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Abstract. Various concepts of preserving the cultural and historical environment of the Historical centre of Riga have been docu-
mented within the last century period, including the international status as item No. 852 on the UNESCO World heritage list. The 
Riga Historical Centre Preservation and Protection Law was created as one of the mechanisms for the preservation of the status, 
which, among other notions, makes the procedure of architectural competitions mandatory. The territory, being part of the list, 
contains listings that it should consider in terms of value. Under such context the competition not only determines the competition 
for the best and serves as formal instrument for hindering hasty or inappropriate development, but also is public interpretation of 
the contemporary architectural values in contra dictionary aspects. The purpose is to analyse the structure of competition procedure 
instrument and relation to the specifics of the heritage and contemporary challenges. The study uses 75 competitions briefs and jury 
protocols proceeding in period 2004–2014, in the territory of urban heritage. The results demonstrate taxonomy1 of systemic listings 
of architectural properties followed by expert voting form as the main mechanism for results.
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introduction
The mechanisms of sustaining, preserving and develo-
ping of the past built environment are popular in the 
entire Europe and discourse is often being evoked to-
gether with the ageing society and shrinking cities. The 
rich historical heritage, preservation of which is pres-
cribed by the law, deals with continuously upcoming 
material of timeline and also includes controversial 
discussions about ambiguous value phantom. Topics 
on assignment of meaning, followed by obsession with 
censorship and confident wish to protect anything that 
has been created in the past – both the valuable con-
ceptions and the failures, is often criticized in the local 
press scene, even pointing out that “the most contem-
porary architecture of the 21st century is the heritage 
of the past” (Budže 2014). Besides, the criticism and 
debates about “simplification of history”, “search for 
authenticity”, “architect’s egos” and other expressed 
verdicts around this topic, the context differs in the 
post-Soviet space. Since various processes have been 
taking chaotic, irregular development, the threat of the 

heritage loss has seriously competed with the threat of 
stagnation by excessive conservation.

In the capital of Latvia – Riga – heritage agenda 
brightly concerns the special territory around city cen-
tre, which is characterized by the precedent of interna-
tionally recognized valuable space and complementary 
aspects – small professional community and high bu-
reaucratic culture. The development of the territory is 
also haltered by several significant challenges. Besides 
chain of challenges within average contemporary urban 
developments, the city has to deal with maintenance 
of the assigned status and concepts of conservation 
(Ameloskina 2008). It has to remain balance within the 
neoliberal development in post-soviet space processes 
and the lowest price procurement law. It supposes to 
challenge attempts improve the quality of the built envi-
ronment standards of today and of the future, ensuring 
that urban sustainability is integral component of its 
urban development attitude. Popular instruments to 
express the specific care of  “valuable” architecture is not 
only the listing and hierarchy of the criteria’s, but also 
legally and practically inwrought mechanisms, referable 
for implementing new architecture in special territory.
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The context
In the context of heritage and competition in Riga 
Historical Center (hereinafter – RHC) several charac-
teristic issues should be pointed out as accents. Firstly, 
this territory has been also a highly functional centre 
in terms of financial, economical and cultural activi-
ties, which is not so worldwide obvious heritage stan-
dard (Cinis, Dambis 2003). Consequently, the attempts 
to develop different investments there have been very 
notable. Secondly, the average size of other world build 
heritage sites globally in comparison to RHC and its 
protection zone are mostly smaller (Salmon 2016). 
The territory with protection encumbrance is hetero-
geneous and thus protection dilemma becomes contra 
dictionary. In this case, the awarded status forms a 
single, uniform body, which otherwise would be tu-
multuous and unorganized. The heritage metaphor 
and its preservation tend to be attributed not only for 
the purpose of describing the achievable parameters 
of an individual building alone, but for describing the 
whole territory, social processes and cultural pheno-
mena. Thirdly, one of the hotspots of Latvia’s internal 
politics has always been the topic of public relationship 
between the capital and the state (Cinis, Dambis 2003).

