TARTU WALDORFKESKUSE KOMPLEKSI HOONETE JA VALIALADE
ARHITEKTUURNE IDEEKONKURSS

Ziirii lopp-protokoll

Toimmumisaeg: 30.11 -02.12.2012
Toimumiskoht: Tartu Laulupcomuuseumi suur saal. Jaama tn 14 Tartu
Osalesid:

Mati Raamat Tartu linnavalitsus. linnainsenet. Tartu Waldorfglimnaasiumi lapsevanem (ziirii
esimees):

Tiin Blaesi-Kdo, arhitekt.  Eesti Vabade Waldorikoolide ja  -lastcacdade  Uhenduse
Juhatuse Hige:

Tiit Sild. Tartu linnavalitsus. linnaarhitekt. Eesti Arhitektide Liidu liige:

Andres Lunge, arhitekt, Festi Arhitektide Liidu liige:

Luigi 'iumara. arhitekt, Kiev National Univesity of Construction and Architecture professor:
Mikk Pirdi, arhitekt. Tartu Waldorfgtimnaastumi lapsevanem:

Lena Leonovits, sisearhitekt. Tartu Waldorfetimnaasiumi dpetaja ja lapsevanem.

Eksperdid:

Egle Tamm, Tartu linnavalitsus, arhitektuurt ja chituse osakonna kultuuriviidriuste teenistuse
spetsialist;

Ieldur Ong. Alus-Geoloogia OU. juhatuse liige:

T6n1s Arjus. Tartu linnavalitsus. linnaarhitekt:

Tonu Mauring, Tartu Ulikooli tehnoloogiainstituud energiatdhususe chituse tuumlabori
juhataja

Protokollis: Katri Tammekand. Tartu Vaba Waldortkooli Seltsi jubatuse liige.

Tartu Waldortkeskuse kompleksi hoonete ja viilialade arhitektuursele ideckonkursile lackus
tihtajaks 27 voistlustodd. Voistlustddde hulgas leidus mitmeid arhitektuuriliselt tugevaid ja
kontseptuaalselt terviklikke t6id. Maistet ..orgaaniline arhitektuur- tdlgendati viiga erinevalt .
mille tulemusena stindis palju eriilmelisi lahendusi. Ziirii pidas esitatud tdéde taset
ebatihtlaseks,



Koigile vaistlustdodele tehti vaistlusiilesandele vastavuse (Mikk Pérdi). endise kiriku ja
sodklahoone restaureerimise eritingimustele vastavuse (Egle Tamm), chitusgeoloogiliste
tingimuste ja véimaliku vecreZiimi (Heldur Ong) ja energiatéhususe (Tonu Mauring )
ekspertiis. Eksperthinnangu t66de arhitektuarsele lahendusele andis ka linnaarhitekt 1anis
Arjus,

Ziirii hindas t6id tihtuvalt ideelisest Ja vormilisest kvaliteedist ja vastavusest
voistlusiilesandele ning valis hindamiskriteeriumite — ideekonkurs vorstlusjuhendi p. 11.2
alusel viilja I II ja HI preemia ning kahe ostupreemia saajad. 166de jirjestus selgitati viilja
lihthddlteenamusega.

Ziirii selgitas anoniiiimsete mirgusonade kaudu vilja konkursi auhindade saajad:

I preemia (8000 eur) ideekavandile miirgusénaga ,,Birch®

Zrii litkmed Tiit Sild. Mikk Pirdi Ja Andres Lunge palusid protokollida oma vastuhiiile.
Il preemia (6000 eur) ideekavandile mirgusénaga ,,Waldorf talu*®

T preemia (4000 eur) ideckavandile miirgusdnaga ,,Lemniscata®

Ostuprecmia (2000 eur) ideckavandile miirgusonaga ,,Kukerpall®

Ziii liige Luigi Fiumara palub protokollida oma vastuhiiile.

Ostupreemia (2000 cur) ideckavandile miirgusanaga ,,Alma Mater*

Ziri liige Mati Raamat palub protokollida oma vastuhiile,

Ziirii kommentaarid premeceritud ideckavanditele:

BIRCH .~ 1 PREEMIA

Logistiliselt ja funktsionaalselt histi libimdeldud ning selles osas iiks tugevamaid fahendusi.
Hea fuajee, suurema Urituse puhul pissevad inimesed mosda avarat treppi otse aulasse.
koormamata klasside jm. ruumide teenindamiscks vajalikke koridore. Onnestunud aula Ja
selle abiruumide koostoimimine. Valdavalt loomuliku valgusega koridorid. mis on kiill kohati
pikad, kuid ei muutu siiski iiksluiseks. Lasteaia asetus krundil on hea. Tegeldud on ka krundi
veeprobleemiga ja olemasolevasse madalkohta on jictud tiik. Viljapakutud puidust ja pdhuga
isoleeritud lastead ja sotsiaalkeskus on mdttena intrigeerivad. kuid voivad mitmel péhjusel
osutuda problemaatiliseks tcostamisel. Lrinevate matetjalide. vormide ja viirvide kooskasutus
ci ole viilise mulje mottes siiski 1dpuni harmooniline. majudes tilepingutatult ja heitlikult,
Sotstaalkeskusel on lahendamata evakuatsioon.

Vastu hidletanud 2iirii lilkmete kommentaar: lahendus on liiga konservatiivne ja tileschituse
loogika périneb teisest ajastust.



Z.irii ettepanekud:

1. Eksterjoor kil dratuntavalt Waldort/Steiner-kool. kuid nende hulgas tisna isikupiratu ja
vanamoodne. Pdhjendamatult palju erinevaid materjale ja kulunud votteid. Lrinevate
tonaalsuste kasutamine crinevatel hoonetel ci ole esitatud kujul veenev. Seetdttu vajab
fassaadide lahendus viirskust ning kaasaegsemat lihenemist.

2. Akende paigutus ja kuju kaootiling ning viirvilahendus vaimendab segast muljet. See osa
vajub selgemat ideed.

3. Kirik-s60kla ruumilahendus muude hoonctega vorreldes jiik. Kuna kunstiklasside
siserddud on ebapraktilised. tuleks teine korrus tervikuna vilja ehitada, sest tekkiv lisapind
suurendab ruumiprogrammi paindlikkust.

4. Kooli biiroo tuleb paigutada peastssepiiisu lihedale.

5. Fuajee ja peatrepi iildine idee on hea. kuid vajab kohendamist. sest esitatud kujul
tithtsustab litalt alumise korruse suunda.

~WALDORF TALU™ — Il PREEMIA

Rohku on pandud konstruktiivse osa libilahendamisele ja sellega on saavutatud arhitektuurne
selgus ja terviklikkus. Plaanid on Gldjoontes toimivad. kuid tavakoolile omaselt liiga
risttahukakujulised. Samas teeb mitme erineva katusetiiiibi sddirane kasutamine lahenduse
kalliks ja ebadkonoomscks. Hoone majub timbritsevat arhitektuuri ja maastikku
respekteerivalt, kuid samas on pikad liigendamata fassaadid veidi monotoonsed. Kompleksi
on voimalik etapiviisiliselt ehitada.

Opetajate seisukohast on antud 166 ebasdbralik ja koolimajaks sobimatu.

SLEMNISCATA™ - 1T PREEMIA

Tugev dldkontseptsioon. mis tostab endise kirikuhoone justkui poodiumile. Vilisruum ja
maja ridgivad kokku. Lihtsat kujundlikku tildist vormimiingu ei toeta kahjuks hoone
plaanilahendused. Niiteks jitab peasissepidsudena kasutamata keskse suure varjualuse.
poorates scllele selja ja isegi eksitades esimest korda saabujat. Positiivne on vormi lihtsus ja
libi kompaktsuse ka energiatdhusus. Ehitada saab vaid kahes etapis. Hoone moodustab
krundiga terviku. Siseruum ei kdla kahjuks viilisega kokku ja on ootamatult tiksluine,

KUKERPALL™ - OSTUPREEMIA

Lihtne ja stimpaatne tundliku materjalikasutusega lahendus, milles ei puudu ka ratsionaalsus
Toole on Jihenetud siistemaatiliselt ja krunt on hiisti dra kasutatud. Libtne ctapiviisiliselt
chitada. Viiljast on mahud lihtsad (sh lihtsad ehitada). sees on piititud orgaanikat luua, mis
jiddb kohati norgaks. Viliselt on risttahukakujulised mahud pdnevalt liigendatud. Kuigi
l\onsu uktsioone on Kirjeldatud kui viikeblokk ja betoon. peaks taoline maja olema libi ja
I5hki puitkonstruktsiconist. Fassaadilahendus waldorfkoolile siiski sobimatu (chaturvaline).
vajaks tiiesti uut lihenemist. Lihtne viillisvorm mdjuks energiatdhususele hiisti.



Vastu hadletanud Ziirii litkme kommentaar; 166 ¢i ole oma niirvilise fassaadilahenduse (3
lastele tervislik lahendus.

