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JURY REPORT 
E18 Amersfoort Re_sourcing 

 

Launching Partner Amersfoort  

Amersfoort is thriving and embracing significant growth. Several major societal challenges require solutions, including issues related to 

housing, mobility, energy, sustainability, and climate change. How we shape these solutions will define the city now and for many 

generations to come. We prioritize the development with care for the living environment of people, animals, and plants. Strengthening 

greenery and nature is essential for biodiversity and liveability. To achieve this we focus on connections between neighbourhoods and 

between people.  

 

In line with these ambitions, Europan Netherlands and the Municipality of Amersfoort are proud to present six locations for Europan 18. 

These locations are strategically significant for the municipality and aligns closely with this session’s theme of resourcing, highlighting 

Amersfoort’s search for innovative approaches to urban transformation. 

 

ORGANIZATION & JURY COMPOSITION 

 

The E18 Session features a professional jury comprising 9 main members, supported by 2 substitutes, making a total of 9 to 11 

participants.  

 

Kristiaan Borret (BE) 

Bouwmeester Maitre Architecte (BMA) at Brussels Capital Region 

Jeroen de Willigen (NL) 

Urbanist and partner / De Zwarte Hond,  Chairman BNA, Supervisor Amsterdam Amstel, Healthy Ageing Campus.  

Eric van der Kooij (NL) 

Chairman BNSP, Concept development at BPD Amsterdam 

Oana Rades (NL) 

Architect / Partner at Shift architecture urbanism  

Wouter Veldhuis (NL) 

Urban planner / State advisor for the physical living environment, Director MUST Ambassador, Platform Space for Walking  

Cécilia Gross (NL) 

Architect Partner / Director at VenhoevenCS architecture+urbanism  

Nathalie van Hoeven (NL) 

Concept development at Eigen Haard  

Rob Meurders (NL) 

Architect Partner / Diederendirrix architects, Chair of the Advisory Committee on Environmental Quality in Eindhoven  

Tom Avermaete (CH) 

Professor for the History and Theory of Urban Design at ETH Zurich  

SUBSTITUTE Jury 

Oliver Thill (NL) 

Owner of Atelier Kempe Thill architects and planners  

Cristina Gamboa (ESP) 

Cristina is co-founder at Lacol  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Technical Committee 
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18th-19th September 

1st Jury Session  

25th and 26th September 2025: Shortlisting of entries by the national juries (around 20% max. or at least 3) 

Forum of Cities and Juries  

17th-18th October 2025: European Comparative analysis of the shortlisted ideas at the “Forum of Cities and Juries” 

2nd Jury Session  

31st October 2025: Final selection of entries by the national juries 

 

FACTS & FIGURES 

 

Sites Number of 

submissions 

Number of 

Shortlisted 

Number of 

Special mention 

Number of 

Runnerups 

Number of 

Winner 

Flint, Amersfoort 13 5 1 1 1 

Amicitia, Amersfoort 10 5 1 1 1 

Otto Scheltus, Amresfoort 11 4 2 0 1 

Stadhuisplein, Amersfoort 8 4 1 1 1 

Kop van Isselt, Amersfoort 19 4 1 1 1 

Koppelbrug, Amersfoort 14 6 1 1 1 

      

 

PROCEDURE 

 

This chapter explains how the jury and the technical committee evaluated the projects at the different phases: the preliminary analyses, 

the first jury meeting to select the projects for the shortlist, and the second jury meeting to select the winning projects. 

 

PHASE I: PRELIMINARY ANALYSES BY TECHNICAL COMMITTEE 

 

Technical Committee 

18th-19th September 

 

In the preliminary analysis phase, the Europan E18 organization checked if the projects were carried out and submitted in accordance 

with the rules of Europan E18. The partners and representatives of the project sites, together with the Project team Europan NL, also 

drew up recommendations to inform the jury in phases II and III. 

 

Check by Europan NL Board and Project Team Europan NL 

The goal of this round was to check if the projects had been carried out and submitted in accordance with the rules of Europan and the 

site briefs. Also, an overview was made of the types of strategies and interventions for each competition site, as a preparation for jury 

sessions I and II. Check by Europan NL Board and Project team Europan NL resulting in completed score forms per entry.  