The civil institution that implements the state 
control on the protection of cultural monuments 
functions under the supervision of Ministry of 
Culture. Responsibility about built heritage in the lo-
cal strategic documents starts with the following cita-
tion, “the historic centre of Riga is a bright illustration 
of European history. Throughout the centuries, Riga 
has been the centre of various significant events and 
has served as a point of intersection for the European 
peoples’ contacts. To this day, Riga serves as an evi-
dence of the impact of European cultural space on ur-

ban historical development as well as commercial and 
cultural routes between the East and the West. Riga 
has always followed the current trends in architecture 
and urban planning at the same time preserving the 
urban spatial unity, and thus, creating high-quality 
cultural environment.” (State Inspection for Heritage 
Protection 2015a).

Since the international recognition of inscribed 
property granted to Riga’s urban environment in 1997, 
manifested by the place No. 852 in the World Cultural 
Heritage list of the United Nations Educational, 
Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) – 
Riga historical centre and its protection zone (WHC 
1997), the framework of the regulatory enactments in 
regard to control of its development, protection and 
series of relevant regulations has substantially in-
creased (Saeima 2003; State Inspection for Heritage 
Protection 2014). The territory of RHC occupies 435 
hectares or 1.4% of the city territory, and accommo-
dates around 4000 buildings (State Inspection for 
Heritage Protection 2015a). It is constituted by a “rather 
well preserved medieval and later period city structure, 
having considerable universal value, and it is formed by 
medieval buildings, volume and quality of Art Noveau 
architecture not found elsewhere in the world, as well 
as the 19th century wooden architecture” (Figs 1–2).

The wider contexts of research are implementation 
of generally accepted values in the cultural and his-
torical heritage territories, tackled by contemporary 
challenges (Fig. 3). In this study the competition is not 
viewed as the subject “of innovation, public attention, 
discovery of a talent or for the findings of the best 
between …”, but rather as a tool to achieve quality of 
the perspective spatial environment in certain places, 
which have been granted special importance by the law.

fig. 1. Historical centre of riga as the World cultural heritage 
site (lejnieks et al. 2015) 

fig.  2. Silhouette of riga as European landmark (lejnieks 
et al. 2015)
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In accordance with the terminology of regulatory, 
enactments transformation of the cultural and his-
torical environment is “any technical, constructive, 
economic activity, which results in physical changes of 
the cultural and historical environment (its function, 
form, color, individual details, material), as well as 
other cultural value” (Saeima 2003). Accordingly, re-
source-intensive procedures are specified before this 
physical replacement happens. By the main idea, these 
procedures should give assurance of improving qua-
lity of the perspective product – the building. One of 
the tools being used is the procedure of the mandatory 
competition. Since the main instrument in environ-
ment evaluation and analysis rests on the criteria hie-
rarchy, research questions the clarity, intelligibility and 
approbation of criteria by which architectural heritage 
protection has been achieved. Expanding the archi-
tectural competition subject in the heritage context 
to competition procedure subject, the objective of the 
study is the dynamics of competition taxonomy in the 
heritage places, in the period of decade.

general regulations of the research
This paper research field comprises copies of selected 
75 competition briefs and their protocols (all available 
to the author), which have taken place in the territory 

of the RHC during the period of 2004–2014, and which 
is considered to be a sufficient amount to allow dra-
wing conclusions on the specified research issues. In 
this study nine functional typologies have been ana-
lyzed for the architectural competition in the afore-
mentioned territory and time period: 1) Development 
of urban planning and districts – 5/75; 2) Residential 
buildings – 28/75; 3) Multifunctional buildings – 22; 
4) Commercial buildings (commercial institutions, 
banks, offices) – 8/75; 5) Administrative and manage-
ment buildings – 2/75; 6) Culture buildings (museums, 
cinemas, theatres, concert halls) – 3/75; 7) Hotels – 
2/75; 8) Communication institutions, transport and 
public utility (railroad stations, parking lots) – 2/75; 
9) Public space- (environmental objects, squares, pro-
menades) – 3/75.

