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receiving -
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Experiences from architects who have won 

competitions abroad, to better understand the 
conditions that apply after a competition win 
in another country, including the benefits & 

obstacles

 3 subject responses
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2 
Collecting data into how, in each country, 

EU, national & local laws & regulations 
are arranged, weighted & customised so 
as to provide insights on the benefits & 

disadvantages of the varied applications
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1
Experiences from architects who have won 

competitions abroad, to better understand the 
conditions that apply after a competition win 
in another country, including the benefits & 

obstacles

3 
Critical reflection by architects (& others) on 

substantive competition issues including 
their practices & outputs

 3 subject responses

2 
Collecting data into how, in each country, 

EU, national & local laws & regulations 
are arranged, weighted & customised so 
as to provide insights on the benefits & 

disadvantages of the varied applications
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a public institution “pragmatically”, but 
the more open character of this client’s 
brief, their engagement and approach 
has allowed us to submit a design 
that enhanced the response. This also 
aligned more closely with our own design 
aspirations for improving the study of 
autism by developing a model institution 
that could be prized by the scientific 
community and cherished by the children 
and their families. Clients providing a 
sufficient degree of latitude in the briefing, 
processes and assessments, and who 
are more supportive towards designer 
abilities and their professional integrity, 
can bring forth better results for all.

Although the first two cases provided 
a rich experience for advancing our 
architectural collaborations and 
knowledge of the complexities of 
competition regulations, the Stella 
Maris Institute has been our most 
valuable and fruitful architectural 
design experience as a practice.

References:
1 The Codice Appalti (The Code Of 
Public Works Contracts, Supplies and Services) 
April 18, 2016 (www.codiceappalti.it) transposes 
Directive 2014/24/EU (www.eur-lex.europa.eu/
legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32014L0024)

2 - Procedura Aperta/Open Procedure - 
Directive 2014/24/EU. Art. 27 
- Procedura Ristretta/Restricted Procedure - Directive 
2014/24/EU. Art.28 
- Affidamento di Incarico/by a pre-qualification 
questionnaire. Directive 2014/24/EU. Annex V Part C. 
trans. entrustment of appointment. 
- Elenco pofessionisti/Lista professionalista/may be 
considered as similar to an approved list or framework 
but applies only below EU thresholds.  
- General Contractor bid – a bid where the services 
of the architect are sub-contracted to a general 
contractor under a contract notice for works 
- Project Financing – a public - private partnership, 
or design, build & finance construct

3 Mirza & Nacey Research. The Architectural 
Profession in Europe 2016. A Sector Study. Brussels: 
Architects’ Council of Europe. Conseil des Architects 
D’Europe; 2016. Table 1-1, p. 1-10.  www.ace-
cae.eu/fileadmin/New_Upload/7._Publications/
Sector_Study/2016/2016_EN_FN_070217_new.
pdf  (accessed 22/04/2018) - Estimated number of 
architects: Italy 157,000, 2.6 per 1,000 of population. 
With 26.2% of Europe’s architects Italy proportionally 
has the highest number relative to its population”

4 It is understood that this is in two value 
ranges from roughly €40,000 - €80,000 and from 
€80,000 - €150,000, at March 2018 values.

5 There is a legal obligation to have young 
practices as equal partners in an architectural design 
competition bid, as collaborative team members

6 The designs progression reported in 
2010 -  www.designboom.com/architecture/
coop-himmelblau-riva-del-garda-fair-italy

figure 5.4
Masterplan rendering 
of the Stella 
Maris Institute, by 
Heliopolis 21

figure 5.5
Rendering of the 

Stella Maris Institute, 
by Heliopolis 21
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Inderhanvnen Bridge Competition, 

Copenhagen

Cezary M. Bednarski

Studio Bednarski Ltd. Architecture, England

This competition was announced 

via the EU Official Journal, calling for 

expressions of interest. It in
volved three 

openable bridges in Copenhagen, a city 

divided by the water course of its inland 

harbour. New links were needed between 

the heart of the city on the west side, and 

the area to the east, where the new Opera 

House is situated (figure 3.1). There 

is ever-diminishing navigation of large 

ships in the port, and its waterfront land 

is undergoing dramatic development. 

