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1.
BACKGROUND FOR THE COMPETITION

The Kalajoki Hiekkasärkät is a nationally renowned beach and family destination that is diverse and has a positive basic image as a tourist resort. Its features include the sea, sun, sand, snow and natural ice as well as the local characteristics of Kalajoki. The aim is to strive for year-round activity and the development of activities not only as a family destination, but also as a destination for companies, well-being enthusiasts and theme holidays. The objective of the tourist resort is to become a significant marine family, well-being and theme holiday centre in the Nordic region by 2013.

The competition arranged for the development and design of the Kalajoki Sandbank tourist resort, by support of European Union Regional Development Funds.

2.
Competition organiser, competition form AND NATURE

The Town of Kalajoki arranged the competition in collaboration with the Finnish Association of Architects (SAFA). The competition implemented by invitation.

The purpose of the competition was to attain a high-standard and viable solution to be used as a base for planning and construction, where the construction of tourism facilities supports the general goal of the tourist resort, and the application of which emphasises and complements the landscape values in the constructed environment.

2.1
PARTICIPANTS

The competition and registration was published in the public issue newsletter no. 35/2003 and in the issue 10/2003 of the publication Arkkitehtiuutiset (Architect News). In addition, the competition was announced on the Internet homepages of The Finnish Association of Architects and of the Town Kalajoki. There were 37 architect offices with their teams that applied to participate in the competition. The following architectural companies or planning teams were invited to compete on the basis of registration:

Arkkitehdit m3 Oy, Oulu, Finland

Arkkitehtitoimisto Antti Iskala Oy, Espoo, Finland – Arkkitehdit FLN Oy, Helsinki, Finland - VIREARC – SCC VIATEK

Suunnittelukeskus Oy/Plancenter Ltd; Oulu Finland – Arktes Oy, Oulu, Finland

Arkkitehtityöhuone Artto Palo Rossi Tikka Oy, Helsinki, Finland

SWECO FFNS Arkitekter AB, Stockholm, Sweden

3XNielsen A/S, Århus and Copenhagen, Denmark – Jeppe Aagaard Andersen, Elsinore, Denmark


2.2
Competition judges

The following are the competition judges appointed by the Town of Kalajoki:

· ·
Jouni Jyrinki Chairman of the Council

· ·
Raili Myllylä Chairman of the Board

· ·
Jukka Puoskari Mayor

· ·
Seija Haarala Architect, Area Planning

· ·
Janne Kyrö Project Leader, Kalajoki Institute of Travel and Tourism

· ·
Pasi Kristiansson CEO of the Kalajoki Hiekkasarkät Golf Ltd

The following are the competition judges appointed by the Council of Oulu Region (Pohjois-Pohjanmaan liitto):

· ·
Olli Eskelinen, Regional Planning Manager

The following are the judges appointed by the competitors:

· ·
Jan Olav Jensen, architect, Oslo, Norway

The Chairperson of the panel of judges is Mayor Jukka Puoskari.

The Secretary of the panel of judges is architect Seija Haarala.

3.
The purpose of the competition
The main intentions for the competition were outlined in the competition programme in “3.3 Competition goals”:

“The goal of the competition is the comprehensive and sustainable planning of the marine, functional and year-round family, well-being and theme holiday centre. 

The aim is to discover land use solutions for the development and effective concentration of the central area in such a way, that the sand dunes on the shore and marine landscape will remain. The basic practical land use solution should serve the commercial development of tourism and create a pleasant environment for tourists. 

The aim is to obtain proposals that would develop the central area of the resort and the village picture, and that are architecturally long lasting and individual. 

The implementation eligibility of the competition proposals will be taken into account. In addition, the competitors have the opportunity to present their ideas for the development of the tourist resort also outside of the actual competition area. 

The intention is to prepare a master plan for the Hiekkasärkät shore ridge area based on the competition entries.”

The aim was to significantly increase the commercial accommodation capacity. The intention was that in addition to the existing facilities, three new hotels with 100 – 150 rooms, six holiday villages or apartment hotels will be constructed during the next twenty years. The number of private holiday homes will threefold.