The number distribution between years relates eco-
nomical activity processes, as following: 2004 (9cases); 
2005 (19 cases); 2006 (16 cases); 2007(13 cases); 2008 (3 
cases); 2009 (3cases); 2010 (3 cases); 2011 (3 cases); 2012 
(2 cases); 2013 (2 cases); 2014 (2 cases).

The competitions were most often initiated by a pri-
vate investor (Limited liability Company), often these 
were construction companies as well. Competitions 
have been initiated also by state and municipal institu-
tions (Riga City Council, SJSC State Real Estate or other 

fig. 3. The wider contexts of research are implementation of generally accepted values in the cultural and 
historical heritage territories are questioned as effective and dynamic, by author
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public institutions, as Representative of the European 
Commission in Latvia, etc.). Most often, though not 
always the competition procedure has been organized 
by the Latvian Association of Architects upon the ini-
tiative of the client.

Research methodology differ tool (competition 
procedure standard and criteria) and mechanism (le-
gislation and evaluation in competition procedure) ca-
tegories (Fig. 4) to be further analyzed. The taxonomy 
in the context of tool in the statutory architectural com-
petitions was analyzed in categories, related to typical 
parts in competition briefs, aim and criteria relevance.

The taxonomy in the context of mechanism in the 
statutory architectural competitions was analyzed in 
categories, related to impacts of legislation and jury 
actions. The research tasks are following: 1) to analyze 
the context of contemporary challenges in value set 
agreements; 2) to gather information on general ta-
xonomy, criteria models and algorithms used in the 
competition briefs; 1) to gather the binding regulato-
ry enactments stipulated by the law of the Republic of 
Latvia; 2) to perform qualitative evaluation of the jury 
protocols, especially under the context of the criteria; 3) 
to diagnose criteria typology in relevance of challenge 
categories (Fig. 4).

The results include information about competition 
taxonomy in the following relevance of 1) general con-
clusions on any changes over the time period; 2) the 
purpose and impact of legislation; 3) the relevance to 
functional typology; 4) the relevance to person initia-
ting/organizing competition; 5) other findings.

previous research on the subject
In the context of generally accepted values, the ques-
tion of what is a contemporary criteria in architecture 
is so vast and multifaceted that first of all requires to 
distinguish the subjects, to which the criteria is being 
attributed and ways how it can be expressed. Numbers 
of studies have been made on methods for determi-
ning architectural value, value of the cultural and his-
torical object and the value of the competition object 
(Volker 2010a, 2010b). Under the context of heritage 
value between other values is analysed in the study of 
another local heritage-listing applicant of UNESCO, 
the town Kuldīga (Jākobsone 2011) Recently, the study 
“Rīga World Heritage site impact evaluation method” 
has been conducted in 2013 under the commission of 
the municipality, analysing in detail the methods of 
qualitative evaluation of the experts regarding the com-
pleted transformations of the buildings (Kārkliņš 2013).

In the perspective of architectural competition as 
the contest itself, the positive and negative aspects have 
been collected by Portuguese researcher P. Guilherme 

by the documentations of P. Spreiregen, J. Strong, J. 
Nasar and G. S. Collyer (Guilherme 2014). Conclusion 
was that positive aspects can be grouped as 1) the dis-
covery and presentation of (new/old) talent; 2) the pro-
duction of quality architecture and new solutions; 3) to 
provide attention, marketing or publicizing architectu-
re (and the architect), but, the negative aspects can be 
grouped as: 1) competition structure and procedures; 
2) jury’s assessments, representativeness, autonomy, 
impartiality, ethics and credibility; 3) extensive use 
of human resources, time expenditure, creativity and 
financial resources allocated to competitions by eve-
ryone, particularly architects. Obvious is the positive 
aspect’s belonging to expected gains, and also obvious 
is negative aspect’s belonging to the procedure and 
expenses. In the context of competition procedure as 
mechanism for preservation and conservation none of 
the aspects is mentioned.

