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1 General information on Competition 

1.1 The Organizer and the aim for the competition 

The Train Factory Oy in cooperation with the City of Helsinki and the Finnish 
Association of Architects (SAFA) organized an invited competition on the urban 
design and concept for a mixed-use development in the historic Konepaja area in 
Helsinki. 

The aim for the competition was to find a design solution suitable for the project 
site (the 3-building complex that is focal centre of the historic Konepaja Train 
Factory), with a new more efficient land use solution that would become a natural 
part of the city structure and the nationally significant built cultural environment. 
At the same time, the new building complex should support the future 
development of the Teollisuuskatu axis as Helsinki's central workplace and 
downtown area and improve the quality and connections of the area's pedestrian 
realm. 

The aim of the competition was to: 

• Identify an architectural design solution for a rapidly developing high-
profile site in the centre of Helsinki that implements the requirements of 
high-quality urban space and environment. The solution should fit well 
with its surroundings in terms of future visions, cultural heritage and 
functionality and be capable of serving as the basis for the development 
of a new detailed plan for the site; 

• Identify the optimal concept solution for the project both in terms of 
architectural merit and functionality including a 4-star conference hotel, 
a headquarters quality office building, retail and leisure components 
designed in such a manner that allows for the possible future conversion 
of the project to accommodate other functions, there by providing 
resilience 

• Determine a contextually appropriate vehicular and pedestrian 
circulation strategy inside the competition area, complying with the given 
traffic guidelines, and propose connectivity appropriate to a development 
of this scale; 

• Identify a high-quality architectural design solution both in terms of 
urban and building design along with a specific architectural language for 
the development (materials and façade proposals); 

• Identify high-quality solutions for the public realm, with the given 
diversity of functional content, from office jobs and shops to leisure 
services and meeting places as defined further in this document; 

• Identify a design solution that is technically and economically feasible in 
accordance with the project brief, generating minimal area loss-factors. 

The envisaged project is one of mixed use with an estimated Gross Floor Area 
above ground of around 45,000 sqm. 

The project is to be located on the site currently occupied by the Konepaja Train 
Factory Electric Train Building (ETB) - facing onto Teollisuuskatu between Bruno 
Granholmin kuja and Traverssikuja (marked with the yellow line).  

The project site is part of the Pasila Machine Shop Area urban design entity, and is 
adjacent to the Assembly Hall and Paint Shop buildings that form the heart and 
symbol of the nationally significant industrial heritage area. 

 

1.2 Invited participants 

The Competition started with an open invitation, after which 10 of the applying 
teams were interviewed. Based on the interviews the following 5 teams were 
accepted into the competition:  

Tommila Architects Ltd., Kaleidoscope Nordic, Nomaji Landscape Architects Ltd., 
AINS Group 
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Architects Rudanko + Kankkunen Ltd., Nomaji Landscape Architects Ltd., WSP 
Traffic Planning  

Cobe A/S, Schauman & Nordgren Architects Ltd., WSP Finland Ltd. 

Lahdelma & Mahlamäki architects 

MASSLab Porto, AFRY & AFRY Ark Studio 

 

1.3 Jury 

Representatives of the City Of Helsinki 

Rikhard Manninen (chair), Head of Land Use and City Structure, Urban 
Environment Division, City of Helsinki 

Janne Prokkola, Unit Manager, Detailed Planning, City of Helsinki 

Tiia Ettala, Senior Architect, Detailed Planning, City of Helsinki 

 

Representatives of Kiinteistö Oy Train Factory 

Cameron Sawyer, Kiinteistö Oy Train Factory 

Martin Hyams, Architect, AD Studio Architects 

Manu Humppi, Architect 

 

Independent professionals in the Jury 

David Cook, Architect, Partner, haascookzemmrich STUDIO2050, Stuttgart, 
Germany 

 

Representative of Finnish Association of Architects SAFA 

Esko Rautiola, Architect SAFA 

 

Competition Secretary (not a member of the jury) 

Petteri Nikki, Architect SAFA 

 

1.4 Approval of the Competition Brief 

The competition programme and its appendices were approved by the organizer of 
the competition and the jury. 

 

 

1.5 Competition time 

First Phase: 22th June – 28th September 2022 
Competition seminar for the 1st phase was held on 15th August 2022. 

Second Phase: 11th November – 20th January 2023 

 

1.6 Received competition entries 

Five proposals were submitted by 28th September 2022, which was the deadline 
set for the first phase entries of competition. Proposals were left with number 
tags that are: 

201033, 271096, 278418, 422620 and 444044. 

The jury noted that,  

• All of the entries were submitted on time. 

• All of the entries fill the minimum requirements. 

The jury decided to accept all the entries for evaluation. 

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

1.7 Criteria for assessment 

The following criteria was used to evaluate the submissions: 

• Overall architecture approach and strength of idea; 

• Input to the area’s image and cityscape in relation to the historic Pasila 
Machine Shop Area; 

• Input to the area’s image and cityscape in relation to the Teollisuuskatu 
Axis and the overall cityscape 

• The quality of urban spaces, connectivity and the pedestrian realm; 

• Traffic functionality and safety, taking into account how the traffic-related 
premises and principles described in the competition brief have been 
incorporated; 
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• Technical feasibility; 

• Planning efficiency, commercial and economic efficiency of the proposed 
solutions; 

• Sustainability of the proposed ideas. 

2 Assessment of the proposals in the 1st phase 

2.1 Assessment process 

The Jury met six times and had also a working group assessing the proposals. The 
Jury consulted traffic experts and Finnish Heritage Agency during the assessment 
process and was also presented a summary of the Voice Your Opinion (Kerro 
kantasi) public hearing. The evaluation was carried out anonymously. 