Opetajate seisukohast on té6 nédrviline ja koolimajaks sobimatu.

JALMA MATER™ - OSTUPREEMIA

Logistiliselt ja funktsionaalselt libimdeldud lahendus. aga ei moodusta arhitektuurset
tervikut, ei anna koolile eripdrast ilmet ega panusta kvaliteetse viiliruumi tekkele. Irinevate
materjalide. vormide ja virvide mitmekesisus tundub pdhjendamatu ja veidi tilepaisutatud.
Tervitatav on vihmavee kogumine ja piikesckollektorite ja paikesepatarcide kasutamine.
Veenvad ei ole kirikuhoone ruumilahendused ja siuglevad pimedad koridorid. Uiks selgemaid
Ja paremini libilahendatud viélisruume. Kooli katusemaastiku lihtsustamine teeks twlemuse
paremaks.

Vastu hidletanud ziirii liikme kommentaar: spordisaal ja aula on véistlustingimuste vastaselt
lahendatud Ghise ruumina.

Ziirii kommentaarid premeerimata ideekavanditele

~Abracadabra~

Huvitav vormiline modulaarne lahendus. kontseptsioon on sellisena siiski viiga kallis
(topeltfassaadid, katuste tihe viiluderivi). Kirik-sijoklale ette nihtud pealechituse maht on
sobimatu. Hoonekompleksi plaanilahendused sisaldavad viiga palju teravnurki ja teisi
kummalise kujuga ruume, mis oleks monel miidral aktsepteeritavad. aga kindlasti mitte nii
suures ulatuses. Eesti kliimaga arvestades liiga suur hulk valguskiillaseid ja muidu monusaid
sisechoove suurendab tublisti hoone vilisperimeetrit ja viib [dppkokkuvattes iiles kitte- ja
chrtuskulud. Koolimajaks sobimatu.

WArachness

Autorid on valinud endile tile jéu kidiva vormi. valikul puudub kontseptuaalne selgitus.
Plaanilahenduscd on tiis ebapraktilisi nurki ja neis ka puudub postmodernismile (mis sitiirast
vormi ka Eestis ekspluateerinud) omane suur joon, Vorm majub oma korduvelementides kiill
terviklikult. kuid monstroosselt ja mitte waldorfasutustele omaselt sdbralikult.

LComperio™

Mate hoonete katustel ringi jooksvatest lastest voib olla huvitav. kuid viljapakutud lahendus
(viiga jirsud kalded. puuduvad piirded) toob enesega kaasa suuri turvariske. on lahendusena
poolik (niiteks puud kelguradadel) ja ei ole scllisena 16siscltvaetavad. Palju lahendamata
kiisimusi s.h. evakuatsioon. Kirikuhoone lahenduse mahu selline muutmine ei ole
aktsepteeritav. Arhitektuurselt on lahendus formaalsuste kiiisis, tekkiv ruum on kalk ja ¢ seo
endaga kasutajat.



.Courtyard™

Hoone méjub iimbritsevas keskkonnas monotoonse ja liiza massiivsena. thine hoov scob kil
hoonekompleksi tervikuks, kuid tildine lahendus ja disain tekitab tunde. et selles hoones viib
asuda (kskoik milline keskus voi kool. aga mitte waldorfkeskus. Kaks vordse tihtsusega
sissepidsu tekitavad segadust. Lastcaia plaanilahendused ¢i ole toimivad.

LGreenGreenGreen™

166 on kakoefooniline ja el moodusta tervikut, Vilisperimeeter on keeruline ja seetdttu
cnergiatShususe mottes sobimartu. Mitmete treppide ja katusaedade rajamiscea on ilmselgelt
iile pingutatud. Ialjaskatuse rajamine jalutamise cesmiirgil ¢i ole pdhjendatud. Kiill aga
digustab see end vihmavec dravoolu leevendamisel. Kirik-sédklale ctte nihtud pealechituse
maht on sobimatu.

.Green Arhipelago™

T66s on huvitavaid motteid, kuid méjub tervikuna siiski monotoonselt, mehaaniliselt.
ebamastaapselt ja ebasobralikult. Hoovilahendus puudulik. Fekkiv kompleks tundub paremini
sobivat tdiskasvanutele teaduse. laboratooriumite vai tlikooli tegevuste jaoks.

