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INTERNATIONAL DESIGN COMPETITION 

SCIENCE CAMPUS, CLUJ-NAPOCA 

JURY REPORT 

DATE: 19.06.2022 - 22.06.2022 

PLACE: LICEUL TEHNIC „ANA ASLAN”, CLUJ-NAPOCA 

1. JURY 

• Full members: 

arch. Rasmus Kruse Jensen 

arch. Maya Sara Halevy 

arch. Alexandra Demetriu 

arch. Liviu-Nichi Ianăși 

arch. Cătălin Trandafir – Representative of the OAR Territorial Branch 

Transylvania 

arch. Andreea Mureșan – Representative of PMCJ 

arch. Vlad Gaivoronschi 

 

• Deputy members 

arch. Daniel Șerban 

Cristian Marius Litan – Representative of UBB 

  

  

2. ORGANIZATION OF THE JURY 

  

The Jury members have met in Cluj-Napoca, on the 19th of June. All members of the 

Jury were present for the Jury works and arch. Rasmus Kruse Jensen was 

unanimously elected as president of the Jury.  

 

The following persons were present next to the jury, as: 

• Competition Coordinator / President of the Technical Committee: arch. Mirona 

Crăciun 

• Professional advisors: arch. Daniela Calciu, arch. Adrian Hagiu 

• Jury Secretary: arch. Ilinca Pop 

 

There were 17 projects submitted in the competition. All projects complied with the 

provisions of the Competition Rules in what concerns the works of the Reception 

Secretariat. Therefore, in the Technical Committee procedure entered 17 projects. 

  

The president of the Technical Committee presented the Technical Committee 

Report to the Jury, drafted following the formal verification of the Competition Brief 

and Rules’ requirements. Project no. 107 did not present the Financial Proposal (in 

breach of the Competition Rules, pt. 2.3.4 and pt. 3.6.2). Thus, the Technical 

Committee has proposed the disqualification of project 107 to the Jury.  

The Jury unanimously decided to disqualify project 107.  
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16 projects have been admitted in the Jury proceedings.  

 

3. AWARD CRITERIA 

When assessing the solutions, each criterion shall be scored between 0 and the 

maximum expressed at each criterion. The maximum score is of 100 points, the 

weight of the criteria being explained in detail as follows. 

 

A. SATISFACTION OF SPATIAL, FUNCTIONAL AND TECHNICAL 

REQUIREMENTS - MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS 

65% of the final assessment (maximum 65 points)  

 

A1. Viability of urban and landscape intervention - maximum 20 points  

Given the context of the site and its relationship with the city and the territory, the 

solution cannot be evaluated outside of a viable proposal for the systematization of 

the entire land in the implementation area. 

 

A2. Functionality of the proposed solution - maximum 40 points  

The project aims at a set of complex education and research functions, burdened by 

different constraints depending on the program. In order to lay the groundwork for a 

feasible approach, it is essential that the proposed solution meets all the spatial and 

functional requirements imposed by the design brief.  

 

A3. Financial offer for design services - maximum 5 points  

a) The lowest price offered (noted Pret min) will be awarded 5 points. 

b) Other prices (Pret(n)), will be awarded points proportionally, calculated as it 

follows: 

P(n) = [Price(min) / Price(n)] x 5 points 

Failure to meet the maximum estimated ceiling leads to disqualification of the 

project. 

 

Calculation algorithm for criterion A  

A=A1+A2+A3=20+40+5=65 points, maximum number of points granted  

 

 

B. THE EXPRESSIVE-ENVIRONMENTAL ATTRIBUTES OF THE INTERVENTION 

- THE ADDED VALUE OF THE PROPOSAL 

35% of the final assessment (at most 35 points)  

 

B1. The urban quality of the complex - maximum 10 points 

The project has the chance to create a pole of urbanity in close connection with 

nature and relevant to the spatial and social fabric of the city, and the proposed 

architectural and urban forms will have an essential impact on how the whole area 
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could later develop. Therefore, their quality plays an important role in how the 

urbanization process will continue.  

 

B2. The plastic expressiveness of the proposed volumes - maximum 15 points  

The architectural quality of the proposed volumes adds value to the project, as a 

whole, but also to the local community. In addition, it can enter the global landscape 

of cultural-educational and research ensembles dedicated to science.  

