
the foundation costs for the buildings
there are very high.

The pre-construction costs for the
initial construction area on the south and
north sides of the metro track are on
average 60 EUR per square metre of
building area, which is the average level
for the area.
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“1377”

4.3  General plan

Overall concept in terms of urban
structure

The general impression is very coherent.
Office premises that are higher than
the others break up the compact urban
structure. These function as border land-
marks bordering the western edge of
the Itäväylä thoroughfare and the metro
station. The identity of the area takes its
shape from the compact urban structure
bounded by the seashore and water.

The justification for the proposal, and
the plans that derive from these are based
on the European tradition of a good
urban community and city life. A suffi-
ciently high building efficiency ratio, the
interspersing of functions, and the
inclusion of the services that these
require provide a good basis for an
urban community. A compact, new city
area is planned on the basis of these
starting points. The plan resembles the
structure of the old city quarters in the
neighbourhood, and strives for a
uniform cityscape.

The proposal has faithfully continued
its line to construct a traditional “Camil-
lo Sitte type” of artistic urban structure
adapted to the ribbon city principle. The
jury put forward a critical comment
against this basic approach, but the
creator defended the solution.

In its critique the jury pointed out
that the uniform urban structure is not
amenable to such changes that may be
justified during the long implementation
period. The final proposal that has now
been developed does not demonstrate
how any flexibility in terms of cityscape
and urban structure could be implemented.
Although points of connection can be
found in the urban structure that divide it
into five sections of almost equal size,
the creators of the proposal are not
considering any interaction between
these or any differences in terms of type
of city block, heights, building materials
or functional structure.

The area’s relationship and connection to
the surrounding urban structure

The proposal connects to the area’s
other urban structure by continuing the
road lines and forming clear city blocks.
The area’s relation to the surrounding
urban structure is a natural one. The
current and new road network generally
connect naturally, and in some cases
very well together. Connecting the
Suvilahti area by a boulevard to the
waterfront is a fine idea.

The solution primarily requires a tra-
ditional enclosed city block structure in
order that the idea of space for the roads
and squares could be implemented. In
terms of its details concerning variations
on the gridiron there are some excellent
features, and the planning approach has
produced very good space for roads,
open places and waterfront squares. The
basic idea chosen, however, leads to a
relatively inflexible construction method
(tradition multi-storey city blocks). In its
critique of the first phase the jury asked
in particular for the exterior outline of
the southernmost small islands in the
Kruununhaka direction to be made firmer.
The creators have heeded this critique to
some extent. Some of the courtyards of
the city blocks are still visibly open
towards the old urban landscape. In this
way there are undeniably some
splendid views from the apartments,
but seen from the outside the area is
unnecessarily fragmented.

The interrelationship of the functions and
the urban nature of the surroundings

The eastern side of the Hermannin ran-
tatie road has a buffer strip of narrow
high commercial city blocks buildings,
upon which the compact urban
structure extending to the waterfront is
based. Although the aim is to intersperse
the functions in such a way that creates
an active and lively urban environment
in the entire area, the business and
shopping premises are, however, parti-
cularly concentrated to the initial city
blocks and the Hermannin ratatie road’s
buffer strip. Consequently there remain
doubts regarding the location of the
services in the primarily residential city
blocks. The city blocks primarily for
businesses (buffer zone) are too narrow,
inflexible and difficult to implement.

Implementation of the parking facili-
ties underneath the city block courtyards
may be problematic. The proposal is based
on the idea that the proximity of
the shore and water enable compact
construction that does not include
large parks. The bridge to Mustikkamaa
connects the area to the nearby recrea-
tional zone. The sport and park area
located to the north and the northern-
most city blocks connect well to Helsin-
ki Park.
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“1377”

Treatment of the waterfront zone and
utilisation of the maritime aspect

The jury’s comments regarding the
expensive reconstruction of the shoreline
in relation to the benefits that it would
bring in terms of the cityscape have been
taken into account. However, the jury is
still critical of the shaping of the dock
shoreline as residential buildings cannot
be positioned close to the power station,
therefore the other redesigning also
remains open to question.

