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IZMANTOTIE SAISINAJUMI UN TERMINI

Izmantoto salsinajumu saraksts

Saisinajums AtSifréjums

AS akciju sabiedriba

Eiropols Eiropas Savienibas Agentiira tiesibaizsardzibas sadarbibai

ESPON European Spatial Planning Observatory Network (Eiropas Telpiskas plano$anas novéroSanas
centru tikls)

ES Eiropas Savieniba

icc International Criminal Court (Starptautiska kriminaltiesa)

ICCROM International Centre for the Study of the Preservation and Restoration of Cultural Property
(Starptautiskais kultiiras vértibu saglabasanas un restauracijas pétniecibas centrs)

ICOM International Council of Museums (Starptautiskda Muzeju padome)

ICOMOS The International Council on Monuments and Sites (Starptautiska Piemineklu un ievérojamu
vietu padome)

Interpols Starptautiska Kriminalpolicijas organizacija

LPVEA Latvijas Privato vésturisko &ku asociacija

LVM AS “Latvijas valsts mezi”

MK Latvijas Republikas Ministru kabinets

Ukrainas Ukrainas metodologija piemineklu monetarai novertésanai (“Metodika groshovoj ocinki

metodologija pamjatok”)

NKMP Nacionala kultiiras mantojuma parvalde

NVO nevalstiska organizacija

NZIER New Zealand Institute of Economic Research (Jaunzgélandes Ekonomikas pétniecibas institiits)

PESTEL analize

politisko, ekonomisko, sociilo, tehnologisko, vides un tiesisko faktoru analize

Piemineklu likums

Latvijas Republikas likums “Par kultiiras piemineklu aizsardzibu”

Pieminek]u registrs

Latvijas Republikas Valsts aizsargajamo kulttras piemineklu registrs

PVN

pievienotas vértibas nodoklis

SoPHIA Social Platform for Holistic Heritage Impact Assessment (Sociala platforma holistiskam
mantojuma ietekmes novert§jumam)

UCLG starptautiska organizacija “The World Organization of United Cities and Local Governments”
(Pasaules viet&jo paSvaldibu organizacija — Apvienotas pilsétas un vietgjas pasvaldibas)

UNESCO United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (Apvienoto Naciju Izglitibas,
zinatnes un kultliras organizacija)

UNIDROIT The International Institute for the Unification of Private Law (Starptautisko Privattiesibu
unifikacijas institiits)

UNODC United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (Apvienoto Naciju Narkotiku un noziedzibas
apkaro§anas birojs)

VARAM Latvijas Republikas Vides aizsardzibas un regionalas attistibas ministrija




Izmantoto terminu saraksts

Termins Skaidrojums Piezimes Avots
Tesaistita Tas, kas ir iesaistits kada darbiba vai kuru iectekmé kada | Termini “iesaistita Merriam-
puse / darbiba. puse” un Webster
ieintereséta “ieintereséta puse” dictionary
puse promocijas darba

tiek lietoti ka
sinonimi, abiem
terminiem atbilstot
anglu valodas
terminam
“stakeholder”.
Tlgtspejiga Tlgtspejiga parvaldiba ir pieeja resursu un procesu | Study Mind ir Study Mind
parvaldiba parvaldibai, kas lidzsvaro ekonomiskos, socidlos un vides | Apvienotas
faktorus, lai nodroSinatu ilgtspé&jibu. Karalistes valdibas
Izglitibas
departamenta
oficialais partneris
Nacionalaja macibu
programma.
Indikators Izm@rams mainigais lielums, ko izmanto, lai novértétu, Promocijas
izméritu vai reprezentétu konkrétu stavokli, tendenci vai darba
Tpasibu konkréta konteksta. izmanto-
jamais
termina
defingjums
Kulttiras Potencials radit ilgtsp&jigu socialekonomisko attistibu, kas Krol, 2021
mantojuma balstita kulttiras resursos. Potencials izcel, atklaj un noverté
potencials kultiiras mantojuma sastavdalas, uzsverot to kultliras (un
socialo) vértibu un ekonomisko nozimi.
Kultiras Kultliras mantojums — ietver uzkratu resursu kopumu, kas | Promocijas darba Eiropas
mantojums sanemti mantojumd no pagatnes un kas neatkarigi no | tiek lietots ka Padomes
piederibas individu un sabiedribas uztveré tiek uzskatiti par | sinonims terminam | Konvencija,
vertibu parliecibas, zinasanu, tradiciju atspogulotajiem un | “kultirvésturiskais 2005
paudgjiem. Tas ietver art vidi, kas izveidojusies cilvéku un | mantojums”.
vietu mijiedarbiba, laikam ejot.
Kultiras Kultirvésturiska mantojuma dala — kultGrvésturiskas | Promocijas darba, ja | Latvijas
piemineklis ainavas un atseviskas teritorijas (senkapi, kapsétas, parki, | nav noradits Republikas
(Latvija) vesturisko notikumu norises un ievérojamu personu | atseviski, attiecas likums “Par
darbibas vietas), ka arT atseviski kapi, €ku grupas un | tikai uz Latvijas kultaras
atseviskas ¢€kas, makslas darbi, iekartas un priekSmeti, | nekustamiem piemineklu
kuriem ir v@sturiska, zinatniska, makslinieciska vai citada | kultiras mantojuma | aizsardzibu”
kultiiras veértiba un kuru saglabasana nakamajam paaudzém | objektiem, kuriem ir
atbilst Latvijas valsts un tautas, ka arT starptautiskajam | pieskirts kulttras
interesém. pieminekla statuss.
Kultaras Kulttiras resursi ekonomiskaja izpratng attiecas uz aktiviem, Promocijas
resursi kas saknojas sabiedribas kultiras mantojuma, tradicijas un darba
(ekonomiskaja | jaunradg, kuriem ir potencials radit ekonomisko vertibu un izmanto-
izpratng) veicinat saimniecisko darbibu. jamais
termina
defingjums
Kustamais Kulttras priekSmeti ir priekSmeti, ko — no religiska vai | Atsauce uz UNESCO
kultiiras laiciga viedokla — katra valsts noradijusi ka nozimigus | UNESCO Konvencija,
mantojums arheologijai, aizvésturei, vésturei, literatirai, makslai vai | Konvenciju, 1970, 1970
(kulttras zinatnei un kas pieskaitamas $adam kategorijam: defingjot kustamo
priekSmeti) a) faunas un floras, derigo izraktenu un cilvéka kermena | kulttiras mantojumu,

(mirstigo atlieku) dalu eksemplari un retumu kolekcijas, un
objekti ar paleontologisku nozimi;

ir sniegta arT Eiropas
Padomes
Konvencija, 2017.




b) TpaSums, kas saistits ar vesturi, tostarp zinatnes vésturi,
tehnologiju, militdiro un socialo v@sturi, ar nacionalo
vadonu, domataju, zinatnieku, makslinieku dzivi un valsts
nozimes notikumiem;
¢) arheologisko izrakumu (tostarp atlauto izrakumu un
slepeno izrakumu) priek§meti vai arheologiskie atradumi;
d) sadalito makslas vai véstures piemineklu vai senvietu
elementi;
e) senatnes priekSmeti, kas vecaki par 100 gadiem,
piem@ram, priekSmeti ar seniem uzrakstiem, monétas un
graveti spiedogi;
f) etnologijas materiali;
g) makslas vertibas, piem&ram:
i) dazadu veidu un materialu ar rokam darinati attéli,
gleznojumi, ZImgjumi (iznemot ripnieciskus
dizainparaugus un ripnieciskus izstradajumus, kas
apgleznoti ar roku);
ii) jebkada materiala statuju un skulptiru originaldarbi;
iii) gravéjumu, estampu un litografiju originali;
iv) jebkada materiala maksliniecisku veidojumu kopu un
maksliniecisku montazu originali;
h) reti manuskripti, inkunabulas, vecas gramatas,
dokumenti, publikacijas (attiecinamas uz vesturi, makslu,
zinatni, literatiiru u. c.) vai nu atseviski, vai to kolekcijas;
i) atseviSkas pastmarkas, zimogmarkas un lidzigas markas
vai to kolekcijas;
j) arhivi, tostarp fonoarhivi, fotoarhivi un kinematografijas
arhivi;
k) mebeles, kas vecakas par 100 gadiem, veci mizikas
instrumenti.

Konvencijas
oficialaja tulkojuma
latvies$u valoda
termina “kultdras
priekSmeti” vieta
tiek lietots termins
“kulttras vertibas”
(iznemot
Konvencijas
nosaukumu, kura
tiek lietots termins
“kultiiras
priekSmeti”), kas
precizi neatbilst
Konvencijas teksta
originalam, angl.
“cultural property”.

Metodologija | MetoZzu kopums, noteikumi vai idejas, kas ir svarigas kada | Promocijas darba The
zinatng vai maksla. termins, ja vien nav | Britannica
noradits citadi, Dictionary
Konkr&ta procediira vai procediiru kopums. nozimé procediiru
kopumu, kas vada
problému
risinasanas procesu
kada joma.

Muiza Zemes TpaSuma parvaldes €ka vai €ku komplekss. Parasti Latvijas
taja ietilpst kungu maja vai pils, muizas parvaldnieka maja, Nacionalais
€kas, kas paredz&tas maksajumu savak$anai, produktu terminolo-
uzglabaanai utt. gijas portals

Nekustamais Par [nekustamo] kultliras mantojumu tiek uzskatits: Konvencija attiecas | UNESCO

kultiiras a) pieminekli: arhitekttiras darbi, monumentalas télniecibas | tikai uz nekustamo Konvencija,

mantojums un glezniecibas darbi, tostarp alu majokli un uzraksti, ka ar7 | kultiras mantojumu, | 1972

elementi, elementu grupas vai biives ar Tpasu vértibu no
arheologijas, vestures, makslas vai zinatnes viedokla;

b) €ku grupas: atsevisku vai savstarpgji saistitu ku grupas,
kuram to arhitektiiras, viendabiguma vai vietas ainava dgl ir
pasa veértiba no véstures, makslas vai zinatnes viedokla;
¢) vietas: topografiskie objekti, cilvéka un dabas apvienotie
veidojumi, kam ir Tpasa vértiba to skaistuma vai intereses
dél no arheologiskd, vesturiskd, etnologiska vai
antropologiska viedokla.

tapéc Konvencija
sniegta kulturas
mantojuma
definicija attiecas
tikai uz nekustamo
kultdras mantojumu.

Atsauce uz
UNESCO
Konvenciju, 1972,
defingjot nekustamo
kulttiras mantojumu,
ir sniegta ar1 Eiropas
Padomes
Konvencija, 2017.




Promocijas darba
termini “kultiiras
mantojums” un
“nekustamais
kultdras mantojums”
tiek lietoti ka
sinonimi, ja vien nav
noradits citadi.

Nekustama Piemineklis, eku grupa vai vieta, kas atbilst [nekustama] | Promocijas darba Autora
kultaras kultiras mantojuma definicijai saskana ar UNESCO | termini “nekustama | definicija,
mantojuma Konvenciju, 1972. kultiras mantojuma | pamatojoties
objekts objekts”, “(kulttiras) | uz UNESCO
mantojuma objekts” | Konvenciju,
un “(kultiras) 1972
mantojuma vieta”
nozimé nekustama
kultiras mantojuma
vienibas un tiek
lietoti ka sinonimi,
ja vien nav noradits
citadi.
Parvaldibas Sisteémiskais ietvars, kas izveidots, lai parvalditu nozares Promocijas
sistéma politiku, procediiras un procesus. darba
izmanto-
jamais
termina
defingjums
Senlietas Cilveka apzinatas darbibas rezultata raditi priekSmeti — Latvijas
artefakti (pieméram, rotaslietas, ieroci, darbariki, iedzives Republikas
priekSmeti, keramikas izstradajumi, monétas vesela vai likums “Par
fragmentara veida), kas atrasti zemé, virs zemes vai tideni. kultiiras
piemineklu
Arheologiskas senvietas, kas ieguvusas valsts aizsargdjama aizsardzibu”

vai jaunatklata kultlras pieminekla statusu, ka ari to
aizsardzibas zonas zemg, virs zemes vai udeni atrastas
senlietas (ar dat€&jumu lidz 17. gadsimtam ieskaitot) ir valsts
aizsardziba un pieder valstij, un tas glaba publiskie muzeji.




1. PROMOCIJAS DARBA VISPAREJS RAKSTUROJUMS

1.1. Ievads

Sena vésture, daudzu un dazadu kultliru pastavésana tagadgja Latvijas teritorija, attistita
amatnieciba, maksla, tirdznieciba un citi faktori noteica Latvijas kultiiras mantojuma bagatibu un
unikalitati (gan arhitekttiras, senvietu, kultiirvesturisko ainavu, gan arT makslas un senlietu zina).
Arf vairaki takstosi kustamo un nekustamo kulttiras piemineklu (Piemineklu registrs, 2023), ka ar1
attistita kulttras iestazu infrastrukttira un nozimigas iedzivotaju kultiirvésturiskas intereses nosaka
plasas Latvijas kultiiras mantojuma potenciala attistibas iespgjas.

Kultiras mantojums ir plass jédziens. To nosaciti var iedalit materialaja un nematerialaja
mantojuma. Materialais mantojums savukart tiek iedalits kustamaja mantojuma (artefaktos) un
nekustamaja mantojuma, kas saistits, pieméram, ar arhitektiiras darbiem, no arheologijas viedokla
pasi vertigam struktiiram u. c. (UNESCO Konvencija, 1972). Promocijas darba galvena uzmaniba
ir pieversta Latvijas nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektiem.

Kultiras vertibas t€ma ekonomistam var Skist neierasta, jo kultira ka koncepts
akadeémiskaja ekonomika netika biezi atspogulota 11dz pat 21. gadsimta sakumam. Cilveéku grupas
kulttira, ka to parasti saprot, nozZimé cilvéku kopigas vertibas un uzskatus. Izsledzot kultiiru no
ekonomiskas diskusijas, ekonomisti atnem sev jebkadu iespgju ieskatities kultiiras vertibu loma
ekonomika; tadgjadi sadu aizliegumu uzskata par nekorektu (Klamer, 1997), un vairaki ekonomisti
to atspeko (pieméram, Throsby, 2012; Rypkema, 2012).

Pedgjos gados kultiiras mantojuma noteicoSo vertibu, kas izpauzas ta socialaja un
ekonomiskaja ietekmg, apstiprinaja dazadi mantojuma aizstavji, to atzinusi ar1 daudzi politikas
veidotgji. Kultiiru (un kultiras mantojumu ka tas neatnemamo dalu) daudzi autori misdienas
uzskata par vienu no lidzvertigiem ilgtsp&jigas attistibas pilariem (UCLG, 2010; UNESCO, 2012).
Ka apstiprinajusi vairaki petijumi, kultliras mantojums, ja tas tiek pareizi parvaldits, var bt
noderigs socialas ieklauSanas veicinasana, starpkulttiru dialoga attistiba, teritorijas identitates
veidos$ana, vides kvalitates uzlaboSana, socialas koh&zijas nodro§inasana un — no ekonomiskas
puses — tiirisma attistibas veicinasana, radot darbavietas un uzlabojot investiciju vidi (piem&ram,
Diimcke, Gnedovsky, 2013; UNESCO, 2019). Citiem vardiem sakot, ieguldijumi kultiras
mantojuma var radit atdevi socialo labumu un ekonomiskas izaugsmes veida.

