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After the projects were received from the students, the cartouche was sealed and each project 

received a 5 character code. The organization committee kept confidentiality regarding the link 

between the name of the authors and the codes given until the end of the jury process.  

There were 392 projects registered in the competition: 

 136 from the Ion Mincu Architecture and Urbanism University, Bucharest 

 84 projects from the Faculty of Architecture and Urban Planning, Cluj 

 70 projects from the Faculty f Architecture from the Spiru Haret Univeristy, Bucharest 

 42 projects from the G.M. Cantacuzino Faculty of Architecture, Iași 

 39 projects from the Faculty of Architecture, Timișoara 

 21 projects from the Faculty of Urbanism and Architecture, Chișinău 

 

The organizing committee was formed by Adrian Pop and representatives of the student associations 

that partnered for organizing the competition: Monica Stoian (Asociația de la patru), Andrei Pomană 

and Adina Anghel (Asociația din Mincu). 

The organizing committee checked all the projects and 53 projects were eliminated because they did 

not fulfill the requirements of the competition rules and brief. 

 

The first session was opened on the 16th of June. The jury first visited the site and Dragoș OPREA, 

architect from Brașov and jury member, presented the site and the surroundings to his fellow jury 

members. 



After returning to the Brașov City Hall, where the jury took place, Adrian POP gave the welcome and 

introductory speech. He presented the history of the competition and the organizers.  

Mr. Luciano LAZZARI was chosen as President of the jury. After a general view of the projects in the 

competition, the jury members discussed the criteria in the brief and decided to accept them. They 

also decided to add other criteria: 

 Positive and comprehensive use of the site and its topography 

 The quality of the spaces 

 Relationship between public and private spaces 

 

The jury members individually analyzed the projects. Each project that had at least one vote out of 

five was selected for the next phase. A total number of 105 projects were selected. 

On the second session, the jury members discussed each project and selected 35 projects by majority 

vote, to pass to the following session. These projects were: 

7Z5L1, 4L3K5, 7F6W2, 3S0F3, 2O5E3, 4T8M2, 5U3H4, 5R2B7, 6E8X2, 9O8V1, 4E3L9, 3X3O5, 3F5V2, 

4P8X8, 8V0K0, 5B0A4, 5A4Q2, 8A2Y6, 9M3G6, 0C8S8, 0R3O4, 0B0E3, 1N7N4, 5D8O3, 3N9J9, 9T2S9, 

4D6V6, 2M0L1, 2M9M1, 2H5A9, 7W1R2, 7G0A7, 5H1U4, 9J7T6, 4J8E9. 

On the third session, the jury discussed again the 35 projects and selected 16 finalists and potential 

award winning projects. These projects will form the exhibition promoting the best results of the 

competition: 

4E3L9, 5R2B7, 4P8X8, 4L1L9, 8V0K0, 5B0A4, 5A4Q2, 3X3O5, 7F6W2, 7Z5L1, 5H1U4, 2H5A9, 0R3O4, 

9J7T6, 3N9J9, 5U3H4. 

The jury decided to take another look at some of the projects eliminated in this phase, with the aim 

of evaluating whether there were some projects representing solutions or directions that could bring 

value to the discussion and exhibition and therefore readmitted. After a discussion and examination 

of these projects, the jury confirmed its decision to keep to the 16 selected projects. 

 On the 17th of June, the jury members began the fourth and final session. Each of the 16 projects 

were analyzed and discussed in detail.  Seven projects were then voted into the winners’ shortlist. 

After careful evaluation, the prizewinners were unanimously chosen by the jury, who awarded first 

prize, second prize, two ex-aequo third prizes and three honorable mentions. 

The winners were duly recorded and the Organizing committee unsealed the panels and noted the 

winners’ names. 

 

 

 

 



The prizes were as follows: 

First prize - 2H5A9 

The winning project presents an original and captivating solution to the house both in its relation to 

the street and to the garden. Thus the public face is reserved and sober, presenting a calmness to the 

confusion of its context while the private face opens completely to the southeast, to the sunlight and 

to the garden areas.  

The plans are clear and precise and are complemented by a good use of the section to create a 

variety of views and functional uses. The functions are distributed in a traditional way: a simple 

entrance, with a choice of entry from the street or the garage, also opens onto a separate study area. 