Otherwise the waterfront has general-
ly been thoughtfully adapted. The treat-
ment of the Sompasaari shores compa-
res well in nature to the Kruununhaka
and Siltasaari shores. The special nature
of Sompasaari has been highlighted
by separating it by a channel and by
dividing it further by means of channels
into three parts. Some of the residential
buildings are directly on the shoreline.

Traffic solutions

The road network provides the opportu-
nity for a flexible and functional traffic
system. “Central Boulevard” from the
tip of Sompasaari to Kyläsaari is propo-
sed as the feeder street in the north-
south direction. The Boulevard is situa-
ted on the north side of the Itäväylä
throughfare, two or three blocks from
the Hermanni waterfront street. This pro-
vides the possibility to turn “Kyläsaari
Street” into a road for public transport.
The idea of a tram connection near the
Sörnäinen metro station via the Vilhon-
vuorenkatu street to Hämeentie street
in the second phase is interesting. A
tram route from Kyläsaari to the Arabia
waterfront through the new residential
area is not possible.

A pedestrian and cycle route was not
put forward, but the planning of a good
route network based on the road net-
work and green belt areas is possible.

Parking was mainly proposed in
parking facilities. Parking facilities con-
centrated underneath the courtyards of
the blocks requires further development.

Costs and feasibility

Construction is spread evenly like a mat
over the entire planning area. There is a
great disparity of geological conditions
within the area.

The Kyläsaari slagheap area has been
left as a green area, which is highly
 recommendable.

The channels put forward for Som-
pasaari might be possible to build.

The habitation proposed on the
reclaimed land alongside the power plant
is not possible for safety reasons. The
office zone city block structure can be
constructed part by part and the
municipal engineering will not require
advance investments.
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“1377”

Landscape evaluation of proposal

In “1377”, the overall area of parks has
increased, but their location is not
always functionally favourable (i.e. the
ones around the Kulosaari bridge).

The northern part of the planning area,
north of the bridge, is stronger than the
southern part. The north-south oriented
green boulevard gives the urban structure
desired spaciousness and orientation.
Organic street network brings agreeable
variation also for the green areas. The
attractive canal landscape - that made
the best part of the proposal in the first
phase - has been unnecessarily broken
by a tram line.

The idea of a monumental allée east
of the gasometer deserves support,
though it does not consider all the
buildings to be preserved.

4.4  Initial city blocks

The overall entity formed by the city
blocks

The initial city blocks on both sides of
the Itäväylä thoroughfare and the metro
track create space for traffic thorough-
fares running through the area. The office
buildings protect the residential areas
from traffic noise and other disturbances.
The architecture for these is confident
but they do not create a strong enough
emphasis for an important thoroughfare
into the city. When approaching from
Kulosaari the theme that you see is the
ends of two office buildings, next to
which the residential buildings rise three
stories above the bridge platform.

The cinema, café and watersport
centre etc. located on the waterfront
under the bridge are noteworthy ideas
for creating a quality environment.
However, the parks on both sides of the
bridge have an uninviting atmosphere
due to their location.

The solutions for the blocks around the
metro station

The blocks in the metro station area
contain commercial and office premises.
The blocks are part of the high land-
mark building zone. The documents did
not contain the principles for the solution
regarding the uppermost storeys in the
area. The lower storeys of the buildings
are connected underneath the bridge as
large parking facilities and commercial
space. The office buildings next to Kulo-
saari Bridge are on too small a scale.
The connection to public transport has
been considered.

The jury’s comments regarding the
landmark buildings and Englantilaiskal-
lio (English rock) have been taken well
into account. At the same time the
functional structure has become clearer.
However, the school sites are too
cramped and there is not enough outside
space. This could certainly be corrected
by leaving the residential blocks next to
them unbuilt. The school site more to
the north is located too far from the
main focus of residence.

The details pointed out about the gas-
works have not been taken into consi-
deration. The jury is convinced, however,
that the fine boulevard axis between the
gasworks area and the waterfront site
can be implemented keeping all the
protected buildings.

The features and quality of the city block
structure of the residential and workplace
area.

The residential city blocks are closed from
their corners and are mainly 5 – 6 storeys.
The residential blocks have commercial
and office space at street level and in
the lower storeys. They border in part
the parking facilities underneath the yard
areas of the city blocks.