Finnish Heritage Agency stated the following: 

The Agency sees that the competition site is a unique place for a combination of 
old & new. Historical identity would be good be a part of the new built as well. 
Technical issues are very important regarding this site, not the least because of 
the wooden foundations of the old buildings and the ground water level that 
should remain undisturbed. One of the main points of interest has been the 
pedestrian level and how that has been solved. The connection between the new 
and the old is very important. The museum is not immediately in favor of a high-
rise proposal. 

Voice Your Opinion public hearing: 

Feedback was collected via the Voice Your Opinion service. In the voting the level-
height proposal 444044 formed of gabled blocks and the proposal 271096 
consisting of three towers rising towards the east got most support (40 and 34 
percent), others getting 6-11 percent. In many of the responses the size and high 
towers were considered alien, but on the other hand also suitable to the location, 
but lower than proposed. The responses evaluated variedly and in depth the 
architecture, materials, street level arrangements and connections of the 
proposals.  

2.2 General assessment 

2.2.1 Overall architectural approach 

The jury has strongly emphasized the need for the solution to have a positive 
impact on the pedestrian and public environment. The suitability to historical site 
as well as the architectural connectivity to the existing built structures must be 
studied carefully.  

The new building complex will inevitably change the character of the historical 
Pasilan Konepaja area. The Jury was particularly mindful on how each of the 
proposals fit into the valuable cultural environment. The diagonal view from the 
direction of the Bruno Granholm square and the view along Konepajanpasaasi 

alley were considered important view directions and from these the competitors 
were asked to provide visualizations.  

The cityscape character and the impact to the entity of the area varied greatly. 
Difficulty of understanding the scale of the area was visible in some of the 
proposals. Forming a holistic character of the cityscape was considered important 
by the Jury. Continuing the formal language of the historical buildings was 
experienced as redundant and ‘glued-on’ excerpt.  

Reconciling the demands of the large building volume with the need to maintain 
and create new pedestrian routes, establish visual new connections, and create 
focal points within the urban block is critical to the success of the project. These 
challenges were addressed very differently by the competitors. The constricted 
nature of the site, together with the organizational and technical requirements of 
the different public and commercial functions including the respective support 
spaces / services has proved to be a challenge to all competitors. 

2.2.2 Input to the area’s cityscape 

Some of the competitors approached the task from the street aligning point of 
view where there are significant building masses between the historical site and 
Teollisuuskatu. The shadowing effect on Teollisuuskatu and neighboring buildings 
were seen as a negative consequence of this. The jury points out that due to the 
orientation of the site each of the entries create a shadowing effect on the street 
level. High-rise construction is cityscape-wise demanding in this location, but on 
the other hand the location needs something else than a long and monotonous 
building. In the most successful design solutions had managed to create a slender 
volume divided into several parts, that brought something new into the street 
level.  

Connections to the historical site, leading into the urban block, were proposed 
with differing degrees of openness and levels of invitation. Generous a access to 
the site, as well as maintaining the visibility of the old facades to Teollisuuskatu 
were deemed to be essential, although the need to block the noise from the 
street conflicts to some extent with these objectives. The jury considered the 
need for a positive addition to the streetscape providing a new dimension to the 
neighborhood, a new experience in city life and a welcome spatial break to the 
long and busy Teollisuuskatu as being essential to the new development. 

The competition entries proposed different arrangements functions and activities 
to Teollisuuskatu. The jury emphasized the need for a rich and inviting 
streetscape, rather than merely providing space for additional retail locations. The 
jury emphasized the need for a rich and inviting streetscape, rather than merely 
providing space for additional retail locations. The Jury urged that, the site take 
into account the demands of 24/7 openness and accommodate public functions 
with an atmosphere of public marketplace, rather than that of a shopping center 
or traditional lobby. 
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When considering the allocation of the above-ground building massing, the need 
for a tower of reasonable size becomes obvious. The lower-mass studies show 
that without a high-rise the remaining low-lying structure is both over sized and 
overscales the surroundings. One of the main challenges of the competition task 
was thus to find an acceptable location for the higher building volume in the 
cityscape, and to evaluate the number of possible towers. In the final assessment 
it was seen that the historical context and urban plan entity of the Pasila Machine 
Shop area could tolerate one slender tower. It is therefore a question of the 
location, orientation, and proportions of the tower. 

The placement of the tower was strongly guided by the phasing, functions and 
program set for the project, and as a result the best option was to situate the 
highest mass to the west side of the site, but as far away as possible from the 
neighboring housing block, in connection to the inner courtyard 
(Konepajanpasaasi). 

The appearance of the existing concrete and steel industrial structures on site is 
defined by a combination of brick and glass with delicate detailing. The Jury 
therefore looked to see how the competitors proposed combining any new 
materials with the existing structures. It was concluded that continuing with new 
brick facades can, if not carefully considered, easily lead to imitation which is not 
desirable. The balance between new and old materials is critical to the success of 
the project and must at all times remain respectful of the historic buildings. 

2.2.3 Quality of urban spaces, connectivity and the pedestrian realm 

The issue public traffic through the site is addressed very differently by the 5 
proposals; varying from totally open to closed with strictly limited connections. 
While the most open of the proposals achieves a freely accessible ground level 
connecting the historical buildings directly to the Teollisuuskatu streetscape, the 
most closed cuts this connection and provides only a narrow passage and interior 
connection to the urban block. 

The Jury feels that this openness is critical to the success of the project and is to 
be maintained and further developed in respect to the careful study of the 
structures and services necessary to serve the above ground spaces. 