Nemot veéra kultiras mantojuma ekonomisko lomu (kas ir apstiprinata vairakos
starptautiskos tiesibu instrumentos, pétijjumos un ieteikumos, pieméram, Eiropas Padomes
Konvencija, 2005; Mergos, Patsavos, 2016; Eiropas Komisija, 2017, 2019; ESPON, 2020),
mantojuma objekti ir jauztver ka aktivi un preces, kuru uzturéSana to Ipasibu de] ir samera darga
un kuru veértibu nosaka tirgus pieprasijuma un piedavajuma mijiedarbiba. Savukart no ekonomiska
viedokla pieeja kultiiras mantojuma objektu ekonomiskas vértibas novértésanai atskiras no citam
precém vai pakalpojumiem. Galvena atSkiriba ir ta, ka to piedavajums tirgi ir fikséts laika. Kad no
apmekletajiem tiek iekas€ta ieejas maksa kultiras mantojuma objekta, tas nenozimé, ka ieejas
maksa atspogulo ta patieso vértibu vai ekonomiskas izmaksas par objekta uztur€Sanu
(Alexandrakis, Manasakis, Kampanis, 2019, 1. lpp.). Tap&c, lai novertetu kultliras mantojuma
objektu izmantosanai pieskirto vertibu, blitu jaizmanto arl arpustirgus novertéSanas metodes
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(noteikto preferencu metode, celojuma izmaksu metode, hedoniskas cenas metode, NZIER, 2018,
Nijkamp, 2012; Rypkema, 2012). Turklat kultiiras mantojuma objektu vertibu nosaka arT pati So
objektu esamiba, kas ir saistita ar ta sauktajam “ar izmantoSanu nesaistitajam vertibam” (Frey,
1997; Brooks, 2004). Tas, pieméram, liela méra izskaidro milzigo ziedojumu skaitu Parizes
Dievmates katedrales rekonstrukcijai péc ugunsgréka 2019. gada (Oelze, 2020), lai gan daudzi
ziedotaji, iesp&jams, nekad to nav apmeklgjusi.

Jaatzimg, ka pardomati un pamatoti ieguldijumi (piemé&ram, kultiras objektu atjaunosana)
nekustamaja kultiras mantojuma veicina vietgjo kopienu labklajibu (piem@ram, piesaistot
apmekletajus, radot viet€jiem iedzivotajiem darbavietas), t.sk. kultlras thrisma ilgtspgjigu
attistibu. No otras puses, nekvalitativas iejauk$anas pieméri kultiiras mantojuma objektos
(piem@ram, mazinot to kultlrvesturisko vertibu, estetisko pievilcibu) izraisa gan ekspertu, gan
vietgjo iedzivotaju siudzibas. Nekvalitativas iejaukSanas var pat sabojat neaizvietojamus
vesturiskus elementus, to vidi un ar to saistito nematerialo kultiras mantojumu, identitates un
socialas prakses (SoPHIA, 2020). Nepietickams publiskais atbalsts, parversot kultiiras mantojuma
objektus par slogu, nevis privilégiju to Tpasniekiem, ir cits $kerslis, kas kavé kultliras mantojuma
sociali ekonomisko attistibu (Karnite, 2002; Kairiss, Olevska, 2021a, 2021c). Prakse liecina, ka
kultiras mantojuma objektus biezi negativi ietekm& nelikumigas ekonomiskas darbibas
(pieméram, arheologisko vietu izlaupiSana), tadgjadi tiek nodarits kaitg§jums gan objektiem, gan
vairakam ieintereséto pusu grupam, kas giist dazadus labumus no kultiiras mantojuma objektu
izmantoSanas (pieméram, Brodie, 2010; Nagle, 2016; Kairiss, 2016).

Nekustama kultiras mantojuma objektu attistiba ir cieSi saistita ar nacionala un
starptautiska kultlras tirisma attistibu. Neskatoties uz ievérojamo arvalstu viesu interesi par
autentisko Latvijas kultliras mantojumu, lielo kultiiras tiirisma potencialu (Ekonomikas ministrija,
2019, Kultiirpolitikas pamatnostadnes 2022.—2027.gadam) un finans€juma programmu pieejamibu
nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektu atjaunoSanai un attistibai (esfondi.lv, 2022"), Latvijas
kultiras resursi starptautiskaja ItmenT ir noverteti diezgan zemu, ierindojot Latviju 95. vieta
(Igauniju 78., Lietuvu 89.) 140 valstu vida (Pasaules ekonomikas forums, 2019). Kultiiras resursi
savukart ir cieSi saistiti ar nekustama kultliras mantojuma objektu stavokli un pieejamibu, tomer
liela dala Latvijas nekustamo kultiiras mantojuma objektu (joprojam) ir slikta stavokli (Dambis,
2019). Mantojuma objektu kultiiras dimensija ir svariga, tacu, lai veicinatu gan $o objektu, gan
plasaka Itmena ilgtspgjigu attistibu, vispirms ir jaatbild uz daziem jautajumiem: kas ir kultiras
mantojuma objektos ieinteresétas puses, kadas ir vinu intereses un kada ir nekustama kulttiras
mantojuma objektu sociali ekonomiska ietekme. Kultiras mantojuma objektu saglabasana
(konservacija) vien, ko finans€ no publiskiem lidzekliem, Skiet islaicigs un neilgtspgjigs pasakums,
ja netiek veikta pastaviga uzturéSana, kas savukart nozimé So objektu sabalans€tu izmantoSanu,
nodro$inot sociali ekonomiskos ieguvumus un paaugstinot iedzivotaju labbutibu vietgja un
plasakas sabiedribas ITmeni. Janem veéra, ka ar tieSu ekonomisko efektu no kultiiras mantojuma
objektu izmantoSanas (piem&ram, bileSu pardoSanas apmekletajiem) parasti nepietiek, lai
nodro§inatu pietickamu finans€jumu to uzturéSanai, tomer netiesa ietekme, t. sk. apmeklétaju

! Pieméram, pedg&jo piecu gadu laika pasvaldibu piesaistitais finansgjums kultiiras mantojuma objektu atjaunoSanai
no ES fondiem vien parsniedz 100 milj. EUR.
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papildu izdevumi un lielaki publiskie ien€mumi, ir daudz lielaka, nodro§inot resursus gan $o
objektu uzturésanai, gan to talakai attistibai (Brodie, 2010; Piikis, 2011).

Nekustama kultiiras mantojuma sociali ekonomiskas ietekmes novertésana lidz $§im nav
kluvusi par ierastu instrumentu kultiiras mantojuma planosana Latvija. Turklat kulttiras mantojuma
objekti (visbiezak publisko institiiciju skatljuma) biezi vien tiek uzskatiti tikai par kultiiras
IpaSumu, nenovertgjot to sociali ekonomisko vertibu. Esosajos nacionalos planosanas dokumentos
netiek analiz&ti nekustama kultiiras mantojuma sociali ekonomiskas attistibas aspekti un noteikti
attiecigie attistibas virzieni un risinajumi. Sada pieeja, no vienas puses, rada pietickama
finansgjuma triikumu nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektu uzturéSanai laba stavokli, ka art
atbalsta trikumu individiem un organizacijam, kas cenSas attistit kultiiras mantojuma objektu
sociali ekonomisko potencialu; no otras puses, neizmantotas iesp&jas veicinat vietgjas un (daudzos
gadfjumos) plasakas sabiedribas labbiittbu un citu ieintereséto pusu intereSu apmierinasanu.
Publiskajam sektoram biezi triikst nepiecieSamo resursu kultiiras mantojuma objektu uzturéSanai,
bet privatais sektors var nepilnigi ievérot sabiedribas intereses, tapec lielakoties tiek atzits, ka
kultiras mantojuma aizsardzibai un ta sociali ekonomiska potenciala attistibai nepiecieSama
holistiska pieeja, iesaistot publisko, privato un nevalstisko sektoru, ka art sadarbiba starp dazadam
ieinteresétajam pusém. Tadgjadi priekSplana izvirzas nekustama kultiiras mantojuma parvaldibas
un sociali ekonomiskas attistibas metodologijas izstrade un ievieSana (Kairiss, Geipele, Olevska-
Kairisa, 2023). ST metodologija primari attiecas uz nepiecie$amo darbibu noteik$anu nacionalaja
un viet&ja (paSvaldibu) Iimen, lai sekmétu nekustama kultliras mantojuma ilgtsp&jigu attistibu un
nodro§inatu sabiedribai iesp&jas giit sociali ekonomiskos labumus no nekustama kultiiras
mantojuma objektu izmantoSanas.

IepriekSmingtais nozimé, ka ir japéta kultliras mantojuma objektu parvaldiba un tai
atbilstosa sabiedriska politika, TpaSu uzmanibu pieverSot nekustamo kultiiras mantojuma objektu
sociali ekonomiska potenciala attistibas Skér§lu apzinasanai un parvarésanai.

1.2. Merki un uzdevumi

Pastav liels daudzums dazadu kultGiras mantojuma objektu, kas ir iedaliti tipologiskajas
grupas, pieméram, arheologiskie, arhitektiiras, industrialie, pilsétbGivniecibas u. c¢. (Piemineklu
registrs, 2023). Dazada veida kultlras objektu parvaldibas aspekti, uzturé$anas izdevumu un
ienémumu strukttra, ka arT citi aspekti bitiski atSkiras. Promocijas darba autors galvenokart
fokus@sies uz divu veidu kultiiras mantojuma objektu izpéti — arheologiska mantojuma objekti
(piem&ram, senkapi, pilskalni, pilis u. c.) un arhitekttiras mantojuma objekti (jo 1pasi — muizas ka
liela un ilustrativa arhitektiiras mantojuma dala). Siem objektu veidiem ir raksturigas atikirigas
administrativas prasibas, restauracijas un saglabasanas (konservacijas) prakse, sociali ekonomiska
izmantoSana u. c., tadgjadi laujot petit sociali ekonomiska potenciala attistibas aspektus plasaka
konteksta.

Hipoteze — nekustama kultiirvésturiska mantojuma sociali ekonomiska potenciala attistibu
ietekmgjosie faktori nosaka §is attistibas ilgtsp&jigas parvaldibas planosanu un TstenoSanu.
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Pétljuma meérkis ir padzilinati izpétit nekustama kultiras mantojuma sociali ekonomiska
potenciala attistibas Skér§lus Latvija un piedavat risinajumu minéto skerslu parvargsanai.

Pétijuma uzdevumi

1. Apzinat nekustama kultiiras mantojuma izmanto$ana iesaistitas puses un izanaliz&t ar
nekustamo kultiiras mantojumu saistitas sociali ekonomiskas intereses.

2. Identificét nekustama kulttiras mantojuma objektu ekonomiskas izmantosanas veidus un ar
to saistitos attistibas un uzturéSanas izdevumus.

3. lIzstradat nekustama kultliras mantojuma sociali ekonomiskas ietekmes aprakstu, t. sk.
identificgjot prettiesiskas ricibas dél mantojuma objektiem nodaritos zaud&umus un
nosakot cietu$as puses. Izpétit pieejas nodarito zaud&umu novertéSanai un atbilstosas
kompensacijas pieskirSanai visam cietusajam pusém.

4. Apzinat un izpétit iesaistito pusu sadarbibas aspektus nekustama kultliras mantojuma
objektu izmantoSana un parvaldiba.

5. Noteikt galvenos sociali ekonomiskos indikatorus ilgtsp&jigiem attistibas projektiem
nekustama kultliras mantojuma joma.

6. Identificeét un novertét faktorus, kas veicina nekustama kultiiras mantojuma sociali
ekonomiska potenciala attistibu. Identificét galvenos attistibas Sk&rSlus un to parvaréSanas
veidus.

7. Izstradat nekustama kultiras mantojuma parvaldibas un sociali ekonomiskas attistibas
metodologisko ietvaru.

Pastavot lietderibai, uzdevumu izpildg tiek veikti attiecigie starptautiskie salidzinajumi.

Petljuma objekts ir Latvijas nekustama kultliras mantojuma sociali ekonomiskais potencials.

Peétijuma priekSmets ir nacionala nekustama kultiiras mantojuma sociali ekonomiska potenciala
attistibas parvaldiba.

Peétijuma vieta — Latvija.

Promocijas darba jautajums — vai Latvija esos$a nekustama kultiiras mantojuma parvaldibas
(regulésanas) sist€ma veicina kultiiras mantojuma ilgtsp&jigu saglabasanu un sociali ekonomisko
attistibu.

Promocijas darba teorétisko un metodisko pamatojumu veido Latvija un arvalstis izdota
vispariga un zinatniska literatlira par nekustama kultliras mantojuma objektu parvaldibu un sociali
ekonomisko attistibu, nozares pétijjumi, atbilstoSo projektu materiali, Latvijas un starptautiska
statistika, parskati un cita ministriju, pasvaldibu un citu institiciju un organizaciju sniegta
informacija, profesionalo un teritorialo asociaciju (t. sk. arvalstu), ekspertu un nozaru parstavju
konsultacijas un viedokli, Latvijas, arvalstu, ES un plasaka starptautiska méroga normativie akti,
kriminallietas par kultiiras ipa§umam nodaritajiem zaud&jumiem, Latvijas un starptautiska tiesu
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prakse, datubazes, tieSsaistes avoti, masu mediji, ka arT autora zinatniskas publikacijas, analize un
secinajumi.

Pétijuma teorétiskais un metodiskais ietvars. P&tjjuma teorétiska un analitiska ietvara pamata ir
tadu autoru darbi un ieguldijums ekonomikas teorija ka Smith A. (piem&ram, paslabuma (sapratiga
egoisma) jédziens), D. Rikardo (pieméram, izdevigas nodoklu sisteémas jédziens), J. Schumpeter
(socialas vertibas jédziens), J. M. Keynes (valdibas ekonomiskas politikas jédziens, patérina
psihologiskie aspekti, publiskas un privatas attiecibas, investiciju socializacija), R. Coase
(sabiedrisko precu jedziens, attiecibas starp tiestbam un ekonomiku, publiska un privata
partneriba), D. Throsby (pieméram, kultiiras mantojuma netiesas vértibas jédziens) u. c.

P&tfjuma galvenokart izmantota induktiva pieeja; teorétisko bazi veido sistému teorijas un PESTEL
analizes elementi.

Lai stenotu pétfjuma uzdevumus, atbilstosi p&tljuma virzienam tika izmantotas $adas metodes:

e visparpienemtas zinatniskas metodes — analizes un sint€zes metodes, indukcijas un
dedukcijas metodes, monografiska metode, logiski konstruktiva metode, salidzinasanas
metode, grafiska metode;

e kvalitativas metodes — ekspertintervijas, kvalitativa kontentanalize;

e kvantitativas metodes — statistiskas analize, aptaujas (anketéSanas).

Petfjuma veikSana izmantota ari dokumentu analize, juridiska analize (t. sk. normativo aktu,
kriminallietu materialu un tiesu prakses analize; normativo aktu analiz€ galvenokart izmantotas
tiesibu normu sistémiska un teleologiska interpretacijas metodes), ka arT matematiskas metodes
(sadaltjuma skaitlisko raksturotaju metodes).

Pettjuma izstrades laika autors devas vairaku dienu izpétes vizite uz Kurzemi, lai pétitu nekustama
kultiras mantojuma objektu parvaldibas aspektus $aja regiona.

Pétijuma ierobeZojumi. Lai izveidotu zinatniski precizu analizes lauku, veicot pétijumu, tika
noteikti un turpmak nemti vera vairaki ierobezojumi.

1. Petijums galvenokart ir orientéts uz Latviju, nemot vera tas ekonomisko, politisko, socialo,
kulttiras un tiesisko specifiku. Tomér tas neizslédz iesp&ju izmantot petijuma rezultatus ari
cita konteksta, veicot attiecigus pielagojumus vietgjai specifikai.

2. Petfjums ir versts uz nekustamo kultliras mantojumu. Pastavot lielai viena nekustamo
kultiiras mantojuma objektu tipa ietilpstoso objektu daudzveidibai un katram objektu tipam
raksturigam Tpa$am iezim€m, pétijums galvenokart ir veérsts uz arheologisko objektu
tipologisko grupu un muizam (ka arhitektiiras tipa apakstipu), jo tie ir daudzskaitligi un
raksturigi Latvijai (Piemineklu registrs, 2023). P&tijuma rezultatus var izmantot ar attieciba
uz cita tipa nekustama mantojuma objektiem (piem€ram, industridliem vai
pilsétblivniecibas mantojuma objektiem), veicot attiecigus pielagojumus atbilstosi to
specifikai.