This increasingly intimate setting, in 

which pedestrians and vessel users 

alike can appreciate the scenic harbour, 

called for appropriate crossings. Objects 

of urban acupuncture were needed to 

rationalise the flow of urban energies.

Almost as a matter of course the 

bridge engineer Ian Firth, then of Flint 

& Neill (now COWI), and I decided to 

have a go. Ian and I had previously 

entered, and won, invited bridge design 

competitions outside of the UK. 

One of them was in Helsinki. In that one 

there was no monetary prize, only the 

job. We seem to have been swindled 

out of that project by the Helsinki City 

Office. A bridge was built but not ours, 

and we got nothing back from our 

investment. We were even never formally 

told that our bridge would not be built. 

Another one was in Paris. There we 

got the job and advanced the project 

up to the construction tender stage, 

when the project was cancelled. The 

tender envelopes were never opened. 

My studio lost money on this project 

as not all of our agreed fees were paid, 

but we seem unable to recover our 

money from any party in France. 

Were the project in the UK we would 

have been well placed to recover our 

due fees via legal process. Our French 

collaborator advised not to even think 

about trying to recover our fees in France.

However, our shared passion for bridges, 

and for a fair challenge, took over again. 

On 13 January 2009 we submitted our 

expression of interest in Copenhagen. On 

a personal level the motivation was also 

the fact that Ian’s mother was Danish, 

and I, as an architect, was eager to pick 

up the gauntlet thrown by the ‘nation of 

designers’… We were chuffed at having 

been shortlisted, but seeing global 
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Mai i te ngahere oranga 
A restricted competition in the Pacific

Alessandro Melis and Michael Davis

Alessandro Melis and Michael Davis architects, New Zealand

Italy and New Zealand

Moving from Italy to New Zealand is an 
experience that can lead to re-thinking 
many preconceived Eurocentric world 
visions from a personal and an architec-
tural perspective. Italy and New Zealand 
are two places at the antipodes, not 
just geographically. Italy is very densely 
populated with centuries-old traditions 
that have solidified into an imposing state 
apparatus. New Zealand is the opposite: 
a young nation, with an extremely agile 
administrative structure and one of the 
lowest population densities in the world. 
In architecture the differences and their 
consequences are very noticeable. 

Projects that in Italy would be under 
public control, such as schools, hospitals 
and museums, in New Zealand are 

in fact more frequently managed by 
private institutions. Despite its smaller 
population the number of opportunities 
for architects in New Zealand is greater 
as there are also fewer architects.1 

Although there are fewer public 
competitions in New Zealand than in 
Italy, architects there also typically define 
competitions to cover procedures that 
in the EU are categorised as private 
negotiations. They do so wherever 
competitions are undertaken on the 
basis of an expression of interest and 
a limited number of designers, 4 or 5, 
are invited to formulate a proposal, by 
either a private or public administration. 

When a competition is announced the 
chance of success in New Zealand is 
higher because there is already more 

work relative to the size of the profession. 
We had found this out when we engaged 
in New Zealand’s first competition 
to adopt ‘Passivhaus’ standards. 

There are many distinct differences 
between competitions in Italy and 
New Zealand and it’s impossible to 
discuss all of them here, but the ‘Mai 
i te ngahere oranga’ competition, a 
small restricted competition procedure 
which we participated in, provides 
a useful direct comparison (figure 
9.2-9.4). It is particularly informative 
because it illustrates how New Zealand 
undertakes a competition in comparison 
to Italy, for a similar project. 

‘Mai i te ngahere oranga’ 

Our 2015 participation in this 
competition to select the designers and 
curators of the New Zealand national 
exhibition at the Venice Biennale 
was undertaken with colleagues and 
students, including Liam Stumbles, 
Mauro Caria, and Niccolò Urbini. 

Initially our chances of success had 
seemed impossible, despite the fact 
that we had previous experience of 
participating in the Venice Biennale 
– although never in a curatorial role. 
This is because in Italy this national 
curatorial role is assigned directly by 
a ministerial commission and drawn 
from architects who can only be 
nominated by the national government 
after a long and very complex selection 
procedure that’s not transparent. 