 

Consultation with Site Representatives  

People taking part in this round: 

 

Project team Europan 17:  

Madir Shah (Director, Europan NL / E18 Project leader), Arno Goossens 

(Senior Strategic Advisor Spatial Development at the Municipality of Amersfoort), Maricke Hiddink (Architect - Advisor Spatial 

Developent at the Municipality of Amersfoort), Agnes Galama (Spatial Development Strategist at the Municipality of Amersfoort) 

 

Site representatives E18:  

Flint, Amersfoort (NL) Agnes Galama, Esther van Son-Kock, Amicitia, Amersfoort (NL) Agnes Galama, Esther van Son-Kock, Scheltus 

Flat, Amersfoort (NL) Agnes Galama, Esther van Son-Kock, Stadhuisplein, Amersfoort (NL) Maricke Hiddink, Esther van Son-Kock, Kop 

van Isselt, Amersfoort (NL) Maricke Hiddink, Dirk Hölzer, Koppelbrug, Amersfoort (NL) Maricke Hiddink, Dirk Hölzer 

 

The project partners and site representatives were given sufficient time to study all the plans. Per project all panels were presented in 

hard copy. The participants read all entries. Every member studied all the entries on their own, In dialogue with each other, the score 

form was finalized. This form had a ‘technical’ purpose only: to check to what extent the entries answered all the questions described in 

the site briefs. No projects were eliminated; all projects met the rules of Europan E18. 

 

The aim of this round was to access the knowledge of site representatives to provide the jury with site-specific information and views. In 

addition, it was essential that the various partners, in response to the Europan submissions, had in-depth discussions about the future of 
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the city with each other at an early stage. This increases the chance for results to be included in the implementation phase following the 

announcement of the winners. 

 

As an introduction to the viewing, the Europan NL project team presented the outcome of round, an overview of the types of 

strategies and interventions per competition site. Round II resulted in the formulation of recommendations for the jury. The 

recommendations are annexed to the jury report. 

 

 

FIRST SESSION OF THE JURY TO MAKE A PRESELECTION AMONG THE ENTRIES 

 

1st Jury Session  

25th and 26th September 2025: Shortlisting of entries by the national juries (around 20% max. or at least 3) 

 

Goal 

Objectives of the 1st Phase of the Jury was to reach a pre-selection of a minimum 3 entries for each site. (List below are the preselected 

entries for each site location) 

 

Process 

The first Jury Day started with a welcome and introduction by the program manager E18. He explained the various challenges and 

extensively shared the findings from technical committee and the recommendations made by the technical committee. All jury members 

selected Cécilia Gross (NL) as the Jury President. 

 

Next, the jury reflected on the challenge in plenary sessions of around 3-4 hours per location. What characterizes the different areas, 

what problems do they face and what was the brief of Europan 18 and why? The site representative presented in short, the 

recommendations (±15mins). This discussion gave rise to some critical comments and questions about the set challenges. The jury then 

defined points of interest for the judging per location.  

 

Next day early in the morning the jury members visited some sites as they are in waking distance. In the afternoon, all jury members 

were given ample time to revisit the entries, with the aim of formulating a personal top 3/5 per location. So as not to influence each other, 

the jury agreed to express individual votes by pasting sticky notes on the project sheets prior to the discussion. The jury members 

subsequently discussed the panels which had sticky notes on them in plenary sessions. This discussion resulted in a substantiated, 

unanimously adopted preselection. The number of places for candidates on the preselection was proportional to the number of entries 

submitted for locations. The preselection contained a total of 28 proposals. The preselection is purely based on the main qualities 

addressed by the design proposals. 

 

Flint, Amersfoort (5 Shortlisted projects) 

 

WU211 – “Open Show” 

The project is praised for being well integrated at different scales and for its strong connection to the city’s green spaces and the 

waterfront through the footbridge. The inclusion of a productive economic program supports a balanced, mixed urban environment. 

However, the footbridge extends too far into the site, which affects its usability, and it is unclear how much of the open space is truly 

outdoors or accessible. 

 

IC986 – “Speelstadje / Play Village” 

The jury appreciates the creative idea of transforming the theatre tower into a public vertical park and converting the parking garages 

into housing. Despite these positive gestures, the project lacks character in its main squares, which feel undefined and without a strong 

identity. Several passageways seem unnecessary or unpleasant, and the overall program appears too ambitious and crowded. 

 

MY181 – “Ctrl Alt Flint” 

This proposal maintains the cultural function of the site while linking it to creative production. The reuse of the theatre hall as a central 

atrium creates openness and strong connections to the greenery and the water. At the same time, the project does not fully resolve the 

transformation of the car parks, and the edges of the site remain weak and undefined. 

