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JURY REPORT  
 
 
DESIGN COMPETITION 
Design competition for “Cetățuia Hill” urban ensemble in Cluj-Napoca 
DATE : 28-30 June 2019 
LOCATION: Arts School Turdor Jarda, Cluj-Napoca 
 
 
1.     Jury 

Permanent members: 
arch. and landscape arch. Miriam García García 
arch. Köllő Miklós 
arch. Eugen Pănescu 
arch. Iulia Stanciu 
arch. Ligia Subțirică 
landscape architect Diana Culescu 
landscape architect Hermann Georg Gunnlaugsson 
Deputy members: 
arch. Anca Virginaș 
anthropologist Laura Panait 
 

2.  Organisation of the jury 
 
 All members of the jury presented themselves at the first jury session, so the 
members voted unanimously the architect Miriam García García as president of the jury.
 The following persons were present next to the jury, as: 
- Professional consultant Dr. Arch. Mihai Racu and Advisor arch. Dan Clinci. 
- CompetitionCoordonator, president of the Technical Committeearch. Loredana Gaiță. 
- Secretary of Jury, Competitions Councilor Romanian Order of Architects arch. Mirona 
Crăciun 
 

In the competition 14 projects were submitted, and after the Competition’s Secretariat 
verification, it was concluded that all of them comply with the provisions of the Competition 
Rules. 

In the selection of the Technical Committee entered 14 projects. 
The president of the Technical Committee presented to the jury the technical 

committeeReport, which contained the check of the formal conditions from the brief and the 
competition rules.In conclusion, the Technical Committeenoticed that: 

– the project with the competiton number 60 presenteda signedEstimation for the 
Design Services, and the non-compliance with anonymity rules is a misconduct that may 
entail the Jury’s decision to reject a project from the Jury assessment phase (stated in the 
Competition Rules). 

The jury unanimously decided to disqualify the project number 60. 
 
Thus, the jury commission admitted 13 projects. 
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3. AWARDING CRITERIA 
 

When assessing the solutions, each criteria shall be scored between 0 and the 
maximum expressed at each criteria. The maximum score is of 100 points, the weight of 
the criteria being explained in detail as follows.  

A. Satisfying the architectural-urban functional needs  
40% of the final assessment (at most 40 points)  
A1. Functional criterion - at most 15 points  
Points shall be awarded for the proposed use scenarios, solving the points of access 
and the routes from a urban and architectural standpoint.  
A2. Financial criterion - at most 15 points  
The following shall be scored:  
- respecting the investment cap indicated within the competition documentation;  
- the reasoning and sustainability of the functional-spatial solution in relation to the 
estimated price.  
A3. The quality and clarity of the representation of ideas so as to illustrate the 
candidate’s capacity to execute the proposed project  
at most 10 points  
Calculation algorithm for criterion A  
A=A1+A2+A3=15+15+10=40 points, maximum number of points that can be granted  
 
B. The added architectural-artistic value  
60% of the final assessment (at most 60 points)  
B1. The character of the area and the general atmosphere of the intervention - 
at most 20 points  
Points shall be awarded for the general quality of the intervention, the proposed 
ambiance, the specific design solutions which give value to the site’s particularities. 
The solutions which avoid over-design and which intervene with discretion as to 
improve on the existing advantageous elements shall be appreciated. 
B2. Historic-architectural criterion - at most 20 points  
Points shall be awarded for the integration of the project within the protected built 
area, maintaining the historic monument character and the proof of a military facility 
specific to the XVIII century, the manner of treating the existing build background and 
the manner in which the existing fortifications’ value is emphasized. 
B3. Architectural-landscaping criterion - at most 20 points  
Points shall be awarded for the manner of relating to the existing vegetation and the 
manner in which the land’s specific geography is used in the project. Furthermore, 
the plantation and exploitation concepts shall also be scored. 
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Calculation algorithm for criterion B  
B=B1+B2+B3=20+20+20=60 points, maximum number of points that can be 
granted  
 