2.2.4 Traffic functionality and safety 

Below ground parking was not to be considered as part of this competition study, 
but all proposals showed that the impact of driveways, in combination with 
service yards must be studied further. 

Difficulties in solving the hotel and office drop-off when crossing the high-speed 
bicycling lane as well as very tightly dimensioned pedestrian lanes on 
Teollisuuskatu are present in just about each proposal. 

Location of tram stop is not yet decided by the authorities, as such its 
accessibility and potential impact on the project cannot be evaluated at this point 
in time. 

2.2.5 Technical feasibility, planning efficiency, commercial and economic efficiency 

There are several technical issues in all the proposals in structure, HVAC and 
functions at this point which need to be addressed as the project proceeds. 

All the proposals can be optimized in terms of in creating an effective, 
economically and commercially feasible structures which allow flexibility and 
multipurpose use in the future. 

2.2.6 Sustainability 

None of the competitors showed a totally integrated proposal to environmental or 
ecological questions, although all did present ideas around the theme, varying 
from recycling existing materials, incorporating greenery, using low-carbon 
materials etc. As the project proceeds it is essential that the agenda be developed 
through dialogue with the authorities.  

Based upon the different building geometries a combination of passive / technical 
solutions is possible in each of the proposals. Further development will require a 
closer look on the matter due the tightening regulations and issues of ever-
increasing public perception. 
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271096 

The proposal is based on three separate volumes aligned with Teollisuuskatu, The 
rising masses have been divided horizontally into 2-3 separate volumes. The 
buildings are of moderate height and therefore don’t compete with the higher 
accents in Kalasatama and Pasila. This proposal is the only one that has situated 
the highest volume on the east side of the site. This has many advantages 
regarding the urban context and cityscape, but the solution is problematic 
programmatically: hotel functions fit better in a high and slender volume than do 
offices, but due to phasing and functional aspects (loading bay etc), it is clear that 
the hotel should preferably be on the western end of the site. 

The presented scheme shows a great understanding of the context, and the street 
level is the strongest among the proposals. The connection to the 
Konepajanpasaasi is open and easy, but maybe a bit too straightforward, regarding 
both the spatial character of Konepajanpasaasi and the busy traffic environment 
of Teollisuuskatu, although the glass roof makes this space pleasant, and its 
height provides potential for different functions. The Winter Garden is presented 
as a multi-function entrance to both hotel and offices, as well as a passage to the 
large market hall in the existing Assembly Hall. It is situated elegantly as a 
continuation of the Assembly Hall Cathedral Space and opening up the -1 level to 
the street level is an interesting idea.  

A double height market hall -type space is proposed between the old and new 
structures, creating a pedestrian passage all the way from Traverssikuja to Bruno 
Granholmin kuja. This is a convincing idea, but the loading bay has to remain 
where it is at the moment, thus impeding the connection through to Bruno 
Granholmin kuja. To summarize, the ground floor spaces of the proposal are 
beautiful and inviting. 

The presented materials and coloring form a strong connection with the existing 
historical buildings and continue the scheme of the area, where commercial 
buildings are brick-colored while the upper volumes of housing blocks are white. 

The view from the street level shows an indecisiveness in which form the 
architectural language should be applied. Deriving from the existing roof forms is 
superficial and not assuring. The northern corner with over scaled tilted roofs is 
very strange to this industrial milieu. The front is heavy on Teollisuuskatu side, 
and the combination of the three building volumes form a massive wall to the 
street. The massing is not elegant, and makes a heavy impression. Despite the 
intent of having a historical flavor, it is likely that the new built will look very 
different to the old buildings.  

Dividing the hotel into two volumes is not possible, this would probably lead to 
two separate hotels which is undesirable. The resilience and flexibility is well 
considered and thought through. The proposal has sensible floor plates and it is in 
general a buildable solution. 
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278412 

The proposal foresees a distinctive podium. The podium lends optimum visibility 
to the old buildings through the glazed elevation to Teollisuuskatu. The project 
presents a strong concept, presenting a totally new view onto the site by lifting 
the buildings onto the podium. This allows a very generous contact for the 
pedestrians to the historical buildings and opens up the entire site toward the 
street. This part of the concept is convincing and beautifully presented. However, 
in reality the covered area should be mostly glazed and protected from the winds 
and cold, for most of the year, direct sunlight would be restricted, and a cold 
shaded spaced would need to be avoided through appropriate lighting and climate 
concept. Any extensive covered exterior areas beside a heavily trafficked street 
must be avoided as these would be very noisy and feel unsafe. 

The wooden material chosen for the podiums lower structures is not seeking to 
mirror the historical sheds, but instead provide a strong contrast. The large wave-
like forms of the podium provide further contrast the existing historic structures 
on site. There is therefore no attempt at any form of imitation. The roof above the 
podium and its proposed use is beautifully presented and would bring a peaceful 
but active exterior for the hotel guests and the people working in the offices. It 
would be greatly beneficial to open this level for the public too.  

The proposed greenery is beautiful, but it’s to be questioned if any of the nordic 
evergreen trees would manage here, as they need a much greater space of soil in 
terms of depth and width in order to prosper. The proposed large trees must be 
assessed in terms of maintenance and reparation of the complex podium 
structure.  

Above the podium, lower part of the building volumes is treated in brick, while the 
facades of high-rise volumes are white and “transparent”. The material presented 
provide little trace of how the appearance of most of the building volumes are 
going to be resolved. The scaling of the buildings must be addressed, with 
appropriate reference to the existing buildings in the vicinity. It is essential that 
the vertical bearing structures should be brought through the podium down to 
foundation level, which would strongly affect the space under the podium. The 
open nature of the podium should not be allowed to change when combination of 
technical issues and sheltering of the public realm are addressed. The massing of 
the towers seems haphazard and lacks elegance. In general, the organization of 
the volumes would need to be developed further, with a view to making the 
proposal lighter and more coherent.  