 

UW318 – “Flintkwartier – Re-value, Re-use, Re-connect” 

The plan makes a bold and well-reasoned move to convert the entire site into a residential area that blends with the surrounding urban 

fabric. It successfully creates a new identity along the riverbank, replacing the dominant image of the theatre tower. However, by 

focusing almost entirely on housing, the project risks losing essential public amenities. The quality of the proposed wall along the river 

also raises questions about its design and appearance. 
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SI186 – “Reverse Structuralism – What Once Was Becomes More” 

The project defines three distinct but complementary parts that together form a lively and coherent piece of city. The outdoor spaces are 

diverse and well considered, and the design reconnects the site to the riverbank. The structure is handled with care and subtlety. Yet, 

the treatment of the park-facing wall and the comfort of the dwellings could be improved, and the program for the large theatre hall 

remains somewhat unclear. 

 

Overall Impression: 

The shortlisted entries show a wide range of approaches to reuse and urban transformation. The most successful projects are those that 

combine architectural innovation with sensitivity to the surrounding context. Across all entries, there is room for improvement in clarifying 

public space, refining the program, and enhancing livability. 

 

Amicitia, Amersfoort (5 Shortlisted projects) 
 

RT812 – “Amerspoort” 

This project is recognised for its precision and focus. Through a small but well-considered set of interventions, it successfully reconnects 

the existing Amicitia structure to the public fabric of the historic city. The jury appreciates the clarity of this approach but notes concerns 

about the quality of the workspaces located along the subterranean passage. The proposal also lacks a clear and convincing vision for 

the adjacent green space along the Stadsring. 

 

HR575 – “Radical Optimism” 

The project embraces the monumental nature of Amicitia and strengthens it through bold architectural gestures. By adding new layers 

and a refreshed façade, it creates opportunities for innovative housing typologies. While the jury values this courage and ambition, it also 

highlights open questions about the consequences of this renewed monumentality for the Stadsring and for the broader city context, 

suggesting that further exploration is needed. 

 

GO680 – “Old Walls, New Ties” 

By separating the three main parts of the existing complex, this project creates two clear pedestrian routes linking Amicitia with the 

historic city centre. It takes a decisive approach to the underground passage, closing it and transforming part of it into a vertical housing 

structure that integrates with the green belt along the Stadsring. The jury, however, finds the lightweight façade elements and the 

additions on the square rather superficial and is uncertain about the urban quality they contribute. 

 

PG205 – “Amicitia Exchange” 

This proposal combines a redefinition of Amicitia’s architectural identity with two new pedestrian connections to the historic core. It 

introduces new housing along the Stadsring and reimagines the underground passage as a lively urban street. The jury appreciates this 

strong urban gesture but questions the appropriateness of the maisonette housing types in relation to the busy conditions of the 

Stadsring. 

 

HF604 – “Capriccio: Beyond the Analogue” 

The project proposes an ambitious architectural and urban extension of the Amicitia complex by inserting new buildings within its open 

areas and attaching additions to existing structures. This approach generates a network of alleys, streets, and small squares, re-

establishing a meaningful relationship between Amicitia’s large-scale form and the finer texture of the old city. While this reconnection is 

highly appreciated, the jury remains doubtful about the overall quality of the proposed housing types. 

 

Overall Impression: 

The shortlisted entries offer diverse interpretations of how Amicitia can be reconnected to the historical centre and transformed into a 

vibrant urban node. The strongest proposals balance architectural boldness with sensitivity to the site’s monumental scale, though most 

still need refinement in terms of housing quality, public space definition, and spatial livability. 

 

Otto Scheltus, Amersfoort (4 Shortlisted projects) 

 

KC693 – “build on otto scheltus” 

This project introduces a height accent on the building’s key corner, creates a green inner courtyard, and proposes a new housing 

typology. However, the architectural execution of the rooftop addition, described as resembling containers, is seen as poor, and the 

decision to keep the entrance in its current position is viewed critically. 

 

XK121 – “sutura suturae” 
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The proposal focuses on integrating energy-efficient solutions for the existing loggias, which the jury appreciates. At the same time, the 

overall set of interventions is considered messy and lacks coherence. 