 

B3. Quality and atmosphere of the proposed spaces –maximum 10 points  

The criterion assesses the project's ability to generate a memorable destination, an 

exemplary physical presence for a scientific campus: open, accessible and inclusive, 

dynamic, diverse, growth-oriented and entrepreneurial.  

 

Calculation algorithm for criterion B  

B=B1+B2+B3=10+15+10=35 points, maximum number of points granted  

 

Calculation algorithm for the final assessment (a maximum of 100 points 

possible)  

A+B= 65+35 = 100 maximum number of points 

 

4. JURY SESSION – WORKING METHODOLOGY 

  

The working sessions of the Jury were preceded by a visit to the competition site. 

Then, arch. Daniela Calciu and arch. Adrian Hagiu – Professional Advisors - 

presented the Competition Brief, with detailed explanations regarding the 

particularities of the intervention area and the requirements addressed to the 

participants.  

  

It was agreed that the selection of projects should be done through several rounds of 

analysis. 

  

The Jury agreed upon the following working method: 

Round I  

In a first round, the Jury analysed the 16 projects individually, based on the Award 

criteria, and on the set of requirements expressed by the Competition Brief. 

A collective discussion followed the individual analysis, after which the Jury selected 

the projects that offer a favourable response, as a whole, to the specific 

requirements of the Brief and the evaluation criteria. The jury discussed issues 

related to the general way of building and the general directions of approaching the 

design of the entire Science Campus Cluj, its connection to the landscape, as well as 
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with the existing infrastructure and buildings, and analysed how the solutions meet 

the needs of the users.  

 

Seven projects were eliminated in this round. 

The remaining nine projects after the first round were: 100, 101, 104, 105, 108, 110, 

114, 115, 116 

 

 

Round II 

The Jury sessions continued with the analysis of each of the sixteen projects that 

successfully passed the first round. The projects were further evaluated according to 

the Award Criteria and the requirements of the Competition Brief. The members of 

the Jury first analyzed each of the projects individually and then discussed in detail 

the specific approaches of each project in relation to all the aspects described by the 

Criteria and Brief. The projects were analyzed concerning the functionality, feasibility, 

and rationality of the proposed solutions, but also taking into consideration the 

general atmosphere. The jury's analysis took into account the vision and the quality 

and clarity of the representation of the ideas presented through proposals, the 

viability of the specific way of building and arranging the square as the center of this 

new urban nucleus, the viability of the specific way of occupying and arranging the 

plots destined for CLAS and, respectively, UBB, from the perspective of the relations 

to the square and the sports base, the relations between the functions on each plot, 

the permeability and the graded transitions from public space to restricted access. 

Following this round of debate, four projects were eliminated. 

The projects selected to go further in the third round were: 104, 105, 108, 114, 116 

Round III 

The Jury continued the analysis of the projects remaining under scrutiny, seeking to 

identify those projects that demonstrate a thorough understanding of the 

particularities of the studied area, and that meet all requirements in an optimal way, 

using the Award Criteria and referring to the requirements of the Competition Brief. 

The five remaining projects in the competition were further evaluated by the Jury, 

following each of the Award Criteria described in the Competition Brief, in relation to 

the fixed requirements submitted to the competitors, taking into consideration the 

volumetric and functional adaptation of the solution to the specific requirements 

resulting from the use of spaces according to the program: accessibility, flexibility, 

and adaptability of the proposed spaces, in ways appropriate to each program.  
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In this round, two of the five projects stood out for their special approaches to the 

Science Campus design. The jury decided to award two honourable mentions to 

projects with competition numbers 108 and 114.  

The three projects that were selected following this round were the projects with 

competition numbers 104, 105, and 116. 

Round IV – Prize awarding 

  

The jury decided: 

  

The I st prize, consisting in the design contract with an estimated value of 

12.816.292,5 RON, without VAT, was awarded to project number 104; 

  

The II nd prize, in the amount of 247.500 RON including VAT, was awarded to 

project number 105; 

  

The III rd prize, in the amount of 123.750 RON including VAT, was awarded to 

project number 116; 

 

Two honourable mentions were awarded to projects number 108 and 114. 

