Atklata arhitektiiras metu konkursa
,»otudentu majoklu kompleksa jaunbtive Ernesta
Birznieka-Upisa iela 19, Riga” (zemes vienibas kadastra

apzim&jums 0100 030 0123)” ziirijas komisijas s€des
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Riga, 2018. gada 9. janvart

Sedi atklaj: plkst. 14:00, Kungu iela 3, Riga.
Sedi vada: 7urijas komisijas priekSseédétajs, Jason Allen.
Sede piedalas:

1) Jason Allen, komisijas priek$sédétajs (SIA “EBU 19”
valdes loceklis);

2) Uldis Balodis, komisijas loceklis (sertificéts
arhitekts);

3) Juris Mitenbergs, komisijas loceklis (sertificéts
arhitekts);

4) Evija Kulevska, komisijas locekle (SIA “EBU 19~
projektu vaditaja/asistente);

5) Marina Levina, komisijas locekle
Arhitektiiras dalas vaditaja vietniece);

6) Dace Celmina, komisijas locekle (Rigas pilsétas
Biivvaldes Arhitektu un teritorijas planotaju nodalas
galvena arhitekte-teritorijas planotaja).

(VKPAI

Sedi protokole: sekretare  Velta

Holcmane.

Zurijjas  atbildiga

Darba kartiba:
1) Pasatitaja zinojums;
2) kopsavilkums par iesniegtajiem projekta
priekslikumiem,;
3) lémuma pienemsana;
4) uzvarétaju aplok$nu atversana.

1.Pasutitaja zinojums

J.Allen informg, ka SIA ,JEBU 197, respektgjot Rigas
vesturiska centra saglabasanas un aizsardzibas likuma 14.
panta prasibu, izsludindja atklatu arhitektiras metu
konkursu “Studentu majoklu kompleksa jaunbtive Ernesta
Birznieka-Upisa iela 19, Riga” ar merki iegit
arhitektoniski labako projekta priekslikumu noraditajam
apbuves gabalam. 2016. gada veikta apbtives gabala, kura
kop&ja platiba ir tuvu 10 000 m?, prieksizpéte, kas 2017.
gada janvari noslédzas ar priekslikuma izstrades projektu
studentu majoklu bivniecibai. PriekSizpetes galvenais
uzdevums bija noteikt potencialo studentu/istabu skaitu,
ka ar1 iznomajamo komercplatibu izvietojumu biives

Open architectural sketch design competition
,,Newly-built student housing complex at Ernesta
Birznieka-Upisa street 19 in Riga” (land cadastral
designation 0100 030 0123)” Jury Panel Meeting

MINUTES No. 2

9 January, 2018 in Riga

Meeting opened at: 14:00 pm, Kungu street 3, Riga.
Meeting chaired by: Jury Panel Chairman, Jason Allen.
Meeting participants:

1) Jason Allen, Jury Panel Chairman (“EBU 19” LLC
Member of the Board);

2) Uldis Balodis, Jury Panel member (licenced architect);

3) Juris Mitenbergs, Jury Panel member (licenced
architect);

4) Evija Kulevska, Jury Panel member (“EBU 19” LLC
project manager/assistant);

5) Marina Levina, Jury Panel member (Deputy Head of
SIHP Architecture Department);

6) Dace Celmina, Jury Panel member (Leading architect-
spatial planner at the Department of Architecture and
Spatial Planners at the Riga City Construction Board).

Meeting minutes recorded by: Jury Panel secretary Velta
Holcmane.

Meeting agenda:
1) Client’s report;
2) summary on the submitted design proposals;
3) decision-making;
4) opening of winners’ envelopes.

1.Client’s report

J.Allen informs those present that in order to comply with
the requirement set out in Clause 14 of the Law on
Protection and Preservation of Riga Historic Centre, ,,EBU
19” LLC announced an open architectural sketch design
competition ,,Newly-built student housing at Ernesta
Birznieka-Upisa street 19 in Riga” with an aim to obtain
the best architectural design proposal for the above
specified land plot. In 2016 a pre-design research was
produced of the land plot with the total area of nearly 10
000 sgm, whereas in January 2017 a feasability study for
student accommodation was carried out. The feasability
study mainly focussed on the potential number of
students/rooms, potential commercial lettable floor areas
at the ground floor level, and how the public/private realm




pirmaja stava, ieteikt labakas publiskas/privatas telpas
proporcijas. Izstradata priekSizpéete tika izsniegta un kluva
par noteico$o materialu konkursa dalibniekiem.
lespgjams, tas ir ambiciozakais projekts, ko nodomajusi
realiz€t jau 20 gadus Latvija stradajosa uzn€muma grupa,
kas apsaimnieko un attista vairakus nekustama ipasuma
projektus Riga. Ta ka teritorija atrodas nozimiga pilsétas
centra dala, jaunbive var klut par vienojoSo elementu
vietas iedzivotajiem, jo svariga celtnes sastavdala ir pirma
stava publiskas telpas, ka arT pasaza E. Birznieka-Upisa
iela — Marijas iela. Ta nav tikai dzives vieta studentiem,
bet gan komunic€Sanas vieta visiem.

2. Kopsavilkums par iesniegtajiem projekta
priek$likumiem

V. Holcmane informé, ka Juris Poga, Zirijas komisijas
prieckSsédetaja vietnieks (sertificéts arhitekts, LAS
parstavis) iesniedzis rakstisku vert§jumu par visiem
darbiem un vietu sadaltjumu (pielikuma) lidz Sisdienas
sédes sakumam.

DAV159

J.Allen:  saprotamakie priekslikuma paskaidrojumi.
Skaidri nolasamas studentu majokla planoSanas zinasanas
un projekt€Sanas pieredze. Ar arhitektiiras palidzibu
piedavata pievilciga fasazu apdare, veidojot lidzsvaru ar
apkartéjo apbiivi. Veiksmigs jumta risinajums, kura
apsléptas tehniskas iekartas. Planojums atbilst prasitajam
un sabalans@ts ar privato/publisko telpu. Labiekartojums
pielagots apbtives laukumam, veiksmigi veidojot studentu
kopienu. Atbilst visam konkursa prasibam.