Apart from on some very rare occasions, 
the result is that the curators of the 
Italian pavilion have always been well-
known names, or an expression of a 
particular political patronage. New, 
small or innovative practices have no 
chance. Yet participating in the Biennale 
is prized by Italian architects as a 
liftime achievement, and becoming the 
curator of a national pavilion is regarded 
as a pinnacle in the profession.

So we were positively amazed to see 
our project shortlisted among five 
finalists, but even more surprised to find 
that only fifteen applications had been 
submitted. This would have been unheard 
of in Italy!  To a large extent this was a 
result of choosing to hold a competitive 
selection, organised by the New 
Zealand Institute of Architects (NZIA).  

Our exhibition title “Mai i te ngahere 
oranga”, the Maori for “Prosperity 
from the tree”, was about building 
on New Zealand’s timber tradition. 
The exhibition was to showcase New 
Zealand’s timber architecture, projects 
built by architectural practices exploring 
and innovating in this tradition, and to 
market its timber resources, products 
and expertise.The competition brief 
was short, simple and clear, and the 
objectives were supported by the 
institute, the NZIA, and aligned to the 
profession’s and industries’ concerns. 
Furthermore the exhibition was intended 
as a vehicle to promote New Zealand’s 
architecture, it’s  profession and industry. 

CASE STUDIES: ARCHITECT COMPETITORS
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with a legally well-established process 
that was sufficiently flexible to be 
adapted to unusual situations.

It all begins with a translation. In fact, 
what is known as “a competition” in 
the world of architecture can cover 
various legal forms. The one chosen 
by the Cellule is “a competitive 
procedure with negotiation”, 
which has many advantages.2 

Organised in two stages, an initial 
selection based on candidates’ files 
(including legal submission requirements, 
and above all a cover letter, a description 
of the future team and a presentation of 
relevant built or unbuilt references) cuts 
down the number of teams asked to 
invest in drawing up a preliminary sketch 
(A0 panels, model and a report), allowing 
these to be compensated for their efforts. 

Some will oppose the discarding of 
anonymous competitions, giving 
everyone, and notably young architects, 
the chance to compete based on a 
sketch. We would reply firstly that 
ensuring anonymity appears to be 
difficult, if not impossible, in the 
architecture sector, particularly if 
the jury includes experts. Those can 
easily recognize the architect behind 
the project (especially famous ones), 
which in most cases leads to a partial 
anonymous competition. Secondly, 
the Cellule allows an oral presentation 
where the architects can explain and 
defend their projects. This valued 
opportunity would be squandered 

with an anonymous competition. 
Moreover, the Cellule makes sure it 
provides its selection criteria depending 
on the complexity of the project. 

The result is the choice of teams with 
the necessary competences, without 
the procedure being excessively 
closed. The aim is to diversify profiles, 
leaving a place for young architects. 

The case of the MBA provides evidence 
for this in the selection of Belgian and 
international teams, bringing together 
experienced firms and newcomers. 
The difficult process of moving from 
47 candidates to 5, and then, finally, to 
one successful candidate depends on 
rich discussions among a jury with a 
variety of expertise. The fact that they 
are complementary is essential: it leads 
to the future collaborations on which the 
whole project depends, starting at the 
competition phase. This is why clear, 
detailed deliberations are so important, 
for legal reasons of transparency, of 
course, but also because jury discussions 
are full “moments of architecture”. 
They form part of the “architectural 
culture” encouraged by competitions. 

Other valuable tools in the process 
include the site visit organised with the 
shortlisted teams and, as mentioned 
earlier, the oral presentation of the 
preliminary sketches, offering an 
initial dialogue between the architects 
and their potential clients within the 
legal constraints of the process. 
For Tournai, the guided tour allows 

Baukunst/Caruso 
St John Architects/
Origin Architecture 
& Engineering

Aires Mateus & 
Associados/Pierre 
Accarain - Marc 
Bouillot Architectes 
Associés/Atelier 
d’architecture 
Lieux et Traces

Atelier d’architecture 
Pierre Hebbelinck/
Pierre de Wit

A.M. Robbrecht en 
Daem Architecten/ 
VERS.A

figure 11.2
Model of shortlisted 
entries that did not win
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The London Festival of Architecture is 
Europe’s largest annual architecture 
festival, held annually in June and a 
month-long public celebration of London 
as the world’s architectural hub. As the 
festival’s programme and audiences 
have grown with every year, it gets more 
difficult to identify the highlights from so 
many great events. Yet in 2017 there was 
a clear winner: a beautiful new pavilion 
alongside an iconic London building by 
a group of young architects hailed as 
genuine rising stars. The result, happily, 
of a design competition organised by 
the London Festival of Architecture.