  

5. STATEMENT OF THE JURY 

The International Design Competition for the SCIENCE CAMPUS, CLUJ-

NAPOCA 2022 

 

The initiative of a Science Campus seen as a partnership between the municipality 

and academia, focused on innovation, advanced technologies and highly specialized 

education and research is a ‘triple win’ case: for universities, for the research 

environment, and for community culture as a whole, for Cluj reputation and urban 

marketing. 

The decision to place the campus in the hilly area and the task to determine an 

urbanistic and architectural solution are challenging moments, and the jury members 

have the certitude that City Hall is aware that the success of this courageous 

enterprise is empowered, if not conditioned by several needed strategic approaches: 

spatial development strategy in the surrounding area, communication networks of all 

types, public services and also attitudes and policies concerning land use and 

natural environment, including the delicate issues of soil characteristics and 

dynamics. 

The consistent economic effort to achieve a successful Science Campus should be 

seen not only related to the designing and building process, but also to equipment 
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and operational costs, all ready to assure an ideal framework for performant activities 

in research, education, innovative technologies, and cultural and scientific events - 

the Science Center is thus the cultural core institution. Jury members appreciated the 

high-quality brief provided by the organizers and invited a further process of 

partnerial reflection concerning the above-mentioned aspects, providing the next 

phases in the design process with more reliable, more comprehensive, and visionary 

elements to orientate the evolution of the project. 

The jury sees the campus not as an isolated citadel, but as the consistent nucleus of 

future development of the area, reinforcing and improving the existing rather isolated 

buildings on the site. 

The entries in the competition are diverse, covering a wide variety of attitudes, 

spatial solutions, atmospheres, and architectural language approaches - from high 

awareness concerning the environment and dedication to sustainability aspects to 

clear-cut architectural affirmative gestures and strong symbolism. 

Probably the most difficult challenge proved to be the achievement of a convincing 

balance between the “urban” scale of the proposals, on one hand, and the attention 

dedicated to functional requirements, on the other hand, satisfied in a convincing and 

“creative” architectural atmosphere, all taking into account the double-nature of this 

Science Campus: research-education, learning-living, specialization-integration, 

“users”-visitors, public-private, inward-outward, artificial-natural, building and sharing 

knowledge culture. 

The complex and multi-layered requirements of the Competition Brief, on one hand, 

and the “non-constraining” (if not vague) physical surroundings of the site seemed to 

mark both difficulties and territories for exploration for the authors of the 17 entries. 

When the jury analyzed the projects, we had in mind the need for this Campus to be 

not only functional and expressive but to possess those qualities as an assembly of 

open and built spaces that generate attractiveness for all types of Users and Visitors, 

each category finding memorable answers to their expectation and needs - the 

Campus becoming a destination in itself for Cluj professionals but also all citizens, 

including tourists, a destination and maybe the catalytic core for the future 

development of the area. 

With these thoughts and with careful consideration of all awarding criteria, the Jury 

thus selected the group of the three winning entries, with their diverse and 

remarkable qualities, but also with the potential for further improvements, some of 

which we decided to introduce in the jury recommendations. We point out again the 

importance of future coordinated efforts in order to achieve a high-quality Science 

Campus. 

The Jury appreciated a lot and relied on the excellent work of the organizing team, to 

which we convene our gratitude. 

We are pleased to congratulate the Municipality for embarking on this endeavour and 

we encourage its leading role both in the success of the Science Campus and for 

responsible and coherent urban development of the wider area. 
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6. FINAL CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

PROJECT NO. 104 – FIRST PRIZE 

The key words for this project might be "The Green amphitheatre" because of its 

generous receiving plaza serving the CLAS building followed by the sloped garden 

facing the view and the elevated main public space in front of the FMI building.  

A1 Viability of urban and landscape intervention. 

The jury appreciated the rational pattern of its cardo/decumani strategy related to the 

existing landscape,  the proper orientation of this public ascendent space to the east 

direction, facing the view; it was also appreciated the clarity of the general way of 

building and arranging the entire Science Campus and its potential to be built in 

stages defining step by step the longitudinal ascending public space, with its 

transition from very public in front of CLAS building until semi-public in front of FMI 

building, which is head of perspective east oriented. There is an urban feeling 

combined with the landscaped sloped garden. All the buildings composing the 

Science Campus are easily accessible and there is a variety of outdoor spaces for 

science to be adjusted to the CLAS building which has the potential to serve for 

exhibition and interactive activities offering the power to be an attraction as an open-

air cultural place; the jury appreciated the balance between the size and the 

positioning of the volumes and the possible urban connection with the existing 

CREIC building and the different views and connections with the natural context. 