The relationship to the Konepaja area and the historical buildings is not shown in 
the images and drawings and the connection to the old buildings is weak and 
must be developed further.  

The proposal is ambitious with a wide-ranging agenda, and there is an inherent 
risk that it would suffer in the further design process if not carefully managed. 
The model is falsely scaled vertically, being lower than in reality. 

 

 

 

 

 



PASILAN KONEPAJA MIXED-USE DESIGN COMPETITION 15.2.2023 
JURY REPORT 
 

    9 

422620 

The proposal foresees the program divided into two distinctly different parts and 
as such the composition forms a clear and bold statement: the low-lying 
horizontal mass is devoted to the office building; the hotel and conference 
functions are located in the towers. Architecture of the lower building has 
pleasant resemblance to modern historical industrial architecture. The receding 
form of the office improves the natural lighting down to street level and blocks 
efficiently the traffic noise from towards the inner site. The taller of the towers 
forms a beautiful composition with the old buildings on the courtyard side 
(Konepajanpasaasi). The passage is led very logically between the two large 
masses giving a natural invitation to the area. Entrance to the office lobby is 
marked with a strong triangular cut in the horizontal mass. The architectural and 
functional role of these cuts should be studied further to make full use of their 
potential, and clearly lead pedestrians through the new building and towards the 
Assembly Hall Cathedral Space. 

The connection to the Konepajanpasaasi could be wider and have some inviting 
services placed on both sides of the passage. The street level is uninviting, even 
dull. The public realm needs to be reconsidered thoroughly to provide an inviting 
and pleasant walking area. The tower is very high but ordinary in functions and 
the facades still need work. 

The relatively simple forms make proposal structurally viable. The office building 
is basically well thought of, but the deep core of the lower part is difficult to use 
efficiently, although the triangular cuts help some. The deep floor plates at the 
lower levels are difficult in terms of daylighting, etc. The shape of these “cuts” 
should be reconsidered, especially in the street view where the marking of 
something significant is missing.  

The larger tower is very high, and simple in terms of function. However, dividing 
hotel into two towers is impractical and needs to be thought over. The highest 
part has shrunk to uneconomical dimensions. The facades of the tower need 
further development to reach an acceptable level of detail. Office floor plates are 
difficult to sub-divide.  

All traffic and service are currently taken below ground level contrary to the 
competition brief. One entrance to the basement for parking and all services is 
not considered a preferable solution. 
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201033 

The proposal is a grand posture and it’s based on one single strong form which 
associates directly with historical industrial large-volume architecture. It has a 
very strong character and an immediate factory feeling to it. It’s architecture 
represents a bold addition to the site, although its places the historic halls in a 
suppressed position hiding them from the street-view. In spite of its inviting 
vaulted form, the turning of the entrance passage reinforces this hiding effect., 
The vaulted brickwork forms appear to conflict with the themes of the historical 
buildings. The recessed façade provide light to Teollisuuskatu even though the 
massing is large. Through its disitinctIive form the buildingt is likely to become a 
destination.  

The extensive use of brick establishes a direct connection to the historical 
building materials. 

The proposed facades are beautifully presented, and the hand-drawn perspective 
is charming and enticing. The brick facades create a straight connection to the 
historical building materials.  

The tower resembles a chimney but does not make any special contribution to 
the function of the building other than its strong position in the town scape. 
Neither it’s positioning nor the large format signage is convincing in this context. 

Public connection towards Teollisuuskatu is weak and the building remains 
uninviting. The concept does not appear to encourage urban activities other than 
those already present. This is a missed opportunity. The street façade is long and 
straight, with mainly conference rooms and no entrances or porousness. 

The staggered building form allows for light to the street and avoids excessive 
shadowing, Excessive use of glassy facades was questioned, as were the largely 
opaque facades at the lower floor levels which would unnecessarily reduce 
daylighting levels. 

The singular, extruded building form is not fit for its purpose. It is functionally 
flawed, and it is economically very demanding. Hotel and conference facilities 
cannot occupy the same floors of the building. There is an excessive amount of 
conference space in the proposal. The maintenance of the building would also be 
difficult and expensive. To place a hotel in the narrowing body of the building in 
near to impossible and will bring a multitude if technical and functional problems. 

When examined in the scale-model, the proposal appeared over-sized, and 
dominated its historic neighbors. 
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444044 

The proposal is seen as a very literal translation of the competition brief. It has 
taken the materiality from the historic buildings on site and has a strong 
resemblance to historical central-european waterfront warehouses. The two large 
building functions are disguised behind series of detached roofs and individual 
facades supporting this impression. The two building masses are of the same size 
and with a narrow opening in the middle. This significant urban gesture is however 
not opening towards the Konepajanpasaasi, thus not contributing any real value. 
Horizontally the whole Teollisuuskatu street level is of the same structure and the 
opening to the site beyond is neither appealing, nor convincing.  

The facades are treated in a manner which reinforces the large volumes, without 
any reference to the inner structures. This gives the feeling of an oversized 
proposal, where structures and functions remain illegible. The roof forms are not 
fitting, and make no convincing urban contribution. 

The proposal is very practical, rational, and flexible in terms of the floor plates. 
Floor plates are of a commercially viable. The design is commercially strong, and 
its buildability is good. The organization of the volumes in the floor plan echoes 
the character of industrial buildings, but unfortunately this isn’t conveyed in the 
character and massing of the proposal. 