3. Koncentrgjoties galvenokart uz antropogéniem faktoriem, ne visi nekustama kultGras
mantojuma potenciala attistibu ietekmgjosie faktori tika pétiti vienlidz detalizgti, piem&ram,
vides faktori tika pétiti mazak, salidzinot ar sociali ekonomiskajiem un tiesiskajiem
faktoriem.
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4. Baltijas valstis, t. sk. Latvija, biitiski triikst atbilstosu pétijumu?, ka ari bitiski triikst

atbilstosu sociali ekonomisko datu, tapec nav pietickama teorgtiska un pieradijumu
pamatojuma, kas bitu izmantojams ka pétjjuma baze. Tas vienlaikus ir gan pétijjuma
ierobezojums, gan izaicinajums, apgriitinot teorétisko izpéti un datu vaksanu, tacu pozitivi
ietekmg@jot petijuma zinatnisko novitati.

1.3. Petijuma dizains

Lai izpilditu p&tijuma uzdevumus, tika izmantota logiska shéma, pienemot, ka nekustama

kultiiras mantojuma socidli ekonomiska potenciala attistiba atbilst iesaistito pusu konstruktivo®

sociali ekonomisko intereSu apmierinajumam.

L.

Apzinatas nekustama kultiras mantojuma iesaistitas puses un to sociali ekonomiskas
intereses. Tadgjadi ir radits pamats nekustamo kultliras mantojuma objektu attistibu
ietekmgjoso faktoru identificeSanai.

Noteikti nekustama kulttiras mantojuma objektu ekonomiskas izmantosanas veidi. Tadgjadi
ir identificéti vairaki ekonomiskie, socialie, politiskie, ar sadarbibu saistitic un
tehnologiskie (t. sk. vides) attistibu ietekmg&josie faktori.

Izpétita ar nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektiem saistito izdevumu struktiira un to
saikne ar pieSkirto kultliras pieminekla statusu. Tad&jadi ir identificéti ekonomiskie un
tiesiskie faktori, kas ietekm€ izdevumu veidus un apjomu.

Veikta nekustamajiem kultiras mantojuma objektiem nodarito zaud€jumu novértéjuma
salidzino8a analize un apzinatas kultiiras mantojuma objekta bojajuma vai iznicinaSanas
rezultata cietusas puses. Biezi vien patiesas sociali ekonomiskas intereses nav skaidri
saskatamas, kam@r to apmierinaSana nav apdraud@ta, tapéc minctais novertejums Java
skaidrak definét atbilstoSas cietu$as intereses un Iidz ar to ari faktorus, kas veicina So
interesu aizsardzibu (politiskie, tiesiskie, socialie). Novertgjums lava noteikt ar1 savstarpgjo
saikni starp nekustama kultliras mantojuma aizsardzibu (jo attistiba nav iesp&jama bez
aizsardzibas) un faktoru ietekmi.

Noteikti atbilstoSas kompensacijas veidi cietusajam pusém. Tadgjadi pétijuma ieviesti
sociali ekonomiska taisniguma aspekti, kas lava precizet attiecigus socialos, ekonomiskos
un tiesiskos faktorus.

Sagrupéti un izskaidroti nekustama kultiiras mantojuma sociali ekonomiska potenciala
attistibu ietekmgjosie faktori, nosakot veicinosos un kavgjosos faktorus.

Precizeti un aprobéti sociali ekonomiskie indikatori ilgtsp&jigas attistibas projektiem
nekustama kultiiras mantojuma joma. Tadgjadi ir ieviesta nekustama kultiiras mantojuma
attistibas sociali ekonomiskas ietekmes mérisana, vienlaikus laujot netiesi izmerit veicino$o
un kavéjoso faktoru ietekmi.

2 P&c Autora riciba eso3as informacijas Latvija tika veikti vien dazi p&tijumi attiecigaja joma, pieméram, Karnite,
2002, Kilis, 2007, Pakis, 2011.

3 Tesaistito puSu socidli ekonomiskas intereses nekustama kultiiras mantojuma joma var biit gan konstruktivas
(piem&ram, mantojuma izmanto$ana sabiedrisko pasakumu laika, p&tniecibai un izglitibai, nodarbinatibai), gan ari
destruktivas (pieméram, arheologisko objektu izmanto$ana nelikumigiem izrakumiem nolika iegiit senlietas, kulturas
mantojuma objektu veidojoso materialu nelikumiga izmantoSana celtniecibai u. tml.) (Kairiss, 2020).
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8. Pamatojoties uz iepriek$gjiem pétijuma rezultatiem, izstradats nekustama kulttras
mantojuma parvaldibas un sociali ekonomiskas attistibas metodologiskais ietvars, tadgjadi
pabeidzot PEtfjumu.

Pétijuma uzdevumu izpildes att€loSanai autors izstradaja pétijuma dizaina shému, kas
atspogulo p&tijuma etapus un atbilstosas promocijas darba nodala “Pe&tfjuma galvenie rezultati”
ieklautas apaksnodalas.

Nekustama kultiras mantojuma izmantoSana
iesaistito puSu un to sociali ekonomisko interesu
identificéSana un analize

2.1. Sociali ekonomiskas intereses, kas saistitas ar nekustamo
kultiiras mantojumu

Nekustama kultiras mantojuma objektu sociali
ekonomiskas izmantoSanas veidu un izdevumu
struktiiras, ka arT kulturas pieminekla statusa sociali
ekonomiskas problematikas identificésana un analize

2.2. Nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektu izmantoSanas veidi
ienakumu gtisanai un sabiedriskam labumam

2.3. Kulturas pieminekla statuss un ar to saistitie izdevumi

Nekustama kultiras mantojuma objektiem nodarito
zaudéjumu noveértéjuma un kompensés$anas
problematikas identificéSana un analize

2.4. Nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektu monetaras vértibas
un tiem nodarito zaud&jumu novertgjuma problematika

2.5. Materiala un nemateriala kompensacija par nekustamajiem
kultiiras mantojuma objektiem nodaritajiem zaudgjumiem

Nekustama Kkultiras mantojuma sociali ekonomisko
attistibu ietekméjoso faktoru identificéSana un analize

2.6. Nekustama kultiras mantojuma sociali ekonomisko attistibu
ietekmgjosie faktori

Nekustama kultiiras mantojuma attistibas projektu
sociali ekonomisko indikatoru noteik§ana, ka ari ta
parvaldibas un socidli ekonomiskas attistibas
metodologiska ietvara izstrade

2.7. Sociali ekonomiskie indikatori ilgtsp&jigiem kultiras
mantojuma attistibas projektiem

Nekustama kultiras mantojuma parvaldibas un sociali
s attistibas metodologiskais ietvars

1.1. att. PEtjjuma dizaina shéma.
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1.4. Zinatniska novitate

Petijuma zinatniska novitate attiecas uz vairakiem pétijjuma rezultatiem.

Identificétas un klasificGtas iesaistito puSu sociali ekonomiskas (ieskaitot destruktivas)
intereses nekustama kultiiras mantojuma aizsardzibas un attistibas joma, t. sk. veikts to
salidzinajums ar D. Trosbija izstradato klasifikaciju (Throsby, 2012). Izstrade veikta §1
pétijuma ietvaros (primari Kairiss, 2020; Kairiss, Olevska, 2020; 2.1. apaksnodala un ar to
saistitie secinajumi un priekslikumi).

Identificétas iesaistitas puses un intereses, kuram tiek nodarits socials un ekonomisks
kaitgjums nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektu bojasanas vai iznicinaSanas rezultata
(primari Kairiss, Olevska, 2020). Tipologizéts cietuso intereSu veids, raksturs un apjoms,
kait€jums un sociali ekonomiskas kompensacijas veidi (primari Olevska-Kairisa, Kairiss,
2023). Izstrade veikta $1 pétljuma gaita (2.5. apak$nodala un ar to saistitie secinajumi un
priekslikumi).

Identificéti un izanalizéti sociali ekonomiska kait§juma, kas nodarits arheologiskajiem
objektiem nelikumigu darbibu rezultata, novertésanas kritériji un veikts 12 valstu (Latvija,
Lietuva, Igaunija, Somija, Zviedrija, Vacija, Niderlande, Spanija, Kipra, Krievija, Moldova,
Ukraina) salidzinajums. Izstrade veikta §T petijuma gaitd (primari Kairiss, Olevska, 2020;
2.4. apaks$nodala un ar to saistitie secinajumi un priekslikumi).

Identificeti un no sociali ekonomiska un juridiska viedokla izanaliz&ti novertésanas praktiskie
aspekti zaud&jumiem, kas nodariti Latvijas arheologiskajiem objektiem nelikumigo darbibu
rezultata. No sociali ekonomisko zaudgjumu novertejuma viedokla ir izp&tita attieciga tiesu
prakse. Izstrade veikta $1 pétijuma gaita (primari Kairiss, Olevska, 2021b; 2.4. apaksnodala un
ar to saistitie secinajumi un priekslikumi).

Identificéti un izanalizeti politiskie, ekonomiskie, socialie, juridiskie un administrativie,
tehnologiskie, vides un ar iesaistito puSu sadarbibu saistitie faktori, kas ietekmé nekustama
kultiiras mantojuma sociali ekonomiska potenciala attisttbu Latvija. Noteikti faktori, kas
ietekmé arheologisko pétijumu veik$anu Latvija. Izstrade veikta $T p&tjjuma gaita (primari
Kairiss, Olevska, 2021a; Kairiss, Olevska,2021c; 2.6. apak$nodala un ar to saistitie secinajumi
un priekslikumi).

Identificéti un izanaliz&ti muizu sociali ekonomiskas izmantosanas veidi Latvija, Lietuva un
Igaunija. Izstradata dazada veida arheologisko vietu sociali ekonomiskds izmanto$anas
tipologija. Noteikta ar muizu un arheologisko vietu uzturé$anu saistito izdevumu struktiira.
Izstrade veikta ST petfjuma gaita (primari Kairiss, Olevska, 2021a; Kairiss, Olevska, 2021c;
2.2.un 2.3.apak$nodalas un ar to saistitie secinajumi un priekslikumi).

Izstradati kultiiras mantojuma objektu attistibas projektu sabiedriskas lietderibas sociali
ekonomiskie indikatori. Noteikta un izanaliz€ta indikatoru piemé&rotiba, ka arT m&rijjumu datu
pieejamiba un avoti nekustama kultliras mantojuma attistibas projektu ilgtsp&jigu sociali
ekonomisko iznakumu novertéSanai. Izstrade veikta §1 pétijuma gaitd (primari Kairiss,
Geipele, Olevska-Kairisa, 2023; 2.7. apak$nodala un ar to saistitie secinagjumi un
priekslikumi).
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8. Izstradats nekustama kultiiras mantojuma parvaldibas un sociali ekonomiskas attistibas
metodologiskais ietvars nacionalaja un vietgja limeni. Izstrade veikta $1 pétijuma gaita (primari
Kairiss, Geipele, Olevska-Kairisa, 2023; 2.8. apaksnodala un ar to saistitie secinajumi un
priekslikumi).

1.5. Rezultatu lietojums

Petijuma rezultati papildina zinatnisko zinaSanu bazi nekustama kultliras mantojuma ilgtsp&jiga
parvaldiba. Rezultati ir praktiski izmantojami valsts un pasvaldibu institiciju darbiba nekustama
kultiras mantojuma joma, t. sk. mantojuma parvaldibas politikas izstrade, isteno$ana un
izverteésana, planosanas dokumentu un normativo aktu izstrad€, publiskas un privatas partneribas
aktivitateés, ar kultiras mantojuma attistibu saistitos projektos, sabiedriskas informétibas
uzlabosana, ka art sadarbibas veicinasana starp dazadam nozar€ iesaistitajam pusém (publiskais,
privatais sektors, akadémiskas un petnieciskas institiicijas, NVO u. c.).

1.6. Promocijas darba struktira

Promocijas darbs ir tematiski saistitu zinatnisku publikaciju kopa, kas ir vérstas uz izpratni par
Latvijas nekustamo kultiiras mantojuma objektu sociali-ekonomisko potencialu un ta attistibu.

1.7. Publikacijas un promocijas darba aprobacija

Darba galvenie rezultati tika apkopoti devinas zinatniskas publikacijas (kopuma no 2015. Iidz
2023. gadam izstradatas 14 ar petjjumu saistitas publikacijas (neskaitot konferencu t€zu krajumus)
(10 publikacijas tika izstradatas doktorantiiras studiju laika no 2019. gada septembra lidz 2023.
gada jlinijam)). P&tjjuma rezultati tika prezentéti 20 starptautiskas konferences.

Zinatniskas publikacijas

1. Kairiss, A., Geipele, 1., Olevska-Kairisa, I. (2023). Sustainability of Cultural Heritage-
Related Projects: Use of Socio-Economic Indicators in Latvia. Sustainability. 15, 10109,
ISSN: 2071-1050 https://doi.org/10.3390/su151310109 (Q1 Zurnals, indeks€ts Scopus,
Web of Science u.c.).

2. Olevska-Kairisa, 1., Kairiss, A. (2023). Victims of heritage crimes: aspects of legal and
socio-economic  justice. Open  Archaeology, Vol. 9, ISSN: 2300-6560.
https://doi.org/10.1515/opar-2022-0293 (Q1 zurnals, indekséts in Scopus, Web of Science
u.c.).

3. Kairiss, A., Olevska, I. (2021c). Development Aspects of Archaeological Sites in Latvia.
Archaeologia  Lituana, Vol. 22, ISSN  1392-6748. e-ISSN  2538-8738.

https://www.journals.vu.lt/archacologia-lituana/article/view/26383 (Q2 Zurnals, indekséts
Scopus u.c.).
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https://doi.org/10.3390/su151310109
https://doi.org/10.1515/opar-2022-0293
https://www.journals.vu.lt/archaeologia-lituana/article/view/26383

. Kairiss, A., Olevska, 1. (2021b). Assessing Endangerment of Archaeological Heritage in
Latvia: Legal Framework and Socio-Economic Aspects. AP: Online Journal in Public
Archaeology, Vol. 11, ISSN: 2171-6315
http://revistas.jasarqueologia.es/index.php/APJournal/article/view/28 1 (Q4  Zurnals,
indeksgéts Scopus u.c.).

. Kairiss, A., Olevska, 1. (2021a). Development Aspects of Manors as a Part of Cultural
Heritage in  Latvia. Culture Crossroads, Vol. 19, ISSN: 2500-9974
https://www.culturecrossroads.lv/index.php/cc/article/view/27/23 (indekséts ERIH PLUS,
EBSCO u.c.).

. KairiSs, A. (2020). Latvijas arheologiska mantojuma aizsardzibas un sociali-ekonomiskas

attistibas faktori (Factors of Protection and Socio-Economic Development of Latvia's
Archaeological Heritage). Latvijas Zinatnu Akadeémijas Veéstis. A dala, 74 (3), 52-79,

ISSN: 1407-0081 http://www.lasproceedings.lv/publikacija/latvijas-arheologiska-

mantojuma-aizsardzibas-un-sociali-ekonomiskas-attistibas-faktori/ (indekséts Research
Gate, Academia.edu).