A2 Functionality of the proposed solution 

From a functional point of view, both ground floors of CLAS and FMI are generous 

and the functions are easy for managing; there is a possible flexibility in the inner 

CLAS spaces, a good interaction between the exhibition spaces with multiple usage 

possibilities; there is a clear service and served spaces in the CLAS building, with a 

proper basement access for receiving traveling exhibitions and technical materials. 

Its entrance level allows independent uses of functions like the maker and tinkering 

spaces,  the labs,  the incubator, and the auditorium. Its upper levels accommodate 

multiple interacted and differentiated interior spaces in a centred pattern, with 

double-height spaces for temporary exhibitions and a children's area. The FMI 

building is monumental and generous, with a core space at every upper level 

accommodating important functions such as the documentation Centre, course halls, 

and the astronomical observatory at the fifth level. The monumental basement 

access accommodates the water element mirroring and expanding all space. The 

jury appreciated the functional organization of the partially buried 

InfoBioNano4Health and Research building with sun-ken deep light courtyards. The 

sports facilities are located in a proper way between the CLASS building and the 
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dormitories, offering a generous view to the south direction and sunlight in the 

afternoon over the upper plaza. 

B1 The urban quality of the complex 

The entire Science Campus might become an urban landmark with its simple 

translucent volumes at different levels. There are equilibrated relations in scale and 

proportion between buildings, there is a generosity offered by the  public space and a 

dynamics of movement by  its topological character. The generosity of the in-

between volumes and inner spaces offers potential for all activities inside the 

Science Campus, from visitors to students, teachers, entrepreneurs and researchers. 

B2 The plastic expressiveness of the proposed volumes 

The built volumes inside - outside relation might offer character and authenticity 

depending on the "skin" - membrane qualities, permitting to perceive of the inner 

volumes in the case of CLAS building - a global container of multiple distinct interior 

volumes. There is a potential to differentiate these inner volumes and to enrich the 

building expression with light, color and texture. For the FMI building, the inside-

outside relation is different, with a monumental pattern and an introverted and 

centred composition. The students’ dormitory buildings are expressive with their 

subtracted by loggias and courtyards volumes. The gateway volume connecting the 

FMI building with the Research Centre is very important from a functional and 

compositional point of view, defining the upper public space on the north side. 

Finally, integrating inside the semi public-private space the water element, 

integrating it also outside the public space in front of the FMI building contributes to a 

specific atmosphere.  

B3  Quality and atmosphere of the proposed spaces 

The first element offering character to the entire ensemble is the topological surface 

of the common public space, an "open stage" integrating earth, vegetation, paving, 

and water. Other elements offering character and identity are for the CLAS building 

the patterned ceiling, the fluid space and the volumes floating inside and the dynamic 

play of shadows and presences accentuated by light and the exposed objects. 

Behind the "textile" of the facades, people and events are very present and the 

faculty building offers the silhouettes of the students and teachers behind the 

translucid facade. 

Recommendations 

The Jury appreciates the capacity to handle the project work by the team and 

considers that the proposal should furthermore develop a more elaborated 

connection with the immediate surroundings and should focus on opening up the 

architectural solution for the FMI building and to take better advantage of its position; 

the design of the entire outdoor plaza should accommodate outdoor events and its 

surface nearby the CLAS ground floor lobby should be therefore redesigned. 
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PROJECT NO. 105 – SECOND PRIZE 

The project proposes a clear unity in the architecture and in the overall organization 

of the ensemble while demonstrating a sense of maturity in resolving the needs and 

relations of the brief’s design criteria. The project envisions the science campus as a 

small village that integrates the Science Center, the university, the research center, 

and the dorms, organized in buildings that promote a diversity of built forms and 

outdoor spaces while relating to the scale and to the needs of each program 

individually.  

The project - a network of science and knowledge - emphasizes a network of outdoor 

spaces that connects the different functions and users, while still creating a sense of 

privacy in the vicinity. The sensation of exchange and communication is enhanced 

by this proposed grid of interconnected spaces that create the important opportunity 

to bring people closer - The proposal has the ambition and manages to create a 

campus feeling that addresses this issue. 