Studies of architectural competitions have been 
conducted from various angles in Netherlands (Volker 
et al. 2008; Volker 2010a, 2010b), Sweden (Ronn 2011, 
2014), Denmark (Kreiner 2010), Finland (Ronn, 
Kazemian 2007) and Belgium (Menon, Vandenburgh 
2014). Particularly, in the perspective or architectural 
quality, Swedish publicist Magnuss Ronn, as outcome 
of a comprehensive study of architectural competi-
tions in the Nordic countries (1999–2000) through a 
dialogue based assessment of architecture and urban 
design projects by 18 highly qualified experts, has con-
densed five quality identifying perception concepts, 
as: 1) Vitruvius formula venustas-utilitas-firmitas; 
2) Context; 3) Wholeness; 4) Contemporariness; 
5) Usability. In this regard, several other researchers 
have noted, that competition procedure is also “an are-
na for an intellectual process of verbalizing the unver-
balized and the obscurely thought: architectural com-
petitions can be seen as discursive events” (Andersson 
2014), whereas the outcome is uncertain.

Besides theoretical and practical viewpoints, also 
social network plays increasingly big role in the sta-
tutory defined competition procedures. Authorities, 
attitudes and relations of the involved parties, in a dis-
tinctively systemic manner have being analysed in the 
Belgium architectural contest model and case study 
(Menon, Vandenburgh 2014) in accordance with the 
approach of Actor Network theory by Bruno Latour. 
The authors have conducted a study of who-or-what is 
the winner of architectural competition. It demonstra-
tes the idea, that architectural competitions are more 
than just client-program-architect. The conclusions of 
the article emphasize particular role played by the brief, 
and strong interaction between the winning entry and 
“the modes of representation”.
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However, competitions as well as awards in the eva-
luation of heritage and particularly the architectural 
heritage seem to be separate group in the conclusionary 
discussions organised by the public sector. Until 2013 a 
common archive for the terms of competition or their 
results has not existed in Latvia. Extensive quantitative 
research regarding competitions in Latvia has been re-
cently conducted by Riga Technical university doctoral 
student L. Leitāne-Šmīdberga. Based on library of com-
petition data collected on competitions within period 
1991–2013 the available information on 320 objects Riga 
and its historical centre territory has been summarized 
in 14 categories (Leitāne-Šmīdberga 2015).

When describing modern taxonomy, concept of lis-
ting introduces an order, series of more or less differing 
subjects, placed within the same context or viewed from 
the same perspective (Eko 2009). Definitions provided 
in regard to architecture and urban environment are 
also mostly listings, of problems, challenges, qualities 
and other objectives. The public representation of ar-
chitecture often includes rephrased and interpreted 
properties of Vitruvius Triad, adding everything what 
could possibly be important. A holistic sustainabi-
lity approach-tool, where sustainability is evaluated 
and presented in the form of a value map foresees the 
methodology to render explicit the fundamental links 
between ecology, economy and society (Butters 2011; 
UNESCO 2011). This management of cultural heritage 
resources at different urban levels is example of the lis-
ting concept in systemic approach (Fig. 5). Since sustai-
nable design is also contextual and process orientated, 
in practical design evaluation it might lose borders. Due 
to problematic of immeasurability of adjectives (for 
example, creativity, efficiency); insufficient resources 
for qualitative evaluation; multiple level understanding 
of key-concepts (what is creativity) and competition 
between incompatible and hardly compatible criteria 
(energy creativity vs. efficiency), in practical utilization 

panoramas and barometers becomes either a cast or 
hard multilevel compromise. Still, improvised pano-
ramic listings remain popular assessment instrument.