 

FK505 – “stop demolition and make sense of place “ 

This is described as a restrained yet confident project. The additions along the road are considered elegant, though their exact purpose 

and placement raise questions. The design successfully activates the building’s main corner, but the new balcony design is judged to be 

less successful than the original one. 

 

TP807 – “ont moetto me halverwege” 

The project introduces new housing typologies by thickening the building structure. While this idea is promising, the jury finds it unclear 

what the costly new openings at ground level actually contribute to the overall spatial or public quality. 

 

Overall Impression: 

The shortlisted entries for Otto Scheltus reflect a shared ambition to enhance the building’s public role and strengthen its connection to 

the urban environment. The jury favours renovation-based approaches that integrate sustainability, greenery, and architectural 

sensitivity, while noting that many proposals still require greater clarity in execution and purpose. 

 

Stadhuisplein, Amersfoort (4 Shortlisted Projects) 

 

KZ047 – “Cultural Archipelago” 

Praised for its sensitive approach to the existing urban fabric and for reinstating the town hall as a central focus. The proposal creates a 

lively cultural atmosphere with adaptable spaces and a grid structure that supports experimentation. Omitting a large theater opens the 

site and strengthens the public realm. However, the reuse of existing buildings for cinema or theater functions seems uncertain, and the 

design for reusing the town hall lacks depth. Elevated bridges are seen as disruptive to the urban structure. 

 

AG835 – “Enfold (Where Sophie meets Anton)” 

Commended for its bold concept of a cultural park and its strong reuse of the town hall. The grouping of three theaters around a shared 

foyer gives the complex a distinct identity, and the use of existing parking and water basins adds quality. Yet, logistical concerns around 

Molenstraat, the transformation of Hellestraat into a park, and the density of programs—possibly one theater too many—raise doubts 

about feasibility and spatial coherence. 

 

VW255 – “Onze Lieve Boogiewoogie” 

Recognized for its inventive layout of elevated theaters and open ground-floor spaces that activate the public realm. The reuse of the old 

town hall for community culture and the rooftop cultural landscape create vibrancy and continuity through the site. Nonetheless, the St. 

Jorisplein area feels underdefined, truck access on Stadsring is problematic, and parking and canal-front design issues remain 

unresolved. 

 

OV210 – “Fragments of History” 

Appreciated for its layered spatial composition linking new and existing buildings through an underground passage and elevated theater. 

The integration of the town hall and the creation of multiple green squares enhance urban connections. However, the underground link’s 

purpose is unclear, facades appear too closed, and the park designs, particularly along Westsingel and St. Jorisplein, lack urban fit. 

Overall Impression 

The shortlisted entries offer diverse strategies for transforming Stadhuisplein into a dynamic cultural quarter. The best projects balance 

heritage reuse with new cultural programming and strong public space design. Still, the jury notes recurring challenges in feasibility, 

spatial clarity, and integration with Amersfoort’s historic context. 

 

Kop van Isselt, Amersfoort (4 Shortlisted Projects) 

 

LO341 – “Parkplein aan de Eem” 

This proposal concentrates development along the site’s perimeter, framing a large central green space that functions as a communal 

park at both neighborhood and district levels. The reactivation of industrial heritage, especially the transformation of the Van der Meijden 

factory into a covered outdoor space, is particularly convincing. While the closure towards the Amsterdamseweg strengthens the park’s 

enclosure, it limits ecological connections to the Utrechtse Heuvelrug. The concept is strong, but the jury questions whether it sufficiently 

addresses the site’s densification needs. 

 

VM982 - Hart van Isselt 

The project transforms industrial heritage into a lively hub for local businesses, forming a new central heart for redevelopment. Fine-

grained urban blocks combine housing, green spaces, and amenities, enhancing the human scale. The ecological corridor linking the 
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Utrechtse Heuvelrug and Eemland is conceptually valid, though the lack of detail in its profile makes its ecological performance 

uncertain. While the idea is promising, more elaboration on housing typologies and landscape integration is needed. 

 

OS986 - Re: Isselt growing by reuse 

A comprehensive and phased redevelopment strategy that integrates natural regeneration and a circularity hub as the foundation for 

future urban growth. The striking addition of housing atop the Van der Meijden factory creates a strong urban landmark and anchors the 

park structure. Experimental housing typologies add innovation, though the overall urban framework feels less robust. The jury values 

the project’s holistic vision—linking heritage reuse, circularity, rewilding, soil and water management—with strong visual storytelling. 