The jury recognizes that the proposal strives to become the central starting point for 

this new urban development that the contest envisions and that the whole campus 

has the capability to develop as an attractive and new type of urban community for 

Cluj. 

A1.   Viability of urban and landscape intervention 

The jury appreciates the human scale and the general proportions of the ensemble 

and considers that the proposed pavilion structure creates both an important 

opportunity for future growth and further development of the area and prominent 

inwards relationships.  

The jury also appreciated that the team managed to resolve all the functions, their 

relations, and interconnectivity in such a clear language while preserving a forceful 

sense of unity. The project relates to the existing built context and creates a coherent 

urban ensemble that grows outwards - a pavilion-type approach that allows future 

relations with any possible scenarios of development.  

The project makes subtle interventions in the site and places the buildings naturally 

on the soft sloping topography. The arrangement of the volumes creates and 

captures interesting views of hills and surroundings, while still offering a sense of 

domestic confinement. 

Special attention is incorporated in the overall design of the environmental aspects of 

the project from solar energy to collecting rainwater, solar control, and passive 

climate control.   

A2.     The functionality of the proposed solution 
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The Science Center is well organized into four cores, with different identities, that 

respond to the different functions, that can operate separately, by different users at 

different times of the day, as well as together. 

The Science Center has a good organization of entrance, exhibition spaces, and 

technical areas that are well placed in the basement. The entrance alley to the 

Science Center is developed into a cross-section of the functions and a meeting 

place for visitors.  

The layout of the site plan is flexible and can allow an easy reconfiguration and 

response to future needs.  

The FMI follows the “ensemble” pattern seamlessly and is located in good relation to 

the research areas and the student dormitory with possibilities for exchange and 

communication - as well as possibilities for separate activities for each function. 

The jury appreciates the good plan layouts and proportions of the university and 

research facilities where interaction, circulation, and contemplation are possible and 

designed to fit every function. 

The pavilion structure of the project can easily be developed for each stage and over 

time - comply with contemporary and future demands, tendencies, and ambitions for 

the educational and research facilities and an ongoing reinvention of the Science 

Center attraction and exhibitions. 

B1. The urban quality of the complex 

The urban idea of the project can be refined over time. The project has a democratic 

layout of the functions and facilities across the site. The main plaza is the focal area 

of the science campus and will serve as the meeting place that connects all the 

users of the campus. It has the potential to become an outdoor gathering point and a 

powerful outdoor science garden - an attractive destination for researchers, students, 

and visitors. 

Every facility in the Science Campus has its own community feeling with good 

interaction circulation potential. The project's landscape concept promotes a site-

specific type of vegetation. 

B2. The plastic expressiveness of the proposed volumes.  

The jury appreciates the unity of the proposal and the desired need for consistency 

in architectural language across the campus. The project proposes a grid that gives 

structure and order to the different buildings, while trying, with a different rhythm for 

each of the main compounds, to give variety to the facades and to the whole 

ensemble. 
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The proposed architecture language is compelling, homogenous, and well-

articulated, with an obvious intention to underline the mineral plasticity of the built 

volumes that complement by contrast the surrounding landscape. Their quality is 

enhanced by the generally well-balanced spatial complexity they enclose.  

Although well-executed, the jury feels there is a need for a more nuanced approach 

towards the different expressions pertaining to one or the other of the compounds, 

which is especially applicable to the facilities and areas destined and open to the 

public. The way the buildings communicate with their users should further be 

revisited in regard to its site plan and the more general context. 

B3. Quality and atmosphere of the proposed spaces 

The clear orientation grid makes it accessible for first-time visitors to the Science 

Center, as well as daily users of the university facilities. The precision of the volumes 

and the longitudinal and cross views generated by their layout contribute to a 

geometric / arithmetic experience one could associate with the FMI (Mathematicum), 

an important component of the campus. This clarity, even if spatially enriched, is 

evident in the interior ambiances as well, and to a certain extent, it correlates well 

with the academic / research and mathematical nature of the facilities. The spatial 

experience of the visitors of the public buildings and the ambiances of the Science 

Museum, in particular, deserve further investigation. 

Recommendations 

The team should address and create a more powerful and rich identity for the 

different compounds and the mineral and green outdoor spaces, which would help 

emphasize the architectural diversity and hierarchy between pavilions and functions 

and allow better communication of the campus with its users. 

