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SIA ,,Merks”

Vienotais reg. Nr. 40003304295

merks Skanstes iela 50, Rigd, LV-1013

iﬁrijas sapulce par konkursu par labako biroju eku kompleksa Riga, Krasta iela 99A

Ting] Tvoe: biivniecibas ieceres priekslikumu — metu / Jury commission meeting for tender contest

P ype: for the best construction itention proposal — sketch of the office building complex in

Krasta street 99A, Riga

Nr. / No.: 203-1

Laiks / Time: | 2016. gada 8.janvaris, plkst. 13:00 / 8 January 2016, 13:00

Vieta / Place: | SIA Merks birojs, Skanstes iela 50, Riga / SIA Merks office, Skanstes street 50, Riga

Dalibnieki / Ieradies /

Participants: Attended:
Ziurijas komisijas priekSsédetajs / Head of Marko Kull Yes
the jury:
Zirijas komisijas loceklis / Member of the Regina Bula Yes
jury:
Zirijas komisijas loceklis / Member of the Agrita Maderniece Yes
jury:
Zurijas komisijas loceklis / Member of the Rolands Bruzgulis Yes
jury:
Zirijas komisijas loceklis / Member of the Andris Kokins Yes
jury:
Zirijas komisijas loceklis / Member of the Tanel Samuel Yes
jury:
Zurijas komisijas loceklis / Member of the Juris Jirgens T
jury:
Ziirijas komisijas loceklis / Member of the Ieva Lace Yes
jury:
LEED experts / LEED expert: Marko Uueda Yes
Zirijas komisijas atbildiga sekretare / Madara Sila

. Yes

Secretary of the jury:

Sapulces

vadrtajs / =

Manager of Ieva Lace

the meeting:

Protokoletajs

/ Minute Teva Lace

Taker:

—

Sapulces norise / Meeting procedure:
Nr./ T "
No.: Darba kartiba: Agenda:
1. Projektu prezentacija, planSeSu apskate Project presentations, examination of planchettes
2. Diskusija, projektu verteSana Discussion, project evaluation

Marko Kull uzskata, ka neviens no projektiem

Marko Kull thinks that none of the projects should be

augstums (jo virs biroju torniem veidotais
plastiskais jumts neatbilst apbtives noteikumu
terminam arhitektoniskais akcents).

Saskana ar apbiives noteikumiem 16 stavu ekam

apaks€jais apjoms, javeido ar vismaz 6 m atkapi

augsgjo apjomu, kas ir augstaks par 12 m un nav

21| hav jadiskvalifics. Vajie punkti ir jadokuments ﬁ;ls_%‘fagfggée;”tf Xgﬁ;”;‘fﬁ;ﬁﬁg be documented.
Agrita Maderniece izsaka piezimes — nav Agrita Maderniece remarks that the building lines are not
ieverotas biivlaides visos projektos, iznemot respected in all projects except AP173 (the building line
AP173 (buivlaide gar Krasta ielu - 9 m, gar set back from Krasta street is 9m, from the new street
jaunveidojamo ielu (nobrauktuve no Krasta ielas) | (exit from Krasta street) — 3m, from the ramp to the
— 3 m, gar uzbrauktuvi uz Dienvidu tiltu - 15 m). South bridge — 15m). Project FF311 exceeds the

99 Projekta FF311 par 11,5 m parsniegts atlautais permitted building height 11,5m (the figural roof above

the towers doesn’t comply with the definition
architectonic accent). According to the Riga city
regulations for 16-floor buildings the upper floor, that is
higher than 12m and is not the same volume as the rest of
the building must be set back 6m form the building line
of the lower building. This regulation is violated in
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no ékas apak3gja apjoma buvlaides. Sis noteikums
ir parkapts vairakiem projektiem. AutomaSinu
stavvietas nav atlauts izvietot priek§pagalma.

several projects. The car parking is not permitted in the
front yards.

2.3.

Visi Ziirijas locekli piekrt tam, ka nevienu no
projektiem nediskvalificg un verte visus
projektus.