The Architects’ Council of Europe (ACE), The 
International Union of Architects (UIA) and the 
Latvian association of Architects (LAoA) have synch-
ronized the master documents with guidelines and 
recommendations for an Architectural Design Contest, 
distinguishing lists of urban, architectural, functional, 
ecological and economic criteria groups. By zooming 
the evaluation subject in wider context, revealed that 
most assessment systems, particularly the first develo-
ped in the 1990s, where originally devised to evaluate 
new buildings after their completion, while nowadays 
target values are also advised to implement in the 
planning as early as possible (Drexler, El Khouli 2012). 
Evaluation systems are classified into three basic cate-
gories: descriptive, quantitative and qualitative, where 
Design Contest profile mostly refers to the first. While 
the criteria frame within listing concept is clear, rese-
archers on the subject of Architectural Design Contest 
often are pointing out series of problems particularly 
in the context of public interpretation of architectural 
quality. Subject cases are characterised by two forms 
of taxonomy, the presence of lists (fulfilling demand, 
criteria, normative acts, expert nomenclature, etc.) and 
consensus of the relevant experts as the leading method 
for finding the winner.

The results of the research in the tool category
The aim, demands and criteria are the three cha-
racteristic tools for the implementation of value set 
agreements in typical competition brief, determining 
essential characteristic, which distinguishes or isola-
tes features that cause making the choice in favour 
one or the other architectural solution. The aim of the 
competition is most often formulated as “to obtain 1) 
high quality design proposal in terms of urban cons-
truction, architecture and functionality for the buil-
ding conception, in accordance with the requirements 
resulting from the regulations on the use and cons-
truction in the territory of Riga (RDPAD 2003); 2) the 
best possible solution, ensuring rational use of funds, 
unrestricted competition among bidders, as well as 
equal and fair treatment of them”.

The analysis of 75 competition briefs during deca-
de show that typical competition brief, with different 
quality options, contains four parts:

 – Invitation (Organizers and nature of the com-
petition; Eligibility; Prizes and purchases; Jury; 
Approval of the competition program; Delivery of 
the program documentation; Competition langu-
age; Duration of the competition; etc.);

fig. 5. Example of the listing concept in systemic approach.  
naBu-Sustainability Value Map, by Chris Butters (unESCo 2011)
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 – Technical information (Documentation; Questions; 
Judging the competition, and publication and exhi-
bition of the results; Further action as a result of the 
competition; User rights to the competition propo-
sals; Rules of the competition; etc.);

 – The competition assignment (Background to the as-
signment; The competition area; Aims of the com-
petition; Instructions for parking, infrastructure, 
cost targets, other binding parameters; Jury work; 
Judging criteria; etc.);

 – Instructions for drawing up the entries (Required 
documents a nd met hod of  presentat ion; 
Anonymity; Submission of entries).
Participation in the competition is most often speci-

fied as “equally freely available to all legal and physical 
entities”. Such conditions of bidder selection, where the 
bidder has to meet the imposed qualification requi-
rements: having achieved a certain turnover, having 
accumulated certain experience with completed cons-
truction objects or having relevant certificates, is not 
characteristic of the RHC competition briefs.

Typology of criteria
Accordingly, the aim of average brief characterizes qu-
ality in three aspects, the right and good quality (Ronn 
2014), and the forecast able benefit quality. First con-
centrates on demands of evaluating the fulfilment of 
the procedure and requirements, where essentially the 
conformity of the technical proposal to the require-
ments of the terms of competition is evaluated. (A and 
B in Fig. 6). Second group relate to criterion of eva-
luating of the architectural proposal (C in Fig. 6). The 
third group – “rational use of funds” (D in Fig. 6) – 
is one of the most qualitatively expanding criterion 
in the reviewed briefs and concerns the price of the 

project, the price per square meter, the organizational 
management and planning, the timing, etc.

Since aim formulations “free competition among 
bidders” and “fair and equal treatment” strongly res-
pond competence and morality of the organizer and 
jury, they were not further analyzed. Research has 
mainly concentrated on detecting criterion belonging 
to A, B, C and D groups. Beside the fact, that in most 
cases criterions were repeated, messy organized, diffe-
rently formulated, and individually replenished, the 
results show, that criterion conformity to the groups is 
absolutely accurate. Summary of formulations, based 
on the data is shown in Figure 7.