The jury recommends that a second entrance for the Science Center be considered 

on the street side, to strengthen the visible and functional access to the destination.   

To fulfill the potential of the main plaza as an outdoor gathering point and a powerful 

outdoor science garden the team should develop and detail the landscape features 

and urban design. 

In order to have a more friendly energy-saving strategy and to help clarify the spatial 

hierarchy, it might be considered to eventually unify some of the built volumes. 

The project should address and refine the relation to the immediate surroundings, 

the street, and the connection to CREIC. 

 

PROJECT NO. 116 – THIRD PRIZE 
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The proposal to win the third prize puts forward an ambitious masterplan that is built 

around the idea of responsibility towards any sort of intervention in a territory, 

especially when dealing with a previously unbuilt site, amid a landscape still 

dominated by natural features. The combination of this guideline in the processing of 

the site with the programmatic use of a “hyper-functional” scheme in the layout of the 

buildings, both on their inside and in relation to each other, has the outcome of a 

visionary solution, kept in line with an almost utopian aesthetic. 

The jury appreciates the reverence towards nature and the intention of landscape 

integration of the campus in a cohesive and systematic manner. The effective use of 

the slope, the hierarchy of the different buildings, and of the outdoor spaces 

organized along the inherent ecological corridors, combined with a restrained 

architecture, although more hinted than complete, gives a compelling impression of a 

sustainable iconic solution, befitting the competition brief. 

A1 Viability of urban and landscape intervention 

The project aims and develops an intimate relationship with and within the site, its 

surroundings and the natural context. The obsessive need for a non-intrusiveness 

integration in the territory gives the proposal a clear direction for its architectural 

language and mannerism. 

The careful and natural placement of the volumes in the topography creates a strong 

relationship with the habitat and offers the possibility for non-disruptive views of the 

city. 

The ensemble tenders and pushes for a clear message of what the architecture 

embedment in the hilly landscape should feel like for future developments.  

A2.     The functionality of the proposed solution  

The structure of the exhibition spaces in the Science Center around a central cube 

offers a variety of options in organizing the exhibition spaces, dividing them into 

different sizes, and enabling connections between the different topics. The wide 

entrance and the reception area on the ground floor with a clear circulation system to 

the upper floors make the orientation of the visitors easy inside the Science Center. 

The closeness of the administrative and technical spaces provides high usability in 

terms of operation.    

B1. Urban quality of the complex 

The project proposes a mix of urban atmospheres overlapped with a green setting. 

The ensemble is crossed by a green corridor connecting all functions. In this green 

campus, a multifunctional mineral urban plaza establishes a dominant belvedere 

point and relates to the street by means of a green filtering corridor. 
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The jury considers that the project can serve as a starting model for volumetric and 

architectural integration in the specific topography of Cluj surroundings and that this 

type of submissive narrative can have a positive impact on preserving a more natural 

feel of the habitat.  

B2. The plastic expressiveness of the proposed volumes 

The project submits a low rise and restrained architectural language with simple, 

transparent enclosures. The facades are obedient to the relations with the views and 

focus on merging the perspectives into the interior space perceptions. This approach 

creates not only an important quality for the campus but also for the entire area, by 

managing to share the landscape and city views with its future built surroundings.  

B3. Quality and atmosphere of the proposed spaces 

The proposal and its pavilion structure manage to deliver both an educational 

campus feeling and also an urban character for the relationship between the visitors 

and the CLAS building. 

By scattering the functions through the site, the project creates an opportunity for 

very loose and unpretentious interactions of its users with the site and also with the 

surroundings. The complex is open, accessible, and inclusive and generates diverse 

pocket spaces that have the chance to become vibrant, unique areas.  

The interior spaces of the dorms, faculty, and research center focused solely on 

creating direct interactions with the surroundings while the science center tries to 

dissipate this obsession by imposing a more intrinsic spatial belief and perception. 

Recommendations  

The jury recommends the project address the plaza access in a more direct relation 

to the street, which might avoid the main route towards the middle of the campus 

being pinched by the corner of the CLAS building.  