In accordance with set goals, by 2013 Kalajoki should be able to provide 7500 beds, approximately 4000 of which will be in commercial use. In 2020, there should be a total of approximately 12 000 beds, approximately 8000 of which will be in commercial use. The planned area will in 2020 mainly include hotels and holiday villages, as well as apartment hotels – an estimated number of 3000 beds – Private holiday homes however will be located outside the central area of Hiekkasärkät.

4.
the experts
In addition the following have been asked to review the projects and their opinions have been heard within their specific fields:

· Arto Ahokumpu, Metsähallitus (The National Board of Forestry). The point of view of Marine nature centre

· Eero Laukkanen, Environment centre. The nature and environmental factors

· Risto Leppänen and Erkki Sarjanoja, The regional office of Finnish road administration of Oulu. The traffic network

· Paavo Soukka, the technical director of the town of Kalajoki. The practical implementation of the competition proposals.

· Veijo Rautiainen, the development director of the town of Kalajoki. The aspects of the development of the town Kalajoki

· Heleena Luusua, the managing director of NordInfo. The tourism resort goals

The judging panel regarded the expert opinions from the point of view of the expert. Only the opinions adequate to the field of the expert were given weight during the judging process.

5.
General assessment criteria of the competition
5.1
Judging aspects

The jury has sought to identify the potential within the conceptual framework that has been established in each project, and to find out how easily the projects can be developed further to accommodate the exact needs of the clients as described in the program.

The jury has not put decisive weight on minor deviations or “faults” in the projects when it is obvious that these can easily be developed.

The competition brief is in a way intimidating and with a high degree of difficulty: 

· The program is very complex 

· The implementation period will be very long

· The area will constantly be in change, even after the current plans are realized

· The area has rare landscape qualities

· The area has a large building mass of very various architectural quality

These and several other aspects make the strategic, as well as the architectural qualities of the proposals of crucial importance. Therefore the jury has been searching for the “robust” master plan, a plan that will tolerate time and change without the main qualities being lost.

Several of the aspects that are important for the result can be discussed in many ways and do not have very obvious answers, for instance:

· Should the new additions to the area have a unifying architectural expression, in the hope that eventually all of the buildings will have one type of expression, or should the almost anarchistic individuality that at the moment seems to dominate the area be cultivated into something of a higher architectural quality?

· Should the ridge be populated, should traffic and buildings be allowed on it, or should it be preserved and kept, and the new additions placed on the east side of it?

The jury is convinced that these problems need careful consideration and very clear architectural strategies to give the area a chance to develop in a good way.

After some deliberation the jury has come to the conclusion that it is an advantage to continue the tradition of individual projects in this large area. The already realized building mass is made up of buildings of a multitude of different functions, sizes styles and ages. Then quality varies a great deal both technically and architecturally. The jury is quite convinced that it would neither be practically functional, and may be not even possible to introduce a new overriding “style”. Rather the jury believes that the most important factor is that each addition has the sufficient quality and is done in accordance with some main principles, may be resulting in very different architectural “styles”.

The main task for the inviter is to establish a master plan that is so robust that it can accommodate all the needs mentioned above. This is a plan that must tolerate a lot of change over the years, but must also establish certain core strategies that can keep the quality of the added functions, buildings and infrastructure consistently high. 

Some of the projects have such master plans although no singular plan is seen to fully fulfil all the needs as presented but aspects in many of the projects will surely prove valuable.

5.2
The proposals

After having studied the projects the jury has been able to identify at least two main approaches to the main layout.

Some participants have made a clear concentration in the south area, where several other main functions already are placed, and in this way are able to strengthen the already established centre.

Other competitors have created several centres although one of them may have been intended as the main Centre. 

These factors in sum lead to the following guidelines 

· The jury has sought to identify what is the most important problems to solve 

· The jury has been looking for a robust master plan that will tolerate changes.

5.3
Environmental aspects

The jury has been aware of the dilemma between the individual urge to colonize and be at the most beautiful and precious places, and the more broad concern that exactly the same interests that are fond of them can destroy such places in certain cases. The view that such places must be preserved at all cost, also at the cost of local businesses, can be appreciated at some levels. 