. Kairiss, A., Olevska, 1. (2020). Damage to Archaeological Sites: Assessment Criteria and
Situation in Latvia. Baltic Journal of Real Estate Economics and Construction
Management, Vol. 8, 45-82, ISSN: 2255-9671 https://doi.org/10.2478/bjreecm-2020-0005

(indekséts EBSCO u.c.).
. Kairiss, A. (2017). Awareness Raising and Protection of Archaeological Heritage. Culture
Crossroads, Vol. 11, 2041, ISSN: 1691-3019

https://culturecrossroads.lv/index.php/cc/article/view/129 (indekséts EBSCO u.c.).
. KairiSs, A. (2015). Kulttras priekSmetu nelikumigas aprites mazinasana: per aspera ad
astra (Diminishing of Trafficking of Cultural Objects: Per aspera ad astra). Culture
Crossroads, Vol. 7, 61-74, ISSN 1691-3019
https://culturecrossroads.lv/index.php/cc/article/view/228 (indekséts EBSCO u.c.).
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http://revistas.jasarqueologia.es/index.php/APJournal/article/view/281
http://www.lasproceedings.lv/publikacija/latvijas-arheologiska-mantojuma-aizsardzibas-un-sociali-ekonomiskas-attistibas-faktori/
http://www.lasproceedings.lv/publikacija/latvijas-arheologiska-mantojuma-aizsardzibas-un-sociali-ekonomiskas-attistibas-faktori/
https://doi.org/10.2478/bjreecm-2020-0005
https://culturecrossroads.lv/index.php/cc/article/view/129
https://culturecrossroads.lv/index.php/cc/article/view/228

1.1. tabula

Kopsavilkums par rakstu kopas atbilstibu studiju programmas nosacijumiem

. No kuriem 2 Vlsmaz G
e Vismaz 4 " (divos)
Jabut . (divu) rakstu .
P (Cetriem) e rakstos, kuri
publicétiem L bibliografiskie . .
- rakstiem jabut o . indekséti
vai = raditaji ir ;
. . original- S . | Scopus un/vai
pienemtiem Pl atbilstosi Q7 vai
Nr. S S publikacijam - Web of
Zinatniska raksta nosaukums publicésanai R 02 limena ;
p- k. . zurnalos, kas Science
vismaz 8 . - (SCImago _
X indekséti o doktora grada
(astoniem) . | Journal Citation
S Scopus un/vai pretendentam
zinatniskiem Reports) B S
. Web of . ir jabut
rakstiem ; kategorijas L
Science o pirmajam
ranga zurnaliem
autoram
1. Sustainability of Cultural
Herftage—Relat‘ed Prgjects: yse of X X X X
Socio-Economic Indicators in
Latvia
2. Victims of heritage crimes:
aspects of legal and socio- X X X
economic justice
3. Development Aspects of
Archaeological Sites in Latvia X X X X
4. Assessing Endangerment of
Archaeological Heritage in X X X
Latvia: Legal Framework and
Socio-Economic Aspects
5. Development Aspects of Manors
as a Part of Cultural Heritage in X
Latvia’
6. Latvijas arheologiska mantojuma
aizsardzibas un sociali X
ekonomiskas attistibas faktori
7. Damage to Archaeological Sites:
Assessment Criteria and Situation X
in Latvia
8. Awareness Raising and Protection x
of Archaeological Heritage
9. Kultiiras priekSmetu nelikumigas
aprites mazinasana: per aspera ad X
astra
Kopa 9 (izpildits) 4 (izpildits) 3 (izpildits) 3 (izpildits)

4 Publikacija indeksgta t. sk. ERIH PLUS.

19



1.2. tabula

Autora personiga ieguldijuma novertéjums

Lapu skaits .PerSOIPgals
rakstd ieguldijums
Nr. Zinatniska raksta R.akSt.a (neieskaitot (.lapas.’ - .
pirmais e neieskaitot Ieguldijuma raksturojums
p- k. nosaukums bibliografiju | , .. ..0 " .
autors un bibliografiju
L un
pielikumus) Sl
Sustqmabzlzty of Cultural Pasnovertgjums - 60 %, t. sk.
Heritage-Related ublikacijas pamatnostadnes
1. Projects: Use of Socio- X 20 12 p Jas p Cee
’ . . . metodologijas un originala
Economic Indicators in manuskripta sagatavotajs
Latvia P g J
Victims of heritage Pirma autora novertgjums — 60 %,
crimes: aspects of legal t. sk. publikacijas
and socio-economic pamatnostadnes, metodologijas
2. Justice 14 10 izstradatajs, datu parvalditajs,
lidzintervétajs, formalas analizes
veicgjs un originala manuskripta
sagatavotajs
Development Aspects of Pasnovertejums — 65 %, t. sk.
Archaeological Sites in publikacijas pamatnostadnes,
3. . X 21 14 .. U
Latvia metodologijas un originala
manuskripta sagatavotajs
Assessing Endangerment Pasnovertgjums — 60 %, t. sk.
of Archaeological publikacijas pamatnostadnes,
4. Heritage in Latvia: Legal X 29 17 metodologijas un originala
Framework and Socio- manuskripta sagatavotajs
Economic Aspects
Development Aspects of Pasnovertgjums — 60 %, t. sk.
Manors as a Part of publikacijas pamatnostadnes,
5. . ; X 21 13 .. R
Cultural Heritage in metodologijas un originala
Latvia manuskripta sagatavotajs
Latvijas arheologiska
mantojuma aizsardzibas Pasnovertgjums — 100 % (pilna
6. . o X 21 21 Lo
un sociali ekonomiskas raksta vienigais autors)
attistibas faktori
Damage to Pasnovertgjums — 60 %, t. sk.
Archaeological Sites: publikacijas pamatnostadnes,
7. o X 28 17 .. R
Assessment Criteria and metodologijas un originala
Situation in Latvia manuskripta sagatavotajs
Awareness Raising and Pasnovertgjums — 100 % (pilna
8. Protection of X 18 18 raksta vienigais autors)
Archaeological Heritage
Kulttras priek§metu Pasnovertejums — 100 % (pilna
9 nmeilzlirli;;;%lzs. ;I;l;esspem X 12 12 raksta vienigais autors)
ad astra
- 8 134
Kopa (izpildits) 184 (izpildits)
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Konferences (referati) un sanaksmes, kuras prezentéti pétijuma rezultati

1. Kairiss, A. (2023). Which Socio-economic interests are associated with archaeological
sites, and how do stakeholders suffer due to heritage crime? [Kadas sociali ekonomiskas
intereses ir saistitas ar arheologiskajam vietam un ka iesaistitas puses cie§ no mantojuma
noziegumiem?] Eiropas arheologu asociacijas Nelikumigas tirdzniecibas kultiras materiala
komitejas apala galda sesija Starptautiskas zinatniskas konferences “Eiropas arheologu
asocidcijas 29. ikgadeja konference” ietvaros, Belfasta, Ziemelirija, 2023. gada 30. augusts
- 2. septembris. Abstract Book, Ziemelirija, Belfasta, 2023. gada 30. augusts—2. septembris.
Belfasta: EAA, 2023, p. 575. ISBN 978-80-88441-05-2; Eiropas arheologu asociacijas
konferences dalibas sertifikats.

2. KairisSs, A., Olevska-Kairisa, 1. (2023). Sociali ekonomisko indikatoru izmanto$ana
kultiiras mantojuma attistibas projektos Latvija: Pétijuma rezultatu prezentacija. Kultiiras
ministrijas un Latvijas Pasvaldibu savienibas ekspertu fokuséta sanaksme. Riga,

3. Kairiss, A., Olevska-Kairisa, 1. (2023). Problems of victims identification in cultural
heritage crimes /[Cietuso identifikacijas problémas kultiras mantojuma noziegumos].
Starptautisks seminars Nelikumigas kultiiras priekimetu aprites novérsana Baltija: iespéjas

starptautisks-seminars-nelikumigas-kulturas-pricksmetu-aprites-noversana-baltija-

iespejas-un-izaicinajumi.

4. Kairiss, A., Olevska, L. (2022). Are Some Stakeholders More Equal than the Others or
Actual Issues of Heritage Crime Victims [Vai dazas iesaistitas puses ir lidzvértigakas neka
citas jeb cietuso problematika kultiiras mantojuma noziegumos]. Starptautiska zinatniska
konference “Kulturas krustpunkti 2022 (Cultural Crossroads 2022), Riga, Latvija,
2022. gada 4. novembris. Programma / t&€Zzu krajums, Riga, Latvijas Kulturas akadémija,
2.—4. novembris, 2022., 101. Ipp. ISSN 2599-9958.

5. Kairiss, A., Olevska, I. (2022). Socio-economic Indicators of Cultural Heritage
Development Projects: Opportunities for Raising Awareness [Kulturas mantojuma
attistibas projektu sociali ekonomiskie indikatori: informétibas paaugstinasanas iespéjas].
ICOMOS starptautiska zinatniska konference, Cesis, Latvija, 2022. gada 21. oktobris.
https://www.icomos.lv/news/aicinam-uz-konferenci-arheologiskais-mantojums-mus.

6. Kairiss, A., Olevska, 1. (2022). Protecting the Past is the Key to the Future: Rights of
Archaeological Heritage Stakeholders and Social Justice [Pagdatnes aizsardziba ir nakotnes
atslega: arheologiska mantojuma ieintereséto personu tiesibas un socialais taisnigums].
Starptautiska zinatniska konference “Eiropas arheologu asocidcijas 28. ikgadeja
konference”, Budapesta, Ungarija, 2022. gada 31. augusts—3. septembris. Abstract Book,
Ungarija, Budapesta, 2022. gada 31. augusts - 3. septembris. Praga: EAA, 2022, pp. 326—
327. ISBN 978-80-88441-02-1.
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https://www.nkmp.gov.lv/lv/jaunums/notiks-starptautisks-seminars-nelikumigas-kulturas-prieksmetu-aprites-noversana-baltija-iespejas-un-izaicinajumi
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https://www.icomos.lv/news/aicinam-uz-konferenci-arheologiskais-mantojums-mus

10.

11.

12.

Kairiss, A. (2022). Damage to Archaeological Sites: Suffered Parties and Protection of
Their Socio-Economic Interests [Arheologisko vietu bojasana: cietusas puses un to sociali-
ekonomisko interesu aizsardziba]. Rigas Tehniskdas universitates 63. starptautiskas
zindtniskas konferences ietvaros organizétd starptautiska zindtniska konference
“Biivniectbas un nekustama ipasuma parvaldibas, regionalds un teritorialas attistibas
inzenierekonomikas zinatniskas problémas” (ICEREE2022), Riga, Latvija, 2022. gada
29. septembris. Tézu krajums, Latvija, Riga, 29.-30.09.2022. Riga: RTU Izdevnieciba,
2022, 18.-19. lpp. ISSN: 2592-9372.

Kairiss, A., Olevska, 1. (2021). Ownership of Archaeological Heritage Object: Problems
and Solutions [Arheologiska mantojuma objekts ipasuma: problematika un risinajumi].
Starptautiska zindtniska konference “Kulturas krustpunkti 2021 (Cultural Crossroads
2021), Riga, Latvija (attalinata konference), 2021. gada 1.-5. novembris. Programma/ tézu
krajums, Latvija, Riga, 01.11.-05.11.2021. Riga: Latvijas Kulttras akadémija, 2021.,
97. 1pp. ISSN 2599-9958.

Kairiss, A. (2021). Ownership of Archaeological Heritage Objects: Challenges and
Opportunities [Ipasumtiesibas uz arheologiskd mantojuma objektu: izaicindjumi un
iespéjas]. Rigas Tehniskds universitates 62. starptautiskas zinatniskas konferences ietvaros
organizeta starptautiska zinatniska konference “Buivniectbas un nekustamda ipasuma
parvaldibas, regionalas un teritorialas attistibas inZenierekonomikas zinatniskas
problémas” (ICEREE'2021), Riga, Latvija (attalinata konference) 2021. gada
30. septembri. Tézu krajums, Riga, 2020. gada 30. septembris. Latvija: Riga. RTU
Izdevnieciba, 2021, 25. 1pp. ISBN 978-9934-22-677-9.

Kairiss, A., Olevska, I. (2021). Ownership of Archaeological Heritage Objects: Advantage
or Encumbrance? [Arheologiskd mantojuma objektu ipaSumtiesibas: priekSrociba vai
apgriitinajums?] Starptautiska zinatniska konference “Eiropas Arheologu asociacijas
27. ikgadeja konference”, Kile, Vacija (attalinata konference), 2021. gada 8.-11.09. TéZu
krajums, 2021. gada 24.-30. augusts. Praga: Eiropas Arheologu asociacija, 2021, 192. Ipp.
ISBN 978-80-907270-8-3.

Kairiss, A., Olevska 1. (2020). Looting of Archaeological Sites in Latvia: Damage
Assessment Aspects [Arheologisko vietu izlaupiSana Latvija: postijumu novérteSanas
aspekti]. ASV Tieslietu departaments/ Latvijas un ASV Tiesibaizsardzibas, Prokuratiiras un
Mantojuma aizsardzibas institicijas/ Eiropols/ Latvijas Valsts administracijas skola
“Starptautiskais seminars [vebinars] “Looting and Laundering: Cultural Property
Trafficking & Financial Crime”, Riga, Latvija (attalinats pasakums), 2020. gada
14. decembris.

Kairiss, A., Olevska I. (2020). Archaeological heritage: interests of stakeholders and
possibilities of their protection [Arheologisks mantojums: iesaistito pusu intereses un
aizsardzibas iespéjas]. Starptautiska zinatniskd konference “Kultiiras krustpunkti 2020
(Cultural Crossroads 2020), Riga, Latvija (attalinata konference), 2020. gada 6. novembris
Programma / t&€zu krajums, Latvija, Riga, 02.11.-06.11.2020. Riga: Latvijas Kultras

akademija, 2020, 77.—78. Ipp. ISSN 2599-9958.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Kairiss, A. (2020). Looting of Archaeological Sites in Latvia and Europe: Damage
Assessment Aspects [Arheologisko vietu izlaupisana Latvija un Eiropd: postijumu
novértésanas aspekti]. NETCHER projekta starptautiskais vebinars “Education & Illicit
Trafficking of Cultural Goods” (attalinats pasakums), 2020. gada 13. oktobri.

Kairiss, A. (2020). Damages to Archaeological Heritage Objects Caused by Illegal
Activities: Damage Assessment Aspects [Arheologiska mantojuma objektiem nelikumigu
darbibu rezultata nodariti bojajumi: novertesanas aspekti]. Rigas Tehniskas universitates
61. starptautiskas zinatniskds konferences ietvaros organizéta starptautiska zinatniska
konference “Bivniecibas un nekustamd ipasuma parvaldibas, regionalds un teritorialas
attistibas inzenierekonomikas zindatniskas problémas” (ICEREE'2020), Riga, Latvija
(attalinata konference), 1.-3. 2020. T&zu gramata, Riga, 1-3 October, 2020. Latvija: Riga.
RTU Izdevnieciba, 2020, 14. Ipp. ISBN 978-9934-22-511-6 (pdf), 978-9934-22-369-3.

Kairiss, A., Olevska, 1. (2020). Damages to archaeological heritage resulting from
unauthorized excavations: socio-economic consequences and legal aspects [Arheologiska
mantojuma bojajumi, kas radusies neatlautu izrakumu rezultata: sociali-ekonomiskas sekas
un tiesiskie aspekti]. Starptautiska zinatniska konference “Eiropas Arheologu asociacijas
26. ikgadéja konference”, Budapesta, Ungarija (attala konference), 2020. gada 24.—
30. augusta. Tézu gramata, 2020.gada 24.-30. augusts. Praga: Eiropas Arheologu
asociacija, 2020, 235.-236. lpp. ISBN 978-80-907270-7-6.

Modlinger, M., Godfrey, E., Kairiss, A., Hajdas, 1. (2020). Formulating a Code of Ethics
for the Scientific Analysis of Archacological Materials [Arheologisko materialu zindtniskas
analizes étikas kodeksa formulesana.] Starptautiska zinatniska konference “Eiropas
Arheologu asocidcijas 26. ikgadeja konference”, Budapesta, Ungarija (attalinata
konference), 2020. gada 24.-30. augusta. Abstract Book, 2020. gada 24.-30. augusts.
Praga: Eiropas Arheologu asociacija, 2020, Ipp. 237. ISBN 978-80-907270-7-6.

Kairiss, A. (2019). Socio-economic aspects of archaeological heritage management
[Arheologiska mantojuma parvaldibas sociali-ekonomiskie aspekti]. Starptautiska
zindatniska konference “Kultiras krustpunkti 2019” (Cultural Crossroads 2019), Riga,
Latvija, 2019. gada 1. novembris Programma / t€zu krajums, Latvija, Riga, 29. okt.—1. nov.,
2019. Riga: Latvijas Kultiiras akadeémija, 2019, 68.—68. Ipp. ISSN 2500-9958.

Kairiss, A. (2019). The Catalogue of Endangered Latvian Archaeological Artefacts and
Other Latvian Solutions for Protection of Cultural Objects [Apdraudéto Latvijas
arheologisko senlietu katalogs un citi Latvijas risinajumi kultiras objektu aizsardzibaij.
NETCHER projekta starptautiskais seminars, Barselona, Spanija, 2019. gada 3.—
4. oktobris.