Calculation algorithm for the final assessment (a maximum of 100 points 
possible)  
A+B= 40 +60 = 100 maximum 

 

4. Jury session 

The jury established the following working method: 
The members of the jury briefly got through the submitted projects, followed by the 

visit to the site, where the professional consultant and the contest advisor pointed out the 
key requirements presented in the competition Brief in relation to the elements on the site 
and the award criteria on the basis of which the projects will be scored. After visiting the site, 
the jury members individually reviewed each project remaining in the competition. The jury 
agreed that the selection of projects should be carried out through several rounds of solution 
analysis. 
 
Round I 

After acquainting with the projects admitted in judging, the Jury jointly analyzed each 
project, marking scores according to the award criteria. Based on the individual scores, the 
averages for each project under evaluation were calculated. 

According to the average of the obtained scores, the last 8 projects, namely 51, 52, 
53, 54, 56, 61, 62, 63, were excluded for the second round. 

The projects selected after the first round to go further were: 50, 55, 57, 58, 59. 
 

Round II 
The jury continued to analyze the qualities of each project that went through Round II 

through a detailed evaluation of the responses to the main requirements stated in the Brief. 
Thus, the jury reviewed individually and collectively the 5 projects remaining in the 

competition, following: the landscaping concept, the preservation and exploitation of the 
existing natural and built heritage, the urban furniture and the proposed materials, the 
access zones from the city, the feasibility of the project. 

The joint analysis has generated concrete point of views related to each solution. The 
projects selected for Round III were: 50, 55, 58, 59. 

 
Round III 

The projects ranked in the first four places were reanalyzed in detail to determine the 
final hierarchy and designate the winner. For this approach, the jury decided to revisit the 
competition site in order to understand better the link between the proposals and the 
topography, vegetation, daily use and general feeling of Cetățuia Hill. Afterwards, the 
response of the proposed solutions to the award criteria has been re-examined in detail and 
compared. The discussions focused on the site’s values (patrimonial, historical, sociological, 
ecological), the accesibility, the complex uses of the Hill, toghether with the awarding criteria. 
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The jury decided the hierarchy of the remaining projects: 59, 50, 55, 58. 
 
 
Round IV – Prize awarding 
 

The jury decided: 
 

The first prize,the design contract with an estimated value of RON 1.476.149, no VAT 
includedgoes to project number 59. 
The second prize, in the amount of 70.000 RONgoes to project number 50. 
The third prize, in the amount of 45.000 RON goes to project number 55. 
 
 
Statement of the jury 
 
As at previous occasions, Cluj Napoca Municipality together with the Romanian Order of 
Architects decided to organize an international design competition for public spaces in 
Cluj. The subject of the competition was Cetatuia Hill. 
 
The jury wishes to welcome the attitude of the local public administration, a true supporter of 
design competitions in the field of urbanism, architecture and landscape architecture. We 
also wish to express our appreciation for the excellent collaboration between the Romanian 
Order of Architects and the Cluj Napoca Municipality, a guarantee of obtaining high quality 
solutions in all competitions so far, and hopefully, future ones. 
 
The composition of the jury, consisting of architects and landscape architects belonging to 
different generations, nationalities, specialties and schools of thought, has generated a 
complex and integrated approach to the judging process. 
 
Jury motto: 
  

“Every planning action or project should comply with landscape quality 
objectives. It should in particular improve landscape quality, or at least 
not bring about a decline”. 
  