All the jury members agree that none of the projects are
disqualified and all the projects will be evaluated.

2.4.

M.Kull uzskata, ka 2 (diviem) projektiem ir lielas
problémas un uzvarétaji butu jaizvélas no (3) trim
atlikuSajiem projektiem. HS714 nav kopgju stavu,
- tas ir 3 atseviSku &ku komplekss, un tas neatbilst
komercialajai koncepcijai, ko attistitajs ir
iecergjis. Projekts LV154 atstaj iespaidu uz
skatitaju, bet tam ir biitiskas problémas ar
biivnoteikumiem, uzturésanu, piekluvi, iziréjamo
platibu pielagojamibu, utt.

M. Kull thinks that 2 (two) of the projects are week with
mayor problems and the winning projects should be
chosen from the remaining 3 (three). HS714 has no
common floors — it is a complex of 3 separate buildings,
this is not the commercial concept the developer is
looking for. LV 154 is quite impressing project but has
major problems with building regulations, maintenance,
accesses, flexibility of the leasable office space, etc.

2.5,

M. Uueda norada, ka projekta LV154 daudzam
gkas dalam nepiekliist tie3a saules gaisma un
kopuma §is projekts neatbilst LEED prasibam.
Fkai ir $auras dalas un koridori ir parak gari.
Parak $auras biroju telpas nav efektivas.

M. Uueda points out that in the project LV154 many
parts of the building do not have direct sunlight, and in
general this project doesn’t correspond to LEED
requirements. The building has narrow parts and the
corridors are too long. Too narrow offices are not
efficient.

2.6,

R.Bula uzskata, ka pilsetvide 3T ir loti atbildiga
vieta. Daugava ir pilsétas galvena telpiskas
kompozicijas ass un dota apbiive aktivi veido
Daugavas siluetu. No T aspekta FF311 risinajums
nav pienemams, jo apjomu formveide ir svesa
Rigas pilsetvides raksturam. Turklat apjomu
augstumi parsniedz pielauto par 11.5 m. Projekts
LV 154, kuram ir lieli trikumi planojuma,
pilsétvide tas dod arhitektonisku kvalitati.

R.Bula thinks that the emplacement of this project is
important for Riga city. Daugava river is the main axe of
the city composition, and the competition proposal
location at the Daugava river bank strongly influences
the Daugava river silhouette. From this point of view the
project FF311 is not acceptable because its form and
shape is foreign to the character of Riga city. Besides it,
the height of the project exceeds the permitted height to
11.5m. The project LV154, although it has big problems
in planning, offers architecture quality for the city.

2.7.

R. Bula uzskata, ka LV154 piedavata skulpturala
apjomu kopforma iederas pilsétvides rakstura un
veido izteiksmigu un atpazistamu siluetu,
pieskirot pilséttelpai arhitektonisku kvalitati.

R.Bula thinks that the sculptural form that offers the
project LV154 fits well in the character of the city and
makes the silhouette recognizable by offering an
architectural quality to the city space.

2.8.

M. Kull v&las attistit tadu projektu, kas labi
iederas pilséta un ja Rigas pilsétas parstavji
uzskata, ka FF311 taja neiederas, vins piekrit
atmest FF311 un HS714 turpmakai izskatiSanai.

M. Kull wants to develop a project that fits well in the
city and if the representatives of Riga city consider
FF311 unfit he agrees to leave out FF311 and HS714 and
continue with the evaluation of other 3 projects.

2.9

A Kokins uzkata, ka FF311 un AP173
nevajadzétu turpinat vertet. FF311 parsniedz
augstumu un neiederas pilséta, savukart AP173 ir
parak shematisks. A.Kokins piedava turpinat
vertet atlikuSos 3 projektus.

A Kokins thinks FF311 and AP173 are unfit for further
evaluation. FF311 exceeds the height and doesn’t fit in
the city panorama, AP173 is too much schematic.
A.Kokins proposes to continue to evaluate the remaining
3 projects.

2.10.