The apartments are mainly in the
urban city block structure, partly in
the low-rise buildings connected to or
bordering the city block structure.

The public spaces are deliberately
urban. The waterfronts are also built up
as far as the northern dock.

Traffic solutions

The street on the south side of the metro
station is proposed as a “Tram Street”
running to Sompasaari. The idea is a
good one for the metro area. The bus
terminal is on the west side of the metro
station. The departure points, at least
for the buses, should be on the public
transport road, i.e. on the east side, like
the tram route.
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4.5  General plan

Overall concept in terms of urban
structure

The plan contains a powerful contrast in
terms of urban structure, which is formed
between the efficient office dominated
and residential dominated zone. The
extremely efficient construction connect-
ing to the existing urban structure chan-
ges as one approaches the waterfront
to a compact and low city, which is
formed on the small islands separated
by channels. Each small island has its
own identity.

The proposal is based on the flexibility
and liveliness of the urban structure,
as well as on a functional and social
blending. Residential and office space
is interspersed over the entire area in
accordance with the objectives of the
plan. However, the traffic is carefully
organised and hierarchical. Traffic
mixing is proposed for the feeder street.

”AMPHIBIA”

The general appearance and identity of
the area

The general appearance of the entire area
is very lively and vibrant. Implemented
as shown in the illustrations the area
would be very different in nature from
the nearby downtown area. The proposal
in particular highlights the multi-sided
nature of the city structure and brings
creative new possibilities to making the
area more attractive.

The spacious urban construction
approach continues on the waterfront
zone as far as Sompasaari. It is divided
by a landmark hotel building situated
on the north side of the Itäväylä
thoroughfare and the metro track. More
to the west, connected to the metro
station, the architecture accentuating the
centre is made up of complex “combi-
nation buildings” containing commercial
and office space, parking facilities, public
services and residential apartments.

Particular attention has been paid to
arriving in the downtown area from the
Kulosaari direction. Imaginative proposals
for silo-shaped hotel towers and sports
areas built above the metro track needs
to be examined from the point of view
of the cityscape and in acting as a gate-
way to the city centre.

The city block structure for the effi-
cient office and working space zone
bordering the downtown area planned
for the eastern side of the Hermanni
waterfront road has a flexible structure,
and is very adaptable for different types
of function. However, creating a good
residential environment next to office
buildings is challenging.

The residential islands draw their
content from the surroundings and “com-
municate” successfully with the diffe-
rent surroundings.

The area’s relationship and connection to
the surrounding urban structure

The contrast between the suburban
island zone and the commercial zone is
stark. The functional versatility of the
commercial zone is possible to imple-
ment. However, the small islands could
scarcely be wide-ranging in terms of
functions. It is feared that they would
remain as one-sided in terms of function
as the suburban residential areas unless
the next planning stage pays particular
attention to how the area becomes more
integrated.

The building efficiency ratio on the
small islands is low and the contrast
with the efficient commercial zone is
exceptionally powerful.

The intention is to make the residential
small islands compact, village-like com-
munities.

The urban, village-like small islands
cannot become enclosed communities,
but they must be kept open and most
of the waterfront must be a public
promenade, which has been taken into
a count exceptionally well.
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”AMPHIBIA”

Treatment of the waterfront zone and
utilisation of the maritime aspect

The very small-scale treatment of the
shoreline forms a powerful contrast with
the treatment of the Kruununhaka and
Katajanokka shorelines, and also with
Kulosaari Bridge and the scale of the
Hanasaari power station.

The proposal has long vistas to the
surrounding areas, and it forms a quite
open environment. The park that
continues northwards from the Sörnäi-
nen dock forms an important cityscape
vista, which connects underneath the
Itäväylä and metro track bridge as an
open space towards the new channel.

The waterfront zone has been dealt
with in an artistic manner and there is a
walking route near the shore. The mariti-
me nature of the area has been enhanced
with new channels.

Traffic solutions

The proposal’s networks for feeder and
local streets are inadequate.  The north-
south feeder street on the north side
of the Itäväylä thoroughfare is the only
connection for the said direction on the
eastern side of the Hermanni waterfront
road. The road will therefore attract a
very large amount of traffic and through
this a need for public transport lanes.
The feeder street joins the Herman-
ni waterfront road at a problematic angle.
The next planning stage needs to address
this specific issue in more detail.