Kairiss, A. (2019). Socio-Economic Aspects of Latvian Archaeological Heritage: Threats
and Opportunities [Latvijas arheologiska mantojuma sociali-ekonomiskie aspekti: draudi
un iespéjas]. Rigas Tehniskas universitates 60. starptautiskas zinatniskas konferences
ietvaros organizetda starptautiska zindatniska konference “Biivniecibas un nekustama
ipasuma parvaldibas inZenierekonomikas zinatniskas problémas, regionu un teritoriju
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20.

attistiba” (ICEREE'2019). Riga, Latvija, 2019. gada 27. septembris. Tézu gramata, Riga,
2019. gada 27.-28. septembris. Latvija: Riga. RTU Izdevnieciba, 2019, 21.-22. 1pp. ISBN
978-9934-22-369-3.

Kairiss, A. (2019). Threats to archaeological heritage and socio-economic consequences:
Latvian case study /Draudi arheologiskajam mantojumam un sociali ekonomiskas sekas:
Latvijas situdcijas izpéte]. Starptautiska zinatniska konference “Eiropas Arheologu
asocidcijas 25. gada konference”, Berne, Sveice, 04.—07. septembri, 2019. TéZu gramata,
Sveice, Berne, 2019. gada 4.—7. septembris. Praga: Eiropas Arheologu asociacija, 2019,
pp. 107.-108. ISBN 978-80-907270-6-9.

Konferences (sesiju organizéSana un vadiSana), kuras prezentéti pétijuma rezultati

1.

Kairiss, A. (Rigas Tehniska universitate), Modlinger, M. (Dzenovas Universitate),
Olevska, 1. (Mastrihtas Universitate) (2022) Organiz€é un vada sesiju “Pagatnes
aizsardziba ir nakotnes atsléga: arheologiska mantojuma ieintereséto personu tiesibas un
socialais taisnigums”. Starptautiska zinatniska konference ,,Eiropas arheologu asociacijas
28. ikgadgja konference”, Budapesta, Ungarija, 2022. gada 31. augusts—3. septembris.
T&zu gramata, Ungarija, Budapesta, 2022. gada 31. augusts—3. septembris. Praga: EAA,
2022, pp. 326-327. ISBN 978-80-88441-02-1.

Modlinger, M. (DZenovas Universitate), Kairiss, A. (Rigas Tehniska universitate),
Bernard, E. (IMT School for Advanced Studies Lucca), Olevska, 1. (ArtLaw. club) (2021)
Lidzorganizacija un lidzvadiSsana sesijai “Arheologiska mantojuma aizsardziba
globalizacijas laikmeta: tendences, izaicinajumi, risinajumi [nelikumiga tirdznieciba]”.
Starptautiska zinatniska konference “Eiropas Arheologu asociacijas 27. ikgadgja
konference”, Kile, Vacija (attala konference), 2021. gada 8.—11. septembri. Tézu gramata,
2021. gada 08.—11. septembris. Praga: Eiropas Arheologu asociacija, 2021, 190. Ipp.
ISBN 978-80-907270-8-3.

Modlinger, M. (DZenovas Universitate), Kairiss, A. (Rigas Tehniska universitate),
Godfrey, E. (Uffington Heritage Watch), Traviglia, A. (Italijas Tehnologiju institats)
(2020). Lidzorganizacija un sesijas vadisana “Musdienu tikli un pagatnes stasti: “dargumu
mekl&ana”, makslas tirgus, zinatniska analize un sadarbiba arheologiska mantojuma
aizsardziba.” Starptautiska zinatniska konference ,,Eiropas Arheologu asociacijas
26. ikgadgja konference”, Budapesta, Ungarija (attalinata konference), 2020. gada 24.—
30. augusta. Tezu gramata, 2020. gada 24.-30. augusts. Praga: Eiropas Arheologu
asociacija, 2020, 237. Ipp. ISBN 978-80-907270-7-6.

Modlinger, M. (Dzenovas Universitate), Caspari, G. (Bernes Universitate), Cre$nar, M.
(Lublanas Universitate), Kairiss, A. (Latvijas Kultiras akademija) (2019). Sesijas
lidzorganiz&Sana un vadiSana: “Arheologisko artefaktu nelikumiga iegfifana un
tirdznieciba: status quo un pretdarbiba”. Starptautiska zinatniska konference “Eiropas
arheologu asocidcijas 25. gada konference”, Berne, Sveice, 2019. gada 4.—7. septembris.
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Tezu gramata, Sveice, Berne, 2019. gada 4.—7. septembris. Praga: Eiropas Arheologu
asociacija, 2019, 107. 1pp. ISBN 978-80-907270-6-9.

Pétijuma rezultati, kas aprobéeti ekspertu novertéjumu, sanaksmju un aptauju ietvaros

L.

L.

Sociali ekonomiska kaitéjuma, kas nodarits arheologiskajiem objektiem nelikumigu
darbibu rezultatd, novertésanas kritériju (publikacijas Kairiss, Olevska, 2020 ietvaros)
izskatiSanu veica jomas eksperti 6 valstis (Igaunija, Zviedrija, Niderlande, Vacija, Spanija,
Kipra).

Arheologisko vietu sociali ekonomiskas izmantosanas piemeri (publikacijas Kairiss,
Olevska, 2021c ietvaros) — izvertg§jumu veicis Ventspils muzeja direktora vietnieks,
vadosais pétnieks Dr. hist. Armands Vijups un Nacionalas kultiiras mantojuma parvaldes
Kulttras priekSmetu aprites dalas vaditajs Mg. hist. Janis Asaris.

Muizu sociali ekonomiskas izmantosanas veidus 3 Baltijas valstis (publikacijas Kairiss,
Olevska, 2021a ietvaros) aprob&jusi Latvijas, Lietuvas un Igaunijas muizu asociaciju
vaditaji, ka arT Latvijas Privato vésturisko €ku asociacijas vaditajs.

Arheologisko peétijumu istenoSanas sociali ekonomiskie aspekti un ietekme (publikacijas
Kairiss, Olevska, 2021c ietvaros) — aprobacija Latvijas Arheologu biedribas biedru
aptaujas ietvaros.

Mantojuma noziegumu ietekme uz arheologiem (publikacijas Olevska-Kairisa, Kairiss,
2023 ietvaros) — aprobacija Latvijas Arheologu biedribas biedru aptaujas ietvaros un
intervija ar Latvijas Arheologu biedribas priekSsedéetaju.

Kultiras mantojuma objektu attistibas projektu sociali ekonomiskie sabiedriskas
lietdertbas indikatori (publikacijas Kairiss, Geipele, Olevska-Kairisa, 2023 ietvaros) —
aprobacija pilottestéSanas ietvaros Tukuma novada un aprobacija aptaujas ietvaros 20
Latvijas paSvaldibas, trTs vietgjas ricibas grupas, viena profesionalaja asociacija (Latvijas
pilu, un muizu asociacija), ka ar7 divas valsts institlicijas — Latvijas Investiciju un attistibas
agentiiras Tarisma departamenta un Latvijas Republikas Lauku atbalsta dienesta.
Aprobacija tika veikta arT Kultliras ministrijas un Latvijas PaSvaldibu savienibas ekspertu
fokusetaja sanaksme, prezent€jot ar indikatoriem saistita p&tijjuma rezultatus.

Nekustama kultiras mantojuma parvaldibas un sociali ekonomiskas attistibas
metodologiskais ietvars — izverteéjumu veica UNESCO Latvijas nacionalas komisijas un
Nacionalas kulttras mantojuma parvaldes eksperti. Aprobacija tika veikta ar1 Kultras
ministrijas un Latvijas Pasvaldibu savienibas ekspertu fokusgtaja sanaksmg, prezentgjot
metodologisko ietvaru.

1.8. Aizstavamas promocijas darba tézes

Bitiskakais $kerslis nekustama kultiiras mantojuma sociali ekonomiska potenciala attistibai
Latvija ir §T mantojuma sociali ekonomiskas nozimes apzinaSanas trikums.
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2. Kultaras pieminekla statuss nekustama kultliras mantojuma objektam Latvija var biit gan
ta attistibu veicinoss, gan ierobezojoss faktors. Ieguvumus no §T statusa biitiski samazina
Ipasniekiem noteiktie papildu pienakumi un ierobezojumi, un, nepastavot atbilstosam
priek§rocibam un sabiedribas atbalstam, §is statuss pats par sevi neveicina nekustama
kulttiras mantojuma objektu sociali ekonomiska potenciala attIstibu.

3. Novertgjot zaudgjumus (t. sk. tiesvediba (tiesas procesos) Latvija), netiek nemtas vera
daudzu iesaistito pusu (neskaitot valsti) socialas un ekonomiskas intereses, kuram tiek
nodarits kait€jums nekustamo kultiiras mantojuma objektu bojasanas vai iznicinaSanas
rezultata.

4. Patlaban Latvija nav izstradats un pienemts izmantoSanai sociali ekonomisko indikatoru
kopums, kas daudzpusigi raksturotu nekustama kulttiras mantojuma attistibas projektu
ietekmi.
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2. PETIJUMA GALVENIE REZULTATI

Galvenie pétijuma rezultati ir sniegti logiska (ne hronologiska) seciba. Rezultati var
attiekties uz vairakam autora publikacijam, tacu tiek ming&tas tikai nozimigakas publikacijas, kas
tiesi atspogulo rezultatus (turpmak — primaras publikacijas), iznemot nekustama kultlras
mantojuma parvaldibas un sociali ekonomiskas attistibas metodologisko ietvaru, kas ir izstradats
pamatojoties uz visam publikacijam. Visas sniegtas tabulas un att€lus, ja nav noradits atseviski,
veidojis autors (dazos gadijumos — sadarbiba ar publikaciju lidzautoru/-iem).

2.1. Sociali ekonomiskas intereses, kas saistitas ar nekustamo kultiiras
mantojumu

Primaras publikacijas — Kairiss, 2020; Kairiss, Olevska, 2020.

Dazadu kultiras mantojuma ieintereséto pusSu intereses nosaciti var iedalit ekonomiska
rakstura interes€s un interes€s, kas atrodas arpus strikta finansiala aprékina un var ietvert ta
saucamo nematerialo faktoru un nematerialo nozimi (piemeram., simbolisku, garigu, estétisku,
piederibas sajtitu utt.).

Ieintereséto pusu loks, kuru intereses skar izmainas kultiiras objektos, ir plass. Ir, pieméram,
tas, kas objektus tirgo, tas, kas tos péta, tas, kas tos kolekciong, un tas, kuram ir religiska, etniska
vai cita saikne ar tiem. No teritorialas perspektivas viedokla kultiiras mantojuma aktiviem vienmer
piemit butiska vietgjas specifikas pakape vai vertibas, kas ir kopigas noteiktas teritorijas
iedzivotajiem, tapec pirmie tiek ietekméti objektu TpaSnieki un attiecigajas darbibas iesaistitie
vietgjas kopienas parstavji. Atseviskos gadijumos kulttiras objekti ietver veértibas, kas ir kopigas
daudz plasaka méroga, t.sk. universala (globala) méroga, tadgjadi paplasinas ietekméto
icintereséto pusu loks. Sis puses ir arT icinteresétas mantojuma objektiem nodarito zaud&jumu
objektiva novertésana, lai sanemtu atbilstoSu (arT nematerialo) kompensaciju.

2.1. tabula

Ieinteres€to pusu un to ekonomisko intereSu nekustama mantojuma objektos (kulttiras
piemineklos) pieméri, Kairiss, Olevska, 2020

Ieinteresétas personas® Ekonomisko interesu / iesaistitas publiskas iestades funkcijas pieméri

Kultliras mantojuma objektu Tpasnieki [Pirk§ana/pardosana, noma, hipot€ka, investicijas, ieejas maksas
(Tpasnieks var€tu bit, pieméram, noteik$ana, cita saimnieciska darbiba
valsts, pasvaldiba, privatpersona)

Vietgja sabiedriba (iedzivotaji, IesaistiSanas ar tirismu saistitaja saimnieciskaja darbiba (pieméram,
NVO) suveniru, vietgjas partikas, amatniecibas priekSmetu u. c. razo$ana); darbs
mantojuma objektos (pieméram, likumigi izrakumi), muzejos utt.

Vietgja sabiedriba (uznémeji) Saimnieciska darbiba (privatu muzeju dibinasana, ekskursiju organizé$ana

pasakumu organizg$ana kultiiras objektu vietas (festivali, svinibas u.c.))

5 Sis nav pilnigs ieintereséto pusu saraksts, pieméram, ir arT profesionalas asociacijas, religiskas organizacijas u. c.
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2.1. tabulas turpinajums

Vietgja pasvaldiba

Vietgjas/regionalas attistibas plani, lidzeklu/specialistu piesaiste kultaras
mantojuma saglabasanai, daliba publiska un privata sektora partneribas
kulttras objektu rekonstrukeijai un attistibai, kultiiras tirisma
palielinasana / labvéligas celoSanas vides veicinasana, viet§jo iedzivotaju
nodarbinatiba / uznémejdarbibas iesp&ju attistiba un tas uzturésana

Apmekletaji

Netiesi — érti sanemt labaku pakalpojumu (pieméram, labaku atpiitas,
kulturas, religisko un citu vajadzibu nodro$inajumu) par mazaku naudu

Kultiiras iestades (muzeji utt.)

Apmeklétaju, p&tnieku un zinatnieku piesaiste; vietgjas teritorijas vispareja
attistiba; rezultata — papildu lidzeklu piesaiste krajuma populariz€sanai un
papildinasanai, zinatniskiem p&tfjjumiem, publikacijam u. c.

Akadémiskas un zinatniskas
organizacijas, individuali p&tnieki

Ar darbu saistitas intereses, ienakumu gtisana, realiz&jot projektus un
veidojot publikacijas utt.

Mantojuma aizsardzibas iestades

Kultiiras mantojuma resursu parvaldiba un uzturé$ana

Tiesibsargdjosas iestades,
prokuratiira

Noziedzigu nodarTjumu, kas saistiti ar kultfiras mantojuma objektiem,
novérSana un apkaro$ana

Tiesas

Socialas atbildibas un parliecibas celSana par pareizu tiesvedibas procesu;
rezultata — likumparkapumu nover$ana un socialas izpratnes paaugstinasana

Valsts / regionalas planosanas /
uzraudzibas iestades (pieméram,
ministrijas, planosanas centri utt.)

BudZeta jautajumi, nodoklu un nodevu aspekti; infrastruktiiras attistibas
projektu izstrade un uzraudziba nacionalaja Itment, nemot vera kultiiras
mantojuma sociali ekonomisko potencialu; ilgtsp&jigas attistibas un
labveligas celoSanas vides nodroSinasanas veicinasana

Apdrosinasanas kompanijas

Ar apdro$inasanu saistitas vajadzibas

Nekustama Tpa§uma kompanijas

Vesturisko objektu Ipasumtiesibu nodosana, cenu prémiju aprékinasana
saraksta ieklautajiem pieminekliem, kultiiras mantojuma objektu vértibas
noteikSana

Privatie un publiskie investori un
sponsori (pieméram, Pasaules
Banka)

Komerciala darbiba; daliba (finans€sana) attistibas projektos; konkurences
priek$rocibu un mantojuma resursu turpmakas izmantoSanas stratégijas
veicinasana

Masu mediji

Zurnalistikas aktivitates, publikacijas par kultiras mantojumu, vietgjiem,
regionalajiem un valsts attistibas projektiem, kultiras mantojuma
socialekonomisko lomu utt., objektivas reportazas un situacijas izvertgjums

Sabiedriba kopuma (valsts vai
plasaka [imeni)

Dzives kvalitates un dzives limena paaugstinasanas veicina$ana, izmantojot
sabiedrisko attistibu plasakas uznéméjdarbibas iesp&jas (pieméram, kultiiras
mantojuma apsaimniekoSana bitiski ietekmé attistibu citas jomas,
pieméram, dinasana un viesnicu biznesa), zinatnes un izglitibas potencialu,
radot darba iespgjas utt.

Ekonomiskas intereses ietver nekustamd mantojuma objektu ekonomiskas veértibas

noverteSanu. Kulttras objektu ekonomiskas vertibas novertéSanai ir vairakas pieejas. Lai gan ir

dazi aspekti, ko nevar atspogulot naudas izteiksmé, objektivs ekonomiskais noveért&jums ir loti

svarigs, lai nodro§inatu valsts iestazu pamatfunkciju veikSanu. Tas ir nepiecieSams, pieméram,
pareiza mantojuma parvaldibai (optimala resursu sadale kultiiras objekta un apkartnes teritorijas
saglaba$anai un attistibai), sabiedriska fpaSuma uzskaitei (caurskatamibas un finansialas ilgtsp&jas
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nodro$inasana), vertibas samazinaSanas noteik$anai (starpiba starp bojato kultiiras objekta “pirms”
un “p&c” vertibu).