The traffic has been all taken underground. All parking is on level -2 and below. 
This must be reconsidered. 

The division of the buildings should mark access to the urban block, but it is 
made symmetrical, without sensitivity to the historic neighboring buildings. 
Pedestrian level is not studied at all and weakens the proposal. 

The true scale of the project cannot be seen in the views, and the proposal is 
deceptive of its scale. In the scale-model the design reveals itself to be largely 
oversized and over- scaled, dominating its neighbours. A project of this size would 
benefit from some variety in higher rising structures, this would lessen the effect 
on the street level and the overall heaviness of the proposal. 
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3 Jury decision on second phase 

After lengthy debate the Jury, felt that although each of the projects had its own 
attributes, none of the proposals was convincing enough to be able to select an 
individual winner. Instead, it was decided to invite three of the participants to 
work further on their proposals and address a number of concerns raised during 
the Jury appraisals. It was therefore decided to introduce a second phase to the 
competition.   

For the second phase of the competition the Jury provided additional information 
which the competitors would be requested to take into account in their updated 
proposals. The second phase of the competition was to remain anonymous. 

4 Second phase 

4.1 Design guidelines 

Before the 2nd Phase the competitors were given the following instructions for 
developing their entries: 

To all proposals 

It has been clarified that at this point there will be no retail units on the ground 
level of the new buildings.  This space should be devoted to public and semi-
public functions, culture, digital art, galleries, concert space, anything like that. It 
should be shown how this type of space can be created here, still considering 
flexibility for further uses. 

Even though the Teollisuuskatu Axis is envisioned to connect Pasila and 
Kalasatama, The Kalasatama towers (max +133 from sea level) and the Tripla 
mixed use complex in Pasila (max. +93,5) should remain dominants in the 
cityscape. Study the relationship of the proposal to these in the cityscape. 

As additional information the competitors are provided with a fixed phasing line 
(the existing juncture between the two building phases of the ETB, Appendix 1). 
Explain how the project can be phased along this line. 

As specified in the competition brief (4.6 Traffic and Appendix 11 “Traffic Study 
Report”) and additional Appendix 2 of these instructions, the loading bay for the 
existing supermarket in the Assembly Hall must be located on the ground floor, 
adjacent to the Assembly Hall. The hotel service traffic can be arranged from 
Traverssikuja. The competitors are also asked to pay attention to the quality and 
dimensioning of the pedestrian zone (footway) along Teollisuuskatu. Show the 
pedestrian and bicycle lanes in the ground floor drawing and specify if the 
pedestrian lane passes through an arcade etc. 

Additionally, all competitors are asked to provide  

• shadow studies on the dates March 31st at 11.00 and June 1st at 9.00 

• gross & net floor area (huoneistoala) listed in a spreadsheet, with above / 
below ground spaces separated (see Appendix 3) 

• explanation of the main functional idea of the HVAC solution. 

4.1.1 Specific guidelines for 271096 

The ground floor connects beautifully with the existing historical context, but the 
massing of the superstructures is very bulky and needs further studying. The 
number, height, position and orientation of the highest masses must be 
reconsidered. In the current proposal the superstructure is permeable only when 
viewed from straight up front whereas from Bruno Granholm square and 
Teollisuuskatu the solution looks very massive. Setbacks should be studied on the 
street side, as it is seen especially problematic that the proposal forms a massive 
straight wall towards Teollisuuskatu. The massing of the superstructures is 
encouraged to be developed with two rather than three superstructures, along the 
lines of Variant “A” in the competition proposal.  

The area’s industrial history should be conveyed more through the overall 
architectural concept (massing) than by its detailing. The street view is a mixture 
of different approaches – simpler and more decisive architecture is needed. A 
more differentiated architectural response in term of materials and colors could 
help reduce the bulky appearance. 

The proposal’s ground floor is meticulously studied and beautifully presented but 
more generosity towards the public realm could be added. The podium appears 
closed and rather conventional to the street and should be made more “porous”, 
providing a more a "playful" gateway to the site.  The idea of an open summer 
garden in a tunnel facing a noisy street is not quite viable and the character of 
this connection would need some further studying. The proposed external alley 
along the Assembly Hall façade between the Cathedral Space entrance and Bruno 
Granholmin kuja is not possible due to supermarket loading bay. The competitors 
are encouraged to identify if semipublic space can be accommodated on the 
upper or podium levels. 

The hotel tower should be slender and not have an unnecessary number of 
enlarged lower floors – bedroom floors should have identical floor plates. 

4.1.2 Specific guidelines for 278412 

The overall composition and architectural expression should be worked on. The 
towers and middle level masses seem randomly placed and their architecture 
sketchy. The jury would like to see these masses configured and designed in a 
way to emphasize their lightness; if possible the towers should “disappear“ into 
the sky.   

The proposal focuses strongly on the Teollisuuskatu side. The massing and 
architecture of the proposal should be better studied in relationship to the 
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Konepaja area (historical, new and soon coming structures). The view from 
Konepajanpasaasi should be shown from the pedestrian level.  

Sensitivity should be shown to overshadowing of the residential building across 
Traverssikuja to the West. 

The transparency of the ground floor and the „re-stitching“ of the urban fabric is 
a key feature of the proposal. However, the amount and placement of open space 
under the canopy should be revised (considering lighting, weather conditions, 
structural feasibility, functionality, social safety issues etc) and the leakage of 
traffic noise from Teollisuuskatu to Konepajanpasaasi should be considered. 
Considering the Finnish climate and the Finnish building regulations it is not viable 
to open and close such large glazed areas between winter and summer. The 
amount of open-air and enclosed space should be mainly fixed. Show the 
connection between the historic buildings and the public realm in more detail. 
What will we see of the historic buildings?  How does pedestrian traffic flow?  The 
possible uses and layout of the ground level need to be shown more clearly. 