Roads around the city blocks were
mainly missing.  This will cause problems
for service traffic, for example. The road
connection to several city blocks and
residential islands is insufficient  from
the northern direction.

The tram network is in line with
the specifications. The public transport
arrangement would work.

The main route network for pedestrians
and cyclists is good. The bridge to Kor-
keasaari and Mustikkamaa islands is a
good idea, and allows for a creative and
interesting local walk.

Parking has mainly been proposed in
parking facilities.

Costs and feasibility

In the block structure can be discerned
a clear division into two areas with
different construction, the efficient western
part and the small-scale of the eastern
part. The earthworks become more dif-
ficult as one moves eastwards and north-
wards. The network of channels with
the small islands for the area is expensive
but in the opinion of the jury, the solution
may be advantageous to the City in the
long-run.

Construction to some degree has been
proposed for the Kyläsaari area. On the
other hand the definition of the city block
area for the northern part has been done
in an exemplary way.

Two clear channel subjects have been
put forward for Sompasaari, which are
technically feasible. The broad location
of a wedge of park in the best building
place is not recommended from an eco-
nomic viewpoint.

The office/commercial blocks on the
northern side of Kulosaari Bridge are clear
parts in terms of implementation. Simi-
larly, the Sompasaari block structure is
clear. However, in terms of implementa-
tion the complicated multi-storey area
on the south side of Kulosaari Bridge as
it stands is unsuitable to construct in
phases.

The preliminary investments for
municipal engineering, roadworks and
earthworks would put advance pressure
on the area.
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”AMPHIBIA”

Landscape evaluation of proposal

In “AMPHIBIA” many ideas worth
elaborating have been presented. The
Gaspark Cultural Hub is attractive. The
perspective images from the park give a
convincing impression of an agreeable
environment.

The fresh anarchy of the design
approach has somewhat stiffened along
the way. The treatment of the shoreline
is, however, still varied and multiform.
The canals successfully break its linearity.

The canals in the southern part, south
of the Kulosaari bridge, are well-grounded,
whereas in the northern part they are
not crucial for the island idea, - though
an exciting part of the milieu. They would
work as open spaces as well, like lawns
or meadows.

The basic idea of the green areas sys-
tem might tolerate even a more efficient
plot ratio.

Built-up areas in the north intertwine
with the Toukolanranta green areas in a
rich manner.

4.6  Initial city blocks

The overall entity formed by the city
blocks.

The initial city blocks form a clear entity
around the metro station. As in the whole
area, the same contrast also appears in
the initial city blocks. The office block
area is an exceptionally urban structure
(8-12 storeys / building efficiency around
e=2.3) and the residential small islands
are exceptionally small scale (3-5
storeys / efficiency is e=0.5 – 0.7).

Solutions for the city blocks around the
metro station

The metro station has good connections
from the tram and bus stops. The parking
facilities also serve perk & ride con-
nections well. The commercial and
parking areas, and also the commercial
centre’s internal road network connect
directly to the metro station. Office
premises and workplaces are located in
the storeys above these and there are
residential apartments in the uppermost
storeys. Cultural, dancing and sports
premises are located on the projection,
above the metro track, on the 12th storey
above the metro station. Next to the bridge,
on the north side, is an 18-storey hotel.
These high buildings, influenced by
industrial architecture, together with
the bridges, effectively accentuate the
meeting point of the incoming thorough-
fare from the east and the downtown
area.
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The features and quality of the city block
structure of the residential and workplace
area

The efficiency in the office zone is so
high that the realization of a high-quality
residential environment there would be
challenging. The idea for overlapping
commercial, parking, office and residen-
tial premises is possible, but the imple-
mentation would be demanding for as
long as our country is missing 3D legal
framework for this type of development.

The solutions for the residential areas
are either very spacious or extremely
compact in terms of efficiency; different
solutions in themselves.

”AMPHIBIA”

Quality of the public spaces

The public areas are central in character
and versatile. The triangular wedges of
park are large in scale and have clarity,
the area has been made more defined
and the proposed tower buildings have
been abandoned. The jury takes the view
that the traffic prolems in the market
square might require further evaluation.