The jury finds it very important that the development that will take place is done with great care for the existing environment. In the long run this will not only keep and preserve the very qualities that constitute the uniqueness of the place, but it will also probably be beneficial and strengthen the appeal of the place.

The jury has, however, after some deliberation, come to the conclusion that there are heavy reasons to be extremely careful with building a lot on the seaside of the dune.

As for the ridge the jury leans towards the recommendations of the expert in this field, and would advice the town to be very careful with both the profile of the ridge and allowing new buildings there. Very carefully planned additions of high quality however, seems to have a chance of becoming a success.

6.
assessment and critiQue of each entry

Leymus arenarius

The site plan is well thought out. All buildings except for a very few are placed below the dune on the landside. This is a strict move and requires that the attractions on the landside are well balanced and strong enough.

The proposal documents a fine study in placement of buildings in a landscape. The individual buildings are well proportioned and have interesting qualities that fit in well with the mood of the landscape. There is, however, a certain feeling of formalism that is not well explained, in the way that a ruling geometry seems to have been a main reason for the placement of the buildings in a strict order. This is of course not a wrong choice in itself, but it is difficult to see the benefits from it in this plan. Rather one could see several possible problems arising from this way of placing the buildings.

The central area seems to be underestimated and not dimensioned for the amount of people that will visit the place during high season. 

The placement of the extensions of the hotels at the landside of the ridge is sympathetic and interesting. It is, however, not clearly documented that the distances and height differences are so small that a synergy effect (with the old hotels) is created. If not one could question the placements of the hotels.

Even though the site plan functions quite well the project as a whole seems to convey a certain lack of architectural accommodation for the multitude of functions and offerings that such a place usually has. In this respect the project could be seen as architecturally somewhat poor, though advanced, with a lack of robustness in the master plan.

It is the opinion of the jury that the over all quality of the proposal is high.

Thousand saunas, hundred paths

The proposal is based upon a literal and indecisive concept that to a certain degree leaves its realisation and design to other designers. There is no clear centre in the project. There are, however, several suggestions that can be labelled “brave”. 

The master plan does not relate particularly to the landscape. Neither is it clearly documented that the road layout and placement of buildings strengthen each other in the sense that new qualities are created. The layout as a whole is rather inconsistent and slightly brutal when it comes to the part towards the sea. The way the buildings are placed in the landscape does not document a coherent architectural strategy and in a way creates more questions than it answers.

There is a confused sense of missing distinction between the single apartments and their outdoor spaces mixed with the public walkway on the very attractive ridge.

Layer +17

The project proposes a central area with a street that penetrates the dune. Opening the landscape to the sea from this position is a very interesting and dramatic idea, which is at the same time troublesome. The main source of orientation, the direction to the sea, is declared through this act.

One could question whether the centre has become too long and narrow, but it has a lively and rich expression that seems to fit very well with the core idea of such a centre.

The terrace area is beautifully formed and has potential to become very lively and attractive walkway though the jury is of the opinion that the living quarters in this area rather should be restaurants or other public functions. 

The extensions to the hotels would seem to function well because of the closeness, though the sizes of the additions would not be huge.

The main idea of the proposal is clever and has been executed well.

Dune

This proposal creates several different but equally important villages each of which seems to aspire of becoming a centre of its own. This is the main weakness of the proposal which otherwise is professionally done.

It is interesting to set the main square on the ridge of the dune, but it is made in a quite brutal way. The ridge is for a large part rebuilt, in a way that quite strongly changes the appearance of the ridge, something that is highly questionable when one recognizes the fact that the ridge itself is one of the main reasons that people are attracted to the place. 

The terrace hotel in Tahkolampi area is architecturally quite difficult. The buildings all in all show a certain degree of professionalism. The little village in Tahkolampi could be worth to plan further.

Sunset boulevard

The presentation of the plan is very clever and professional. The drawings are very clear to read and the graphic is fine.

The proposal has a clear centre structure with a rich variety of functions assembled in and around the central outdoor space.

When it comes to the architecture the proposal is quite conventional and not very dramatic. Still there is a definite feeling that the place could function, and the richness of lots of kinds of proposals for different functions is reassuring.