E.Kulevska: detalizéti veikta teritorijas analize. Ekas
apjomi veiksmigi iederas esoSaja apbiivé, teritorijas
planojums izmantots racionali. Rado$i fasazu dizaina
risinajumi un elastiga blivniecibas metode. Arhitektiira,
kas laika gaitd nezaud€ savu laikmetigumu.

J. Mitenbergs: kopuma racionali un saprotami izstradats
priekslikums, par pamatu izmantojot pasiititaja izstradatas
funkcionalas shémas. Simpatiski veidotas fasades, it ka
viena elpas vilciena. Izstradajot Birznieka-UpiSa ielas
apjomus, ir ignoréta blakus esoSa koka €ka (Birznieka-
Upisa iela 17), tacu fasades apdares materialu sadalijjuma
tas biivmasa ir ievérteta. Loti korekts darbs, bet bez
partseigumiem.

might be arranged externally. The prepared feasibility
study was made available and became the main source
material for competition entrants.

This is probably the most ambitious project that the group
of companies operating in Latvia for as long as 20 years
and managing and developing several real estate projects
in Riga has ever undertaken. Given that the site is located
within an important part of the city, the new building could
bring together the locals, because public spaces on the
ground floor and also public passageway through E.
Birznieka-Upisa and Marijas streets serve as a focal point
of the building. Apart from being a place of residence for
students, the new building also represents a place for
everybody to socialize.

2. Summary on the submitted design proposals

V. Holcmane informs those present that prior to the
commencement of today’s meeting Juris Poga, Deputy
Jury Panel Chairman (licenced architect, representative of
the Latvian Association of Architects) has submitted his
written assessment and rating of all proposals (attached).

DAV159

J.Allen: best introduction to entry. It is clear that this
entrant has experience in designing student housing.
Architecturally attractive facade design, which blends in
well with the surrounding buildings. Good use of roof
space for plant and machinery. The proposed layout
complies with client’s task and the entry provides a well-
balanced use of the private/public realm. Landscaping is
designed to fit the building footprint, allowing to create a
student community. The entry complies with all
competition requirements.

E.Kulevska: an in-depth analysis of the neighbourhood has
been carried out. Building volumes blend in well with the
existing buildings, territory layout has been rationally
used. Creative facade design solutions and a flexible
construction method. Timeless architecture.

J.Mitenbergs: all in all rational and clear proposal, which
uses the functional layouts provided by the client.
Attractive facades — good flow and created as if in the
same breath. When creating the volume facing Ernesta
Birznieka-Upisa street, the adjacent timber building (at 17
Birznieka-Upisa street) has been ignored, however its
volume has been considered thanks to the placement of
facade finishes. VVery considered proposal, however, with
No surprises.

D.Celmina: the design of the principal elevation facing E.
Birznieka-Upisa street blends in with the historic street
front of buildings, the volumes are appropriate for the




D.Celmina: galvenas fasades risinajums pret Birznieka-
Upisa ielu ieklaujas vésturiskaja ielas apbtves frontg,
apjomi iederigi pilsétvide. Laba fasazu dalfjumu
proporcija. Pagalma fasades vienkarSotakas, kas arT atbilst
vesturiskai patiesibai. Atbilst RVC TIAN prasibam, biitu
izdodama biivatlauja.

M.Levina: priekSlikums izstradats, balstoties uz
kultirvides kontekstu, ir pamanama atsauce gan
arhitektiiras risindjumos, gan apbiives parametros.

Galvenaja fasadé pret Birznieka-UpiSa ielu panakts
telpiskums, makslinieciskais efekts un dinamika. Perfekta
jumtu ainavas analize, ieverotas divslipju jumta tradicijas
un kultirveésturiski tradicionalu ieseguma materialu
gammas izmantosanu. Skaidrs funkcionalais planojums.

U.Balodis: ir ieviestas korekcijas generalplana, uzlabojot
jaunbuves attalumu lidz esoSo €ku fasadem. Atjaunota
Birznieka-Upisa ielas telpas sajiita, bet nepietickama
reakcija uz blakus esoso koka divstavu apjomu. Piedavatas
fasades finansiali dargas, ir iesp&ams letaks risinajums,
saglabajot piedavato kompoziciju. Diemzel planojuma
gaitena platums nav pietiekams, Iidz ar to var mainities
kompakto istabu izméri. PriekSlikums ir viens no
labakajiem.

UBE910

J.Allen: viens no priekslikumiem, kas mainijis izsniegto
planojumu. Lidz ar to pirma stava izvietotas studentu
koplietoSanas telpas zaud€ savu vienotibu, sadrumstalotas
tiek ar1 komerctelpas un zaudéta pieejamiba publiskai
pasazai. Problémas var radit apsaimniekosSana, ja apjoms
tiek sadalits nelielas buveés. Tomér priekslikums ir
visveiksmigakais no tam lidzigajiem.

E.Kulevska: apjomu skaldijjums veiksmigi risina
insolaciju un telpisko sasaisti ar pilsétvidi. Izmantotie
materiali un krasu tonalitate iederas apkartgja apbuve.
Veiksmigi risinats publiskas/privatas artelpas sadalijums.
Nav pietickamas tehnisko telpu platibas.

J.Mitenbergs: dala iekSkvartala apjomu ir sagriezti tada
lenkT, kas saskan ar apkart&jas apbiives novietojumu, tapéc
sameéra veiksmigi tiek uzirdinata pagalmu telpa. DiemZel
apjoms Birznieka-Upisa iela risinats saméra formali.
Fasadém manami trikst smalkuma un detalizacijas. Logu
izblive viena plakng ar fasades apdari ir tehniski sarezgita.

urban environment. Good proportion of facade rhytm.
Secondary elevations are more simplified, which is also
historically correct. The entry complies with the Riga
Historic Centre building regulations and a building permit
would be issued.

M.Levina: the proposal has been prepared based on the
context of cultural landscape. We can see the reference
both in architectural solutions and also in the parameters
of the building. Dimension, artistic effect and dynamics
have been achieved in the primary elevation facing
Birznieka-Upisa street. Perfect roofscape analysis,
traditional use of gable roofs has been respected and
culturally and historically traditional range of roofing
materials has been used. Clear functional layout.
U.Balodis: the masterplan has been altered, thus
improving the distance of the new building to the facades
of the existing buildings. The spatial perception of Ernesta
Birznieka-Upisa street has been restored, however the
reaction to the adjacent two-storey timber buildings is
insufficient. The proposed facades are expensive, a
cheaper solution would be available, which would not
require any changes in the proposed design. The width of
corridors in the proposed layout is, unfortunately,
insufficient, and could lead to reduced sizes of the compact
rooms. This entry is among the best.