“Landscape” means an area, as perceived by people, whose 
character is the result of the action and interaction of natural and/or 
human factors. Landscape is the result of a socio-ecological 
relationship that is always in evolution. 
European Landscape Convention (signed by Romania in 2000 ratified by Law no 451/2002) 

 
 

As a starting point of understanding both the brief and the approach for the Design 
competition, the jury’s perspective regarding Cetatuia Hill is that we are not dealing with a 
historical object but with a living landscape, that does not imply component parts that we 
have to react to individually. The mature and assumed position is to develop a plan for a 
global ecological understanding of the landscape and biodiversity, in order to fundament a 
coherent strategy for development in conformity. Therefore certain issues have 
substantiated the critics for the presented projects: 
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1.   The site  
That has to be understood as its component values: 
a) patrimonial (topography, Vauban fortifications, living landscape apart from view, 
vegetation and scenarios). 
b) historical (the evolution and the prospective potential in relation with the city development) 
c) sociological (treasure of social leisure and sport that mean understanding the assumed 
but also the free to use and co-participante, co-shared potential) 
d) ecological (native biodiversity and abundant vegetation understood in permanent 
evolution and protection) 
 
Understanding the up-mentioned values can synchronize the agenda of intervention, that is 
the second issue of the statement. 
 
2.   The Scale/Agenda of intervention 
The competition can not be seen as the design of new objects/identities but the design of the 
necessary articulations and processes based on the gentle observation and understanding  
the landscape values (patrimonial, historical, social and ecological).   
 
a. The existing and proposed vegetation has to be maintained with management 
practices that improve it’s biodiversity and climate change adaptation capacities. It is 
the only opportunity to connect with nature and benefit of the environmental and social 
meeting opportunity that citizens have and that are essential for improving their quality of life 
and well-being. 
b. The public agenda of intervention should imply solving the hydrological/stability 
southern slope. The existing implemented net of drainages, apart from the technical solution, 
acquired a meaning of identity as part of the landscape. 
c. The intervention should ethically consider the discretion and reversibility of the build 
environment. There is no need of extra firm/solid constructions, but a need for integrating 
servant facilities, annexes like technical support for activities. 
d. There is no real need of a mechanized means of access (funiculair) to reach the top 
levelas long as there is car accessibility to the high level platform; that can only interact 
brutally with the vegetation and implies strong and expensive construction works. The 
municipality can take into consideration, for certain events a small (electrical) vehicle to tour 
and connect the south entrance to the top level platform. 
e. In respect to this, the proposal should clarify the access possibilities both pedestrian 
or car. We appreciated that parking at the northern limit of the site, combined with green 
areas is less destructive than any change. All the areas have to have the minimum but 
necessary accessibility. 
 
3.   The Users  
The area is diversely used by the citizens in all moments of the day or season and the 
understanding of this social/cultural role has to prime! Therefore, any proposal should freely 
maintain and encourage the existing diverse use, just to mention the children’s playground, 
the dog play areas, the sports fields, etc., as this park has to focus generously mainly on the 
day-to-day apart from the seasonal, punctual events which are exceptional moments of the 
community. 
 
4.   The Implementation 
a) The development of the project has to have both a coherent and simultaneous realistic 

approach, considering the actual impossibility of intervention on areas with restricted 
access due to property issues, and independent of what kind of restrictions that may 
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imply. We notice here that the fortress plateau with the historical accesses is less 
controlable due to the private ownership, therefore difficult to implement now. 

In the same idea, at a detailed scale, the proposal has to be feasible, easy to implement and 
maintain.    
b)  As preliminary studies, the Municipality must consider a detailed geotechnical survey of 

the southern slope in relation with the hydrological pre-existing infrastructure, a detailed 
vegetation inventory and a list of conditions for the future design of the private areas. 

c)  The implementation process should consider and respect a Plan of Maintenance.  
d)  Implementation should consider co-participation of citizens; that implies the community 

allegiance to an open-design method as Municipality project. 
 