Besides evaluation credentials, substantial majo-
rity adds the following instructions to the evaluation 
criteria of the terms of tender: “Before beginning its 
work, the Jury has made available to it the recommen-
dations of the client and competition organisers”; “The 
Jury must review the projects that do not comply with 
the instructions and decide to disqualify or not, the 
candidate(s) concerned. Under no circumstances may 
the Jury examine any extra documents not provided 
for in these rules”; “During the judging session, the 
Jury evaluates entries according to: (versions of Fig. 7)”; 
and “The Jury shall have a right to specify the set cri-
teria, defining them more precisely or choosing some 
additional criteria. The Jury shall have a right to invite 
independent experts for assistance in evaluation of the 
submitted proposals”.

The forms of decision making have been organized 
mainly by voting (73/75), but there is also the case of 
predefined calculation algorithm (2/75). The amount of 
remuneration strongly differs. The amount of available 
time frame also differs.

fig. 6. Criteria groups in accordance with a typical formulation of competition objectives, by author
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fig.  7. Summarized nomenclature of criteria groups and sub-groups in accordance with the most 
frequently used formulations, by author

The results of the research in the mechanism 
category
The context of the regulatory enactments and expert 
jury activities are the two detected most characteris-
tic mechanisms for the implementation of value set 
agreements in competition. Since regaining of inde-
pendence during the time period from 1990 until to-
day systematic and sometimes very rapid development 
has taken place in the construction environment of 
Riga. Optional mandatory requirement to apply the 

architectural competition procedure in special territo-
ries of the capital has been imposed by the municipal 
regulatory enactments already in 1993, where it has 
been defined with the note that “the City Board shall 
be entitled to decide” whether to apply it or not. Since 
then both mechanisms have developed to be served as 
solution to the public discontent and discussion on the 
new architecture, reconstruction, urban environment 
projects and development model of the cultural and 
historical environment in general.
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legal framework
Impacts of legal framework are further analyzed as 
institutional practice, territorial regulations, law 
and recommendations by professional NGO (Fig. 8). 
Similar as in other European countries, there is a na-
tional cultural heritage protection institution esta-
blished in Latvia, taking care for the entire heritage. 
The State Inspection for Heritage Protection is a direct 
administration institution subjected to the Ministry of 
Culture, implementing official policy and control in 
the field of cultural monument protection, performs 
identification and inspection of cultural heritage and 
registering of monuments. The activities of the ins-
pection are based on the Convention Concerning the 
Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage, 
Convention for the Protection of the Architectural 
Heritage of Europe, Convention for the Protection 
of the European Archaeological Heritage, Council 
of Europe’s Framework Convention on the Value of 
Cultural Heritage for Society, law of the Republic of 
Latvia “On Protection of Cultural Monuments”, as 
well as 24 other laws, 27 Cabinet Regulations and de-
crees, more than 70 international charters, declara-
tions, resolutions and other international documents 
(State Inspection for Heritage Protection 2015b). The 
mission of the inspectorate is “to ensure quality of 
human life, preserving the cultural heritage – iden-
tifying, protecting and encouraging understanding of 

values”, where, among other things, for the purpose of 
achieving of this goal the law stipulates participation 
of the representative of the inspectorate in the eva-
luation of the competitions, as well as approval of the 
competition results by the specially created Board of 
the Inspectorate, which is summoned once a month.

The development plan of the Riga historical centre 
and its protection zone territory (hereinafter RVC AZ 
TIAN21) was worked out in 2006 in accordance with 
the applicable legislation of the Republic of Latvia and 
initiated as the amendments to the Riga Development 
plan 1995–2005. The experts confirmed that the system 
created by the special status has been qualitatively in-
terpreted several times. Until then the municipal policy 
in regard to the preservation and development of the 
cultural and historical heritage, city greenery and the 
urban construction image of the city centre had not 
been implemented with sufficient detailing and con-
sequence.