Traffic solutions

In the area of the metro city block there
is only one road connection in the
waterfront direction between Verkkosaari
and Sompasaari. In the metro city block
area this road should be reserved for
public and service traffic. However, this
is not possible because there is no
second road.

Connections to the parking facilities
and commercial city blocks on the south
side are awkward and require develop-
ment.
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4.7  General plan

Overall concept in terms of urban
structure

The proposal is based on carefully
considered axes (rays) that have been
placed in a certain order of importance.
The cityscape is outlined by the rays,
i.e. the road and park axes and the
vistas at the end of these. The structure
derives its main direction from these
lines and the vista axes. This gives rise
to a very comprehensive plan that con-
tains great flexibility. The axes define the
areas, the size of which can be selected
according to needs within the frame-
work of the general principle. The net-
work unites the area into a single entity
and aims to minimise the divisive effect
of Kulosaari Bridge. All the cityscape
elements have to submit to the basic
structure. The proposal is partially in
conflict, which can be interpreted in as
much as the rays will find their final place
only in the future.

The proposal tries to return to such
city planning principles in which the who-
le city is built on a network of continuous
public space. This kind of planning
principle has been criticised for being
totalitarian in its features. The aim of
the proposal is for a certain spontaneity
and flexibility, but within a framework,
however, of a fixed overall structure. The
jury particularly appreciated two green
axes (“big green triangle” and “from north
to south”) that split the area longitudi-
nally.

“Ray City Helsinki”

The proposal calls for the planner to
undertake single-minded, constant and
sensitive monitoring of the situation in
order to realize high quality urban envi-
ronment. The proposal contains a cer-
tain risk, but at the same time within
its framework it would be possible to
construct a new type of environment
even over a long period.

The drawing materials are not fully
complete, nor is the external expression
sufficiently effective in the minds of the
jury, and neither does it provide a sui-
table new vision of the future environ-
ment.

The area’s relationship and connection to
the surrounding urban structure

By its nature, however, the area clearly
differs from a grid iron plan.  The city-
scape highlights augment the urban
structure in a way that is interesting and
enhances orientation in an otherwise dif-
ficult environment . The lines of the east-
west rays connect the current and new
road network.

In the first stage, the proposal’s visual
relationship to the rest of the urban
structure, examined from outside, was
regarded as not yet ready. The proposal
has now taken a stance by forming a
straight line, fixed façade in the direction
of town centre and Kulosaari island, and
by opening up the city block structure
towards the north. The placement of the
high buildings, give more definition to the
silhouette of the area viewed from all
directions.

The urban nature of the area is based
on a continuous road network, the
interspersing of functions with each other
and the opportunities for choice for the
urban structure.

The jury’s remarks for the further
development of the surroundings of Ku-
losaari Bridge have been taken into
consideration by forming a gateway to
the Kulosaari direction and a building
“front” on the west side of the green
wedge. Furthermore, the eighteen-storey
“key building – city maker” is located
well in the city landscape forming a sort
of outermost beacon for the downtown
area.However the jury is not convinced
that the over high tower is the best so-
lution in the circumstances.  The jury’s
remarks about “The Green Lizard” have
not been taken into consideration, so it
is seen as a theoretical green connecti-
on.
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“Ray City Helsinki”

Treatment of the waterfront zone and
utilisation of the maritime aspect

The treatment of the shoreline adapts
very well to the existing situation. In
order to breathe life into the straight
shoreline it may be necessary to investi-
gate other possibilities than the new
jetty system for boats etc. put forward.
The recess on the east shore of Sompa-
saari may be an unnecessarily expensive
arrangement. In this respect, according
to the jury’s understanding, a green field
would achieve the openness sought for
the urban structure.

The seaside promenade has now been
presented in a comprehensive manner
in accordance with the critique of the
jury. Similarly, the public transport routes
have been presented well. Based on the
illustrations for the initial city blocks, the
vehicular traffic intersection arrangement
with its many sharp corners appears to
be manageable.

The incoming boulevard starting from
the Vilhonvuorenkatu street runs along-
side the dock and ends at the new bridge
leading to Mustikkamaa. The wedge-like
central park connects to the dock as an
extensive terrace, there is a large seaside
square at the tip of Sompasaari and on
the eastern shore the seaside prome-
nade extends here and there as seaside
squares and boat harbours connecting
in the north to the Helsinki Park net-
work.