After Image by IF_DO, better known 
as the Dulwich Pavilion, arose from a 
new partnership between the London 
Festival of Architecture and the Dulwich 
Picture Gallery. The Gallery is the world’s 
first purpose-built public gallery, and 
occupies an elegant building by Sir John 
Soane. Recognised as an architectural 
masterpiece, the building was ground-
breaking when it opened in 1817, tackling 
the issue of how to illuminate paintings 
in a public space while at the same 
time producing an architectural piece of 
great beauty. As the gallery approached 
its 200th anniversary in 2017, however, 
its popularity meant there was a lack 
of existing space to meet the needs 
of an increasing number of visitors.

The Gallery approached the London 
Festival of Architecture to find a solution, 
and in October 2016 an international 
design competition was launched 
for a temporary building that could 
offer catering facilities in the Gallery’s 
grounds during the summer, as well 
as an attractive space for other public 
activities and fundraising events for the 
Gallery. The London Festival had already 
established a reputation as a broker of 
innovative architectural thinking. For 
instance, an initiative in 2012 to clear 
Exhibition Road – the main thoroughfare 
linking the Natural History Musuem and 
The V&A Gallery in South Kensington – of 
traffic, had led to the street’s permanent 
redesign, positively transforming the area.

10  
The Dulwich Pavilion 
Brokering talent and innovation

Tamsie Thomson

Director, London Festival of Architecture, England

figure 10.1
Dulwich Gallery & 
After Image, pavilion 
by IF_DO & Structure 
Mode with Weber 
Industries, May 2017 
©Joakim Borén

CASE STUDIES: ORGANISERS & ACADEMICS
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The culture, process and participation in 

competitions continuously contributes 

to new solutions to new questions, 

offers opportunities to architects who 

struggle to get access to (European) 

tenders, and engages the public and 

civil society in the co-creation of our 

cities, places and environments. In 

this respect competitions are a key 

mechanism of public participation, 

both directly and indirectly, and are 

a unique and cherished model and 

mode for progressing the continuing 

expansion and refinement of our 

collective ethos and culture as a society.  

Competitions initiate action for the client, 

architect, user, owner, commentator and 

observer. We all start from the firm belief 

that something new and good is possible 

through competition, no matter how 

challenging or constrained the process 

of procurement in the environment 

may be. We know with certainty 

that a world without competition 

would be a world without inspiration, 

diversity, delight and innovation.

Despite at times understanding the 

world of competitions as a seeming 

‘Dead Sea’ of ignorance, ill-will,  

laziness and incompetence, with a 

lack of transparency and a weight of 

complicated regulations, we all believe 

– clients and architects alike – that a 

‘fertile valley’, an alternative betterment, 

is somewhere beyond it.1 We remain 

firmly committed due to experience and 

observation to what the possibilities 

offer, instead of the impossibilities, to 

the chances instead of the mistakes, 

and to the cultural quality instead of the 

legislative measure of competitions, 

because the negatives are simply 

the thin veils that separate us from 

a better world and environment.