UBE910

J.Allen: this proposal is among those that have altered the
original layout. Consequently, student common spaces on
the ground floor loose their unity, it also breaks up the
ground floor retail and makes the public passageway less
accessible. Separation of the building into parts provides
maintenance issues. notwithstanding what’s mentioned
above, this entry is the most successful of all entries that
altered the building footprint.

E.Kulevska: the modified volume ensures acceptable solar
conditions and spatial connection with the urban
environment. The materials used and color choice blend in
well with the surrounding buildings. Successful solution to
ensure distinction between public and private realm.
Insufficient areas for plant rooms.

J.Mitenbergs: some of the volumes within the block have
been rotated at such angles that it allows them to be in
harmony with the position of the adjacent buildings,
therefore the fragmentation of the courtyard space is quite
successful. The design of the volume facing Ernesta
Birznieka-Upisa street is unfortunately formal. The
elevations clearly lack refinement and detail. The building
of windows in the same plane with facade finish presents
technical difficulties.

D.Celmina: the masterplan has been successfully
developed by using firewalls and providing acceptable




D.Celmina: generalplans izstradats veiksmigi, izmantojot
ugunsmiirus un atrisinot izsaulojumu visiem apjomiem.
Kompozicionali iederigs pilsétas struktiira. Diemzel
pagalmu dzegu augstumi neatbilst normativiem,
biivapjomiem pietrikst sist€mas. Dalgji atbilst RVC TIAN
prasibam.

M.Levina: plakanie jumti nav pienemami RVC dzivojamo
kvartalu teritorijas tik liela apjoma biivéem. Piedavats
korigéts planojums, tomér apjomi arhitektoniski
neparliecinosi. Neatbilst RVC apbiives tradicijam.

U.Balodis: biivapjoms izvietots originali, strukturali
pamatots, labi reag€jot uz apkartéjo vidi un atrisina
izsaulojumu. Fasazu dizains un plakanie jumti
neizteiksmigi. Apjomu dalfjums zemes Iimeni saskalda
koplietosanas telpas, kas ir svarigs punkts uzdevuma.
Priekslikums neatspogulo kopmitnu specifiku.

EBU111

J.Allen: viens no risinajumiem, kas maina planojumu,
ievieSot papildus rindu, tadgjadi samazinot pagalma
platibas un veicinot tumsumu istabas. Ir aizmirsts sauklis
— macies! Koplietosanas telpas sadrumstalotas un ir
pretruna ar tadu kopienas planojumu, kas veiksmigi
funkciongétu.

E.Kulevska: piedavatie apjomi ir parak blivi, Iidz ar to
dzivojamas telpas biis slikti izgaismotas. Fasades parak
monotonas, argjas kapnes un terases nav piemérotas
droSibas apsveérumu del. Piedavatie jumti atrisina tehnisko
iekartu izvietojumu, bet vizuali nav iederigi kvartala.
Pozitivs riipnieciski izgatavojamo panelu lietojums.

J.Mitenbergs: darbs atSkiras ar méginajumu risinat piekto
fasadi, proti, jumtu ainavu. No putna lidojuma jumtu
izbuves izdevusSas samera atraktivas, tomeér tas nav
pietiekami nolasamas no cilvéka skata punkta. Vizuali
pievilcigas ir ar1 biivapjomus savienojosas ar&jas kapnes.
Parak ciesi sablivéti biivapjomi, vienmula ir Birznieka-
Upisa ielas fasade.

D.Celmina: tira, skaidra un lakoniska arhitektiira. Fasade
pret Birznieka-Upisa ielu nav monotona, ta veidota ar
caurravumiem. Nav iebildumu. Atbilst RVC TIAN
prasibam.

M.Levina: priekSlikums izstradats, balstoties uz
kultirvides kontekstu, veicot 9 moduléto biivapjomu

solar conditions for all volumes. In terms of its massing
the proposed building blends in well with the urban
structure. Unfortunately, the courtyard eave heights fail to
comply with the regulations, the volumes lack system. The
proposal is partially compliant with the Riga Historic
Centre building regulations.

M.Levina: the flat roofs are not acceptable within the
residential blocks of Riga Historic Centre for such large
scale buildings. The entrant proposes an altered massing,
however the architectural solution of the volumes fail to
convince. The proposal is not in line with the construction
traditions in Riga Historic Centre.

U.Balodis: original massing, structurally valid and
blending in well with the surroundings and ensuring
acceptable solar conditions. The facade design and flat
roofs are inexpressive. The fragmented volumes at the
ground floor break up the common spaces being an
essential element of the competition task. The proposal
fails to reflect the student housing typology.

EBU111

J.Allen: one of the several solutions that altered the
massing. They’ve introduced an additional row of
buildings, resulting in reduced courtyard areas and worse
solar conditions in student rooms. The slogan they’ve
come up with missed out an important factor in student
housing design — learn! Communal/community spaces are
fragmented and are against the type of design that works
best in student housing.

E.Kulevska: proposed volumes are too dense, resulting in
student rooms being badly lit. The facades are too
monotonous, external staircases and terraces are not
appropriate for safety reasons. The proposed roofs provide
space for plant and machinery, however visually these do
not blend well with the roofscape in the neighbourhood.
The use of pre-fabricated panels is a positive solution.
J.Mitenbergs: the entry differs in the way it is trying to
come up with the design of the fifth facade, namely, the
roofscape. From bird’s eye view, the roof lofts seem to be
rather attractive, however they are not visible enough from
a human vantage point. The external staircases linking the
volumes are also visually appealing. Too dense volumes,
bland primary elevation facing Birznieka-Upisa street.
D.Celmina: clean, clear and laconic architecture. The
facade facing Birznieka-Upisa street is not monotonous, it
has breakthroughs. | have no objections. The proposed
building complies with the Riga Historic Centre building
regulations.