A Bruzgulis uzskata, ka FF311 un AP173 nebitu
jaturpina izskatit

A Bruzgulis thinks that FF311 and AP173 are unfit for
further evaluation

M. Uueda uzskata, ka AP173 biis lielas problémas
| ziema ar galerijam

M.Uueda thinks AP173 will have problems in winter
time because of the galleries.

2.12.

A.Maderniece uzskata, ka FF311 un AP173
nebitu jaturpina izskatit

A.Maderniece thinks that FF311 and AP173 are unfit for
further evaluation

2.13.

J Jirgens uzskata, ka FF31, LV154, HS714 bitu
jaizsledz no turpmakas verteSanas.

J.Jirgens thinks that FF31, LV154, HS714 are unfit for
further evaluation

2.14.

I.Lace uzskata, ka FF31, LV154, HS714 biitu
jaizsledz no turpmakas verteSanas.

1.Lace thinks that FF31, LV154, HS714 are unfit for
further evaluation

2,15,

T.Samuel ka attistitajs uzsver, ka projekta
komerciala koncepcija ir tada, ka péc 1.kartas
pabeigSanas ekai jabut lietoSanas kartiba.
Vislabak pa kartam bavet ir UD888 un AP173. ja
HS714 ir pilniba no stikla, tas ir vis energo-
neefektivakais projekts no visiem.

T.Samuel as developer points out that the commercial
concept for this project is such that after the completion
of 1st stage the complex is ready to use. The best
projects to build in stages are UD888 and AP173. If
HS714 is made fully of glass it is the least energy
efficient.
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2.16.

A.Bruzgula favortt projekts ir UD888, tas ir
rlipigi pardomats, generalplans un funkcija labi
atrisinata, labs artelpas zon&jums/organizacija,
projekta minuss ir tads, ka tas varétu izskatities
jocigi péc pirmas kartas pabeigSanas. Otrais
labakais projekts ir HS714, kaut gan tam pietriikst
radoSuma, jo tipveida kas moduli zemes gabala
ir izvietoti mehaniski un tas pilniba neatbilst
programmai.

A.Bruzgulis favorite project is UD888, it is well worked
out, the site plan and function is well solved, good
zoning/organization of site, the minus of this project is
how it will look after the construction of 1** stage.
Second best project is HS714, although missing creative
aspect, too mechanical location typical blocks and it does
not fully follow to design program.

2.17.

M.Kull favorit projekts ir UD888, tam ir tira
arhitektora un vienkar$s dizairis, stavvietas
novietojums dienvidu puse ir priekSrociba.
Fasades ir jauzlabo, loti ieteicams iestradat fasade
gaismu spéli. Otrais labakais projekts ir FF311
del interesanta jumta un interesantas formas.

M.Kull favorite project is UD888, it is clean architecture
and very simple design, the location of the parking in the
south side is advantageous. The facades need to be
improved, the work with light is highly recommended.
Second best FF311 because of the interesting roof and
the interesting shape.

2.18.

A Kokina favortt projekts ir UD888, jo taja
ieveroti visvairak nosacTjumu un tas ir vislabak
izstradatais projekts. Otrais labakais ir LV154,
bet izskatas, ka $o projektu nebus iespgjams
realizét bez biitiskam izmainam projekta izskata.

A Kokins favorite project is UD888 because it respects
all the criteria and is the most worked out. The facades
need to be improved. Second favorite LV154, but it
seems impossible to develop this project without
significant changes of the shape.

2.19.

A Maderniece uzskata, ka arhitektoniski
interesantakais projekts ir LV 154, bet funkcionali
vislabakais ir UD888. A.Maderniece piekrTt, ka
veicot uzlabojumus projekta LV154, tas
izskatTsies pilnigi citads, jo, lai ievérotu
buvlaides, ir nepieciesami loti butiski
parveidojumi . Lidz ar to par labako no
projektiem A.Maderniece atzist UD888.