The aim of the Competition Culture 

Project in Europe that Architectuur 

Lokaal2 started in 2017 was to split apart 

this proverbial ‘Dead Sea’ of regulations 

and to lead towards a fertile ground 

providing a better understanding and 

appreciation of competition culture.3 

Questions such as how can architects 

find out how to compete in which 

country? How to clearly understand the 

meaning and context of procedures 

and briefs? How should we decide to 

participate in a competitive selection 

process? How can we discern good 

Indira van ’t Klooster

A10 new European architecture Cooperative, Dudok Architecture Center, Netherlands

19  
The Dead Sea splitting prophecy 

fig. 19.1

Prague 7, new district 

town hall, winning 

proposal by atelier bod 

architeckti (CZ, 2016)
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18  Competition values and culture 
Merlin FulcherArchitectural journalist, writer and tour guide, England

Value for money is a fascinating concept 

which passes with minimal scrutiny 

in our present age. For most people 

in our personal lives spending money 

and investing wisely becomes a moral 

imperative, a basic part of modern 

survival. But there is a huge and highly 

profitable industry of discount retailers, 

promotional products and bargain offers 

which prey on this natural instinct with 

a bewildering array of false economies. 

For public bodies in the UK the need to 

deliver value for money is paramount, 

both financially and politically. 

Spectacularly expensive and troubled 

projects – such as the Millennium 

Dome, Wembley Stadium and Edinburgh 

tram network – have created a cultural 

legacy which holds public procurement 

to be inherently perilous. The result 

has been a boom in consultancies and 

services specialising in the perceived 

reduction of risk but which rarely deliver 

true value for money in the long term. 

As a journalist specialising in 

procurement, competitions and contests, 

I am frequently disappointed by the 

response of UK public bodies and local 

authorities to any publicity about 

their activities. Most have no interest 

whatsoever in communicating with 

architects through the media about 

their projects, procurement culture and 

development pipelines. Some even falsely 

believe speaking to the press could 

compromise their procurement process. 

Internationally, responses are the 

opposite. Most competition organisers 

are keen to participate in Q&As 

and discuss at length their chosen 

procurement route, even if the readership 

is only UK architects and therefore 

geographically less likely to apply. The 

process appears to be a matter of 

pride rather than a laborious task to 

be feared and hidden from the world. 

It seems that too often the selection 

process in the UK is hidden because of 

misconceived fears over value for money 

and compliance. It is extremely rare for 

the shortlist and design submissions to 

be shared publicly, even where bidders 

mourn the lack of publicity. The result is 

a lack of debate over the respective value 

of different design solutions and socio-

cultural capital, and an over-reliance on 

low-cost to demonstrate suitability. 

figure 18.1University of Glasgow 
Quadrangle  © 

Michael D Beckwith

DISCUSSION
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6   Although the competition was profiled as an ‘international’ procedure, 
all members of the jury were Greek-originated, and based in Greece. Entries 

were received from 24 countries. Out 
of the 12 total primed or recommended 
design teams, only 3 did not actually 
comprise any Greek-originated member. 7   There are two more points worth mentioning, regarding the way the brief was reflected in the competition’s 

results and the decision of the jury. The competition looked for new prototypes of socialisation based on 
food-preparing-consuming. Results were announced on February 28, 2018. 

Among the awarded proposals was one claiming to create “new eating rituals with respect to our zeitgeist, […] a 
structure encompassing an orgy where 
reality and falsehood [of immaterial digital platforms – author’s note] are 

to be reflected as verisimilitudes”. The 
proposal featured people emerging from 
limited-sized holes, to discover randomly 
scattered dishes on a horizontal surface of indistinct materiality. 

Some might question the appropriateness of such a project for 
a social background as tormented as the Greek society of the last ten years; was this truly the kind of paradigms that the commissioners of 

the competition were looking for?
 
 
 

8   It was explicitly announced at the 
outset that the competition concerned 
the interior design of a new dining place. Clarifications provided during the competition’s Q&A phase specified 

that the envelopes of the proposed solutions were not to be taken into consideration. Yet it has not been easy 
for the jury to filter the recommended 
proposals as meticulously as that, as 
several of them unmistakably build their primary appeal on context. 

Conclusion 
COOK8 was an open competition addressing designers in general, and 

most probably, young professionals. It 
cannot be classified as a professional 
architectural competition, although judged by professional architects. However, ambiguities and obscurity related to the points mentioned above 

make it difficult to explain why similar 
procedures, with the lack of respect to 
the designer’s toil that defines them, would be endorsed by practitioners and 

educators, especially in such socially 
and financially challenging times. 