M.Levina: the proposal has been developed based on the
context of cultural landscape, proposing a combination of
9 modular volumes interconnected with staircases and
open terraces. Although the added value of the architecture




kombinaciju, savienojot tos ar kapnu telpu blokiem un
atvertam terasém. Lai ar1 arhitektliras pievienota vertiba ir
ideja par atseviskam jumta izblivém, tom&r jumta terases
(tpasi ielas front€) nav RVC tradicijam raksturigas.
Maksimali palielinats apbiives blivums ar izmainam
planojuma.

U.Balodis: atkapjoties no piedavata panojuma, ir mekletas
struktliras  interpretacijas, diemz&€l nav pietickami
parliecinosi risinatas. Pirma Iimena koplietoSanas telpas
un tehniskas telpas nav pietieckami atrisinatas. Fasazu
piedavajums misdienigs, bet iesp&jams pretruna LBN
prasibam. Nav pamatota jumta izbiivju specifika kopmitnu
konteksta.

EMU222

J.Allen: darbs nav veiksmigs, jo fasazu dizains nav
misdienigs, nav pielaujami balkoni, piedavato istabu
skaits ir nepilnigs, tas ir mazaks ka prasits. Labiekartojuma
gajeju celin§ pagalmu sadala divas dalas. Darbs ir
nepilnigs, jo nav uzraditas izmaksas.

E.Kulevska: darbs rada nepabeigtibas iespaidu. Fasade
pret Birznieka-Upisa ieclu nav laikmetiga, balkoni nav
pielaujami. Telpu planojums nav pietieckami izstradats —
komercplatibam atv€l&tas salidzinosi nelielas platibas,
tehnisko telpu izvietoSana pirmaja stava nepietickama.

J.Mitenbergs: liclais biivapjoms formali ir sadalits daudzos
nelielos apjomos, kas interpreteé vésturisko Rigas
btivapjomu arhitektiiru, tomér priekSlikuma pietrikst
kopgjas arhitektiiras vizijas. Izveletas apjomu proporcijas,
to kartojums un materialu lietojums rada haotisku
iespaidu. Daudzo balkonu lietojums nav atbilstoSs
funkcijai.

D.Celmina: biivapjomam nav sisteémas un ritma fasades.
Apjoms projektéts mehaniski. Atbilst RVC TIAN
prasibam.

M.Levina: priekSlikums izstradats, balstoties uz
kultirvides konteksta analizi. Bivapjoma augstuma
diferenciacija veikta pret esoso koka eku Birznieka-Upisa
iela, izmantoti divslipju jumti ar titancinka iesegumu.
Fasazu dalfjumi, apdare lietotais materials un koloristika
diskutabla. Parak vienkarSota dizaina balkoni galvenaja
fasade.

U.Balodis: ievérotas vispargjas prasibas un insolacija,
planojums atbilstoSs, bet pietriikst pozitivas radoSas

is the idea of individual roof lofts, however the roof
terraces (in particular those facing the street) are not
typical to the traditions in the Riga Historic Centre. With
the adjustments in the layout, building density has been
maximized.

U.Balodis: With the departure from the original layout,
interpretations to the structures have been sought,
unfortunately these solutions are not convincing enough.
The design of the ground floor common spaces and plant
rooms have not been sufficiently addressed. The proposed
facades are contemporary, however potentially not
consistent with the requirements of Latvian Construction
Standards. The specific design of the roof lofts is not
explained in the context of student housing.

EMU222

J.Allen: the proposal is unsuccessful, because facade
design is not contemporary, balconies are not appropriate,
the proposed number of student rooms is insufficient and
lower than required. Passageway in internal courtyard
splits the courtyard in two smaller parts. The entry is
incomplete, because costings are not specified.
E.Kulevska: the proposed design gives the impression of
being incomplete. The elevation facing Ernesta Birznieka-
Upisa street is not contemporary, balconies are not
appropriate. The layout of spaces is incomplete — the areas
designated for retail units are relatively small, the areas of
plant rooms on the ground floor are insufficient.
J.Mitenbergs: the large volume has been split up in many
smaller volumes, interpreting the historic architecture of
buildings in Riga, however the proposal lacks a common
architectural vision. The chosen proportions of the
volumes, their massing and used materials give a chaotic
impression. The use of the many balconies is not
appropriate for the intended function.

D.Celmina: the building lacks system and rhytm in
facades. The volume has been designed mechanically. The
entry complies with the Riga Historic City building
requirements.

M.Levina: the proposal has been prepared based on the
contextual analysis of the cultural landscape. Height
gradation of the volume has been introduced in relation to
the existing timber building at Ernesta Birznieka-Upisa
street, titanium zinc gable roofs have been designed. The
facade rhytm, material used and color choice are
questionable. The design of the balconies in the primary
elevation is too simple.

U.Balodis: general requirements and insolation
requirements have been complied with, the layout is
appropriate, however the proposal lacks positive creative
interpretation, the facade finish lacks expressiveness, the




interpretacijas, ir neizteiksmiga fasazu apdare, tipologiski
neatbilstoss apjoms, nav lietoti miisdienigi materiali.

1+1+1=KAIMINI

J.Allen: piedavataja priekSlikuma nepamatoti lielas
platibas, kuru funkcija nav definéta, atv€letas pirmaja
stava. Biitiskakais trikums ir istabu skaits. Projekts, kas
paredz 429 istabas, no ekonomiska viedokla ir nerentabls.
E.Kulevska: neveiksmigs ne tikai dzivojamo telpu
planojums un skaits, bet pietriikst ari paskaidrojuma,
kadam funkcijam domatas pirma stava platibas. Nepilnigs
generalplans. Prasitos plasaka aprakstosa dala.

J.Mitenbergs: pirma stava planojuma ieviestas izmainas,
kas neatbilst pasttitaja iecerém — centrala ieeja veidota pa
vidu Birznieka-Upisa ielas fasadei, kas novirza lielu
iedzivotaju plusmu caur iek§€o pagalmu. Arl
arhitektoniski priekslikumam pietrikst izteiksmes un
rakstura.

D.Celmina: parasta €ka jebkura pilsétas mikrorajona.
Pagalma dzegu augstumi neatbilst RVC TIAN prasibam,
korig€jams risinajums.