Clarify the hotel and office circulation and lobby spaces. The number of „blocks“ 
is to be rationalized. The proportions of the towers as well as the balance of 
accommodation located in the towers versus the accommodation in the midrise 
elements should be studied. The positions, heights and interconnectivity of the 
midrise volumes should be further developed in order to achieve larger floor 
plates for the office functions and prevent having to double up on cores, stairs, 
lifts etc. The hotel should be a slender tower with larger floors on only enough 
levels to provide necessary non-bedroom space.   

Show how the proposal can be made technically feasible. How will the structural 
engineering work without a forest of columns on the ground level? Will the entire 
green level floor slab be a massive transfer slab? Large, high, open, column free 
space on the ground level is very appealing, lightening the scheme and revealing 
the historical buildings, and producing a noble public realm and indentation in the 
Teollisuuskatu line of facades, but is it buildable? 

The greenery is an essential part of the concept proposal.  However, big trees, and 
especially evergreens, require a great deal of soil and depth. Also, as in the 
Finnish climate trees grow slowly and deck superstructures need to be renovated 
around every 40 years, the presented big trees seem unfeasible. The concept 
should be verified in terms of what amount and type of greenery is feasible in the 
presented structure and local climate.  

The proposed drop-off is dangerous regarding the high-speed bicycle lane. The 
motor vehicles should not cross the bicycle lane. The service yard for the 
supermarket needs to be adequately dimensioned. 

4.1.3 Specific guidelines for 422620 

The ground floor scheme of this project needs to be reworked in a different spirit.  
The ground floor spaces should be high, open, and generous, creating an 

indentation in the canyon-like line of facades along Teollisuuskatu and an 
enlarged public realm – a public node in the middle of Teollisuuskatu. 

The slot between the tower and the low office building is interesting but also 
problematic. The connection should be made more generous and attractive. Is it 
possible to have more visual connection to the historical Train Factory buildings 
from Teollisuuskatu (without compromising the architectural idea of the proposal 
or the acoustics of Konepajanpasaasi)? The semipublic connection from 
Teollisuuskatu to the Cathedral Space of the Assembly Hall should be made more 
evident and inviting. The proposed external alley along the Asembly Hall façade 
between the Cathedral Space entrance and Bruno Granholmin kuja is not possible 
due to the supermarket loading bay. 

The position of the tower at the end of the courtyard is very convincing, but its 
architecture should be worked on further. The tower is beautifully slender seen 
from the narrow side but seems very wide when the site is looked at 
longitudinally from further away. Intensify the meaning of the “cut” in the street 
façade of the horizontal mass. 

Assess the depth, arrangement and/or height of the lower floors of the stepped, 
extruded office building in terms of daylighting and future flexibility (multiple 
uses, dividing into multiple tenants etc). 

In the process of opening up the ground floor they will lose floor area from the 
(many) floors they have squeezed into the ETB podium height – where will this 
area be compensated in the project to ensure they will still meet the total gross 
area requirement? 

 

5 Assessment of the proposals for the second phase 

5.1 Received entries 

All three proposals that were asked to be developed were submitted by 20th 
January 2023, which was the deadline set for the second phase entries of 
competition. Proposals were left with the same number tags as in the first phase: 
271096, 278418 and 422620. 

The jury noted that 

• All of the entries were submitted on time. 

• All of the entries fill the minimum requirements. 

 

The jury decided to accept all of the entries for evaluation. 
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5.2 General assessment 

In the second phase all competitor had developed their work according to the 
Jury’s instructions and the general level of the designs was good. Heights of the 
building masses had been checked and ground level solution developed. Service 
yards had been located on ground floor as per competition brief. 

Cityscape-wise the proposals had been developed into positive direction. The new 
building will continue the central urban structural idea of Konepaja area, where 
new buildings on the edge of the greater block frame the core of the block 
formed by the historical buildings.  

271096 

Jury’s assessment: 

The formerly 3-mass proposal has been changed to two similar masses of roughly 
equivalent height. The towers have now been pulled back from Teollisuuskatu and 
the given phasing line has been taken into account. The massing of the proposal 
has improved with the previous “wall-effect” addressed and greater transparency 
achieved. The developed proposal gives a lighter effect towards Teollisuuskatu, 
The distinctive architecture has been retained and developed further. The two flat 
tower-like buildings of almost the same height appear unmotivated and not  the 
right solution for this site.  

Unfortunately, the ground floor has lost a lot of its joy in the second phase. The 
street front is less inviting than in the first phase and there are still problems 
regarding pedestrian routes and their dimensions. It is unclear why the connection 
between Konepajanpasaasi and the ‘Cathedral’ entrance has been omitted from 
the updated project. 

Deliveries on ground floor have been designed according to the given guidelines. 
The highest volume rises to +109.00 from sea level but it is unlikely the technical 
spaces currently presented are adequate. 

The proposal is commercially sensible and easily workable towards the desired 
direction. The simplicity of the proposal is its strength. However, the manner in 
which the proposal references its historical neighbors is not deemed appropriate. 
The detailing appears alien to its context and at times difficult to execute. The 
straightforward massing does balance this, but stylistically the proposal is not 
seen as strong enough. 
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278412 

Jury’s assessment: 

The proposal has the strongest approach in terms of the public realm: a generous, 
inviting space that gives the most to the public and has the potential to provide a 
public attraction and a place with an identity. The functions in the podium 
contribute toward extensive public use, although concerns about the weather 
remain. 