In the end, questions of clarity concerning 
the general terms of design competitions, 
the criteria applied on their evaluation, or 
even the burning issue of participation 
fees are not exclusive to the Greek context. Especially participating fees, in 

most cases asked without any mention 
as to their purpose, develop in a real trend 
among emerging, global competition 
organisers and commissioners.

PROJECT DATA 
Name 

 COOK8Location 
 Benaki Museum, 138 Pireos Street, Athens

Country 
 GREECEYear  
 2017PROJECT DESCRIPTION Type 

 Museum – Installation. An interior dining space for 8 people

Size 
 24 - 30 m2Budget Cost 
 Unreported   

COMPETITION DESCRIPTION Client 
 DOMÉS International Review of Architecture in partnership with the Benaki 

Museum, and sponsored by various construction and media companies

Programmer/Agent   DOMÉS International Review of Architecture

Public/Private 
 PrivateProcedure 
 An open competition procedure assessed anonymously

Stages 
 1Project Intention   Ideas with intention to realise

Conditions Applied  The procedures of DOMÉS magazine

COMPETITION FACTS Timescale 
 Open call: 20 November 2017   

 
 Submission: 8 February 2018

 
  Final Assessment: February 2018

Submission Required  1 x A1 panel (drawing scales @: 1:33.3 & 1:66.6)

Announcement   28 February 2018
Number of Entries  280, by 485 contributors from 24 countries

ASSESSMENT & SELECTION Jury Numbers 
 4Jury composition  Andreas Angelidakis. Architect and Artist  

Zissis Kotionis, Architect, Professor  
Nelly Marda, Architect, Professor Georgios Panetsos, Architect, Professor

Number Shortlisted  5Winner 
 Felix Chun Lam, Ziyang Luo, Yi Ran Weng 
Costas Alivizatos, Ioannis Kitanis Danae Vlahaki, Daphne-Christina Papadopoulou, Katiana-Maria Lioga

Runners Up 
 In addition 9 other submissions recieved mentions

Prizes & Awards  3 equal Prizes:  €2,000
Conclusion of Process  Commission to construct the designs

Project Completion  Exhibition to open 13 June- 31 July 2018

FURTHER INFORMATION  
 A registration fee of €70, with an early bird registration fee of €40 

 www.cook8.gr/en   www.domes-architecture.com/en/archive/issue.php 
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figure 9.2
Mai i te ngahere 

oranga

figure 9.3
Mai i te ngahere 

oranga

figure 9.4
Mai i te ngahere 

oranga

PROJECT DATA 

Name  MAI I TE NGAHERE ORANGA. NEW ZEALAND EXHIBITION FOR THE VENICE BIENALE
Location  Palazzo Bollani, Castello, Venice 
Country  NEW ZEALAND
Year   2015
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Type  Temporary exhibition - New Zealand timber architecture  
Budget Cost  150,000 NZ$, (€88,000) - including honorarium, see below
COMPETITION DESCRIPTION 
Client  New Zealand Institute of Architects (NZIA)
Prrogrammer/Agent   New Zealand Institute of Architects (NZIA)
Public/Private  Private
Procedure  Restricted procedure 
Stages  2

Project Intention   Design and direct the NZ Venice Biennale National Exhibition including developing the creative idea, procuring 
the exhibition and delivering appropriate exhibition images and graphics, helping to obtain sponsorship,  
and allowing for the installation and de-installation costs of the exhibition by the appointed specialists 

Conditions Applied  New Zealand Institute of Architects (NZIA)
COMPETITION FACTS 
Timescale  1st stage submission: 12 March 2015 

2nd stage submission: 24 April 2015 
Interview: 1 May 2015

Submission Required  Stage 1: A maximum of 5 A4 pages 
  Stage 2: A4 report (roughly 13 pages) followed by interview
Number of Entries  15
ASSESSMENT & SELECTION 
Jury Numbers  Unknown
Jury Composition  Jury appointed by the NZIA, but otherwise the numbers and the names are unspecified in the call 
Number Shortlisted  5
Winner  Dr Charles Walker, director of AUT University’s Colab research institute, was 

appointed NZ creative director working with co-director Kathy Waghorn.
Runners Up  Euan Mac Kellar architect and Dr Anne Poulsen both from Auckland research organisation Superstudio 

Alessandro Melis and Michael Davis architects, University of Auckland’s School of Architecture and Planning 
Anthony Hoete, a NZ architect based in London, and 
Giles Reid and Jason Whiteley, also London-based.  