The topographical presence of the plaza should as well be reconsidered, allowing for 

a more fluid integration of its mineral platform both towards the street and in relation 

to the green corridor which it sits. Although different relations between the 

compounds of the campus in regard to their position on site can be further studied, 

the jury would especially point out the need to search for a less dense formula for the 

layout of the faculty classrooms. The absence of interior images and lack of 

information about the different spaces in all the buildings made it hard for the jury to 

evaluate their quality.  

 

7. FINAL RANKING 
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COMP. 

NO. 

PT. COMMENTS 

104 85,75 1ST PRIZE 

105 81,97 2ND PRIZE 

116 75,97 3RD PRIZE 

108 73,97 SPECIAL MENTION OF THE JURY 

The jury appreciated the contemporary character of the 

proposal, its focus on compactness, urbanity, and functional 

integration, and the overall complexity of the project, which 

came as a result of intense analysis of the surrounding 

territory. 

The project has a radical stance. By the use of clear and 

strong volumes on a curved, linear plinth, in a very urban-like 

gesture, it envisages a modern Acropolis overlooking the City 

of Cluj. The compact urban composition leaves space for 

natural areas towards its limits and further space for the 

growth of the Mathematics and Computer Sciences Faculty. 

The main plaza of the project is designed as a sort of urban 

balcony oriented towards the landscape, where the main 

functions of the project, the CLAS Building, the Faculty of 

Mathematics & Computer Sciences, and the Research Center 

meet. An urban esplanade, sports facilities, generous green 

areas, and the sensorial gardens of the Science Center 

contribute to the whole composition and create rich different 

atmospheres. 

The Science Center is placed at the base of the plinth, 

in an attempt to mediate and articulate the height 

difference from Tiberiu Popoviciu Street to the 

ensemble. Unfortunately, its elongated configuration 

creates unbalanced and segregated access that in 

terms of accessibility is inappropriate for an educational 

and science campus of this dimension. The super-

imposition of the monumental exterior staircase and the 

access scheme in the main exhibition hall causes strong 
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restrictions in terms of flexibility and adaptability of the 

building to the science center program. 

For qualities of the solution, the jury proposes this 

project for an honorable mention. 

114 67,03 SPECIAL MENTION OF THE JURY 

The project is defined by two strong features that were very 

appreciated by the jury. First, by the clear approach of volume 

disposition on site, in an integrated urban composition that 

adapts itself to site conditions. This disposition shows a 

remarkable understanding of the idea of a science campus 

and its requirements in terms of a varied urban and natural 

area that can accommodate all users.  

Secondly, by the general urban design of the project: making 

use of a finger-like layout of similar volumes that push into the 

landscape, the project leaves room in its center for a common 

urban space, a dynamic plaza for the research and education 

community, and visitors. This nature-friendly environment 

expands inside the buildings, by use of patios and green 

terraces. This is, in some cases, detrimental to the good 

functioning of the buildings themselves, especially the CLAS 

building. 

Overall, this project provides one of the best responses in 

terms of site insertion and urban quality of the campus, 

making it one of the best master plans among the contestants' 

proposals. Unfortunately, the architecture proposal did not 

reach the same level of quality both in terms of design and 

detailing.  

For qualities of the solution, the jury proposes this 

project for an honorable mention. 

 

115 64 Three sculptural main buildings covered by an undulated 

landscaped green terrace, a curved segment building for 

dormitory, and the high terraced Research Center compose a 

very urban, scenographic, and rhythmic ensemble. 

The whole ensemble is a strange artificial island, with its 

curved exterior perimeter and rectangular inner plaza. The 

layouts are refined, and the atmosphere is mysterious, but it 
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looks like a ‘fragment from another place’. The tower of faculty 

has a utopian approach. 

The project is not feasible, even if contains several investment 

projects (CLAS, InfoBioNano4Health, Faculty of Mathematics 

& Computer Science, student dormitory). 

100 59,97 The project offers a unique interpretation of the topography 

curvatures and creates an artificial soft line that resembles the 

Cluj hills, and the connection with the street makes a public 

shaded plaza with a strong identity. The jury appreciates the 

overall statement of the new campus facilities and the fact that 

the team did a good job in controlling such complex volume 

compositions. 

Unfortunately, the functional organization and detailing are 

unfinished and give the impression of a different building. The 

strong architectural gesture is not present in all the proposed 

buildings and the future development of the site could not 

sustain and continue the initial proposed design.   