5.  For a sustainable and participative Cluj 
a. The Cetatuia Hill Design competition has unveild the necessity of a Green 
Infrastructure and Biodiversity Plan for the city of Cluj-Napoca. Nowadays cities play 
important roles in the conservation of global biodiversity, particularly through the planning 
and management of urban green spaces. It is a fundamental strategic vision tool that defines 
the challenges, objectives and commitment on the part of the Cluj Municipality to preserve 
green spaces and biodiversity while keeping in mind the way the public interacts with, 
enjoys, and takes care of them. It is a long-term action plan on what steps need to be taken 
to achieve a green infrastructure that will provide an added benefit to the inhabitants, provide 
environmental and social services, create living green spaces within the urban structure, 
bringing nature back into the city, connect and regularize the urban epicenters throughout 
the territory, and make the city a more prosperous and resilient place, in the face of the 
future challenges. 
b. The Cetatuia Hill Design competition has also pointed out the necessity of 
participative laboratories in the design and governance of public spaces. The participative 
laboratories involved experts and lay citizens in multicultural and multidisciplinary discussion 
throughout the design process, and opened the dialogue from technical considerations to 
socialissues.  
 
To clearly relate the statement of the jury with the analyse of the projects, this report  
structures the critical evaluation on appreciations, rejections and recommendations, 
that are important to be followed in the development of the future design contract.  
 
 
 
FINAL CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
 
For the project no. 59 – First Prize 
 
The jury appreciated this project for its coherent discourse and the contemporary 
sensitive narrative on landscape design. In this approach, Cetatuia Hill is the main 
actor and the team shows a deep understanding of natural based solutions, 
morphology, vegetation and hydrology.  
 
The jury also appreciated: 

• The fortification is made visible on the exterior perimeter, thus, accentuating the 
Vauban silhouette. 

• The inner space of the fortification resembles the atmosphere of the former military 
compound, which was rather a user-designed space and not a landscaped one, 
developing it as a shared space, meanwhile keeping existing trees in green patches; 
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therefore, this minimal solution is reducing the pressure on the changes that have to 
be done within private owned areas. 

• The project activities proposed on the north-western side (the ditch and the round 
courtyard of the tower) are making the usage scenarios very plausible and fit with the 
minimal degree of intervention, offering a minimal infrastructure and giving  a reason 
to explore an area of the site which would be otherwise forgotten. It is positive to 
place the most disturbing activities as far as possible from the residents (concerts, 
festivals), without fixed permanent furniture, in the western ditch.  

• The vegetal repertory is adapted for the site, using species suitable for this space 
with low maintenance requirements and bringing also some highlights in key points of 
the setup. 

• The intervention is envisioning a production layer, related to the residential area, that 
offers the opportunity of co-designing the space as well as the base for the 
appropriation of the project by the local community. 

• The materiality of the alleys is very convincing, resembling natural paths, with 
minimal railing in the dangerous parts only. They offer a peaceful atmosphere and a 
quiet perception of the cityscape and the hill.  

• The public lighting is corelated to the natural landscape. 
• The surrounding limit of the circular space of the tower is a flexible way to negotiate 

the moments that need a spatial closure. It should remain permeable though most of 
the time, allowing passage through and free usage of the flat surface.  

 
The jury rejected: 

• The removing of the vegetation that is covering the geological strata is not taking into 
consideration the transformational processes specific to nature, namely the primary 
succession, that will leadin time to soil re-formation on rocks. (see statement 2.a) 

• The elimination of the drainage system on the southern slope can produce instability 
within the natural balance of the site. (see statement 2.b) 

• The funicular,as it is a very strong intervention and a disproportionate solution 
compared to the amplitude of the usage problem. (see statement 2.d) 

• The circular pavilion solution, for the shape and materials that are not convincing and 
non-adapted to the site character. Overmore, the active-fence is a high maintenance 
object, so it needs either more integrated functions or less presence. (see statement 
2.c) 

 
The jury recommends: 
Drainage and stability (see statement 2.b) 

• To combine the existing drainage grid with and complementary to the nature-based-
solutions proposed. These two systems can function in parallel in order to be able to 
face more extreme climate events in the future. 

• The rock must be unveiled in patches and not in its entirety, thus adding an important 
feature for the general perception of the hill without producing instability within the 
slope.  