M.Levina: veikta relativa pils€tbiivnieciska analize,
sasaistot eso$o Birznieka-Upisa ielas apbiivi ar jaunbiives
arhitektonisko risinajumu. Ar 7,2 m augsto vartu portalu
méginats veidot atsauci uz Marijas iclas UpiSa pasazas
ieeju, kas nav raksturigs esoSai ielai. Piedavata divslipju
jumta forma pienemama, bet nav atbalstama jumta terasu
izbtve Birznieka-Upisa ielas fronté.

U.Balodis: apjoms atjauno ielas telpas sajiitu, bet
nepietiekami reagé uz blakus eso$o koka €ku Birznieka-
UpiSa iela. Fasades risinajums neizteiksmigs, plakans,
nesatur inovacijas materialu izvélé. Nav skaidrs pirma
stava funkcionalais piepildijums. Nav pietiekami atrisinats
generalplans.

AIR011

D.Celmina: autors ar neordinaram idejam ir bieZs viesis
konkursos. Iesp€jams, kadreiz saslégsies vieta un ideja, un
autoram tiks gandarfjuma balva!

Konkrétais priekslikums neatbilst RVC TIAN prasibam.
Visi pievienojas teiktajam.

building is not appropriate in terms of its typology,
contemporary materials have not been used.

1+1+1=KAIMINI

J.Allen: the entry uses unreasonably large spaces on the
ground floor with their function lacking specification. The
biggest negative is number of rooms. At 449 rooms,
project is economically unworkable.

E.Kulevska: apart from the layout and number of
residential accommodation being unsuccessful, the ground
floor spaces also lack explanation of their functions.
Incomplete masterplan. A more detailed description would
be helpful.

J.Mitenbergs: the ground floor layout has been altered and
it is not in line with the client’s expectations — the main
entrance has been designed in the middle of Birznieka-
Upisa elevation, thus diverting a heavy traffic of residents
through the internal courtyard. The proposed design lacks
an architectural expressiveness and character.

D.Celmina: an ordinary building that could be placed in
any residential neighbourhood of the city. Courtyard eaves
do not comply with the Riga Historic City building
regulations, the proposal could be refined.

M.Levina: a comperative urban construction analysis has
been carried out while linking the existing buildings on
Birznieka-Upisa street with the architectural solutions of
the proposed building. With the 7,2 m heigh aparture the
entrant has attempted to create a reference to the Upisa
passageway on Marijas street, which is not typical of the
existing street. The proposed form of the gable roof is
appropriate, however the roof terraces in the Birznieka-
Upisa street front are not appropriate.

U.Balodis: the building restores the spatial perception of
the street, however its reaction to the adjacent timber
building on Birznieka-Upisa street is not sufficient. The
proposed facade design is expressionless, flat and lacks
innovation in terms of the materials used. Unclear function
of the ground floor spaces. The masterplan is incomplete.

AIR011

D.Celmina: the author of the entry has participated in a
number of competitions by offering non-traditional ideas.
The entrant might someday be able to interconnect the
place and idea and they would be awarded an honorouble
mention!

This particular proposal fails to comply with the Riga
Historic Centre building regulations. Everyone agrees with
those remarks.

TCHO001




TCHO001

J.Allen: biivapjoms un fasade neiederas kvartala apbave.
Bitiskakais trukums ir istabu skaits. Projekts, kas paredz
382 istabas, no ekonomiska viedokla ir nerentabls.
E.Kulevska: konceptuali un arhitekoniski netradicionals,
drosmigs risinajums, diemzel ne $aja pilsétas kvartala dala.
Dzivojamo telpu planojums neracionals un ekonomiski
neizdevigs.

J.Mitenbergs: ir apsveicami projektétaju atskirigu,
izteiksmigu un skulpturalu arhitekttiras risinajumu
mekl&jumi, tomer tie netbilst RVC TIAN prasibam un
pasutitdja uzdevumam. Lidz ar to darbs nav virzams
sikakai izpétei.

D.Celmina: priekslikums nav domats Sai konkrétai vietai.
Neatbilst RVC TIAN prasibam.

M.Levina: neatbilst RVC apbiives tradicijam, studijas
arhitektoniskas formas mekl&umos. Nav 1sta vieta un
izpratne par vidi, provokativs darbs.

U.Balodis: neatbilst RVC TIAN prasibam, ka arT pasiititaja
uzdevumam.

AAA111

J.Allen: sadalot pirmo stavu tris dalas, ir izjaukts eso$o
komerctelpu un studentiem paredzéto koplietoSanas telpu
ritms. Pagalma dala argjas kapnes var radit droSibas
problémas. Pievilciga galvena fasade. Bitisks trikums
nepietiekamais istabu skaits (618), kas aptuveni par 10%
mazaks ka daZiem pretendentiem.

E.Kulevska: monotons buvapjoms ar daudzveidigu
materialu lietojumu, tomér svesi piedavatie francu balkoni
ielas fasadeé. Kopuma veiksmigs pirma stava planojums.
Nav skaidri ieziméta publiska pasaza rietumu puse.

J.Mitenbergs: blivapjomu masas vizualajai samazinaSanai
fasades sadalitas pa horizontali, aug$gjos stavus veidojot
ka jumta izblives un cita materiala. Nav saprotama ar&jo
kapnu funkcionalitate pagalma. Par priekslikuma lielako
trikumu uzskatu arhitektoniski skulpturalu risinajumu
neesamibu Birznieka-Upisa ielas fasade.

D.Celmina: biivapjoma horizontalais dalfjums saskel eku.
Mehanisks btivapjoma aprékins. Pagalma dzegai nav
noradits augstums, iesp&jams neatbilst RVC TIAN
prasibam.

M.Levina: veikta relativa pilsétbiivnieciska analize.
Jaunbuves Birznieka-UpiSa ielas korpuss masivs un

J.Allen: building mass and facade not appropriate for
neighbourhood. The biggest negative is room number. At
382 rooms, project is economically unworkable.
E.Kulevska: conceptually and architecturally non-
traditional, brave design, which, unfortunately, is not
appropriate for this part of the city. The layout of
residential accommodation is irrational and economically
unworkable.