 

PS459 - In Between 

Distinguished by its bold high-rise gesture positioned between two heritage factories, the design reinforces the industrial identity of the 

site. Elevating the program creates a covered outdoor passage that connects green areas and activates the historic buildings. However, 

doubts remain about its ability to support ecological continuity across the site. The second new block is seen as less successful, as it 

visually separates the new park from its urban surroundings. 

 

Overall Impression 

The shortlisted entries for Kop van Isselt present thoughtful strategies to balance heritage reuse, green structure, and new urban living. 

The strongest proposals combine spatial clarity with sustainability and circularity ambitions. Across the board, the jury notes the need for 

clearer articulation of ecological connectivity, housing typologies, and densitywithin the future urban framework. 

 

Koppelbrug, Amersfoort (5 Shortlisted Projects) 

 

FJ778 – “Assembly City” 

An open, modular, and demountable system with a low-tech, adaptable character. The concept promotes a dynamic and expandable 

living environment suitable for creative communities. The transparent sports hall strengthens the identity of health and recreation, while 

the use of CLT units connects to the ecological corridor along the Eem. However, structural feasibility is questionable, and underground 

parking contradicts the sustainable, modular concept. Dwellings in the core lack daylight and environmental connection, and visible 

sports facilities may conflict with functional requirements. 

 

UQ221 – “A Good Sport” 

A flexible concept driven by adaptability. Parking is placed on upper levels, freeing ground space for large sports facilities. The plan 

creates a sheltered and pleasant residential environment with a vibrant appearance, using sustainable materials like rammed earth and 

recycled steel. While the design merges utility and beauty, the internal car ramp—intended for recreational use—raises doubts about its 

spatial and practical value. 

 

OQ172 – “Terrace on the Eem” 

Features a clear and rational programmatic structure that aligns with construction logic. The roof is envisioned as an active, sports-

oriented space with a distinct architectural language reminiscent of Mies van der Rohe. However, the strong formal clarity risks creating 

a hermetic environment with limited interaction between functions. The connection between the building and its surroundings depends 

mainly on the transparency of the sports areas, overlooking practical constraints and social engagement. 

 

ZG634 – “From Plain to Place” 

Presents a technically and economically feasible layout with clearly separated functions. While aiming to create a new sense of 

homecoming, the elaboration feels unconvincing. The dominant round staircases and isolated internal spaces lack human scale and 

social connectivity. The materiality and architectural expression do not adequately reflect the ambitions of the site, and multifunctionality 

within the inner space remains weak. 

 

WP049 – “De Brugwachter” 

An iconic, landmark proposal that responds to the site’s urban orientation and bridge relationship. The sports facilities are realistically 

designed and visually connected to the Eemside, though the strong formal expression of the upper volumes overshadows residential 

quality. Underground parking is insufficiently addressed environmentally, and the animated rooftop program feels too isolated to 

effectively engage with its surroundings. 

 

Overall Impression 

The shortlisted Koppelbrug entries propose diverse interpretations of sports, housing, and community integration. While several designs 

explore modularity, adaptability, and iconic form-making, recurring concerns include technical feasibility, ecological impact, and spatial 

connectivity. The most successful proposals balance architectural identity with human scale and environmental awareness. 
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FINAL-SELECTION 
SECOND SESSION OF THE JURY 

 

2nd Jury Session  

31st October 2025: Final selection of entries by the national juries 

 

Goal 

Objectives of the 2st Phase of the Jury is to reach the final selection of Winner (12000€), Runner-up (12000€) and or special mention 

per site. Each jury member was allowed to recall maximum of one entry which was not in the preselection with very clear argument for 

short discussion. 

 

Process 

Jury session started with presentation by the jury representatives (Cécilia Gross, Arno Gossens en Marick Heddink) who have 

been to the “Forum of Cities and Juries” and a short recap of the preselection made in the prior jury session. 

 

The jury members individually determined their preferences for the positions of winner and runner-up per location on the basis of hard 

copies of the project sheets. Again, so as not to influence each other, they used sticky notes. Next, all jury members substantiated their 

choices. Projects that were not sufficiently developed to qualify for the position of winner or runner-up, but did contain valuable elements 

for the debate about the different locations were discussed as candidates for a special mention. Finally, the jury once again discussed the 

selection of award-winning projects in hard copy per location. In this reflective round, the jury confirmed its selections. All the jury’s 

selections were unanimous.  
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