Scale and necessity of build intervention (see statement 2.c) 
• Regarding the circular pavilion as it was not a convincing, suitable approach for 

design, structure and materials, the main recommendation is oriented to redesigning 
it, and at the limit eliminating completely this construction. 

Users, functionality (see statement 3) 
• The western sports field must be kept and upgraded with specific facilities (sanitary), 

as the only public sports feature offering a certain degree of performance.  
• The redesign of the northern plateau must include more and extensive sports and 

playgrounds and make use of the existing trees and shrubs and additions to those. 
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These can include also contemporary sports such as skating, bmx and downhill 
biking areas. 

• The small playground to the Dragalina street must be kept, as is serves directly the 
residential area. Its redesign is welcomed, though. 

Accessibility (see statement 2.e) 
• keep the existing parking lot near Călărașilor street and its trees, as the less intrusive 

option, closing to the plateau for cars. The hotel, offices and swimming pool are only 
one minute distance by foot.  

The Implementation (see statement 4) 
 
 
For the project no.50– Second Prize 
 
The jury appreciated this project for its general concept of zoning and clear inventory which 
is coherent and well defined. The project keeps and enhances the layers of history. The 
intervention shows that every detail was very well thought of and, thus, the explanations of 
the approach are solid.  
 
The jury also appreciated: 

• The sensitive proposal of some of the promenades are enhancing the natural 
character and are proposing a romantic feeling.  

• The superposition of the promenades with the Vauban shape provide a good 
perspective over the fortress both inside and outside, highlighting this historic feature 
and imprinting it in people's minds. 

• The south slope is carefully approached, with a delicate touch and with respect of the 
current values that it embeds at this time (such as preserving the drainage system).  

• The elements supporting the belview points (such as the amphitheater) are elegantly 
inserted within the site. The furniture shows a delicate contemporary approach. 

• The vegetal repertory is showing a good understanding of ecosystem units. 
• The forms, texturers, colors and the way the vegetal elements are laid out imprint an 

interesting dynamic over the seasons and they are also introducing several points of 
interest within the key spots of the site. 

 
The jury rejected: 

• The removal of most of the existing vegetation on the plateau, compensated by a 
new, unconvincing “oak forest”. (see statement 2.a) 

• The removal of all sport facilities. (see statement 3) 
• The disappearance of the western sports field. (see statement 3) 
• The overbuilding of the western area. The proposed structure has a very particular 

architectural language which makes it too imposing and distant from the 
surroundings. Providing an alienated feeling with no permanent use or openness, the 
built areas could end up in a state of abandonment. The building is taking too much 
attention from the treatment of other more natural areas of the landscape. Due to its 
flexibility it needs additional effort and infrastructure to host events. Along with the 
removal of the sport and playfields on the northern plateau, it leaves the area without 
any permanent sporting feature. Keeping this sunken space hidden and rather 
invisible makes it the perfect victim for vandalism.(see statement 2.c) 

• The elevator that is in a very visible location and does not serve the purpose.(see 
statement 2.d) 

 
The jury recommends: 
The site 
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• A more sensitive observation on the characteristics and values of the site, especially 
in what regards the vegetation and geomorphology of the landscape, on which the 
proposal is set.(see statement 2.a and 2.b) 

• Keeping the northern part of the viable vegetation after elaborating the detailed 
inventory. If the deeper observation will need additional planting, an alignment of 
trees can be added at the limit with the residential northern quartal. (see statement 
2.a) 

Users, functionality (see statement 3) 
• Keeping the existing play-grounds. Their redesign is welcomed, though. 
• The western sports field must be kept or reconsidered and upgraded with specific 

facilities (sanitary), as the only public sports feature offering a certain degree of 
performance.  

Scale and necessity of build intervention (see statement 2.c) 
• Totally reconsidering the built area of the multifunctional western construction, in 

accordance with the necessity of preserving the sports area. Reconsideration can 
mean also the complete elimination of that construction. 