The chosen starting point means
that the proposal is connected to its
environment with clearly defined axis.

The interrelationship of the functions and
the urban nature of the surroundings

The plan does not take any firm stance
as to what happens in the city blocks.
The area can be very multi-faceted in
terms of environment, because within
the framework of the rules governing
the possibilities for choice, each city block
can be different in terms of content. This
plan contains many subsequent choices
and risks, and the final decisions con-
cerning implementation of the city blocks
and intersections are postponed until the
city planning stage.  In any case, how-
ever, the nature of the environment is
compact and urban. The worst-case
scenario may lead to a confused and
difficult orientation to the cityscape.

Furthermore the proposal takes a clear
stand that the green axes put forward
are not suitable as construction sites for
buildings, but that they are to be left
open as public space. Despite the jury’s
comments, no places have been left for
local public services.
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“Ray City Helsinki”

Traffic solutions

The road network in the proposal offers
the possibility for a good traffic arrange-
ment. However, there would be a lot of
confused crossroads in the road network.
This confusion should be reduced by,
for example, creating one-way systems.

The tram network is in line with the
brief. The public transport arrangements
are good.

The road network and the green zones
create good conditions for planning a
good pedestrian and cycle path route
network.

Most of the parking has been propo-
sed in connection with the parking faci-
lities of the large city blocks.

Costs and feasibility

The proposal’s presentation approach is
on a large scale and complete in terms
of area. The competition area has taken
maximum advantage as a city block area,
with the exception of the park zones. In
the north the construction boundary should
be examined in the shore direction, due
to the geological conditions. A hard base
can be found at a maximum depth of
around 40 – 50 metres. The extensive
water filling on the eastern part put
forward for the Hermannin ranta area is
expensive, and nor does it add to the
value of the development.

The wedge-like park zone clearly
defines Sompasaari as separate from the
power station area. The residential
buildings shown on the Hanasaari side
should be changed to office construction
due to the proximity of the power station.

The office/commercial building area
defined by the Kulosaari Bridge and the
central park wedge functions well in
terms of location and feasibility. The
efficient parking solutions underneath the
courtyards are suitable for the structure
put forward.

The clear axes of the plan well support
the phased implementation of the area.
The municipal engineering construction is
clear. However, the amount of roads in
relation to the city block construction is
too great. The plan does not call for
great pre-investment.

Landscape evaluation of proposal

The strong aspects of “RAY CITY HEL-
SINKI” – the axis/view approach creating
clarity and flexibility – are still to be found.
The overall image has been focused,
although the perspective images do not,
unfortunately, bear much promise.

Some of the axes are still more
logical than others.

There is potential for developing
good parks, but if it is done in a too
monotonous or formalistic way, one has
good reason to worry about ill-propor-
tioned squares or exhausting pedestrian
walkways through a windy landscape.

The creation of an axis from Sörnäi-
nen metro station via Vilhonvuorenkatu,
all the way to Mustikkamaa along the
new proposed bridge works well in this
proposal. This axis is highly important in
a hierarchical sense for the green areas
network in the whole district.

The ‘key building north’ for sports and
recreational use is placed too close to
the shoreline.
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“Ray City Helsinki”

4.8  Initial city blocks

The overall entity formed by the city
blocks

The initial city blocks are an element of
the entire area’s compact urban structu-
re. At the shoreline, the city’s incoming
thoroughfare from the east meets city
blocks whose buildings are higher than
the others, and which accentuate the
arrival in the downtown area.  After this,
the park (big green triangle) continuing
from the southern dock to the east shore
splits the area before reaching the com-
mercial centre zone connected to the
start of the downtown area at the metro
station. The area’s high Key Buildings
stand out as still higher 13 – 18 storey
landmarks.

The solutions for the blocks around the
metro station

The city block near the metro station is
not extensive in terms of surface area,
but it has one of the areas high Key
Buildings. The city block is feasible
already at the beginning of the con-
struction phase. Parking is concentrated
to facilities in the blocks on the north
and east side, from where there is a
connection to the station. The starting
point is possible but the plan would
require further development.