Jnspired Tlow™

Viljapakutud vormiméng ja rahutu fassaadirlitm ei tekita harmoonilist ja mdnusat tervikpilti,
Plaanilahendused on kesised. kasutatud on kiill waldorfkoolides tisna laialt kasutatud
ruumivorme. kuid need on sobimatult mehaaniliselt tiksteise otsa liikitud. Klasside ja muude
ruumide vaheline koridori- ja vaheruum on halvasti libi lahendatud. puudub nititeks
sissepiiiisude juurde vajalik avar hajumisruum. Villisruum on waldor(keskusele omaselt
voolav, kuigi veidi kohmakas.

.Kaheksakandt

Vottes aluseks raske kujundi ja ehitades sellele {iles terve waldorfkeskuse kontseptsiooni. on
jaddud kinni vormimiéngu. Tulemuseks on hiiglaslikku masinavirki meenutav
hoonckompleks. mis i réhuta paraku waldortkeskusele omaseid viirtuseid. Form follows
lunction printsiibi asemel on kasutatud printsiipi function follows form. tulemus on paraku
vitheveenev, Tekivad ebamugavad ja halvastikasutatavad ruumid. Kirik-sasklale ette nihtud
pealechituse maht on sobimatu.

LKiik™

Iscenesest ponev ldhenemine. aga viiga keerukas ja kulukas konstruktsioon (maa alla
chitamine), mis pole piirkonna tdischitust ja olemasolevat ruumi arvestades motiekas.
Viljapakutud energiasidstulahendused Lest kliimas ci to6ta (lihtsalt paksud seinad ei toimi.
vaja on ka isolatsiooni). Siiski peab moénma. ¢t ruumikogemus on inspireeriv. arvestatud on
ctapiviisile chitamiscga. mis on kenasti viilja toodud ka lisatud videomaterjalis. Romantiline.
kuid sobimatu.



WKiilar

Suhteliselt ponev ja terviklik viilisruumi lahendus ja loogiline siscruumi kontseptsioon,
Katusel kilimise méte on kiill tore. aga realiscerimiseks kallis Jaarvestades hoone asukohta
tegelikult ka mittevajalik. sest kompleksi timbritsevad suured avarad alad. Katuste- 1a
mahupindade tugev ligendus tekitab talvel ilmselt probleeme lumekottidega, Fassaad natuke
itle pingutatud.

Light fabric

Kutgi hoone kontseptsioon 16hub funktsionaalse terviku viiga vilikesteks thikuteks. on
tegemist viiga silmapaistva ja estectiliselt kauni lahendusega. Viiksed tihikud tekitavad aga
kahjuks vaga palju viillisperimeetrit, mis toob kaasa suured kommunaalkulud. Lnergiatdohusus
on liigse vilisperimeetri, siseducde ja katusmaastiku (3ttu halb. Puudub waldorfkoolidele
iildiselt omane orgaaniline vorm.

v

LOngapusas

Ponev minguline kontseptsioon, Pikki koridore on lahenduses kill viilditud. kuid
millegipérast on 16ivu makstud hoone villisperimeetri drastilise suurenemisega, mis tihendab
ka suuremaid ckspluatatsiooni- ja ehituskulusid. Sotsiaalkeskuse Ja fasteaia mahud mojuvad
simpaatsemalt. kool rahutult ja litga massiivselt. Palju halvastikasutatavaid ruume ju
ruumiosasid.

~Maast-

Tugev arhitektuurne kontseptsioon. Huvitav sisc- ja vilisruumi lahendus. Terviklik Ja hisu
labi téotatud. Kombineeritud on mitmeid huvitavaid votteid. lineaarne struktuur on husitay Ja
leidlik. Samas méjuvad rittapandud kastid natuke cbasdbralikult. Kool voolay koridor oi
suuda kompenseerida muude ruumide karbilikkust. i sobi koolimajaks.

~Marie™

Hea diritus. aga hoone tahendus jiib poolikuks ja ¢i anna piisavalt terviklikku piitl reaaisest
ehitisest.

~Maulwurf

166 ekspluatecrib paari vormivdiet ja ideed. ci tee seda aga kuhjuks Kuigl veenvalt.
Plaanilahendused poolikud. hoones on viga palju pikki koridore ja vithe valgust. lisanduvad
tildisemad probleemid. niitcks on lahendamata laste katusel liikumisega kaasnevad
turvariskid.

WPesad-

Stimpaatne lahendus. Tugev lihtne kontseptsioon. erinevad thikud piisavall eraldatud aga
samas esimese korruse tasapinnas tihendatud (kontsentreeritud tihistegevuste pind}). Hoone on
siiski liiga viiikesteks tiikkideks 16hutud. seetdttu jitab toimimine tugevasts soovida.