• Removing the big cross is a bold decision, but it should not be replaced with another 
one, as a form of bargaining. 

The Implementation(see statement 4) 
 
 
For the project no. 55 – Third Prize 
 
The jury appreciated this project for the poetry for the conceptual, seducing narrative 
discourse, the theoretical fundamentation and understanding.The general concept shows a 
cultural approach and the texts explain very well the intentions. 
 
The jury also appreciated: 

• The diagrams that express the main objectives of the project and how the 
development deals with the problems perceived on site - accessibility, connecting the 
hill to the city 

• Each area is thought to serve different atmospheres and activities through different 
rhythms, suggested also by the music.  

• Treating the vegetation as architectural element with potential in defining areas, 
zones, spaces. 

 
The jury rejected: 

• The fragmentation of the narrative in pieces of “solving punctual problems” without 
the same integrator approach as the initial discourse. (see statement 2) 

• The entrance “gloriette” element proposed, that transforms into a hyper speculated 
expression of what should stay subtle, insidious. (see statement 2.c) 

• The selfie-framing  of the landscape, elements that agres the panorama view from 
the promenade. (see statement 2.c) 

• The paving choice in stone/grass, that covers a huge area, is invasive and difficult to 
implement and maintain. (see statement 2.c) 

• The exhibition-tunnel and cave on the southern slope, as too invasive to the 
landscape and unnecessary. (see statement 2.c) 

• The elevator is even more useless as long as it stops half level of the slope.(see 
statement 2.d) 

• Doubts the necessity of moving the Elisabeta bridge to a position that was only 
stated but never executed.(see statement 4) 
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The jury recommends: 
The site 

• The detailed attention on the planting proposal that should consider more the existing 
species. (see statement 2.a) 

Scale and necessity of build intervention (see statement 2.c) 
• Revising the overall detailing with a proper understanding of the presence of the 

architectural forms used, with less design/form engagement. 
The Implementation(see statement 4) 
 
 
For the project no. 58 – Honorable mention 
The jury appreciated to mention this project for its connection to the Transilvanian heritage 
and the orientation toward the community in a proposal that is the only one in this 
competition dealing with a co-design  process for the area. The project is also considering an 
implementation in different stages coordinated by a dedicated organization that can take 
care of the implementation as well as of the future maintenance of the space. The approach 
has a nature based concept, linked also at the city level, placing Cetatuia Hill within the 
green infrastructure of Cluj-Napoca. The intervention has a low impact and is rather easily 
reversible. But, although the proposed solution is counting on co-design, the project failed to 
convince from the potential scenarios, the architectural and technical detailing.  
 
 
FINAL RANKING  
 
CONTEST 
NR. 

 POINTS JURY ASSESSMENT  
 

59  81 1st  PRIZE 

50  75 2nd PRIZE 

55  72 3rd PRIZE 

58  70 Honorable mention 

57  68 From an architectural, urbanistic and ecological point of view, the 
project solves in a correct manner the site's problems, creating a 
properly solved access and a good relationship with Someş River. 
Unfortunately, the existing landscape is taken into consideration 
only in the written part, but not in the drawings. The intentions of 
intervention on the existing vegetation are unclear. 
The language of the details is artificial in relation to the natural 
context of the site. The proposed urban furniture and the 
excessive use of "corten" type of materials cancel out the site's 
features. Inside the fortress the mineral facilities dominate, thus 
losing some of the landscape character. 
Right now the wall represented in the H-H section is used as a 
place to stay and observe, from where the cityscape can be 
admired, without any visual obstruction. The proposed solution 
makes this opportunity disappear. 

54  54 The jury appreciates facilitating the movement of elderly and / or 
disabled people as well as the concept of circular economy and 
accessibilisation of the area through bicycle routes. Intentions 
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regarding the inside of the fortress are very confusing and 
destructurate the space. 
The area for sports activities is well outlined, but the removal of 
existing trees diminishes the area's landscape value. 
The treatment of the area for sports and games is forced and 
completely ignores the natural character of the site. Details are 
closer to the idea of landscape design but are too urban. 