Vienota kultairas (t. sk. arheologiska) mantojuma sociali ekonomiskas vértibas klasifikacija
nav izstradata, tacu diezgan bieZi par pamatu $adai klasifikacijai tiek izmantota Deivida Trosbija
veikta izpete (Throsby, 2012). D. Trosbijs kultiras mantojuma vertibu iedalija ekonomiskaja un
kulttras vertiba, savukart kultiiras vertiba noteica vairakas apakskategorijas. [zmantojot, precizgjot
un paplasinot D.Trosbija klasifikaciju, autors veica kvalitativu kontentanalizes pétijumu, meklgjot
atbildi uz jautajumu, kadas ir materiala kultlras mantojuma joma ieinteres€to pusu sociali
ekonomiskas intereses. Janem véra, ka intereses, kas attiecas uz materialo kultiras mantojumu,
pilniba attiecas ari uz arheologisko mantojumu.
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2.1. att. Kultiiras (arheologiska) mantojuma izmanto$anas sociali ekonomiskas intereses
(% no kategorijam), Kairiss, 2020.

Analize liecina, ka dominé ekonomiskas intereses, tacu tas nav viendabigas un ir saméra
atkarTgas no ieinteres€tajam pusém.

Uzneémgjus galvenokart interes€ uznéméjdarbibas attistiba (kultiras mantojuma
izmanto$ana apmeklétajiem un uznémejdarbibai draudziga vide), tacu vietgjiem iedzivotajiem un
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profesionaliem var biit svariga nodarbinatiba (pieméram, darbs kultiiras iestades, restauracija vai
konservacija, dazadu pakalpojumu sniegsana kulttiras iestades vai vietas).

Ekonomiskas intereses var biit art nelikumigas. Latvija Sadas intereses parsvara saistitas ar
nelikumigiem izrakumiem senlietu iegi$anai un realizacijai.

Publiskas funkcijas atspogulo sabiedribas un institucionalas intereses kultiiras mantojuma
aizsardziba (Kultiiras ministrijas, NKMP funkcijas), ar mantojumu saistito noziedzigu nodarjjumu
noveér$ana un apkaroSana (tiesibsargajoSo iestazu, prokuroru, tiesu, ES institliciju, starptautisko
organizaciju (UNESCO, UNIDROIT, ICOM, ICCROM, Interpols, Eiropols, UNODC u.c.)
funkcijas), telpiska planosana un projektéSana, izmantojot kultiras objektus (pils€tu attistibas
projekti, vesturisko/kulttiras parku izveide u. c.). Tas ietver ari politiskas intereses un resursu
pieskirSanu kultliras mantojuma aizsardzibai un attIstibai.

Gan kustamie, gan nekustamie kulttras objekti ir zinatniskas izpetes priekSmets, ko izmanto
arl izglitibas procesa. Zinatniskas un izglitibas intereses neattiecas tikai ar konkrétam
kultarvesturiskam disciplinam (piemé&ram, arheologiju), bet ari daudzos gadijumos un daudzu
iemeslu dé] — uz citam disciplinam (kimiju, geografiju, inZenierzinatném, kriminologiju,
ekonomiku, jurisprudenci utt.). Kultiiras mantojums tadéjadi nodrosina pamatu ari intensivai un
produktivai starpdisciplinaru petjumu attistibai.

Simboliskas intereses ir saistitas ar vietgjas kopienas, religisko un citu socialo grupu, ka ari
visas tautas un starptautiskas sabiedribas kulttras identitates un piederibas sajiitas stiprinasanu. Tas
ieklauj gan vietgjo, gan starptautisko simbolu — kultiiras objektu piemerus. Kultiiras objekti vieno
cilvékus un ir vietgji, nacionali vai pat globali simboli (Lielais Kinas miiris, Kolizejs, Brivibas
statuja Nujorka vai Brivibas piemineklis Riga u. c.). Kultoras piemineklu liela simboliska vertiba
izskaidro to, kapec tie biezi kliist par radikalu grup&umu merkiem, uzskatot, ka simbola
iznicinasana vajina to cilvéku nacionalas, kultiiras vai religiskas identitates saites, kurus attiecigie
grup&jumi censas ietekmét.

Socialas intereses ir saistitas ar kultiiras mantojuma lomu sabiedribas stabilitates, drosibas
un salied@tibas veicinasana, veicinot dazadibu, toleranci un socialo ieklauSanu (pieméram, citu
tautu, etnisko grupu kultliras mantojuma uztveri un izpratni). Pateicoties kultiiras mantojuma
attistibai, apkartne kltst par v€lamu dzives un darba vietu. V&l viena socialo interesu dimensija ir
tradiciju saglabasana ka dalas no cilveku ikdienas aktivitatem.

Nemot veéra plasu ieinteres€to pusu un sociali ekonomisko interesu loku, var secinat, ka
nekustamajiem kultliras mantojuma objektiem ir plaSa sociali ekonomiska ietekme (tai skaita
butiska ietekme uz dazadam tautsaimniecibas nozarém), kas janem véra sabiedriskas politikas
plano$ana un istenoSana, regulésana un citas jomas. Kultiras mantojuma objektu attistibu raksturo
netie$a ietekme, pozitivi ietekméjot ekonomisko pienesumu citas nozarés arpus kultiiras nozares,
ka ar1 sniedzot socialos labumus.

Jaatzimg, ka ieinteres€to pusu identificé$ana un to sociali ekonomisko interesu apzinasana
ir viens no biitiskakajiem priekSnosacTjumiem nekustama kultiiras mantojuma sociali ekonomiska
potenciala attistibas analizes veikSana, jo bez ta nav iesp&jams noteikt min&ta potenciala attistibu
ietekmgjoso faktoru subjektus. Iesaistito pusu intereses bieZi ir savstarp&ji saistitas, tadgjadi to
analize rada pamatu to nekustama kultliras mantojuma sociali ekonomisko potencialu ietekmé&joSo
faktoru noteiksanai, kas ir saistiti ar ieintereséto pusu sadarbibu.
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2.2. Nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektu izmantoSanas veidi ienakumu
giiSanai un sabiedriskam labumam

Primaras publikacijas — Kairiss, Olevska, 2021a; Kairiss, Olevska, 2021c.

Kulttiras mantojuma objektus (un kulttiras piemineklus ka to redzamako un vertigako dalu)
raksturo virkne sociali ekonomisko ieguvumu, kas izriet no to izmantoSanas un efektivas
parvaldibas. Parasti tieSais ekonomiskais efekts no kultiiras mantojuma objektu parvaldibas nav tik
liels, lai segtu visus ar to uzturéSanu saistitos izdevumus (piem&ram, konservacija, uzturé$ana,
reklama, darbinieku atalgojums u.c.). Tacu kultliras mantojuma pastavéSanai ir biitisks netieSs
ekonomisks efekts — ietekme uz citam tautsaimniecibas nozaré€m, kas labveligi ietekm@ noteiktas
teritorijas vai regiona attistibu. 2.2. tabula sniegti ar kultliras mantojuma pieminekliem saistito
sociali ekonomisko ieguvumu piemeri.

2.2. tabula
Kultiiras piemineklu izmanto3anas/parvaldibas sociali ekonomiskie ieguvumi,® Kairiss, Olevska,
2020
Ieguvumu veids Ieguvumu pieméri
Ieguvumi, kas - biletes un citi maksajumi par kultliras mantojuma izmanto$anu

nodrosina tieSu
ietekmi / ienakumus

vairak darba vietu mantojuma objekta/vieta

vairak apmekl&taju $aja apkartné

apmeklétaju papildu izdevumi (partika, preces, izmitinasana utt. apmeklétajiem)
saistitas uznéméejdarbibas attistiba

- vietgjas partikas un amatniecibas attistiba

vietgja/regionala marketinga veicinasana

investiciju iesp&ju palielinasana

lielaki sabiedriskie ienémumi

viet€jas migracijas samazinasana (piemeram, pateicoties nodarbinatibas un
uznéméjdarbibas iesp&jam, vietgjie iedzivotaji nepamet attiecigo teritoriju)
patikamas un drosas vides, particigas kopienas veicinasana

Ieguvumi, kas
nodroS$ina netieSo
ietekmi / ienakumus

- informacija un izglitiba

nacionalas identitates un drosibas veicinaSana

socialas ieklauSanas veicinaSana un socialas spriedzes mazina$ana
humanisma stiprinasana

ieklaujosas sabiedribas attistibas veicinasana

Citi ieguvumi, kam ir
sociala ietekme

Nekustamie pieminekli tiek iedaliti vairakas tipologiskas grupas; Latvija visvairak ir
arhitekttiras piemineklu, kam seko arheologijas pieminekli. Pienemot, ka attistibas efektivitate var
biit atkariga no pieminekla veida, autors galvenokart pievérsas muizam (ka salidzinosi
daudzskaitligiem un Latvijas novadiem raksturigiem arhitektiiras pieminekliem un vértigiem
kultiirvesturiskiem objektiem, kas reprezenté lielu tlirisma potencialu), ka ari arheologiskiem
pieminekliem.

¢ Par pamatu autors izmantoja Brodie, 2010, Pikis, 2011.
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Muizu sociali ekonomiska izmanto$ana

Latvija kultiiras objekti var bit valsts, paSvaldibu, citu publisku personu, ka ari
privatpersonu ipasuma. Lai gan preciza statistikas informacija par kultiiras piemineklu piederibu
nav pieejama, informacija no dazadiem avotiem lauj pienemt, ka lielaka dala kulttiras pieminek]u,
tostarp muizas, ir privatipasuma. Turklat pakapeniski notiek publiskaja Tpasuma eso$o muizu
nodoS§ana privatas rokas.

P&c pieejamajiem datiem Latvija ir aptuveni 2000 muiZu un to atlieku. Ievérojamai dalai
(vismaz 264) muizu ir kultliras pieminekla statuss.

Péc dazadiem avotiem, no aptuveni 50 lidz daziem simtiem muiZu Latvija ir izmantojama
stavokl1. Dazi 1pasnieki ir ieguldijusi Iidzeklus €ku atjauno$ana un muizas izmanto saimnieciskai
darbibai, citi €kas atjauno pa dalam, savukart citi nav sp&jusi ne atjaunot, ne saglabat €kas, tapec
€kas pamazam iet boja.

PrivatipaSuma esosas muizas, ja to stavoklis atlauj, parsvara tiek izmantotas saimnieciskai
darbibai. Tas palidz segt arT dalu no muizas uzturéSanas izdevumiem. Tikai retos gadijumos muizas
pasnieks, pats dzivojot muiZa, to neizmanto saimnieciskai darbibai.

Latvija, Igaunija un Lietuva veikta analize (muiZzu asociaciju aptauja, ekspertu intervijas,
Kairiss, Olevska, 2021a) paradija, ka nozimigakie izmantosSanas veidi un Iidz ar to arT ienakumi no
privatipaSuma eso$am muizam galvenokart ir saistiti ar (pirmas tris vietas no 15 dazadiem
izmantoSanas veidiem):

e kultiirvesturiska objekta apskate (€ku, interjeru, parku, darzu u.c. apskate, t.sk. gida
pavadiba);

e Tstermina pasakumu organizéSana (piem&ram, kazas, jubilejas, fotosesijas, korporativie
pasakumi, konferences, seminari u. c.);

e izmitinaSanas pakalpojumi, &dinasanas pakalpojumi (t. sk. partikas/dz€rienu tirdznieciba
publisku/privatu pasakumu ietvaros) un degustacijas, veselibas uzlaboSanas pakalpojumi
(piem&ram, SPA, pirtis u. c.) — §is apvienotais veids ietver tris apakstipus, kas aptauja ieguva
vienadu punktu skaitu.

Tipiski ienakumu veidi no iepriek§minétajiem izmantoSanas veidiem ir saistiti ar ieejas maksu un
pakalpojumu maksu. Citi ienakumu veidi ir Tre un maksajumi par muiza saraZzotajam precém
(piem@ram, suveniriem, vietgjiem &dieniem).

Arheologisko objektu sociali ekonomiska izmantosana

Péc Piemineklu registra datiem (Piemineklu registrs, 2023), arheologijas pieminekli
(2023. gada maija kopa — 2470) veido aptuveni 33,8 % no visiem nekustamajiem kultaras
pieminekliem valsti. Turklat to skaits laika gaita palielinas, pateicoties jauno tehnologiju
lietojumam un pétnieku un entuziastu darbam. Tadgjadi 2018.—2021.gada Latvija atklati 68 jauni
pilskalni, savukart 2021. gada maija Latvijas Austrumu regiona — Latgalé — atklati devini jauni
pilskalni, bet vasara Latvijas rietumu regiona — Kurzemg vien — pieci jauni pilskalni.
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Izplatitakie arheologisko vietu veidi valstT ir apbedijumu vietas (apméram 62,5 % no visiem
arheologiskajiem pieminekliem), pilskalni, kulta vietas, pilis un to drupas, apmetnes un véstures
notikumu vietas.

2014. gada lielaka dala arheologisko piemineklu piedergja fiziskam personam (40 %), kam
sekoja sabiedriskas organizacijas (28 %), pasvaldibas (17 %), valsts (7,5 %) un komercialas
organizacijas (7,5 %). Lai gan jaunakie dati nav pieejami, var pienemt, ka privatipaSuma Tpatsvars
pakapeniski palielinas.

Lai noteiktu Latvijas arheologisko objektu sociali ekonomiskas izmanto$anas veidus, tika
veikta daudzpakapju induktiva analize.

1. Tika noteikti Latvijai raksturigakie arheologiskie objekti. Par pamatu tika nemta publiski
pieecjama Piemineklu registra statistiska informacija, atlasot visus Latvijas arheologijas
piemineklus un grupgjot tos, pieskirot tiem atbilstoSus veidus (Piemineklu registra nav noraditi
standartiz&ti arheologisko piemineklu veidi). Atseviskos gadijumos arheologisko vietu veidi var
parklaties, tatu analizes laika tika noteiktas $adas galvenas vietu grupas (konsultgjoties ar
specialistiem — profesionaliem arheologiem):

e dzivesvietas (piemé&ram, pilis un to drupas, pilskalni utt.);

o religiskie/kulta objekti;

e apbedijumu vietas;

e vesturisku notikumu vietas (pieméram, kaujas lauki, sanaksmju vietas);

¢ infrastruktiiras un saimnieciskie objekti;

e militarie objekti.
2. Izmantojot zinatnisko literatiiru, masu mediju publikacijas, valsts institiiciju un pasvaldibu
informaciju, ka arT ekspertu interviju materialus, tika apkopota informacija par biezakajiem
arheologisko objektu izmantoSanas piem&riem (aktivitatém).

3. Tika noteikta saikne starp arheologisko objektu veidiem un objektu izmanto$anas aktivitatem.
Janem veéra, ka aktivitate bija saistita ar noteikta tipa arheologisko vietu, nemot véra attiecigas
aktivitates popularitati (biezumu) saistiba ar konkréto vietas veidu. Tadgjadi tas viennozimigi
nenozimé, ka konkréta darbiba vispar nav attiecinama uz citiem (nesaistitiem) arheologisko vietu
veidiem.

4. Veikta aktivitaSu grupeSana, apvienojot tas sociali ekonomisko aktivitasu grupas
(apakskategorijas). Kopuma tika noteiktas 17 apakskategorijas. Btiskakas griitibas $aja analizes
posma bija saistitas ar faktu, ka aktivitate var attiekties uz vairakam apakskategorijam. Risinajums
rasts, identificgjot apakskategoriju, ar kuru aktivitate ir saistita biezak, ka arT precizgjot So
aktivitasu attiecinaSanu ar profesionaliem arheologiem.
5. Veikta noteikto apakskategoriju grup&$ana, apvienojot tas piecas plasas un savstarpéji saistitas
kategorijas (31s kategorijas atbilst nozimigakajiem arheologisko objektu izmantoSanas veidiem):

¢ apmekl&taju piesaiste (t. sk. tlrisma attistiba);

e zinatniska potenciala attistiba (zinatnisku un popularzinatnisku aktivitaSu IstenoSana);

¢ izglitojoSu un informativu pasakumu Istenosana;

e socialas piederibas un saliedétibas veicinasana;
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e atbalsts t€lotajmakslai un citu makslas darbu radiSanai.
6. Veiktas analizes rezultati precizeti, konsultgjoties ar ekspertiem — profesionaliem arheologiem.