Kdiketihendav koridor venib 1opuks liiga pikaks. [ahendust tuleks kdvast muuta. sarnascid-
korvutiolevaid funktsioone omavahel kokku Tiites ja tekitades suuremad mahud.

.Roheline Muna™

166 vormilise iilesehituse loogika on segane ja looday keskkond samuti keerukas ning
arusaamatu. Métaskatused ei vildi tegelikult killmasildu (pinnas on tegelikult hea soojusjubt),
Kuna sellise lahenduse puhul tuleb kasutada palju erinevaid tarinditiitipe. on lahendus
kahtlemata ka kallis ehitada.

~Spaceddevelopment

Hoogne ning tugeva vormiideega téd. scob vormi ja idee tervikuks. Pikad voolavad
viilkatused véivad tekitada talvel suuri lumekotte ja osutuda seetdttu ehamdistlikuks.
Energiasiidstlikkus tekstis on deklaratiivne ja el viiljendu tegelikult arhitektuuris. Avar ja
mdnus ducala, kuid sce on tekitatud selle hinnaga. et sotsiaalkeskuse hoone on paigutatud
vostlustingimustes méiratud krundilt villjapoole naaberkinnistule.

~lTeadmiste rift

Huvitav 166 ja huvitay kontseptsioon. Tiipsclt ei saa paraku aru. milline hoone tegelikult viilja
nieb (fassadid ja mitmed muud aspektid iibi lahendamata). Kooli ruumilahendus tundub
Juhuslik. Sotsiaalkeskus liiga baraki sarnane ja vastuolus waldorfhariduse ideedepa.

. Tubular_bells”

Posititvne on see. et on arvestatud tellija ootusega Kaasata lapsi-lapsevanemaid lasteaia
ehitussc. samuti on waldorfharidusc pdhimotieid austav kohalike kunstnike kaasamine
vitraazide tegemiscl. Mahuline lahendus on ponevalt tiles chitatud. kuigi viiga suur liigendus
tingib palju vilisperimeetrit ja scaltkaudu suured potentsiaalsed kommunaalkulud.

Wandalf

Huvitavalt tibilahendatud ja kolmeks jaotatud ruwmiprogramm ja faia ménusa joonega
lahendatud plaanid. mis kohati siiski hiisti ¢i téota. kuid mida tihendab pdnev katusemaastik.
[Lahendus on huvitav ja omab tugevat skulpturaalset viidrtust, kuid samas on tegemist
kahtlemata dédretult kalli ja scetdttu ebarcalistliku lihenemisega. mille juures Zirii nieb lisaks
muudele ka palju konstruktiivseid probleeme.

~Wholeness_in diversity™

Huvitav kontseptsioon. mis télgedab form tollows function™ huvitavalt. paigutades erinevad
funktsioonid tiiesti vastandliku vormikeelega hoonemahtudesse. Probleemsed vaheruumid.
Mitmekesisus on tagatud vaid suurte mahtude skaalas. Viiikses skaalas on kaik {isna iiksluine.
Lapptulemusena on saavutatud suur segadus ja orienteerumine hoonetes muundetud
pohjendamatult keeruliseks.
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ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN COMPETITION OF THE BUILDINGS AND
OUTDOOR AREAS OF TARTU WALDORF CENTRE

Final protocol of the jury

Date: 30,11 -02.12.2012
Location: Great Hall of the Tartu Song Festival. Jaama Street 14, Tarty
Yarticipants:

Mati Raamat Tartu City Government, City Jingineer. Tartu Waldort School parent (Chairman
of Jurv):

Tiiu Blaesi-Kio. architeet. Member of the Board of the Association of Free Lstonian Waldorf
Schools:

Tiit Sild. Tartu City Government. City Architeet. Member of the Union of Estonian
Architects:

Andres Lunge, architect, Member of the Union of Istonian Architects:

Luigi Fiumara, architect. Kiev National University of Construction and  Architecture
professor:

Mikk Pirdi. architect, Tartu Waldort School parent:
Lena Leonovitd, interior architect. Tartu Waldor! School teacher and parent.
Experts:

Egle Tamm. Tartu City Government Department of Architecture and Construction. Heritage
Scrvice specialist;

Heldur Ong. Alus-Geoloogia OU, Member of the Board:
Tonis Atjus. Tartu City Government. City Architect:

T'onu Mauring, University of Tartu. [nstitute of Technology. chairman of the enerey eflicient

=

building core laboratory

Protocol prepared by Katrt Tammekand. Member of the Tartu Free Waldor! School

Association.