A Mademniece thinks that architecturally the most
interesting project is LV 154, but the best project from the
functional point of view is UD888. A.Maderniece agrees
on the point that with the modifications that this project
requires, it will be a totally different project, because
significant changes are necessary to respect the building
line setbacks. Thus A.Maderniece declares UD888 the
best of the projects.

2.20.

R.Bula uzskata, ka ja apbtives lmijas neievéroSana
bitiski ietekmé& LV 154 projekta principu un
apjomu, un piekrit, ka par labako projektu jaatzist
UD888, bet ar turpmakiem fasazu uzlabojumiem.
UD888 biitu janem par pamatu un jamekle
interesantaki risinajumi &ku apjomiem,
vainagojo3ajam dalam, lai katru eku padaritu
interesantaku un at3kirigu vienu no otras.

R.Bula points out that the violation of building line and
its correction will significantly change LV154 and
agrees, that the best of the projects should be declared
UD888, with the remark to improve the facades. UD888
should serve as a base for the further project, in which
the upper crown and the overall shape should be
improved toward a more interesting buildings that differ
one of each other.

2.21.

R. Bula uzskata, ka nemot vera, ka LV 154
kompozicionalo risinajumu ar apjomu kartojumu
ap atriju var realizét tikai koriggjot apbiives Iniju,
kas biitiski parkapta, par labako realiz&jamo
projektu jaatzist UD888, atzimgjot, ka piedavata
apbiives silueta kvalitate neatbilst nozimigajai
pilsétbaivnieciskajai situacijai. Talaka projekta
attTstibas gaita vélama &ku apjomu augsgjo stavu
artikulacija, to dazadojot.

R.Bula thinks that considering the fact that the
composition of LV 154 around the atrium is possible to
realize only by correcting the building line, that has been
violated considerably, the best realizable project should
be declared UD888, with a remark, that the quality of the
offered silhouette is incompatible with the location
important for the city planning. By the further
development of the project the articulation of the upper
floors of the buildings by their differentiation is
welcome.

222,

T. Samuela favorit projekts ir UD888. Ofrais
labakais ir FF311.

T.Samuel favorite project is UD888. Second best is
FF311.

2.23,

J.Jirgens uzskata, visi projekti ir kopuma labi
izstradati, tomér parmérot un parbaudot visas
prasibas, projekti parkapj apbuves noteikumus.
Vieni mazak, citi vairak. Projekts LV154
vissmagak parkapj apblves noteikumus — 9%
briva teritorija (nepiecie§amo 15% vieta), daudzas
vietds telpu attalumi 1idz evakuacijas izejam ir
parak gari (neatbilsto§i LBN) un kopuma §ada
gkas forma prasa daudz vairak pardomata darba,
neka projekta ir ielikts Sobrid. Projekta FF311
nav iespgjams konstatét, kura ir jumta Iinija, jo
neviena no piedavatajam linijam neieklaujas LBN
jumta definicija, 1idz ar to projektam vargtu bt