Prizes & Awards  An honorarium of $20,000 (€11,700) from the project budget
Conclusion of Process  Project commission
Project Completion  2016
FURTHER INFORMATION  
  New Zealand Exhibition Venice Biennale 2016: www.venice.nzia.co.nz
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figure 11.5
Elevation. Xavier de 
Geyter Architectes 

(XGDA)

PROJECT DATA 

Name  TOURNAI FINE ARTS MUSEUM
Location  rue Saint-Martin 52, 7500 Tournai
Country  BELGIUM
Year   2014
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Type  Museum – Extension
Size  7,464m2

Budget Cost  €16,112,000 
COMPETITION DESCRIPTION 
Client  City of Tournai, planning department
Programmer/Agent   Cellule architecture of the Wallonia–Brussels Federation, Bvd Léopold II, 44, 

1080 Bussels, Belgium. T: +32 (0) 2 413 38 62  W: www.cellule.archi
Public/Private  Public
Procedure  A restricted competition procedure with negotiation 
Procedure reference  Directive 2004/18/EC. Article 30
Stages  2. Portfolio submission, design submission & incl.  

 an interview stage (& with 1 negotiation stage on completion) 
Project Intention   Intention to build
Conditions Applied  The procedures of the Cellule architecture 
COMPETITION FACTS 
Timescale  Open call: 21/03/2014  

 Submission: 03/09/2015 
Final Assessment: 15/01/2016

Submission Required  Stage 1: Portfolio/profile submission (legal submission requirements, & above all a cover letter, a description of 
the future team & a presentation of relevant built or unbuilt references) 
Stage 2: Design proposals – 3 A0 panels, model and a report

Announcement   January 2016
Number of Entries  47
ASSESSMENT & SELECTION 
Jury Numbers  14
Jury Composition  With a deliberative role: 

5 external experts (architectes, architecture historians, university   
 professors, architectural critics, restoration experts, urban planners, museum curator 
4 City of Tournai representatives 
2 Wallonia–Brussels Federation (subsidising authority) representatives 
1 Patrimonial Institute of Wallonia représentative 

   With a consultative role: 
1 Wallonia urban planning administration representative 
1 Fine arts museum’s Friends organisation representative (non-profit organisation)

Number Shortlisted  5
Winner   Xavier de Geyter Architectes (XGDA) 

Runners Up   Aires Mateus & Associados/Pierre ACCARAIN  
Marc  Bouillot Architectes Associés/Atelier d'architecture Lieux et Traces 
 Baukunst/Caruso St John Architects/Origin Architecture & Engineering 
Robbrecht en Daem Architecten/VERS.A 
Atelier d'architecture Pierre Hebbelinck/Pierre de Wit

Prizes & Awards  Prizes:  €20,000 (to each participant including the winning team) 
Honorarium:  €2,400,000 (to the winning team including architects, engineers,  
  acoustician, designer, landscape architect, museography architect)

Conclusion of Process  Construction design commission
Project Completion  Design development studies progressing
FURTHER INFORMATION 
  Cellule architecture: www.cellule.archi/marches/musee-des-beaux-arts
  Pierre CHABARD, “La greffe et la tortue” in A plus, n°261, décembre 2016, pp.87-91
  Guy DUPLAT, “Tournai s’offre un magnifique musée”, in La libre, 5 septembre 

2016, [en ligne], www.lalibre.be/culture/arts/tournai-s-offre-un-magnifique-
musee-57cd727d35709333b7f9c132. (accessed: 10-04-2018)

  Sandra DURIEUX, « Tournai rêve d’un musée 2.0 », in le soir, 6 septembre 
2009, [en ligne], www.plus.lesoir.be/58103/article/2016-09-06/
tournai-reve-dun-musee-20. (accessed: 10-04-2018)

  Richard SCOFFIER, « Incubateurs & implants. Rénovation et extension du 
musée des beaux-arts de Tournai », in D’A, n°248, octobre 2016, pp.43-53