The enclosures of the ground level have been developed into more realistic 
solution, although the loading bays remain too small. The extensive lobby space 
must be shown to work for different user groups at the same time. Should the 
project be developed further special care should be taken to ensure the space 
created is truly attractive and functions as an essential part of the city. 

The Jury welcomed the fact that the updated proposal now has only a single 
slender tower. The facades have been developed in greater detail addressing some 
of the concerns raised in the first phase of the competition. Basically, the massing 
of the project above podium has been reassessed. The Jury welcomed the 
simplifications here but believed that the massing of the office building can be 
further improved. 

The volumes above the podium are conceived as a composition responding to 
masses of the neighboring buildings. By treating the external appearance of these 
volumes as three vertical layers the proposal feels distinctly lighter, but however 
the uppermost office volume remains too bulky. A positive addition is the opening 
through the office building, which gives a glimpse of the Cathedral Space gable 
end from the street side, although it is not clear if this can be seen from 
pedestrian level. The proportions of the tower are good, and the office floor plates 
are commercially sensible. The depths of the floor plates have been carefully 
controlled throughout. The jury were also impressed by the visible lightness of the 
office and hotel masses and the gap between them when seen from the 
courtyard.  The volumes do not dominate the public realm.   

The “Raised Forest’, which is one of the main ideas of the original proposal, has 
been concentrated and reduced in size. The roof of the podium currently appears 
expensive to construct, it is anticipated that the superstructure can be further 
rationalized. Above ground structures must be carefully coordinated with a grid in 
the basement levels.  

The additive nature of the architectural concept allows for the position of 
structures above the podium to be further optimized.  

The presented shadow studies are not accurate, the shadows being shorter than 
in reality. 
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422620 

Jury’s assessment: 

The proposal has developed into a slightly lower but distinctly heavier scheme 
with substantial change in the hotel massing. The tower has been reduced in 
height. The elegance of the original proposal has been compromised. The project 
retains a clear architectural idea with the tower well positioned. The narrow 
opening between the two main volumes has been retained despite the concerns 
of the Jury. Connection to the ‘Cathedral’ has improved. 

Delivery has been changed to ground level. Hotel lobby remains is a little 
congested, but workable. Although the distribution of program is clear the hotel 
floor plans are problematic in terms of the staggered building form. Technical 
spaces are not adequate. Concerns remain regarding the depths of the floor 
plates for the office building. 

The Jury welcomed the sketches describing how their comments to the original 
proposal have been addressed, without losing the original architectural idea and 
concept. This dialogue is highly constructive. Ground floor has been developed 
and the spaces have been enlivened of the proposals, The manner in which the 
proposal addresses the street has  improved. The ground floor facades are a 
playful and convincing response to the urban context. 

From a commercial point of view the stepped form of the tower is next to 
impossible to develop as a hotel. In general, all the floor plates appear to 
compromise the use; office plates are either too small or too deep, hotel floor 
plans are currently impossible to build in a pragmatic manner. 

The tower slender appearance of tower has been lost; the wider form now has a 
far more overpowering presence in terms of the public courtyard. 

The scale model is nice, probably best suiting to the area.  
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6 Selection of the winner 

All three teams submitted a revised proposal that had been developed according 
to the given guidelines. All three proposals have generally developed positively in 
response to the comments from the first phase, although the jury found that all 
three proposals still had both strengths and weaknesses in terms of organization, 
massing, and response to the urban situation. It is envisaged that further 
development will be necessary as part of an ongoing dialogue with the authorities. 

After lengthy discussions the jury chose the proposal 278412 as the winner.  

The jury found that 278412 gave the best response to the demand of an active and 
inviting street level and had the best potential to create a vibrant, highly attractive 
new entrance and new public spaces to the Train Factory area, as well as a 
unique new destination for the city. The scheme was by far the most generous in 
providing a varied and substantial public realm that complimented the public 
spaces provided by the old train buildings. The elegant single tower is considered 
an appropriate response to the hotel. The raised public gardens have the potential 
to create a shared asset for both the offices and hotel distinguishing them from 
competition in the city. 

A Roof for Helsinki was chosen to be the winner, as its strong and unique design 
composition combines Teollisuuskatu with Pasilan Konepaja in a new and 
interesting way. The Jury assessed that the active and inviting street level of the 
proposal 278412 correlates best with the goals of the project and the the proposal 
has the largest potential in creating a new entrance into the Konepaja area and a 
new unique attractive destination in the city. 

Nevertheless, like all three projects, the design concept for 278412 is not 
considered to be completed and will be further developed during the next design 
phases. The Jury recognizes that the strong concept has an inherent flexibility 
which should enable design adjustments to be made without diluting its original 
idea. 

7 Jury recommendations for further planning 

The Jury recommends the following guidelines for the next planning stages of the 
project: 

The challenging location between heavily trafficked Teollisuuskatu and the 
pedestrian active inner courtyard with its historic industrial creates a situation 
where desired openness which is crucially important for keeping the concept, 
must be balanced with issues of the protection from traffic noise. The public 
areas should stay generous and open all day and all-year-round, protecting from 
unpleasant weather and exterior circumstances. Visitors must be encouraged to 
dwell. The street level must remain "porous" and stay transparent with special 
attention paid to connections and views of the historical buildings to the 
Teollisuuskatu side.  

The resilience, functionality and flexibility of the ground floor should be studied 
further as the program continues to evolve. 