27 competition entries arrived on time for the architectural design competition of the

buildings and outdoor areas of Tartu Waldorf Centre. There were several architecturally
strong and conceptually complete works among the competition entries. The concept of
“organic architecture™ was interpreted in very different ways. resulting in many versatile

solutions. The jury regarded the standard of reccived works as uneven.




For all the works the expert’s opinion was preparced with regard to conformity to the
competition task (Mikk Pirdi), conformity 1o special conditions for restoration ol former
church and mess hall (Egle Tamm). enginecring geology conditions and possible water

{
regime (Heldur Ong) and energy ctficiency (Tonu Mauring). Expert opinion on the
architectural solution of the works was given also by Tonis Arjus, the City Architect.

The jury assessed the works on the basis of the quality o I'concept and form and conformity to
the competition task, and sclected the winners of 1. 11 and 111 prizes and two purchase prives
on the basis of the assessment eriteria — competition task of the design contest clause 11.2.
The rank of works was determined by simple majority of voies.

The jury determined the winners of competition prizes by way ol anonvimous passwords:
I prize (8000 EUR) for the conceptual design with password “Birch”

Jury members Tiit Sild. Mikk Pérdi and Andres Lunge ask to enter into the protocol their
negative vote.

[l prize (6000 EUR) for the conceptual design with password “Waldorf talu”

II prize (4000 EUR) for the conceptual design with password “Lemniscata”
Purchase prize (2000 EUR) for the conceptual design with password “Kukerpall”
Jury member Luigi Fiumara asks to enter his negative vote.

Purchase prize (2000 EUR) for the conceptual design with password “Alma Mater”

Jury member Mati Raamat asks (o enter his negative vote,

The comments of jury for the prize-winning conceptual designs:

“BIRCH™ - I PRIZE

Logistically and functionally well-developed and one of the best solutions in that respect.
Good lobby area, people can reach dircetly the assembly hall during a bigger cvent by a wide
stairs, without burdening the hallways required for servicing the classrooms and other rooms.
Successiul interaction between the assembly hall and its ancillary rooms. Predominantly
natural light in hallways, which are somewhat long. however not dull, Position of the
kindergarten on the plot is excellent. The water problem of the plot has been dealt with. a
pond being devised on the existing low arca. The proposed wooden and straw-insulated
kindergarten and social centre are intriguing as an idea. however. it may prove challenging 1o
carry out for several reasons. Employving together various materials. forms and colours is not
harmonious up to the end with regard to the external impression. looking exaggerated and

unscttling. The evacuation of the social centre has not been solved.




Comment by the jury member with a negative vote: the work is overly conservative and the

structural logic comes trom another cra.

Proposals by the jury:

1. Although the exterior is recognizably Waldort/Steiner school. it is rather impersonal and
old-fashioned at that. Unjustifiably many different materials and commonplace technigues.
Using various tonalitics on different buildings is not convineing in given solution, Thus. the

fagade solution calls for more novelty and a more contemporary approach.

2. The arrangement and shapc of windows is chaotic and the colour solution enhances the

confused feeling. This part requires & more distinet idea.

3. The church/mess-hall room solution 1s rigid in comparison with other butldings. Smee
balconies in the art classrooms are impractical. the second tloor should be built up in full.

singe the additional room obtaincd increases the tlexibility of the room programme.
4, The school oftfice must be placed closce to the main entrance.

5. The general idea of the lobby and the main stairs is good. but it needs some adjustment.
because in this occasion it stresses overly the direction towards the lower floor.

"WALDOREF TALU™ - [T PRIZL

A lot of attention is paid to the structural part and thereby the architectural clarity and unity
has been achieved. The plans function in a broad scale, but are overly cuboid in shape. which
is typical to regular schools. Also. using several different roof types in this manner makes the
solution costly and uneconomical. The building respects the surrounding architecture and
landscape while at the same time the long undivided tagades are somewhat monotonous. The
complex can be built stepwise.

According to the teachers™ opinion the given work is unfriendly and unsuitable tor a school
house.

“LEMNISCATA™ - 11T PRIZE

Strong general concept. which seemis to push the former church building into the spotlight.
Exterior space and house agree with cach other. Untfortunately. the simple. symbolical
ecneral form play is not supported by the plan solutions of the building. For example. the
central large shade is left unused for main entrances, turning one’s back to it and even
misleading the first-time visitor. On the positive side is the simplicity of form and thereby the
energy efticiency. Can be built only in two stages. The building forms one whole with the
plot. Unfortunately. the interior space does not harmonize with the exterior space and is

mexpcctcdl}‘ Monoetonous.