Secinats, ka arheologiska vieta var bt tieSas intereses objekts (piem&ram, to var apmeklgt,
lai iepazitu pasSu vietu, izbauditu vai izpétitu to), ka arT kalpot par fonu atbilstoSiem notikumiem
(piem@ram, pieminas, ar patriotismu saistitiem pasakumiem, bruninieku turniriem, kazu
ceremonijam vai garigajai attistibai) vai par informacijas (piemé&ram, par seno tehnologiju
aspektiem) avotu vai rado$u iedvesmu. Janem ve&ra, ka arl gadfjumos, kad arheologiska vieta
sakotngji kalpo ka fons, ta var biit arT tieSas intereses objekts, piem&ram, ja apmekletajs ierodas uz
pilsétas svetkiem, vins/vina vietgjas pils Sarma ietekme apmekle tas ekspoziciju.

Arheologiska objekta sociali ekonomiskas izmantoSanas veids liela méra ir atkarigs no §1
objekta tipa, galvenokart tadu iemeslu dél ka, pieméram, aizsardziba, lietderiba vai &tika.
Pieméram, skatu torni netiek (vai tos nevajadzetu) uzstaditi vietas, kur tie var “traucét” kultiirslani
(piem@ram, pilskalnos) saglabaSanas apsvérumu dg&l; senkapos parasti nenotiek festivali un
korporativie pasakumi (&tiska sastavdala); amatniecibas darbnicas nenotiek kulta vietas
(piem@ram, alas utt.) (lietderibas komponents); baznicu drupas un tamlidzigas vietas parasti nav
piemérotas gadatirgiem un vé&sturisko €dienu degustacijam (Etisku/religisku apsvérumu del).
Tadgjadi, lai gan visas arheologisko objektu grupas var tikt izmantotas zinatniska potenciala
attistiSanai un makslas darbu radiSanas atbalstam, noteiktas aktivitates citas kategorijas, nemot
vera, pieméram, iepriek§ min&tos piemerus, nav tik plasi piemerojamas.

Nemazinot neviena objekta veida nozimi, jaatzZimé, ka Latvijas konteksta dzivesvietam ir
vislielakais sociali ekonomiskais izmantoSanas potencials, savukart apbedfjumu vietam —
vispieticigakais. Vienlaikus jaatzime, ka konkrta objekta izmantoSanas iesp€jas, pat esot
“izmantojamaka veida” objektam, liela mera ir atkarigas no ta atpazistamibas (t. sk. attiecinamiem
vestures notikumiem, izcilam personibam u. c.), atSkiribam no citiem lidzigiem objektiem,
saglabasanas un sakartotibas, sniegto pakalpojumu (piem&ram, tiristiem un citiem apmekl&tajiem)
kvalitates un daudzveidibas, objekta pievilcibas, atrasanas vietas un pieejamibas (t. sk. apkartgjas
infrastruktiiras), apkartgjas teritorijas attistibas un citiem faktoriem. Tadgjadi konkréta
arheologiska objekta piederiba $ai vai citai objektu grupai pati par sevi nevar biit vienigais
noteicoSais faktors ta attistibas iesp&ju realizacija.

Jaatzimg, ka nekustama kultliras mantojuma izmantoSanas sociali ekonomisko ieguvumu
noteikSana un analize ir pamata ta sociali ekonomisko potencialu politisko, ekonomisko un socialo
ietekmgjoso faktoru noteikSanai, jo Sie ieguvumi vistieSak korespondeé dazadu iesaistito pusu
interesém.

2.3. Kultiiras pieminekla statuss un ar to saistitie izdevumi

Primaras publikacijas — Kairiss, Olevska, 2021a; Kairiss, Olevska, 2021c.

Latvija ir izstradats normativais regul&jums kultiiras objektu (ipasi — arheologisko vietu un
muizu), kam ir kultliras pieminekla statuss vai kas pretend€ uz tadu statusu, aizsardzibai pret
neatlautam un noziedzigam darbibam. Liela atbildiba ir objektu TpaSniekiem. Kultiiras mantojuma
aizsardzibas “‘jumta” likums — likums “Par kultiiras piemineklu aizsardzibu” — paredz, ka par
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kultiiras pieminekla konservaciju, uzturé$anu, remontu un restauraciju atbild tikai ipagnieks. ST
atbildiba ir saistita ar virkni administrativu un citu tiesisku ierobeZojumu, kas ir veérsti uz objekta
taliteju un/vai turpmaku aizsardzibu, tostarp ta vesturisko, zinatnisko un maksliniecisko vertibu,
tas vienotibu, piekluvi $adam piemineklim vai ta vizualo uztveramibu. Par tpasnieku juridisko
pienakumu nepildiSanu ir paredzgta administrativa atbildiba, savukart par virkni nelikumigu
darbibu ar kultiras pieminekliem (tostarp to bojasanu, iznicinasanu un apganisanu) ir paredzeta
kriminalatbildiba.

Saimnieciskas darbibas ierobezojumu, piemineklu modernizacijas iesp&ju, lemumu
pienems$anas par savu Tpasumu un dazu citu iemeslu de] kultiiras pieminekliem ir zemaka
rentabilitate un ierobezotas iesp&jas giit ienakumus no IpaSuma esoSajiem kultiiras pieminekliem;
savukart, ja $ie objekti, tai skaita muizas un arheologijas pieminekli, ir pienacigi atjaunoti un
reprezentéeti, tie var biit, piemé&ram, tiiristu piesaistes objekti, un tadgjadi tos var izmantot ienakumu
gtsanai. No otras puses, kultiras piemineklu Ipasniekiem ir noteiktas privilégijas, pieméram,
restauracijas Iidzfinans€juma programmu pieejamiba pasvaldibu, nacionalaja un starptautiskaja
Iiment (ta tika saglabati/atjaunoti vairaki arheologiskie objekti), tiesibas pieprasit apmekl&tajiem
maksu par objekta apmekl&sanu utt. Kultiiras pieminek]u (tostarp arheologisko vietu) ipasniekiem
patlaban ir pieejamas vairakas valsts atbalsta finanSu programmas. Piem&ram:

¢ kultiras piemineklu konservacijas un restauracijas programma, kas veicina un atbalsta
kultiiras piemineklu izpéti, konservaciju un arkartas restauraciju;

e Valsts Kultirkapitala fonda izsludinatie un administrétie konkursi vairakas kultiiras
nozargs, tai skaitd materialaja kultliras mantojuma. Programma atbalsta kultliras objektu
restauraciju ar mérki saglabat ar to kultarvésturisko vértibu kopumu radito originalo
substanci, autentiskumu un noskanu.

Ir pieejami arT citi merktiecigi finansiala atbalsta avoti. Lidz ar to, piemé&ram, Lauku atbalsta
dienests, kas ir atbildigs par vienotas nacionala un ES atbalsta politikas ievieSanu lauku attistibas
joma, var sniegt atbalstu projektu lidzfinanséSana lauku teritorija. Otra iespgja ir ES fondu
pieejamiba kultliras objektu attistibas procesu atbalstam. Bez valsts vai starptautiska atbalsta ar1
vairakas pasvaldibas atbalsta un aktivi piedalas kultiiras mantojuma objektu attistiba sava teritorija.
Ir atzistams, ka vairakas pasvaldibas arvien vairak apzinas kultiras mantojuma sociali ekonomisko
lomu un pasvaldibu attistibas programmas akcent€ kultiiras piemineklu aizsardzibas nozimi.

Lai gan nekustama kultliras mantojuma sociala funkcija ir plasi atzita (pieméram, Eiropas
Padomes Konvencija, 2005), mantojuma vietu uzturéSanai un attistibai var biit nepiecieSami
atbilsto$i ieguldjumi no to IpaSniekiem, kas kopa ar paSreiz€jiem vai iesp&amiem
administrativajiem un ekonomiskajiem ierobeZojumiem var veicinat intereSu neatbilstibu vai pat
interesu konfliktu starp objektu ipasniekiem un plasaku sabiedribu.

Kultiiras piemineklu Ipasniekiem Latvija nav piemérojami Ipasi nodokla atvieglojumi,
iznemot nekustama TpaSuma nodokla atlaides (likums “Par nekustama tpaSuma nodokli”). Savukart
citas Eiropas valstis ienakuma nodokla atlaides un cita finansiala palidziba, piemeram, vecu eku
Ipasniekiem, ir diezgan izplatita, piem&ram, Vacija ir paredz&ts renovacijas izmaksu atskaittjums
9 % gada astonu gadu garuma un papildu 7 % gada vél cetrus gadus; Niderlandg 1idz 2019. gada
1. janvarim 80 % no uzturéSanas izmaksam, kas te€rétas valsts piemineklu saraksta ieklautajam
ekam, kopuma bija atskaitdmas no nodokliem (no 2019. gada nodoklu atlaides vairs nav
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piemérojamas, tacu var pieprasit subsidiju renovacijas izmaksu segSanai €kam-pieminekliem).
Latvija kulttiras pieminekli ir atbrivoti no nekustama tpasuma nodokla, iznemot dzivojamas majas
un zemi to uzturéSanai, saimnieciskaja darbiba izmantojamos objektus (iznemot kulttiras funkcijas)
un piemineklus, kas netiek pienacigi uzturéti/konservéti saskana ar kultiras piemineklu
aizsardzibas prasibam.

Uz mingtajiem izn€mumiem attiecas pasvaldibu saistoSajos noteikumos (pieméram, Rigas,
Liepajas, Jelgavas, Talsu, Kuldigas pasvaldibu saistoSie noteikumi) noteikta nekustama tpasuma
nodokla likme. Likums neparedz vienotu pieeju pasvaldibu pieskirtajiem nodoklu atvieglojumiem
kulttiras objektiem, 11dz ar to ir dazadi atlaizu apméri un dazadi priek§nosacijumi, kas buitu jaievero,
lai pretendétu uz $adu atlaidi. Pieméram, Riga kultiras pieminekla paSnieks var sanemt 25 %
atlaidi no nekustama Tpasuma nodokla, ja objekts tiek pienacigi saglabats, ka art no 50 % Iidz 90 %,
pamatojoties uz atsevisku pieminekla dalu pilnigu atjaunosanu. ST atlaide attiecas tikai uz &kam.
Citas Latvijas paSvaldibas (piem&ram, Liepaja, Jelgava, Talsi, Kuldiga) paredz dazadas nekustama
IpasSuma nodokla atlaides (parasti no 25 % lidz 90 %) atkariba no noteiktiem priekSnosactjumiem,
no kuram izplatitakas ir prasibas piemineklu aizsardzibai (Jelgava, Talsi, Kuldiga), pareizai
saglabasanai (Jelgava, Talsi), restauracijas darbiem un publiskai pieejamibai (Jelgava, Kuldiga).
Sada nevienmériga nodoklu atvieglojumu pieskir$ana nostada kultiiras objektu Ipasniekus
nevienlidzigas situacijas un diferencé piemineklu izcilibu p&c to atrasanas vietas, nevis péc to
kultliras nozimes (turpretim saskana ar likumu un kultiras piemineklu aizsardzibas
pamatprincipiem vienlidzigiem kultiiras pieminekliem jasanem tada pati attieksme un aizsardzibas
Iimenis).

Japiebilst, ka privatmuizu Ipasnieki vai nu neuzskata par motivgjosam ar nodoklu
nosacijumiem (t. sk. uzne@mumu ienakuma nodoklis, PVN, nekustama tpasuma nodoklis) saistitas
Latvijas tiesibu normas attieciba uz muizam, vai ari viniem ir griti sniegt viennozimigu atbildi.
Izskangja viedokli, ka atseviskam muizam netiek piemérotas atlaides un biitu nepiecieSams
sabalans@t privatipaSuma esoSo muizu nodoklus ar valsts un paSvaldibu Ipasuma esoSajam, lai
panaktu lidzvertigus ekonomiskos nosacijumus (LPVEA atbildes).

Saskana ar likumu kadastrala vertiba ir kadastra objekta vértiba naudas izteiksmé, kas
noteikta p&c vienotiem kadastralas vert€Sanas principiem noteikta datuma atbilstosi kadastra
datiem (Nekustama ipasuma valsts kadastra likums). Attiecigie Ministru kabineta noteikumi paredz
vienotu samazindjumu 35 % apméra no kadastralas vértibas kam, kas registrétas ka valsts vai
viet€jas nozimes kultliras pieminekli, ja to fiziskais nolietojums parsniedz 35 % (MK noteikumi
Nr. 103).

Si atlaide tiek noteikta, pamatojoties uz tiesibu ierobeZojumu vai saimnieciskas darbibas
ierobezojumu limeni, izvertgjot €kas tirgus cenas starpibu ar un bez lietoSanas ierobezojumiem.
Lidz ar to tiesibu aktos ir apstiprinats, ka objekts — kultiiras piemineklis ar saglabatibu mazaku
neka 65 % uzliek tiesibu un saimnieciskas darbibas veikSanas ierobezojumus, negativi ietekméjot
tirgus cenu, kas atspogulojas kadastralas vertibas apjoma (MK noteikumi Nr. 305 (speka no
11.05.2006. 11dz 21.02.2020.) paredz&ja &kas kadastralas vertibas samazinajumu par 45 %, ja eka
registréta ka valsts nozimes kulttras piemineklis, vai par 35 %, ja eka registréta ka vietgjas nozimes
kultiiras piemineklis, neatkarigi no nolietojuma Iimena. No 01.01.2017. atlaidi saka piemerot tikai
ekam, kuru fiziskais nolietojums ir lielaks par 30 %).
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Kadastrala vertiba tiek izmantota dazadiem likuma noteiktajiem mérkiem, taja skaita
nekustama TpaSuma nodokla administréSanai. Respektivi, jo augstaka ir objekta kadastrala vertiba,
jo lielaks ir ipagnieka nodokla maksajums. Sada pieeja var radit nelabvéligu ietekmi uz kultiras
pieminekla Tpasnieku, kas izpauzas:

e kultiras objektu uztver§ana ka apgritinajumu, nevis privilégiju (jo kultras pieminekla
statuss un objekta fiziskais nolietojums samazina ta (kadastralo) vertibu);

e izpratng, ka publiskas iestades neatbalsta ieguldijumu kultiras objekta pienaciga
apsaimnieko$ana un savlaicigad atjauno$ana, bet gan — tieSi otradi — rada nodoklu
maksajumu pieaugumu. Ka bija mingts intervija, pastavigs kadastralas veértibas pieaugums,
kas rada nekustama Tpasuma nodokla kapumu, demotivé muizu TpaSniekus (eksperta
intervija, Kairiss, Olevska, 2021a).

Pasvaldibas cens$as samazinat nodoklu slodzes ietekmi, ievieSot nekustama Ipasuma
nodokla atlaides to teritorija esoSajiem kultliras objektiem. Vairaki eksperti gan mingja, ka
kadastrala vertiba un attiecigie nekustama ipasuma nodokla atvieglojumi ir baitiski attistibas faktori
Riga (jo kadastrala vertiba tur ir augsta), savukart laukos, kur zeme / nekustamais ipasums ir daudz
letaks (un kadastrala vértiba daudz zemaka), attieciga kadastralas vertibas un nekustama IpaSuma
nodokla un nodoklu atvieglojumu korelacija muizu Ipasniekiem, visticamak, nav tik butiska
(ekspertu intervijas, Kairiss, Olevska, 2021a).

Izmaksas un ieguvumi saistiba ar muiZam

Veiktais pétjums lava secinat, ka muizas prasa ievérojamus ieguldijumus. Sos
ieguldijumus ir griiti atglit pat ilgtermina, un Tpasniekiem jablt gataviem ciest zaud&jumus. Citiem
vardiem sakot, ja Tpasnieks vélas muizu attistit un izmantot saimnieciskaja darbiba, vinam jabut
saméra turigam. Gadijumi, ja muizas IpaSnieks nav turigs, tad vinam ir griti tikt gala ar
nepiecieSamajiem izdevumiem un pat nelielas krizes situacijas (piem&ram, apkures katla avarija)
var radit bitisku finansialu spiedienu vai pat kolapsu.