J.Mitenbergs: the authors should be commended for an
attempt to create a different, expressive and sculptural
architectural design, however it fails to comply with the
Riga Historic Centre building regulations and client’s task.
Consequently, the entry can not be advanced for further
analysis.

D.Celmina: entry is not appropriate for this particular site.
It is not in line with the Riga Historic Centre building
regulations.

M.Levina: proposal is not in line with the Riga Historic
Centre building traditions. This is a search for architectural
form. Not the right place and understanding of the
environment, a provocative proposal.

U.Balodis: entry is not in line with the Riga Historic
Centre building requirements and client’s task.

AAA11l

J.Allen: three breaks in ground floor space not good for the
flow of the ground floor retail areas or common student
areas. External staircases in internal courtyard may raise
safety issues. attractive primary elevation. Biggest
negative is the number of rooms (618), which is
approximately 10% less than some other entrants.
E.Kulevska: monotonous volume with various facade
finishes, however the proposed French balconies in the
primary facade are not typical to the neighbourhood. All
in all, a successful ground floor layout. The public
passageway along the West wing of the building has not
been clearly marked.

J.Mitenbergs: in order to visually reduce the building
mass, facades have been divided horizontally, while
designing roof lofts on top floors and also using different
materials. The functionality of the external staircases is
unclear. The biggest negative is the lack of architectural
and sculptural solutions in the facade facing Birznieka-
Upisa street.

D.Celmina: the horizontal division of the volumes breaks
up the building. Mechanical calculations of the volume.
The height of the courtyard eave is not specified, it might
not be in line with the Riga Historic Centre building
requirements.

M.Levina: a comperative analysis of urban construction
has been carried out. The building facing Birznieka-Upisa
street is massive and monotonous, created mechanically




monotons, veidots mehaniski, péc maksimalo gabaritu
parametriem. Jau “redz€ts risinajums”.

U.Balodis: apjoms atjauno ielas telpu, bet par masivu
blakus esoSai koka €kai. Fasazu apdaré€ lietoti daudzveidigi
materiali, bet diskut§jams ir krasu dalijums. Detalizacija
mekl&ta ar francu balkoniem, kas p&c funkcijas noteikti ir
pienemami un nerada draudus iedzivotajiem.
Labiekartojuma limeni nav pietieckami skaidri nodalitas
publiskas un privatas zonas. Pagalma kapném nav
funkcionala jega.

SMKO017

J.Allen: pardomata un saprotama paskaidrojosa dala.
Piedavata monotona apjoma atdzivinasana ar krasaino
logu palidzibu nesniedz nepieciesamo efektu. Veiksmigs
komerctelpu planojums un piedavato istabu skaits, bet
nepietickamas tehniskas platibas. Jutams pieredzes
trikums liela méroga studentu majokla projektésana.

E.Kulevska: simpatisks priekslikums, kura arhitekttra
tomér neuzruna. Parak vienkarSota, monotona fasade, kura
nav nolasama galvena ieeja. Nepietickami lielas platibas

atveletas  tehniskajam  telpam, publiskajam  un
komerctelpam.
J.Mitenbergs: priekSlikums wuzruna ar arhitektiiras

risindjumu tiribu un vienkarsibu, kas vienlaikus uzskatams
arl par ta minusu — ta bilivmasas atgadina izkrasotas
maksimali pielaujamas apbuves shémas, kas tik liela
daudzuma kliist nospiedosas. Lai arT Birznieka-Upisa ielas
fasadi ir méginats atdzivinat ar jumta izbtveém, tomer ari
81 fasade Skiet parak monotona un nedziva. Funkcionalo
risinajumu pamata ir pasiititaja piedavatas shémas.

D.Celmina: matematiski aprékinats apjoms, RVC nav
pienemams. Varétu but biroja maja kada rtpnieciska
teritorija. Atbilst RVC TIAN prasibam.

M.Levina: neatbilst RVC apbiives tradicijam. Ipatngja
ideja, kas vairak lidziga arhitektiiras studiju meklgjumiem
— monotoni biivapjomi ar dazadu logailu krasojumu. Tira
forma, bet var€tu biit ilgtermina apgriitinoSa ekspluatacija,
nomainot paris logu, pieméram uz PVC — zud koncepta
pievilciba.

U.Balodis: veikta ielas frontes fasazu analize. Apjoma
arhitekoniskais risinagjums rada ftiribas un skaidribas
iespaidu, tomér upuré iesp€ju saudzigak attiekties pret
blakus esoSo koka eku. Piedavatais fasazu iesegums ar

and based on the parameters of maximum dimensions.
Design already seen before.

U.Balodis: the building restores the spatial perception of
the street, however it looks too massive next to the
adjacent timber building. Different materials are used in
facade finish, however the color division is questionable.
French balconies have been used to introduce detail, which
are appropriate as to their function and do not present a
risk to residents. There is no clear distinction between
public and private realm. Staircases in courtyard have no
functional meaning.

SMKO017

J.Allen: well thought out and clear explanation of their
entry. The idea to break up the dark facade with colored
windows does not really work or give relief to the
monolithic facade. Good use of retail space and good
number of rooms, however the space for technical rooms
is insufficient. Seems clear that they do not have
experience in designing large scale student housing
accommodation.

E.Kulevska: nicely presented proposal, however I did not
particularly like the proposed architectural design. Overly
simplified, monotonous facade with unnoticable main
entrance. Insufficient space for plant rooms, public spaces
and retail units.

J. Mitenbergs: the proposed design is appealing thanks to
the clarity and simplicity of the architectural solutions,
which at the same time can be considered also its minus —
the building volumes resemble colored maximum
permissible schematic layouts, which in such a quantity
become overwhelming. Although the authors have
attempted to revive the elevation facing Birznieka-Upisa
street by means of roof lofts, this facade, however, also
seems too monotonous and lifeless. Functional solutions
used the schematic layouts provided by the client.
D.Celmina: mathematically calculated volume, not
appropriate for the Riga Historic Centre. It resembles an
office building in some industrial territory. Proposal
complies with the Riga Historic Centre building
regulations.