A direct staircase leads one to the first floor which is dedicated to living areas stretching the whole 

length of the unit, providing welcome depth to the perspective. One façade opens to the garden. The 

master bedroom unit is particularly well planned and the two other bedrooms are on the top floor. 

The simplicity of the layout gives great potential for flexibility. Moreover, the project makes good use 

of the site in all its levels, by providing a series of courtyards and terraces progressing from ground to 

top floor. 

 Although recognising the value of its gesture as a counterpoint, the jury felt that the study tower 

could have been better incorporated into the life of the house. Although the project lacked details of 

materials and colour, nevertheless the sensitivity of the scheme remained convincing. 

 

Second prize – 0R3O4 

The project consists of a 3 storey house making use of a split-level typology. This typology proves to 

be an adequate tool to react to the sloped site given. 

The layout of functions is well conceived, giving a maximum of privacy for the functions on ground 

floor level. The spatial quality especially of the double-volume living room is very high. The 

organization of bedrooms and studio is quite convincing. The jury especially appreciates the roof-top 

terrace which at the same time articulates the specific volume although using a split-level typology. 

The project is clearly articulated, shows a high standard of project organization and is a convincing 

intervention on this site.  It is rigid in its conceptual interpretation, but modest in its articulation. The 

author uses two materials only, natural stone and wood. This underlines the volumetric articulation 

on the one hand, but on the other hand this gives the project a slightly rural touch. The jury felt that 

the over detailing in graphic presentation detracts from the quality and richness of the project. 

 

Third prize ex-aequo – 4L1L9 

The jury particularly appreciated the project’s reinterpretation of the Romanian traditional 

courtyard’s spaces and volumes. The living area is also very well organized and the generous main 

volume functionally flexible. The jury also appreciated the link with the back of the site. The rear wall 

uses a series of setbacks to give space to the rear elevation, but the living room lacks a wide 



perspective and faces onto rather narrow, cramped spaces on its boundaries. The jury felt that the 

fenestration of the main volume is not sufficiently convincing and that the design could have used 

different materials to differentiate between the two bodies, perhaps by interpreting the kitchen 

volume as an oven, by using thermal masonry. 

 

Third prize ex-aequo – 4E3L9 

The author picks up the typology of neighbouring multy-storeyed pitched roofed houses and presents 

a contemporary interpretation on several layers. 

The court yard on ground floor level is separated from the street by an opaque wall. Entrance, dining 

and kitchen area as well as something like a semi-public lobby are situated on ground floor.  A 

spatially articulated staircase leads to the bedrooms on 1st and 2nd level as well as to the spectacular 

living room on the 3rd level. 

The project is a convincing interpretation of a house in house typology. Different functions inside the 

house are clearly separated by making use of this typology. The “public” functions are situated in the 

shell part of the house, the “private” functions are situated in the inner core. 

The inner box is opaque on three sides, one side is open. The shell part of the house is flooded with 

daylight from the two large scale openings at the front and at the back of the house. 

The project has very high spatial qualities and is a strong intervention in the local neighbourhood. The 

jury however sees a problem in the rigidity of transforming the chosen typology into domestic space. 

 

Honourable Mention – 7F6W2 

The project proposes a rigorous and clear spatial organization and uses an original model for a 

dwelling that uses the whole site and proposes a novel way of relating public and private spaces. 

A new shifted rectangular grid is positioned on the site, marked with a vertical volume.  The ground 

floor areas are integrating outdoor spaces in the building through a series of walls and courtyards 

adapting to the topography of the site. The space is well articulated with a domestic character, with a 

particularly successful sequence of entrance areas to the house. Vertical structuring of the program 

has resulted in an equally interesting section of the building. Even though the project had a clear 

structure, the jury found it was not sufficiently elaborated and caused some uncertainties, 

particularly in the articulation of the facades and the distribution of natural lighting 

 

Honourable Mention – 5A4Q2 

The proposal develops the generic volume of the house, which the author recognises as a 

characteristic element of the neighbourhood. The pitched-roof volume is sliced in three parts with 

the middle one shifted to the side. This simple gesture has created outdoor spaces and courtyard 



with a different character and at the same time it has opened an otherwise introverted building to 

the outside.  