The structure formed around the metro
station is mainly ordinary construction.
The solution itself leaves room for
building planning.

The features and quality of the city block
structure of the residential and workplace
area

The apartments and workplaces are
interspersed over the entire initial area
of enclosed-type city blocks. From the
proposal’s illustrations, the solutions for
the city blocks can be anticipated as
enclosed city blocks.

The residential solutions in the central
zone can be diverse within the urban
framework; however, these have not been
put forward in the plan.

Treatment of the waterfront zone and
utilisation of the maritime aspect

The waterfront zone is totally public
space. The green axes that end there
link the area well to the seashore. The
dock squares and the bridge to Mustik-
kamaa play an important role in satis-
fying the area’s leisure time and recrea-
tional needs.

Quality of the public spaces

The plan has good preconditions to
create a network of urban public space
of a high standard.

The bus terminal is on the west side
of the metro station. The bus departure
points at least should be on the east of
the metro block, like the tram route.
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4.9  Statement by Helsinki energy
on the proposals for the second
stage of the competition

General

In terms of the technical network, all
the competition proposals are demand-
ing as far as implementation is concerned
due to the area’s location. The proximity
of the sea, the ground conditions and
the channels dividing the area make a
demanding task for further planning.

”1377”

On the basis of this proposal it appears
most natural to have the energy supply
area around and on the south side of
the present Hanasaari-B power station.
The harbour for small boats at the bottom
of the bay limits the location of the fuel
harbour to the south. The traffic con-
nection as a continuation of the Vilhon-
vuorenkatu street would mean the
demolishing of three rather large Helsinki
Energy buildings, and the relocation of
their functions to the remaining area.
The important Helsinki cape aerial
transmission line must be located in con-
nection with the said street.

“Amphibia”

This proposal leaves the whole present
energy supply area separate in its entirety
and therefore provides good opportuni-
ties to develop the area according to
future needs. The location of the fuel
harbour can be solved in a different man-
ner. The usability of the area remaining
on the northern side of the Vilhonvuo-
renkatu street will be clarified in more
detailed planning. The Helsinki cape
aerial transmission line is feasible. In
terms of the implementation and dura-
bility of the technical network the solution
is the most demanding of the three.

“Ray City Helsinki”

The proposal perhaps defines the energy
supply area to the south side of the con-
tinuation of the Vilhonvuorenkatu
street most strongly. The Helsinki cape
aerial transmission line is feasible. The
best place for planning the location of
the fuel harbour in terms of the whole
plan is on the current dock line. In terms
of implementation of the technical net-
work, this proposal is the most feasible.
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The primary target of planning Sörnäis-
tenranta and Hermanninranta areas is
to achieve an architecturally and envi-
ronmentally sustainable and quality
residential and business area.

Although the townscape and traffic
principals differ a lot in each proposal,
they have brought new ideas to the
competition for the local plan, and espe-
cially by using the water elements as
part of the town structure and also by
connecting the different parts of the com-
petition area with parklands and water
themes. The competition is considered
an excellent starting point for the draft
local plan.

Despite the apparent differences
between the proposals “Amphibia” and
“Ray City Helsinki”, they still comple-
ment each others at each level of the
local plan. Differences can be found
above all in those targets that they
present for residential solutions. “Amphi-
bia” emphasizes the possibilities for
dense and rather low habitation near
water by presenting in that way a new
dwelling type to downtown. The sensiti-
vely illustrated residential environment
in the proposal could most naturally be
realized in outer border or outside of the
initial city block area. “Ray City Helsin-
ki” does not take a stand on dwelling
types nor quality of the immediate
surroundings but concentrates on ques-
tions concerning the local plan. Proposal
“1377” presents a solution for the local
plan which objectives of town structure
and townscape are traditional and as
such tried and proved.

5. Contribution of the Competition

One aim of the competition was also
to give sufficient ground to draw a
detailed plan for residential and busi-
ness blocks to be built in the first phase.
This wish of getting more specified
planning principals for initial city blocks
has led only to partial results. The jury is
however convinced that unusually small
dwelling types targeted for particular
customer groups around the shoreline
and water themes can be achieved and
as such, may produce a more integrated
town structure where different activities
alternate and are of a more diverse
nature than currently can be experi-
mented on the area.