M.Levina: entry is not in line with the traditions in the Riga
Historic Centre. Peculiar idea, which could rather be an
architectural study — monotonous volumes with different
colored window openings. Clean form, however could in
the long run cause maintenance issues, thus, the concept
might lose its attractiveness when some windows are
replaced, for instance, by PVC ones.

U.Balodis: facades in the street front have been analysed.
Architectural design solution gives an impression of
cleanliness and clarity, however it sacrifices the
oppurtunity to respect the neighbouring timber building.




aluminiju lieti noder iekSpagalmos, kur hroniski trukst
gaismas. Interesants liekas efektigais izgaismoSanas
priekslikums. Labiekartojuma piedavajums nav pilnigs.
Caur gal&ju kontrastu mekléta studentiem piemérota €ka.

DOM111

J.Allen: labi sagatavota ievada dala. Pievilciga fasade, bet
daudzas detalas to saraibina. Veiksmigi projektétas
koplietosanas telpas, istabu sadalijums un skaits.
Priekslikums atbilst visam prasibam, tomér praktisku
apsvérumu d€l nav pienemami slégi logiem, ari to
izmaksas butu griti pamatojamas. Veélams, lai visam
fasadém biitu vienota tonu gamma.

E.Kulevska: teritorijas plans izmantots racionali. Pagalma
fasades Skiet parak haotiskas izvéleéto tonu un lietoto
materialu daudzveidiba. NodroSinatas nepiecieSamas
platibas  visam noraditajam zonam. Pardomata
ugunsdzesibas transporta piekluve @&kai, arT no
iekSpagalma puses.

J.Mitenbergs: piedavajums izstradats korekti, ka ar1 ir
izpildits pasttitaja projektéSanas uzdevums. Tomer
lielakas Saubas rada kopg€jas arhitektiiras vizijas tritkums.
Lai arT Birznieka-UpiSa ielas fasad@ ir izmantoti atseviski
elementi no pagalmu bivapjomiem, $1 apjoma arhitektiiras
risindjumi ir atSkirigi un nav vienoti ar par€jas publiskas
artelpas risinajumiem. IekSpagalmu fasazu risinajumi Skiet
parak aplikativi un dekorativi.

D.Celmina: biivapjoms iederigs esoSaja ielas fronte.
Fasadgs lietotie dazadie krasu toni un detalizacija saraibina
kopainu. Veiksmigs planojums. Atbilst RVC TIAN
prasibam, biitu izdodama biivatlauja.

M.Levina: veikta teritorialplanojuma priekSnosacijumu
analize. Apjoma galvenajai fasadei laba dinamika un
dalijums, lietoti tradicionalie divslipju jumti ar izbuvem.
Pagalma fasades uzirdinatas ar slégu elementiem - parak
dinamisks risinajums. Papildus ieviesti perforéti akustiskie
slégi pirma stava sabiedriskajam telpam pagalma, kas ir
centiens uzlabot nakts dzives komfortu iemitniekiem.

U.Balodis: darba vérojama pardomata un sistematiska
pieeja fasazu kompozicijas veidoSana. Slégu risinajums
pagalmos ir pretruna kopmitnes garam — atvertibai un
gaismai. Planojumi iev@roti atbilsto$i prasitajam,
labiekartojums uzlabots.

The proposed aluminium exterior walls of facades are
appropriate for the internal courtyards which lack natural
light. The proposed effective lighting solution seems
interesting. The proposed landscaping is incomplete. The
authors have attempted to design a building appropriate for
students through extreme contrast.

DOM111

J.Allen: good introduction to entry. Attractive facade,
however too many different elements make the facade a bit
too busy in places. Good use of community/common
spaces, good number and mix of student rooms. The
proposal complies with all elements of the competition
brief, however the shutters to the facade are not
appropriate, because these are impractical to operate. Also
a cost element to the shutters is hard to justify. I would
prefer one uniform color scheme throughout the facades.
E.Kulevska: rational use of the site. Courtyard facades are
too busy in terms of colors and materials used. Sufficient
areas for all required spaces have been designed. Well
thought out fire truck access, also from the internal
courtyard.

J.Mitenbergs: the entry has been well put together, client’s
task has also been complied with. The lack of overall
architectural vision, however, raises greater concerns.
Although some detail from courtyard buildings have been
used in the facade facing Birznieka-Upisa street, the
design of this building volume differ and are not in
harmony with the design solutions of other public open
spaces. The facade design in the internal courtyard seem
to be overly decorative and applique-like.

D.Celmina: the building mass blends in well with the
existing street front. The different colors and details used
in the facades give the overall impression of being too
busy. Successful layouts. The proposal complied with the
Riga Historic Centre building regulations. A building
permit would be issued.

M.Levina: analysis of the preconditions of spatial planning
has been carried out. Good dynamics and rhytm to the
primary elevation, traditional gable roofs with roof lofts
have been used. Courtyard facades have been broken up
by means of shutter elements — an overly dynamic design
solution. In addition, perforated acoustic shutters are
introduced to the public spaces in the courtyard on the
ground floor, seeking to improve comfort for residents
during nighttime.

U.Balodis: a well thought out and systematic approach to
create facade composition. Shutter elements in courtyards
are contrary to the spirit of the hostel — openness and light.
The layouts comply with the requirements, improved
landscaping.




3. Lemuma pienemsana

Zirijas komisijas locekli vienpratigi vienojas, ka ir viens
labakais projekts, un tas ir darbs ar devizi DAV159. Ta
arhitektiiras kvalitate visprecizak atspogulo pasititaja
uzdevumu un visveiksmigak iederas Rigas vésturiskaja
pilsétvide.

Pirma vieta un prémija 6000,- eiro apméra pienakas darba
ar devizi DAV159 autoriem. Balsojums: visi — par
(ieklauts J. Pogas rakstiskais balsojums).

Lai arT konkursa nolikuma paredz&tas otra un tresa vieta,
zurijas komisija tas nolemj nepieskirt, jo nesaskata darbus,
kas var€tu atbilst noteiktajam. J.Mitenbergs ierosina otras
un tresas prémijas summu sadalit tris proporcionalas dalas
un pieskirt 2000,- eiro prémiju katram no darbiem ar devizi
DOM111, UBE910 un SMKO017. D.Celmina un M.Levina
iebilst, jo darbi ar devizi UBE910 un SMKO017 pilniba
neatbilst  biivnormativos un RVC  aizsardzibas
likumdoSana noteiktajam un to korekcijas gadijuma biitu
nepiecieSami butiski uzlabojumi, kas var€tu maintt
priekslikuma arhitektonisko telu.