The roof above the podium should be active, inviting, and accessible to public. 
Multiple points of access to the offices and hotel should be encouraged, thereby 
encouraging use of the proposed gardens. 

The horizontal office volume should be studied further in terms of massing and 
Teollisuuskatu lighting conditions, paying careful attention to façade treatment 
and composition. Deep floor plans should continue to be avoided.  

The dimensioning of the podium should be studied further. By increasing the 
height of the podium public parts of the program could be better accommodated. 
Further, a slightly higher podium level could also connect better to the immediate 
surroundings and pay reference to the current volumetric form of the existing ETB 
building. 

The wooden cladding of the podium level should be re-assessed in further design 
phases: perhaps would another material connect better to the historical milieu?  

The greenery strategy should be carefully studied while retaining the goal of an 
urban forest. 

The structural concept should be rationalized and potential impact of mechanical 
plans to be considered thoroughly without major structures on the roof level. The 
structural rationalization should nevertheless not obstruct the openness of the 
ground floor and the concept of flow of space, which should be retained in further 
development of the design.  

The dimensioning and organization of the traffic and service solutions are to be 
optimized. 

The jury looks forward to seeing how the concept is further developed and 
understands that adjustments will have to be made. The development team must 
ensure that the concept is not diluted during this process if we are to maximise 
the potential of the train factory site and give Helsinki a new world-class public 
destination to be proud of. 
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8 Approval of the Jury Report 
 

Helsinki 15.2.2022 

 

 

__________________________________ __________________________________ 

Rikhard Manninen   Cameron Sawyer 
Head of Land Use and City Structure Kiinteistö Oy Train Factory 
Urban Environment Division, City of Helsinki 
 
 
__________________________________ __________________________________ 

Janne Prokkola   David Cook 
Unit Manager, Detailed Planning,  Architect Partner, 
City of Helsinki    haascookzemmrich STUDIO2050,  

Stuttgart, Germany 
 

 

__________________________________ __________________________________ 

Tiia Ettala    Martin Hyams 
Senior Architect, Detailed Planning  Architect, Partner 
City of Helsinki   AD Studio Architects 
 

 

__________________________________ __________________________________ 

Esko Rautiola   Manu Humppi 
Representative of Finnish Association Architect 
of Architects SAFA, impartial member 
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9 Identity of competitors 

Identity of competitors, first the winning proposal then followed by other teams in 
numerical order: 

 

278412 
"Roof for Helsinki" 

Author & Copyright 
MASSLab Porto (Lead consultant, architecture) 

Diogo de Sousa Rocha - Architect, MBA 
Duarte Ramalho Fontes - Architect 
Lourenço Menezes Rodrigues - Architect 
Paulo Vale Afonso - Architect 
Maria Raquel Dourado - Architect 
Andrea Icaro Roveda - Architect 

AFRY 

AFRY Ark Studio 

Esa Piispanen - Architect 
Leonardo Kontinen - Architect 
Matti Kivioja - Architect 
Maria Kaustara - Architect 
Elizaveta Parkkonen - Architect 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

201033  
"VETURI" 

Author & copyright 
Lahdelma & Mahlamäki architects 
 
Team:  
Ilmari Lahdelma, arkkitehti SAFA, professori, LMA Oy 
Rainer Mahlamäki, arkkitehti SAFA, professori. LMA Oy 
Jukka Savolainen, arkkitehti, LMA Oy 
Taavi Henttonen, arkk. yo, LMA Oy 

Assistants: 
Amir Teymourtash, arkkitehti 
Pedro García Alcázar, arkkitehti 

 

 

271096  
"The Train Factory" 

Author & copyright 
COBE A/S (Lead consultant) 

Dan Stubbergaard - Creative Director 
Eik Bjerregaard - Project Director 
Tonny Jensen - Project Manager Architect 
Birk Folke Daugaard - Project Manager Architect 
Oliver Hannibal - Junior Architect 

Schauman & Nordgren Architects (Sub-consultant): 
Jonas Nordgren - Co-founder 
Ted Schauman - Co-founder 
Lasse Vejlgård Kristensen - Architect 
Michelle Feige - Junior Architect 
Jurek Sroka - Junior Architect 

WSP (Sub-consultant): 

Mikko Tuunanen 
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422620 

Author & Copyright 
Tommila Architects Ltd. & Kaleidoscope Nordic AS (Architectural design) 

Silje Klepsvik, Architect 
Andrea Perez Montesdeoca, Architect 
Riku Piirta, Architect 
Lauri Suuronen, Architect 
Miia-Liina Tommila, Architect 
Ilkka Törmä, Architect 

Nomaji Landscape Architects Ltd. (Landscape design) 

Mari Ariluoma, Landscape Architect 
Lotta Pulkkinen, Landscape Architect 

AINS Group (Engineering and sustainability) 

A-Insinöörit Rakennuttaminen Oy 
Liisa Jäätvuori, Sustainability and low-carbon expert 

A-Insinöörit Suunnittelu Oy 
Ziaur Rehman, structural engineer 

A-Insinöörit Civil Oy 
Juha Vehmas, traffic planning expert 
Heikki Salko, traffic planning expert 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

444044 
 
Author & Copyright 
Architects Rudanko + Kankkunen Ltd. (Lead consultant, architecture) 

Hilla Rudanko, Architect SAFA 
Anssi Kankkunen, Architect SAFA 
Kiira Piirainen, Architect 
Kuisma Rasilainen, Architect 

Nomaji Landscape Architects Ltd. (Landscape architecture) 

Riikka Nousiainen, Landscape Architect MARK 

WSP Traffic Planning (Traffic arrangements) 

Jukka Ikäheimo, traffic planner 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