J. Jirgens thinks, that all the projects are well elaborated
in gerneral, however by measuring and checking all the
projects violate Riga city regulations. Some projects
more, some less. The most violations show the project
LV 154 — free territory 9% (instead of required 15%), the
distances to the escape ways are too long (do not meet
the requirements of building code) and in general this
shape for an office building requires much more
elaboration than the project shows now. For FF311 it is
impossible to determine the height of the roof, since the
offered shape doesn’t fit in any definition of the building
code for roof, thus several floors might be removed.
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janonem vairaki stavi.
294 J. Jirgena favortt projekts ir UD888. Otrais JJirgens favorite project is UD888. Second best is
| labakais ir AP173. AP173.
I.Lace pilniba pievienojas J.Jirgena teiktajam, jo I.Lace fully agrees with J.Jirgens on the previously said,
projektus analizgja kopa ar J.Jirgenu, bet papildus | since the project analysis has been done by both of them.
tam uzsver, ka projekts LV 154 izskatisies pilnigi | Besides it I.Lace points out that LV 154 will look totally
citads, ja to parstradas, tam bls janonem vismaz different after the necessary improvements will be carried
17000 m2 un tas bis loti neefektivs projekts, ka out, after removal of 17 000 m2 it will be a very
ari no bivniecibas viedokla tas ir visdargakais no | inefficient project and from point of view construction
visiem. Sads slipa un stiraina forma ir pretruna cost it is the most expensive of all projects. The slope
ar biroju telpu funkciju, un nebiis iesp&jams ieglit | and angled shape is in contradiction with office room
995 kvalitattvu darba vidi, kur cilvékiem japavada function and it will be impossible to obtain a working
7 darba diena. Projekta FF311 liekta forma ir environment of quality for people to spend their full
pretruna ar piedavatajiem keramikas apdares working day. The curved shape of FF311 is in
materialiem un no taisna, kantaina materiala contradiction with the proposed ceramic tile finish
nevar iegit liektu formu. Lidz ar FF311 ir material, it is impossible to obtain a curved form from
atspogulotas v&lmes, kuras ir pretruna ar straight shaped rectangular material. In the project
iespgjam. Projekta HS714 nav adekvati risinata HS714 the photovoltaic panels are inadequately
saules bateriju stiprina$ana pie fasades, kas ir elaborated as the main fagade finish material. By
vieniga projekta “nagla”. Ja saules baterijas replacing them with different material it will be different
atmet, tas bis cits projekts. project.
I. Laces favortt projekts ir UD888. Otrais . L .
2.26. labakais ir AP173. I.Lace favorite project is UD888. Second best is AP173.
297 M.Uueda favorit projekts ir UD888. Otrais un M.Uueda favorite is UD888. Second and third equally
" | treSais ir vienadi ir LV154 un FF331. are LV154 and FF311 from architectural point of view.
3. Lemuma pienemsanas process, balsoSana Decision — making process, voting
iu{rjljDag\élg ntl)\?[I:tl egrilg‘zlsirfljs ;Isflia\i/‘zcs)ltal}:jllz ?)l'?lgqrg ekis The absolute winner is UD888. The mathematic sum up
3.1. _ : i 5 : a150) of the votes gives the second best project LV154 and
rezultatus, otrais labakais projekts ir LV154 un third best proiect FF311
treSais labakais projekts ir FF311. ProJ )
3.2. | Aritmeétiski saskaitot rezultatus / Arithmetically counting results :
Marko Regina Agrita Rolands Andris Tanel Teva Juris Marko
Kull Bula Maderniece | Bruzgulis Kokins Samuel Lace Jirgens Uueda
1.vieta; | UD888 | UD888 | UD88Y UD888 UD888 UD888 UDS888 | UD888 | UD88S
Ist place
2.vieta/ | FF311 | LV154 |LVI154 HS714 LV154 FF311 AP173 | AP173 | LV154/
2nd place FF311
3. vieta / HS714
3rd place

4, Rezultati / Results:

4.1.

1. vieta/ 1st place: UD888
2. vieta/2nd place: LV154
3. vieta/3rd place: FF311

*PriekSlikumus, pretenzijas protokola saturam iesniegt divu darba dienu laika p&c protokola

sanems$anas / Proposals, claims against protocol can be submitted in two days after recieving it.

Sapulces vadrtajs /
Manager of the

meeting:

Zirijas komisijas loceklis /

Member of the jury:

/ —_—
Ieva Lace /,/'[ﬁ CL__,
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Zirijas komisijas priekssedatajs /

Head of the jury: Marko Kull
Ziirijas komisijas loceklis /

Memb‘er of the jury: Regina Bula
Ziirijas komisijas loceklis /

Member of the jury: Agrita Maderniece
Zirijas komisijas loceklis /

Member of the jury: Rolands Bruzgulis
Zirijas komisijas loceklis /

Member of the jury: Andris Kokins
Zirijas komisijas loceklis /

Member of the jury: Tanel Samuel
Ziirijas komisijas loceklis /

Member of the jury: Juris Jirgens

LEED rts / LEED rt:
CXperLs expe Marko Uueda

Ziirijas komisijas atbildiga
sekretare / Secretary of the jury: Madara Sila
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