RVC AZ TIAN consists of both graphic and text 
parts. Regulations regarding the organization of ar-
chitectural competitions are both described in the 
explanatory note and the intended (planned) use of 
the territory and as instructions in the graphic part, 

2 Land use and building regulations (Teritorijas izmantošanas 
un apbūves noteikumi (TIAN)); Riga Historical centre and 
Protection zone (Rīgas Vēsturiskais centrs un tā aizsardzības 
zona (RVC AZ))

fig. 8. Impact of regulatory enactments on the terms of competitions of the research field in 
procedure and content categories
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for example, the number of building floors is determi-
ned by the designation (*) in the design solution as a 
result of an open architectural competition (RDPAD 
2003). In these territories the authors of the compe-
tition design have to substantiate the solutions of the 
urban construction accents, number of f loors and 
location. RVC AZ TIAN also contain special regu-
lations for open architectural competitions in article 
No. 318, designed for the implementation of specific 
construction conceptions, as well as development of 
urban construction or architectural ideas, and were 
held in accordance with the requirements regarding 
the procedure of organization of construction design 
and territorial planning sketch competitions specified 
in the Cabinet Regulations (RDPAD 2003).

Recommendations have been provided both by 
International union of Architects (UIA 2015) and 
Architect’s Council of Europe (ACE 2010). In addi-
tion the Latvian Association of Architects (LAoA) has 
achieved editing of regulatory enactments in regard 
to the mandatory participation of their representati-
ves in the competition jury commissions and has also 
contributed to the development of two recommen-
dation documents – typical competition brief (Balodis 
et al. 2011). Competition and terms of good practice 
regulations (LAoA 2010) (Fig. 8). Subject is also comple-
mented by the Public Procurement Law (Saeima 2006).

decision making
Profile of the jury and decision making is also very si-
gnificant part of the procedure. A special commission 
is typically established for the purpose of  “efficient 
evaluation of the proposals developed by the archi-
tects”. The commission is a group of officials-experts, 
where the evaluation takes place in accordance with 
a pre-defined procedure and it is drafted as a conclu-
sion. Whereas the jury takes the form of the dialogue 
and voting of the involved experts, which usually pro-
ceeds in one round and may vary depending on the 
functional typology and the assigned importance of 
the object. The responsible secretary of the jury com-
mission usually is the representative of the person or-
ganising the competition. Typically such competition 
jury in the territory of RHC includes 9 persons:

 – Owner of the land and/or the object – chairman of 
the jury commission;

 – Representative of the person organising the compe-
tition – member of the jury commission;

 – Two independent architects, members of the LAA;
 – Representatives of the Riga City Construction 
Board: director or deputy director of the 
Construction Board; Head of the Planning depar-
tment; Architect of the relevant planning region; 

Head of the Riga City Inspection of Historical and 
Cultural Monument Protection;

 – Head of the State Inspection for Heritage Protection.
The protocols of the jury conclusions were analysed 

in order to get a notion on the conclusion in the aspects 
of method interpretation. These show different ways of 
interpreting the jury commission method in evaluation 
with similar or equal criteria; the different opinions; 
differences of opinion qualities. The most typical are 
two – the individual evaluation by voting method and 
the individual evaluation with the discussion form, 
annotations and a common generalized conclusion.

1. Individual evaluation – voting. Each member 
of the jury commission expresses his/her view of the 
object in terms of 1–2 sentences and arranges the places 
at his/her discretion. The votes are calculated according 
to a simple algorithm (Table 1).
Table 1. Vote calculation algorithm

Entry 
code

Member/
Place

Member/
Place … Total

oC 44 … 3rd place

… 1st place … 4th place

The common feature of the individual opinion sta-
tements is that the opinions may differ and evaluation 
of the same object is contradicting. One case with 
evaluations of five members is taken as an example, 
as illustration.

2. Discussion-annotation-voting-common conclu-
sion. Each member of the jury commission expresses 
his/her view on all proposals together, in 1–2 senten-
ces, adding annotation. The votes are calculated after 
discussion and voting. A common reference of the jury 
commission is worked out, devoting a separate passage 
to each awarded work and adding common conclusions 
and recommendations at the end.