The proposal also has qualities in the field of commerce – shopping and car parking. Such solutions, however, have been seen many times in supermarket areas

The location of the downtown in the topography seems not to be fully solved when it comes to the relationship with the topography, because the whole area seems to be tilted towards the top of the dune. 

The main square- and business area is very big. There does not seem to have been done any attempt to create a layout for this area where the existing topography and forest could be kept and possibly architecturally strengthen the central parts. Rather it seems that this whole area is totally rebuilt after all the trees have been cut down. 

All services and restaurants are situated rather monotonously in the same way. For tourists that stay longer the need for a larger variety of places could be obvious. 

The proposal seems to be very well, but might not fully function as intended. Still it is very professionally done.

Boardwalks + clusters

The proposal has several well designed parts and buildings. The idea of the boardwalk is interesting and could architecturally connect the two sides of the dune in a rather dramatic and identity-creating way. 

The main problem with this proposal is, however, that there is no strong centre. 

The proposal strives to create separate “independent” villages even though one of these is given a greater significance. This makes the establishment of healthy business rather difficult. One could question how the area would be used in high season, for instance whether the boardwalks would become “too” public where people live and is therefore working against the main architectural intentions of the project.

7.
Decision on awards
The task has proven to be a very difficult and complex one. The participants were asked to create a plan that spans almost the entire scale which architects are confronted with. None of the entries answered the task in such a way where all matters were solved in one project only. None of the entries can be implemented as they are. There is the need to develop further different ideas or areas in the proposals. The most important judging aspects were on the one hand a good master plan and on the other hand an attractive central area, the core of Hiekkasärkät. Two proposals have overall plans that are strong, balanced and realistic. The judging panel confirmed unanimously that the proposals Sunset Boulevard and Layer+17 had reached the goals of the competition in the best way. The proposal Sunset Boulevard fulfilled the planning guidelines and the need of facilities in a very good way. There were a lot of good proposals that can create a functioning tourist centre. The solutions of the core square, the entrance area and the connection to the sea were valuable and innovative in the proposal Layer+17. The central area situated functionally right and in its character there was the feeling of the sea. The way to open the view to the sea was brave, although it is hardly possible for environmental reasons.

The judging panel decided to give one first prize and one second prize. The other entries were not ranked. In the assessment the special merits of both proposals will be introduced. After a discussion, during which each member of the jury made a proposal for the winner, the jury voted.

Five members (Jukka Puoskari, Jouni Jyrinki, Raili Myllylä, Pasi Kristiansson and Janne Kyrö) supported the first prize to the proposal Sunset Boulevard.

Three members (Jan Olav Jensen, Olli Eskelinen and Seija Haarala) supported the first prize to the proposal Layer+17.

Thus, the first prize winner was Sunset Boulevard, and the second prize awarded to Layer +17.

8.
Recommendation FOR FURTHER WORK
The judging panel confirmed that the town of Kalajoki will decide about the follow-up measures. There are several needs of planning. The town continues the process of the master plan. When choosing planners for local detail plans, especially for the core area, and the architect for the Marine Nature Centre it is recommendable to continue the work with first and second prize winners. 

9. SIGNING OF THE COMPETITION JURY’S REPORT

Jukka Puoskari


Jouni Jyrinki

The Chairperson of the panel

of judges

Raili Myllylä


Janne Kyrö

Pasi Kristiansson


Olli Eskelinen

Jan Olav Jensen


Seija Haarala

Architect, judge appointed

Secretary of the panel of the judges

by the competitors

10.
authors

After the signing the minutes the panel of judges opened the envelopes.
The names of the authors and teams:

SUNSET BOULEVARD

Authors and proprietorship

Suunnittelukeskus Oy and Arkkitehtuuritoimisto Arktes Oy

Oulu

SUUNNITTELUKESKUS OY

Project leader, land use

Virpi Rajala, architect SAFA, Suunnittelukeskus Oy

The planning of land use: Suunnittelukeskus Oy

Jaakko Isoherranen, architect SAFA

Antti Määttä, architect

Landscape architecture Suunnittelukeskus Oy

Taina Tuominen, landscape architect MARK

Jenni Simppula, environmental planner AMK

The traffic planning Suunnittelukeskus Oy

Juhani Niva, Graduate engineer SNIL

Pirkka Hartikainen, Engineer

Assistants

Eija Saari

Leila Väyrynen

Arja Mustonen

Maija Jakola

Eero Lehtomaa

ARKTES OY

The planning of buildings

Paavo Karjalainen, architect, Arktes Oy

Timo Tamminen, architect SAFA

Juha Kaisanlahti, architect SAFA, Arktes Oy

Assistants

Satu Huttunen, student of architecture

Hannu Onnela, student of architecture

Mika Syren, student of architecture

LAYER +17

Proprietorship:

Arkkitehdit m3 Oy

Oulu

Henrika Ojala, architect SAFA


Janne Pihlajaniemi, architect SAFA



Kari Nykänen, architect SAFA



Traffic design:

Jorma Hämäläinen, engineer

Landscape design:

Marko Väyrynen, landscape architect, Maa ja Vesi Oy

Assistant:

Janne Laukka, student of architecture

BOARDWALKS + CLUSTERS

Proprietorship:

Jeppe Aagaard Andersen and 3XNielsen, Denmark

3xNielsen A/S, Århus and Copenhagen, Denmark

Kim Herfordt Nielsen, architect, MAA, 3xNielsen A/S

Julie Daugaard-Jensen, architect MAA, 3xNielsen A/S

Eva Harlou, architect MAA

Jeppe Aagaard Andersen, Elsinore, Denmark 

Jeppe Aagaard Andersen, landscape architect MAA PAR MDL

Karin Larsson, Dipl.-Ing. Stadtplanung Landschaftsplanung

Dot Nielsen, architect MAA 

Marianne K. Carter, architect MAA

Ellen Schelde, licenced landscape architect

Anja Boserup, landscape architect

DUNE

Author:

Arkkitehtityöhuone Artto Palo Rossi Tikka Oy (copyright),Helsinki

Working team:

Aaro Artto, architect SAFA

Teemu Palo, architect SAFA

Yrjö Rossi, architect SAFA

Hannu Tikka, architect SAFA

Collaborators:

Elina Ahdeoja, architect

Sami Heikkinen, student of architecture

Paula Holmström, architect SAFA

Matias Manninen, construction architect

Mika Saarikangas, construction architect

Juhani Suikki, construction architect

Leymus arenarius

The working combination (copyright):

Arkkitehdit FNL Oy, Helsinki

Arkkitehtitoimisto Antti Iskala Oy, Espoo


AM Ky

VIREARC arkkitehdit ja maisema-arkkitehdit, Helsinki



SCC VIATEK Oy, Espoo

Authors:

Kimmo Friman, architect SAFA, Arkkitehdit FLN Oy

Soile Heikkinen, landscape architect MARK, VIREARC

Antti Iskala, architect SAFA, Arkkitehtitoimisto Antti Iskala

Heimo Keskisaari, DI, SCC VIATEK (traffic planning)

Esa Laaksonen, architect SAFA, Arkkitehdit FLN Oy

Sari Nieminen, architect SAFA, Arkkitehdit FLN Oy

Jan Pesonen, landscape architect MARK, VIREARC

Assistants
Kai Korhonen, student of architecture, interior designeri SIO

Marko Pulli, achitect SAFA

Milja Nykänen, student of architecture (working model)

THOUSAND SAUNAS, HUNDRED PATHS

SWECO FFNS Arkitekter AB, Stockholm

Working team:

Ulf Ranhagen, professor, architect SAR/MSA

Ulrika Signal, urban designer FPR/MSA

Björn Ekelund, Ph.D.stud., M.Sc

Anna Åkerberg, landscape architect and biologist

Maliliis Lilover, architect SAR/MSA

The team of experts:

Hans-Göran Skogsjö, architect SAR/MSA, tourism and architecture

Sara Trobeck, B.Sc.,sosiologi

Thorbjörn Andersson, landscape architect LAR/MSA

Charlotta Holm, urban designer FPR/MSA, architectural design

Lars Leden, professor, traffic planning/ 
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