56  52 The jury appreciates the tackling of the links between green areas 
and the opportunity of interconnecting the area in the system of 
green spaces of the city. Also, the functional analysis of the area 
and some of the proposed details („cityscape amphitheater”) were 
considered to be valuable. 
On the other hand, the proposed intervention interfering with the 
west fortification is degrading the historical character. A large part 
of the urban furniture is contrary to the landscape character. 

53  50 The intention to treat the area behind the condominiums, as well 
as to partially free the vegetation from the area of the belvedere 
points proposed on the ridge alley are solutions that speculate the 
potential of the southern slope. 
The jury appreciates the finesse and reversibility of the proposed 
details, but the solutions chosen for the fortress interior and 
fortress ditch are very formal and the very strong rules that destroy 
the overall image and site unity. 

62  48 The jury appreciates the idea of using a part of the northern area 
of the site for outdoor events and activities. Another appreciated 
aspect is the idea of opening perspectives towards the city such 
as the detailed panoramic view. Unfortunately the architectural 
language used is excessive and more fit for urban residual green 
spaces. The proposed interventions in the northern area are 
formal and unconnected to the natural spontaneous evolution of 
the site. The funiculary isn’t a recommended intervention as it 
inserts an artificial axis in this organic site with a complex 
biodiversity. 

52  41 The way the project is presented, by looking and the relation 
between the hill and the city is appreciated. 
The jury found interesting the green roofs proposed on the 5 
blocks of flats at the base of the hill. 
The distribution of pavilions on the parallel alleys is somehow 
redundant, thus affecting the spatial hierarchy. It is suggested the 
existence of some panoramic observation points but from the 
presentation it is suggested an excessive anthropization. Some of 
them are badly positioned obstructing the view over the city. 
Creating an artificial grid-shaped night scene that is contrary to the 
specific topography of the terrain is to be avoided.  
The metal structure covered with glass is unappropriate in the 
given context. 
The presentation is confusing. 

51  38 The Jury appreciates the many possibilities offered by the artificial 
enlargements proposed on the southern face of the hill and the 
idea of “rebuilding” the German Bridge. The preservation of the 
existing vegetation is also highly appreciated.  
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At the same time the offered solutions change the character of the 
site, the mineral surfaces are excessively used and the strong 
architectural language in this rather untouched setting transforms 
the site in an urban park, wasting its intrinsic character. The idea 
of building another tower is a rather bad one. 

61  35 The project attempts to treat the connections of the site with the 
city, the Somes corridor and the Hoia Forest but unfortunately only 
on a declarative layer.  
The proposed solutions by the project are inconsistent and hard to 
read. For example, the excessive use of stairs on the citadel 
slopes minimizes the presence of the fortification and transforms 
the area in a picnic park.  

63  30 The jury appreciates the idea of preserving the existing vegetation, 
under the motto “preserved ecologies”. Unfortunately that is only 
applied on the area facing the Somes River. The decision to 
eliminate the vegetation on the western wing is a poor one. The 
proposed circulation on the south-western area is completely out 
of scale, introducing artificial lines within the site and having a 
negative impact on the elevation of the site. Massive volumes are 
generated, equivalent with the massivity of local collective 
buildings. Thus, the environmental value of the Elisabeth Statue 
and the surrounding design are completely invalidated. The quality 
of the representation is rather poor and lacks complexity thus 
being unfitting for an international design competition.  
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This Jury Report was completed in two copiesin Cluj Napoca, on the 30th of June 2019. 
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landscape architect Hermann Georg Gunnlaugsson 
 
Deputy members: 
arch. Anca Virginaș 
 
anthropologist Laura Panait 
 
 
Competition Coordonator, president of the Technical Committee: 
arch. Loredana Gaiță 
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