"KUKLERPALL™ - PURCHASE PRIZE

A solution that 1s simple and attractive with its delicate material use. which does not lack the
rationality. The work has been approached very systematically and the plot has been utilized
very well. Easy to build stepwise. The volumes are simple from the outside (incl. casy to
build). attempts at organics can be observed inside. but it remains weak. From the outside the
cuboid volumes have been divided in an exciting manner. Although the structures have been
described as small block and conerete. a house like this should be of wooden structure
throughout. Fagade solution is unsuitable for a Waldorf school (unsecure). would need a
totally new approach. Simple external form is good for encray efficiency.

Comment by the jury member with a negative vote: the work is not a healthy solution for
children due to its restless tacade solution.

According to the teachers” opinion the work is nervous and unsuitable for a school house.

"ALMA MATER™ - PURCHASE PRIZE

Logistically and functionally caretully thought out solution. but does not form an
architectural unity. provide the school with distinctive appearance. nor contribute (o
generating the outdoor space of high quality. The diversity of materials. forms and colours
seems unjustificd and somewhat excessive. The rainwater accumulation and utilization of
solar collectors and solar batteries is welcome. The room solutions of the church building and
the winding dark corridors are not convincing. One ol the most straightforward and best-
developed exterior spaces. Simplifying the roof landscape of the school would improve the
outcome.

Comment by the jury member with a negative vote: on the contrary to the conipetition
conditions the gym and assembly hall are designed as one room.

Jury comments for conceptual designs left unawarded

“Abracadabra™

[nteresting solution of modular form. while the concept as such is still very expensive (double
fagades. tight row of roof gables). The volume of the superstructure for the church/mess-hall
is unsuitable. The plan solutions of the building complex have very many acute angles and
other rooms with strange shape. which might be aceeptable. but not to that extent. When
considering the Estonian climate. there are too many bright and otherwise pleasant
courtyards, increasing considerably the external perimeter of the building and eventually
raising the heating and construction costs. Inappropriate for a school housc.



~Arachnes™

Authors have chosen a form that has proved too hard to handle. the selection lacks the
conceptual explanation. Plan solutions are full of impractical comers and they lack also the
grandiosity inherent in postmodernism (which has employed the given lorm also in Estonia).
The form gives an impression of unity in its repeated elements. but feels monstrous and not
friendly. which is characteristic to Waldorf institutions.

“Comperio™

The idea of children running around on the roof might be intriguing. but the proposcd
solution (steep slopes. missing barricrs) entails substantial sccurity risks. being incomplete as
a solution (e.g. trees on sledge trails) and are not credible as that. Many unresolved issues.
inel. evacuation. Changing the volume of the church building solution in that way is not
acceptable. Architecturally. the solution is trapped in formalitics: the created room is distant
and doces not link with the people.

“Courtyard™

The building looks too monotonous and overly massive i the surrounding environment.
common courtyard ties the building complex inte one. but the general solution and design
creates a feeling that this house could accommodate any other centre or school. but not
Waldorf centre. Two entrances of equal importance create conlusion. Plan solutions for the
kindergarten do not function.

“GreenGreenGreen™

The work is cacophonic and does not form a unity. External perimeter is complicated and
thus inferior with regard to energy efticiency. It is impaired also by several stairs and roof
arcas. Creating a green root for walking purposes is not reasonable. justified only for
relicving the rainwater drainage. The volume of the superstructure for the church/mess-hall is
unsuitable.

“Green Arhipelago™
The work entails interesting ideas. but. as a whole. it appears monotonous. mechanical. out of
scale and unfriendly. The courtyard solution is inadequate. The building complex would

rather be fitting for grown-ups for research. laboratory or university activities.

“Inspired Flow™
The form play and restless fagade rhythm de not create a harmonious and pleasant overal]
picture. Plan solutions are weak, room forms widely used in Waldorf schools have been

provided. but these arc¢ unsuitably mechanically stacked on one another. The arca of hallwas s

L

and intermediate space between the classes and other rooms has been poorly developed. C.g.

lacking the large scatlering space required at entrances. I'xternal space is lowing.
characteristic to a Waldorf centre, but somewhat clumsy.



“Kaheksakandt

In taking as a basis a difficult figure and constructing the entire Waldorf centre concept from
it. one has been trapped in the form play. The resultis a building complex reminding of huge
machtnery. which however does not highlight the values characteristic to a W aldort centre.
Instead of the principle “form follows function™ one has used “lunction Tollows form™ and the
result 1s unfortunately unconvineing. Uncomfortable and unpractical rooms arc created. The
volume of the superstructure tor the church/mess-hall is unsuitable.