  « Extension et rénovation du Musée des Beaux-Arts de Tournai », in rtbf, 5 septembre 
2016, [en ligne],  www.rtbf.be/culture/arts/detail_extension-et-renovation-du-
musee-des-beaux-arts-de-tournai?id=9396282. (accessed: 10-04-2018)

  « Le musée des Beaux-Arts dans la modernité », notelé, [en ligne], 
www.notele.be/list13-le-jt-a-la-carte-media44651-le-musee-des-
beaux-arts-dans-la-modernite.html (accessed: 10-04-2018)

  « Beaux-arts (suite) au conseil du 23 », in  le Courrier de l’Escaut, 20 mars 2015, p.4
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 Inderhanvnen Bridge Competition, Copenhagen
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figure 3.7View of the completed Inderhanvnen bridge

Timescale 
 Open call: 28 November 2008 
Competition period: early March to early June 2009 

Negotiation period: mid-August to late September 2009

Submission Required  Stage 1: An expression of interest 
Stage 2: A design contest (limited to seven A0 panels, we submitted 6) 

Stage 3: 2 finalists were asked to advance their initial designs before the final 

selection was made  Stage 4: A negotiation

Announcement  
 October 2009

Number of Entries 
 10 (teams invited following the expression of interest)

ASSESSMENT & SELECTION 
Jury Numbers 

 8
Jury Composition 

 With a deliberative role: 
Ulrik Winge, Urban Design Dept., Technical & Environmental Administration, City of 

Copenhagen, jury chair Kristian Nabe-Nielsen, Construction & Tenders Dept., Technical & Environmental 

Administration, City of Copenhagen  

Jan Christiansen, Urban Design Dept., Technical & Environmental Administration, City 

of Copenhagen Anne Skovbro, Urban Development Dept., Financial Administration, City of 

Copenhagen Ulla Lunn, architect, A P Møller and Chastine Mc-Kinney Møller Foundation 

Henrik Tvarnø, Director A P Møller and Chastine Mc-Kinney Møller Foundation 

Erik Reitzel, consulting engineer, design professional appointed by the Architects’ 

Association of Denmark 
Jan Søndergaard, architect, design

 

  With a consultative role: 
Mads Møller, C F Møller Architects 
Lisbet Østrup, Technical & Environmental Administration, City of Copenhagen 

Erik Hejbøl Sørensen, Technical & Environmental Administration, City of Copenhagen 

Jonas Gammelgaard, Technical & Environmental Administration, City of Copenhagen 

Jakob Keinicke Sørensen, Urban Development Dept., City of Copenhagen

Number Shortlisted  10 from the expression of interest,  
then 2 were in the finals for the main bridge, and a 

separate 2 for the two smaller bridges

Winner 

 Flint & Neill Ltd, Studio Bednarski Ltd. Architecture, Hardesty & Hanover International 

Runners Up 
 Rambøll Danmark A/S og 3XN A/S

Prizes & Awards 
 No prizes, but DKK 225,000, excl. of VAT, paid to all participants (€30,210)

Conclusion of Process  Construction design commission

Project Completion 
 August 2016:  Formally opened for public use.

FURTHER INFORMATION   
www.studio-bednarski.com 
Inderhanvnen (inner harbour) bridge video:  

www.youtube.com/watch?v=vJafdcHP73k.  

Post declaration of the winner there was an extensive public campaign, 

involving documentary films with interviews of the winners, lectures, 

and an exhibition including a mechanical working scale model of 

the bridge, now housed in the Museum of Copenhagen.
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WHAT IS THIS?
aubergine, berenjena, melanzana, munakoiso, μελιτζάνα, lilek, патладжан, padlizsán, baklažāns etc
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Sono italiano!

I want ice cream
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THESE VOICES SAY? 

WHAT DO 

WHAT CAN WE LEARN?
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“FREESPACE”

CREATIVITY
POTENTIAL

OPPORTUNITY
DESIGN

ARCHITECTURAL CULTURE

can make
competition culture

for
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TOGETHER WE CAN RAISE OUR VOICES
& SING
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