The individual opinion statements may not only 
differ, but their expression shows qualitative differences 
among the opinions themselves. Three proposals and 
evaluations of two members were taken as examples, 
for illustration.

conclusions
The procedure of architectural competition as man-
datory institutionalised requirement has emerged 
as a form of protection against unauthorized and 
unregulated development. Without overcoming 
formal barrier – the State Inspection of Monument 
Protection, the Riga City Construction Board, the 
Riga City Architect and the Council for Preservation 
and Development of Riga Historical Centre – no cons-
truction can be implemented in the centre of Riga.
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It has fulfilled its role for a certain period of time, 
but it has not encouraged any systematic and inter-
connected development in contemporary challenges 
of built environment in urban heritage context. No 
parts of mandatory competition briefs and the follo-
wing protocols shows objective frame how to manage 
to find the one – the convincingly best solution in the 
complex construction situations and contradicting 
requirements. Criteria models are simplified for uni-
versal use and slightly adapted in every case. Regarding 
historical context, in most cases the criterion “com-
patibility of the object with the urban construction 
environment” is mentioned in first place, or put at the 
top of the hierarchy of the other criterion by bigger 
evaluation percentage rate.

There is no observable taxonomy change correlation 
between functional typology, but there is certain cor-
relation regarding person initiating/organizing in the 
research selected competition briefs taxonomy. Most 
of the briefs are alike in content and criterions, par-
ticularly by the impact of organizer. Since all cases 
have been using more or less the same frame in typi-
cal content indicators, the differences concern mostly 
either formulation quality and resource availability or 
public procurement law preference, if the organizer is 
a public person.

The common format of competition procedures is 
influenced by four types of value lists: list of regulato-
ry enactments (determines the procedure); list of jury 
member competences (entitled to make the choice); list 
of criteria (describes value); list of requirements to be 
met (defines conditions).

In terms of the tool, few changes over time period 
are noticed in criteria parameters. Interpretations in 
Sector D (rational use of funds) have been developed 
quantitatively and qualitatively. In Sector C (archi-
tectural quality) several briefs show average list exten-
sions of additional feature formulations. In later years 
of the period criteria’s include also such phrases as “su-
stainability”, “green”, “accessibility” and “innovation”.

In terms of the mechanism, it has reached the cons-
tant frame and remained motionless. It might be a lo-
gical outcome regarding the need, the motivation and 
the available resources.

Selecting and evaluating of the proposal within the 
framework of the competition strongly depends on 
the competence of the jury commission in any com-
petition of democratic flow. But particularly in urban 
heritage context, jury in fact has the only crucial role 
for interpretation of summary and results. Besides 
the legal framework for jury structure and decision 
making process, it is also indicated as dependent on 
the factors related to particular personalities within a 

jury groups. It includes skills of argumentation, moti-
vation and in the group context - the abilities to coo-
perate and find compromise in the cases of viewpoint 
polarization. In the beginning of research period, the 
outcome of the competition procedure depends not 
so much on the dialogue, as on the mathematical 
distribution of votes by the jury members. Published 
commentaries here includes no more than one-two 
sentence verdict by every jury member participated. 
Later in the period, conclusion reports of the contest 
results indicate another tendency. Laconic individual 
estimations still exist, but frequently are followed by 
one-two page written compilation by a one person 
from the jury commission.

contribution
The data of competitions briefs, used in preparing 
the publication have been obtained from the study 
“Practice of architectural competitions in Riga 1991–
2013” commissioned in 2015 by the municipal agency 
“Bureau of the Riga City Architect”. It has been wor-
ked out by L. Leitāne-Šmīdberga, PhD student of the 
Faculty of Architecture and Urban Planning of the 
Riga Technical University, based on the elaborations 
of her doctoral thesis “Architectural competitions in 
Latvia, 1859–2013”.
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