Notiek balsojums par prémiju pieskirSanu tris minétajiem
darbiem.

Darbs ar devizi DOM111, balsojums: J.Allen, E.Kulevska,
M.Levina, D.Celmina, U. Balodis, J.Poga (rakstisks
balsojums) — par, J.Mitenbergs — pret. Pieskirta prémija
2000,- eiro apmera.

Darbs ar devizi UBE910, balsojums: J.Allen, E.Kulevska,
J.Mitenbergs, U. Balodis, J.Poga (rakstisks balsojums) —
par, M.Levina, D.Celmina — pret. PieSkirta prémija 2000,-
eiro apmera.

Darbs ar devizi SMKO017, balsojums: J.Allen, E.Kulevska,
U. Balodis, J. Mitenbergs — par, M.Levina, D.Celmina —
pret. Pieskirta prémija 2000,- eiro apmera.

4. Uzvaretaju aplokSnu atver§ana
Atverot aploksnes, tiek nosaukti darbu autori.

Pirma vieta un prémija 6000,- eiro apmera tiek pieskirta
arhitektu birojam MJP Architects Ltd., Lielbritanija: Nick
Caulkett, Nikola Enchev, Korneliusz Keller, Liz Pride,
Michael Ritchie.

Tris atzimétie darbi, katram no kuriem tiek pieSkirta
prémija 2000,- eiro apméra, ir sekojosi:

3. Decision-making

Members of the Jury Panel agree by concensus that there
is one proposal that is the best, and it is the entry with
motto DAV159. Its architectural quality most precisely
reflects client’s task and most successfully blends in with
the Riga historic urban environment.

The first prize and prize money in the amount of EUR
6°000.00 is awarded to the authors of the entry with motto
DAV159. Vote: all — in favour (J. Poga’s written vote is
included).

Although the competition brief provides for the second and
third prizes, the Jury Panel decides not to award them,
because it finds that none of the proposals correspond to
the specified. J.Mitenbergs proposes to split the total prize
money of second and third prizes in proportional amounts
and award EUR 2°000.00 to each of the authors of the
proposals with the following mottos: DOM111, UBE910
un SMKO017. D.Celmina and M.Levina are against,
because entries with mottos UBE910 and SMKO017 do not
fully comply with the requirements laid down in Latvian
Construction Standards and the Law on Riga Historic
Centre Protection and Preservation and adjustments in the
proposals would require significant improvements, which
might alter the architectural vision of the proposals.
Votes are taken on awarding prizes to the three above
mentioned proposals.

Entry with motto DOM111, vote: J.Allen, E.Kulevska,
M.Levina, D.Celmina, U. Balodis, J.Poga (written vote) —
in favour, J.Mitenbergs — against. The entry is awarded a
prize money in the amount of EUR 2°000.00.

Entry with motto UBE910, vote: J.Allen, E.Kulevska,
J.Mitenbergs, U. Balodis, J.Poga (written vote) — in
favour, M.Levina, D.Celmina — against. The entry is
awarded a prize money in the amount of EUR 2°000.00.
Entry with motto SMKO017, vote: J.Allen, E.Kulevska, U.
Balodis, J. Mitenbergs — in favour, M.Levina, D.Celmina
— against. The entry is awarded a prize money in the
amount of EUR 2°000.00.

4. Opening of winners’ envelopes
Envelopes are opened and the authors of the entries are
named.

First prize and a prize money in the amount of EUR
6°000.00 is awarded to architecture firm MJP Architects
Ltd., UK: Nick Caulkett, Nikola Enchev, Korneliusz
Keller, Liz Pride, Michael Ritchie.

The following three entries were recognized and awarded
a prize money in the amount of EUR 2°000.00 each:




“DEPO projekts” (DOM111): Sandra Paulsone, Uldis
Zanders, piedalijas Ginta Eglite, Anita Rauda Zukovska,
Kristaps Brigis, Mikus Grende;

“Avotins, Vincents un partneri” (UBE910): Janis lelejs;

“R.E.D. arhitekti”, “A plus solution”, “A.R.T. projekts”
(SMKO017): Viktors Zarakovskis, Antons Gonda, Andris
Tomsons.

Séde beidzas: 16:40.
Pielikuma: uzvarétaju dalibnieka anketas, ziirijas

komisijas loceklu vertgjumi.

Komisijas priekssédetajs,
SIA “EBU 19~

“DEPO projekts” (DOM111): Sandra Paulsone, Uldis
Zanders, participated Ginta Eglite, Anita Rauda Zukovska,
Kristaps Brigis, Mikus Grende;

“Avotins, Vincents un partneri” (UBE910): Janis lelejs;

“R.E.D. arhitekti”, “A plus solution”, “A.R.T. projekts”
(SMKO017): Viktors Zarakovskis, Antons Gonda, Andris
Tomsons.

Meeting ends at: 16:40.
Attached: Entrant application forms of the winning entries,
individual assessments of Jury Panel members.

Jury Panel Chairman,
“EBU 19” LLC

valdes loceklis
Komisijas locekli:

Sertificéts arhitekts

Sertificéts arhitekts

SIA “EBU 19~
projektu vaditaja/asistente

VKPALI Arhitektiiras dalas
vaditaja vietniece

Rigas Buvvaldes Arhitektu

un teritorijas planotaju nodalas

galvena arhitekte-teritorijas
planotaja

Komisijas atbildiga
sekretare

Jason Allen

Uldis Balodis

Juris Mitenbergs

Evija Kulevska

Marina Levina

Dace Celmina

Velta Holcmane

Member of the Board
Jury Panel members:

Licenced architect

Licenced architect

“EBU 19” LLC
project manager/assistant

Deputy Head of SIHP
Architecture Department

Leading architect-spatial
planner at the Department
of Architecture and

Spatial Planners at the Riga
City Construction Board

Jury Panel secretary

Jason Allen

Uldis Balodis

Juris Mitenbergs

Evija Kulevska

Marina Levina

Dace Celmina

Velta Holcmane