However, the jury felt that the formal application of the initial concept has caused at the same time a 

few shortcomings in the organization of the floor plan, particularly in the positioning of the inner 

staircase and openings in the bedrooms. 

 

Honourable Mention – 5R2B7 

The house is organized around the central courtyard, that with its zenital light, represents the focal 

element of the building. Different areas are connected with the staircase through the courtyard, with 

the living areas opening to the surrounding landscape and the terraces on the first floor. 

The jury appreciated the courtyard concept, but at the same time felt that it was not sufficiently 

developed and successfully solved, particularly in the way the vertical communication was organized 

and also in the articulation of the ground floor. 

 

Finalist projects: 

 3X3O5 

This project made it to the final group by virtue of the clarity of its concept and its modern 

interpretation of the traditional house form. The scheme was less successful in its planning of the 

spaces in relation to the garden and to the exterior in general. 

 

3N9J9 

The jury liked both the massing of the volumetric composition and the clarity of the project, but felt 

that the solution of the southeast elevation and relation to the outdoors was not ideal. The rigidity of 

some of the formal and functional aspects were also slightly problematic. 

 

4P8X8 

A strong basement element is cut by the diagonal approach to the living / entrance level on the 1st 

floor, giving the user a foretaste of the experience of the view over the valley offered by the first floor 

plan. The orthogonally aligned bedroom block of the house with its two further levels corresponds 

well to the typology of its surroundings, but not as successfully by the modern expression of the 

façade. 

 

 



5B0A4 

The jury appreciated the concept of a house which forms a natural landscape on top of its built form, 

rising over the natural arrangement of established open spaces, mainly on the terrace/roof levels. A 

highlight is the green roof hothouse garden pavilion on the top. Generally however, the project needs 

further development in its circulation communications between floors and in its architectural 

expression.  

 

5H1U4 

The project contains a suggestion of artificial landscaping using progressive levels that then open to 

the green roof. The quality of this intervention is somewhat marred by the setting of the living room 

behind the fence to the street. A question mark remains over the response to the morphology of the 

ground by the massive intervention required on the site.  

 

7Z5L1 

The idea of establishing the open space on different levels guided this project. The living room / 

public sector on the first level allows the views over the village and the house. The project 

successfully reinterprets traditional elements like the porticoed terrace in a modern way but stops 

short of a really successful interior planning.  

 

9Z7T6 

The project’s cubic form is cut in two by the entrance and vertical communication elements. The 

house is set on the street edge of the site and establishes the private garden spaces behind it at the 

rear of the site. This creates a rather unfortunate permanently shaded area which is problematic. The 

jury found the clean design and balanced floor organization, which relates well to the tranquil, 

Japanese-like garden, to be an interesting solution. 

 

5U3H4 

The progression of movement through the house’s creates a continuous experience of discovering 

new spaces. The positive exploitation of the site through the creation of this spatial serpentine, is 

specific to the pedestrian paths in the area. The jury appreciated the concept scheme but found the 

orientation of the bedrooms on the main elevation, the position of the bedroom and the internal 

path from it to the living area to be inappropriate. Furthermore, as a detail, the garage is too narrow 

for use by a normal car. 

 

 



8V0K0 

The plans are clear and the different functions of the house are correctly oriented. The volume is well 

integrated in the site. The jury appreciated how the author took advantage of the site’s topography by 

creating a sequence of courtyards and terraces but felt the access to the house through very narrow, 

tense spaces and the division of the living area by the staircase to be unsuccessful. 

 

CONCLUSION 

The jury was impressed with the high general standard of the work presented, noting that there were 

a significant number of projects that reached a level of technical proficiency that was quite 

extraordinary for second year students. Although fully appreciating the professional level of some of 

these projects, not all passed to the final phase. This was mainly for the reason that the jury always 

kept in mind that it was judging a student competition and consequently looked to select projects 

that explored original and innovative solutions to the brief, which could help make a positive 

contribution to the educational process.  

Selecting the award of prizes among the 16 finalists presented a challenge, since they all had reached 

a very similar standard. The final decision was based on a very careful and detailed evaluation of the 

finalist projects’ finer qualities. 
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