The project is not feasible, even if it contains several 

investment projects (CLAS, InfoBioNano4Health, faculty of 

Mathematics & Computer Science, student dormitory). 

101 55,11 The jury thinks that the project has an atmosphere, being 

conceived with an inward-looking spatial arrangement. 

Although there is a rational logic and use of functions in the 

general composition, it’s a stand-alone project - the general 

slab doesn’t adapt to the topography and does not try to relate 

to the surrounding vicinities. 

The objectives are not treated with equal attention. The 

functional layouts of the faculty are a standard architecture 

education design project, while the functionality of the science 

center is diminished by the strong logic of the layout. The 

author doesn’t have a firm grasp of the functionality and needs 

of a science center. 

110 55,08 The jury appreciates that the hierarchy of the spaces is 

valuable conceptually, with an urban atmosphere on the street 

side and the plaza and a more fragmented massing of 
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volumes on the side of the student dormitories, as a means of 

integrating into the landscape. 

Unfortunately, the composition is executed in a manner that 

emphasizes the break of scale between the two parts. 

Although the volumetric strategy for the science center is 

worthwhile both inside and out, the joining of the Faculty of 

Mathematics & Computer Science and the 

InfoBioNano4Health produces a very large object which is 

both too heavy as a presence and questionable from a 

functional and phasing point of view.  

Problematic is also the over-dimensioned transition proposed 

by the sloping outdoor spaces leading in the end to the sports 

base. 

103 52,09 The jury appreciates the urban quality of the main plaza and 

the fact that its large-scale approach manages to connect all 

the programs together, while still preserving a feeling of 

individuality for the plaza zones.  

The jury considers that the science center space has no 

exhibition qualities and that the architectural language and 

composition are too large scale and too vibrant for this specific 

location. 

The polygonal volumes inserted into the landscape create an 

urban image that the jury feels that is not representing an 

education facility for a university campus. 

102 50,08 The jury appreciates that the project tried to create a direct 

relation with the existing built context and intended to have a 

huge impact on the landscape with direct relation to the street.  

The jury fears that the proposed scheme is too rigid and 

doesn’t open to the possibility of future expansions and 

changes. 

The building hierarchy is not reflecting the program’s needs 

and the jury fears that the project lacks diversity because of 

the total design approach. 

106 48,02 The jury recognizes that the project understands the role of 

the plaza as a core to which all the functions relate and 
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managed to give a focal point for the future development of 

the area, while creating a link with the existing center. 

The strong urban character combined with the large scale of 

the ensemble make it inadequate for the topography and the 

hilly site. The formal language addressed a more commercial 

area atmosphere rather than education and research 

functions. 

113 47 The jury appreciates the general layout of the scheme and the 

ponderate prominence of the Science Center, which has 

nevertheless the potential to be perceived as a landmark. On 

the other hand, the campus buildings including the faculty, the 

NanoBio4health, and the dormitory are disconnected from the 

central plaza and do not develop any relationship with it. The 

scale of those buildings and their design are not calibrated 

with the ensemble and the functions. 

109 45,97 The jury respects that the project proposes a clear land 

division, and the fact that it leaves room for compact green 

pockets adds value to the site. The main idea of proposing 

such a monumental, geometric shape forced the functions to 

adapt to it and not really respond to the specific needs and 

character of the program. The organization of the site in 

relation to the street creates a feeling of a commercial center 

and the rigid composition does not allow a flexible 

arrangement. 

111 44,04 The jury recognizes the intention of the project to create an 

ecosystem that relates to the natural environment and feels 

that the proposed approach would be more suitable for an 

outdoor nature park or botanic garden. The upper alley and 

the curved pavilions define a layered strategy of the entire plot 

which is too fragmented.  

The lack of hierarchy in the buildings and in the outdoors is 

creating a sense of confusion for the users. 

112 41,37 The jury noticed the attempt of the project to create an 

organized and layered architecture and site proposal by using 

a very strong geometrical grid. A hexagonal terraced pattern is 

defining a sort of organic architecture for CLAS, InfoBio 

Nano4Health, and Research buildings. Nevertheless, the total 
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layout of the proposal does not manage to respect the need 

for the different functions and uses. The intended architectural 

language is not reflecting the current architectural values. 

 

This Jury Report was drafted in two copies in Cluj-Napoca, on 22.06.2022. 
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