“Kiik™

An exciting approach in itself. but a very comphicated and expensive structure {building
underground). which is not reasonable regarding the building up of the arca and the existing
space. Proposed energy saving solutions do not work in the Estonian climate (merely thick
walls do not function, insulation is nceded as well). Still. one has to admit that the room
experience is definitely very inspiring. stepwise construction has been considered. shown
nicely also in the added video material. Romantic. but unsuitable.

“Kila™

Refatively exciting and complete external space solution and logical internal space coneept.
Walking on the root'ts a finc idea. but expensive 1o be carried out and. considering the
location of the building. also unnceessary. because the complex is surrounded by large. wide
areas. Strong partition of roof and volume arcas would probably create problems with the
accumulating snow in winter, Facade is a little overdone.

“Light fabric™

Although the concept of the building breaks up the functional whole of the house into very
small units. it is a very spectacular and acsthetically beautiful solution, Unfortunaicly. small
units cause excessive external perimeter. which results in high public utility costs. Lnergy
efficiency is poor due to the excessive external parameter. internal courtyards and roof
landscapes. Lacks the organic form generally characteristic to Waldor! schools.

“Longapusas™

FFasemating. playful concept. Long corridors have been avoided. but tor some reason it has all
been achieved at the expense of i mercasing drastically the external perimeter of the house.
which implies also higher maintenance and construction costs. Volumes of the social centre
and kindergarten look pleasing. but the school seems unsettled and 100 massive. Many
inconveniently used rooms and parts of rooms.




“Maast™

Strong architectural concept. Interesting interior and exterior space solution. Complete and
well worked out. Several interesting technigues have been combined: linear structure is
interesting and smart. However. the lined-up boxes seem a hit untriendly. The flowing
corridor of the school cannot compensate for the boxiness of other rooms. Not suitable lor a
school house.

“Marie”
Good attempt, but the solution of the building remains incomplete and provides inadequate

picture of the actual buitding.

“Maulwur{™

The work utilises a few form techniques and ideas. but unfortunately it is not convineing
cnough. Plan solutions are incomplete. there are too many long corridors and too litile light in
the building in addition to more general problems. ¢.g. security risks related to children

moving on the roof are unsolved.

“Pesad™

A decent solution. Strong, simple concept, different units are sufficiently separated but at the
same time connected on the plane of the first floor (concentrated area of joint activitics). The
building is stitl broken into extremely small pieces. thus it functions poorly. The hallw ay
connecting the whole thing is eventually stretching too long. The solution should be changed
significantly by merging similar-adjacent functions and creating larger volumes,

“Roheline. Muna™

The structural logic of the work is confusing and the provided environment also complicated
and incomprehensible. Turf roofs do not actually prevent the cold bridges (soil is actually a
good heat conductor). Since many different support structures need to be used with this

solution. it would obviously be expensive to build.

“Spaceddevelopment™

A work with a momentum and strong form idea. ties the form and idea into one whole. l.ong
tlowing gabled roofs can create large snow heaps in winter and may thus prove to be
unreasonable. Encrgy efficiency expressed in the text is declarative and does not become
obvious in the architecture. Spacious and pleasant outdoor area. which has been achicved at
the expense of the social centre house being placed on the ncighbouring plot. outside the plot
assigned in the competition conditions.




“Teadmiste rift™

Interesting work and concept. It is still unclear as o what the building would actually look
like (facades and several other aspects have not been resolved). Room solution of the school
scems random. Social centre reminding too much of a barrack and contradicting the ideas of
Waldorf education.

“Tubular_bells™

On the positive side is considering the client’s expectations to involve children and parents in
the construction process of the kindergarten. also. involving local artists in preparing the
copper glazing shows consideration for the Waldorf education principles. A fascinating
solution with regard to volumes. but the extensive division of volumes results in a large
external perimeter and thereby potentially high public utility costs.

“Wandalf™

A room programme that is resolved in an interesting manner, divided into three lavouts and
with a pleasant, generous plans, which in places still do not function well. but which are
connected by an exciting roof landscape. The solution is interesting and holds a strong
sculptural value. while being definitely an extremely expensive and thus unrcalistic approach

in which the jury recognizes also many structural issues in addition to others.

“Wholeness i diversity™

Interesting concept. which interprets interestingly the concept ol “form follows function™. by
placing different functions into building volumes of totally opposing form language.
Problematic mtermediate spaces. Diversity is provided only in the scale of large volumes.
Lverything is relatively dull in small scale. Eventuallyv. a major confusion has been achieved
and finding one’s way in the houses has been made complicated for no reason.
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