None of the competitors presented a
solution for the initial city blocks which
could work as it was presented as a
starting point for the detailed plan. The
phases when building residential blocks
will have to be reconsidered in future
development.

In that respect, further evaluation of
the future development is required for
metro blocks before a feasible solution
can be found. This result is by no means
a surprise when one considers the size
of the area and the complexity of the
design problems involved, added to the
fact that it was a question of ideas com-
petition.
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“AMPHIBIA”

The jury puts the “Amphibia” proposal
in first place and recommends that this
proposal should be the basis for the lo-
cal plan. The jury also proposes that the
main ideas of the “Ray City Helsinki”
proposal be taken into consideration in
further planning.

6. Competition result and
recommendations for further
action
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Mikael Sundman
Architect, Project Leader, City Planning
Department

Tuomas Hakala
Architect, City Planning Department,
Secretary
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8. Opening of the Envelopes
containing the Names

TTTTThe winner of the competition “he winner of the competition “he winner of the competition “he winner of the competition “he winner of the competition “AMPHIBIAAMPHIBIAAMPHIBIAAMPHIBIAAMPHIBIA”””””

Authors:    Arkkitehtitoimisto Harris-Kjisik Architects

   Trevor Harris, professor, architect SAFA RIBA
   Hennu Kjisik, architect SAFA

Principal assistant:  Robin Wycherley, B.A,(Arch.), Dip.Arch.

Assistants: Malin Blomqvist, landscape architect MAL
   Chris Delany, student of architecture
   Beni Kjisik, B.A. (applied arts)
   Ville Rantanen, architect SAFA
   Mark Timms, architect RIBA

Experts:   Hanna Harris, urban researcher and producer (city culture)
  Jukka Syvälahti, engineer (traffic)

Proposal “1377”Proposal “1377”Proposal “1377”Proposal “1377”Proposal “1377”

Authors:    Erskine Tovatt Architects & Planners

   Johannes Tovatt
   Kristina Henschen
   David Neuschütz
   Geoffrey Denton
   Aron Swatrz
   Sara Almén
   Ian Casey
   Zlatko Pilipovic
   Thomas Westring
  Magnus Andersson

Proposal “0431” RaProposal “0431” RaProposal “0431” RaProposal “0431” RaProposal “0431” Ray City Helsinkiy City Helsinkiy City Helsinkiy City Helsinkiy City Helsinki

Authors:    Prof. IR. K. W. Christiaanse
   IR. R. Gietema
   Dipl.-Ing. H. H. Zeisberg

Assistants:  J. Poetzsch
     D. Bergmayr
     B. Martinez
     D. Schmitz-Mohr
     S. Osinga
     J. Van Noort

The envelopes containing the names
behind the proposals are found to be
unopened, and the creators of the
proposals are:



76     Helsinki Eastern Harbour – Architectural Ideas Competition



Helsinki Eastern Harbour – Architectural Ideas Competition     77

Documentation page

Authors
Helsinki City Planning Department, The Eastern Waterfront Project

Title
Helsinki Eastern Harbour Sörnäistenranta and Hermanninranta

Invited Architectural Ideas Competition 22.10.2004 - 22.4.2005

Evaluation report

Series title
Helsinki City Planning Department, publications 2005:11

Series number 2005:11 Date 17.6.2005

Pages 76 Appendices 0

ISBN  952-473-468-0 ISSN 0787-9024

Language ENG

Abstract

The City of Helsinki held a two-stage closed architectural ideas competition for
the planning of Sörnäistenranta and Hermanninranta areas, which will become
available for the new land-use when the harbour operations come to an end.

The competition area is located on the eastern edge of downtown Helsinki. The
area comprises approximately 135 hectares of land, which is currently being used
mainly for harbour operations, industry and storage.

The purpose of the competition was to clarify the guidelines for a local plan that is
in keeping with the area and meets the planning objectives, and, based on this plan,
high quality and feasible starting points for making the detailed plan for the initial
city blocks.

Construction at Kalasatama area is estimated to begin in 2009 after the harbour
operations have moved to Vuosaari district. The majority of the construction is
scheduled for the 2010s and 2020s.
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