Muizas izdevumu struktiiru nosaciti var iedalit divas dalas — sakotngjie (renovacijas) un
uzturéSanas izdevumi. Atseviski izdevumi var but attiecinami gan uz renovacijas, gan uz
uzturésanas posmu.
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2.3. tabula

Muizas izdevumu struktiira, Kairiss, Olevska, 2021a

Renovacijas izmaksas biezak ietilpst: Uzturésanas izmaksas parasti ietilpst:
arhitektoniski makslinieciska izpéte komunalie/apsaimniekoSanas izdevumi
arheologiska izpéte artelpu teritorijas kopSana un tiriSana
inzeniertehniska parbaude / ekspertize ekspozicijas iekartojums
buivniecibas dokumentacijas izstrade un saskano$ana objektu iegliSana/restauracija, pieméram, izstades

vajadzibam
buvdarbu veiksana objekta darbinieku un piesaistito specialistu atalgojums
artelpas (teritorijas) projektésana, atjaunosana, apdros§inasana
labiekartoSana
reklamas/marketinga pakalpojumu izmaksas
nodokli / nodevas / atlauju izmaksas

Ja visas arheologiskas vietas tiek uzskatitas par kultliras pieminekliem un 1idz ar to uz tam
automatiski attiecas ieprieks§ mingtie ierobezojumi, muizu gadijuma tas ta nav. Lai gan ievérojamai
dalai no tam ir kulttiras pieminekla statuss, citam muizam tada nav. Ekspertu un muizu Ipasnieku
viedoklis par kultiiras pieminekla statusa priekSroctbam un ierobezojumiem ir neviennozimigs.
Bitiskakas prieksrocibas ir:

e kultiras pieminekla statuss apliecina kultliras objekta autentiskumu un kultiirvesturisko
nozimi, kas pozitivi ietekmé ari véstures un kultiras interesentu (t.sk. originalo
(autentisko) vertibu cienitaju) piesaisti; turklat kultliras pieminekla statuss ir prestiza
jautajums;

e tikai tie kultliras objekti, kuriem ir kultliras pieminekla statuss, var piedalities attiecigajos
konkursos, lai iegiitu finansgjumu to restauracijai/konservacijai.

Bitiskakie ierobezojumi ir:

e kultiras pieminekla statuss ierobezo iespg€jas parplanot telpas, palielinat €kas apjomu,
ierikot modernas apkures u. c. sistémas; komforts ir svarigs daudziem apmekl&tajiem, tacu
daudzos gadijumos to nevar nodrosinat atbilstosa Iimeni, nemot véra kultiiras piemineklim
noteiktas prasibas;

e dazkart kultiras piemineklim noteiktas prasibas ir saistitas ar iev€rojamu finansialu
ieguldijumu.

Analize paradija, ka muizas kultlras pieminekla statuss var biit gan tas attistibu veicinoss,
gan ierobezojoss faktors. ST statusa priek3rocibas, pieméram, lielaka vértiba autentiskuma cienitaju
acls un lielaka iesp&ja sanemt dotacijas, ieverojami samazina papildu saistibas, teritorijas
parveidosanas ierobezojumi un finansu ieguldijumi, kas izriet no prasibam, kas attiecas uz kulttiras
pieminekliem. Galvenais ir saglabat muizas autentiskumu tas parveidoSanas gadijuma, lai veikto
parveidojumu rezultata nemazinatos objekta kultlirvesturiska veértiba. Butiski ir precizi definét
muizas izmanto$anas mérki un galveno apmeklétaju auditoriju, uz kuru orientéta muizas
saimnieciska izmantoSana. Jebkura gadijuma svariga ir riipiga un profesionala muiZas restauracija
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un uzturé$ana, jo restaurétiem un sakoptiem kultiiras objektiem pat bez kultiiras pieminekla statusa
ir kultiirvesturiska vertiba, tie ir pievilcigi apmeklétajiem, ka arT tos var efektivi izmantot
saimnieciskaja darbiba.

Ir svarigi atzimét, ka muizu ka kultiiras objektu skaits nepalielinas, bet to vertiba, pienacigi
kopjot un apsaimniekojot, pieaug. Kultliras pieminekla statuss noteiktos apstaklos var bt
noteicoSais faktors muizas attistibas potencialam (piem&ram, ja IpaSnieks v€las paplasinat telpu
apjomu), tacu attistibas iespéjas lielakoties ietekm@ citi faktori.

Izmaksas un ieguvumi saistiba ar arheologiskajiem objektiem

Lai gan likuma paredz&tie ierobezojumi attiecas uz visam kulttiras pieminek]u tipologiskam
grupam, dazi galvenokart attiecas uz arheologiskam vietam (pieméram, saimnieciska darbiba,
izmantojot zemi, jo, nemot véra arheologisko vietu izvietojumu lauku apvidos un mezos, $o0
teritoriju izmantoSana lauksaimnieciba un meZsaimnieciba ir intensivaka).

Daudzas arheologiskas vietas atrodas lauku apvidos, kur kadastrala vértiba ir diezgan maza,
tapéc arT nekustama pasuma nodoklis ir neliels. Lidz ar to §is nodokla atbrivojums atseviskos
gadijumos butiski neatbalsta un nemotivé arheologiskas vietas IpaSniekus. Savukart uzturéSanas,
biivniecibas un remontdarbu izmaksas ir augstas un visa valstt Tpasi neatskiras, kas vél vairak
apgritina tos Tpasniekus, kuri ir finansiali mazak aizsargati. Atseviski eksperti mingja, ka valsts
atbalsts citu nodoklu atlaizu veida (piem&ram, PVN par objektu atjaunoSanas darbiem) sniegtu
bitisku finansialu palidzibu arheologisko vietu Ipasniekiem (ekspertu intervija, Kairiss, Olevska,
2021b).

Valstij ir pirmpirkuma tiesibas uz jebkuru valsts nozimes kultliras pieminekli, kas tiek
atsavinats (Piemineklu likums). IpaSnieks ir tiesigs patstavigi lemt par darfjuma laiku, noteikumiem
un nosacijumiem, bet vinam ir pienakums iesniegt ligumu NKMP pirms TpaSuma tiesibu
registréSanas zemesgramata uz potenciala pircgja varda (MK noteikumi Nr. 534). Praksé tas
nozimé, ka pardevéjam un pirc€jam ir pilniba javienojas par liguma nosacijumiem, tau vini nevar
realiz&t savu darfjumu, pirms valsts iestade pienem galigo lémumu, kas ir vai nu pienemt liguma
noteikumus tadus, kadi tie ir (de facto aizstat potencialo pirc€ju), vai arT atteikties izmantot savas
pirmpirkuma tiesibas un laut darjjumam turpinaties.

Ipasnicks nedrikst atsavinat atseviskas viena kultiiras pieminekla vai pieminek]u kompleksa
dalas, ka arT sadalit vai apvienot zemi, ja ta rezultata tiek apdraudeta kultliras pieminekla
saglabasana (Pieminek]u likums). Turklat ipasnieks nedrikst arT pardot kultiiras pieminekla zemi
atseviski no ta aizsardzibas zonas, ja abas pieder vienai un tai pasai personai (Aizsargjoslu likums).
So noteikumu neievérosana var izraisit darfjuma anuléSanu (saskana ar Civillikumu neatlauta
darbiba, kas ir pretgja likumam, ir speka neesosa. Tadgjadi, ja kultiras piemineklis tiek sadalits vai
atsavinats pretg&ji Piemineklu likuma normam, attiecigo darfjumu tiesa var atzit par speka neesosu.
Tomer saskana ar autora 11ciba esoso informaciju nav tiesu prakses, kas balstitos uz §tTm normam).

Pirms jebkadiem izpé&tes darbiem, tostarp arheologiskiem p&tijumiem, ka arT konservacijas,
restaurdcijas un/vai renovacijas darbiem, jasanem rakstiska NKMP atlauja. Sie darbi veicami
NKMP kontrolg. Ieri€u metala priekSmetu un materiala blivuma noteikSanai (pieméram, metala
detektoru) izmantosanai arT nepiecieSama iepriekseja NKMP atlauja (Pieminek]u likums).
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Ipasnickam ir janodro$ina kultiiras vertibu apzina$ana pirms biivniecibas (t.sk. celu
infrastruktiiras), zemes melioracijas, derigo izraktenu ieguves un citas saimnieciskas darbibas
iesakSanas vinam piederoSaja (kultiras pieminekla) teritorija (Piemineklu likums). Turklat, ja
zemes gabala nejausi vai saimnieciskas darbibas rezultata tiek atklati arheologiskie vai citi objekti
ar kulttrv@sturisku vertibu, Ipasniekam par to nekavéjoties jazino NKMP un turpmakie darbi
japartrauc (Piemineklu likums. So noteikumu neievérosanas gadijuma ipasniekam var piemérot
administrativo atbildibu. Ja piemineklis ir bojats vai iznicinats pasnicka nelikumigas darbibas
rezultata, var iestaties kriminalatbildiba (Kriminallikums)). Saja gadijuma jaunatklatie objekti
nonak valsts aizsardziba, Iidz tiek pienemts Iémums par $adu objektu ieklausanu Pieminek]u
registra. Lémuma pienemsanas process var ilgt 1idz seSiem méneSiem (Piemineklu likums). Ka
mingjusi vairaki eksperti, dazi privatipasnieki (ekspertu intervijas, Kairiss, Olevska, 2021b; Diena,
2021), pat neskatoties uz iesp&jamo likuma paredz&to atbildibu, medz slépt, ka vinu zemé ir atklati
arheologiskie objekti (senlietas), lai vietas apskates laika un péc tas netiktu iesaldéta jebkada
potenciali postoSa darbiba (arT lauksaimnieciba vai mezsaimnieciba) un IpaSums netiktu atzits par
jaunatklato kulttras pieminekli, ka rezultata tas tiktu nekavgjoties paklauts iepriekSmingtajiem
ierobezojumiem. Tadgjadi potenciali vértigie arheologiskie atradumi var nenonakt zinatnieku un
sabiedribas uzmanibas loka, ka arT var ciest jaunatklato arheologisko piemineklu apzinasanas
intereses.

Saskana ar visparigu principu kultiras pieminekli ir izmantojami zinatnes, izglitibas un
kultliras vajadzibam. Saimnieciska darbiba pielaujama tikai tad, ja ta nekaité piemineklim un
nesamazina ta vesturisko, zinatnisko un maksliniecisko vertibu (Pieminek]u likums). Saimniecisko
darbibu aizsargjoslas (aizsardzibas zonas) ap kulttiras pieminekliem (ja nav speciali nostiprinatas,
tas ir 500 metri laukos un 100 metri pilsétas (Aizsargjoslu likums)) drikst veikt tikai ar NKMP
atlauju (Aizsargjoslu likums). Precizas norades par saimnieciskas darbibas ierobezojumiem NKMP
izsniedz kultiras pieminekla TpasSniekam (MK noteikumi Nr.474). Ta ka noteikta veida
arheologiskie pieminekli lielakoties (vai arT vienigi) atrodas pazemeé (pieméram, senkapi) vai ari to
topografija lauj veikt lauksaimniecibas vai mezsaimniecibas darbibas (pieméram, kaujas lauki,
pilskalni), nav vienotas NKMP nostajas attieciba uz to, vai §is darbibas apdraud pazemes
pieminekli vai ne. Parasti (vismaz Iidz parbaudes beigam un galigd 1émuma pienemsanai par
jaunatklato pieminekli) jebkura darbiba teritorija tiek apturéta. Atseviskos gadijumos $adi lemumi
var bt parak ierobezojosi (pieméram, ja kapu vieta kartupelu lauks bijis daudzus gadus un kapséta
tikko atklata, nav nepiecieSams nekav€joties partraukt jebkadu darbibu, jo ir mazs risks, ka kapsétai
tiks nodartti ieprieks nepieredz&ti bojajumi (eksperta intervija, Kairiss, Olevska, 2021b)). No otras
puses, jautajums, kas $aja sakara biitu papildus jaapsver, ir &tiska rakstura — cik &tiska ir kultliraugu
audz@Sana virs apbedijuma vietas un kada ir zemes Tpasnieka un lauksaimniecibas produktu pircgju
attiecksme pret razu, kas nak no kapiem.

Bitiska dala Latvijas arheologisko piemineklu atrodas virs zemes (pieméram, pilis, to
atliekas u. c.). IpaSnieks ir atbildigs par ta piendcigu renovaciju un restauraciju (Piemineklu
likums). EsoSais regulgjums paredz striktus ierobezojumus rekonstrukcijas darbiem, kas noteikti
likuma (pieméram, Piemineklu likums paredz, ka kultiras piemineklu parveidoSanai obligati
jasanem NKMP atlauja (viet&jas nozimes kultiiras piemineklu gadijuma — paSvaldibas atlauja),
Ministru kabineta (pieméram, MK noteikumi Nr. 500 paredz obligatu autoruzraudzibu un
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biivuzraudzibu) vai pasvaldibas noteikumos un NKMP izdotajas instrukcijas jaunajiem kulttiras
piemineklu Tpasniekiem. Kultiiras pieminekla parveidoSana vai ta originalo dalu nomaina ar
jaunam dalam pielaujama tikai tad, ja tas ir labakais pieminekla saglabasanas veids vai ja
parveidoSanas rezultata nesamazinas pieminekla kultirvesturiska veértiba (Piemineklu likums).
Restauracijas, rekonstrukcijas, kultiiras pieminekla remonta un konservacijas darbus drikst veikt
tikai kompetenta specialista vadiba (arheologiska pieminekla darbos japiesaista arheologs) (MK
noteikumi Nr. 474). Tadgjadi kultiras pieminekla restauracija prasa kvalitativaku un
profesionalaku darbu neka parastai celtnei (Karnite, 2002). Vairaki eksperti mingjusi, ka kultiras
pieminekliem piemérojamo biivnormativu sistéma nav elastiga, tapéc kultiras objektu
atjaunoSanas joma butu jaievie$ TpaSi izstradati risindjumi atbilsto$i misdienu standartiem
(eksperta intervija, Kairiss, Olevska, 2021b).

Arheologisko piemineklu uzturéSana, kas nosakama pé&c NKMP noradijumiem (MK
noteikumi Nr. 474), ir viens no galvenajiem ipasnicka pienakumiem. Noteikts, ka uzturé$anai, kas
neparveido kultiiras pieminekli un nesamazina ta kultlrvésturisko vertibu, nav nepiecieSama
speciala atlauja, tacu Tpasniekam par to rakstiski jainformé NKMP 10 dienas pirms mingto darbu
iesak$anas, ja vien izdotajos noradijumos nav noteikts citadi (MK noteikumi Nr. 474). Ne tiesibu
akti, ne NKMP noradijumi parasti (p&c pieminekla TpaSnieka pieprasijuma NKMP var sniegt
sikakus noradijumus. Eksperta intervija, Kairiss, Olevska, 2021b) neparedz konkrétus uzturésanas
darbus, to veidu vai biezumu, kas saistiti ar arheologiskajiem pieminekliem. Tapéc nav precizi
skaidrs, kada uzturé$ana arheologisko vietu konteksta ir tie$i paredz&ta. Vairakas citas valstis $§im
jautajumam pieiet atSkirigi. Piem€ram, Lietuvas tiesibu akti nosaka, ka nekustama kulttiras
ipaSuma parvaldnickam jasakopj kultiiras mantojuma objekts, ta teritorija, savlaicigi janovers
radusies defekti un jaaizsarga biives no nelabvéligas vides ietekmes; jauztur atbilstosi mikroklimata
apstakli telpas ar vértigu interjeru; savlaicigi jaatjauno vegetacija, jalikvidé sarni, japlauj zale un
jaapgriez koki, jatira gruzi un jalikvide piesarnojuma avoti teritorija; jakopj un jauztur vésturiskas
zalas zonas, kas ir kultiiras mantojuma objekti, atbilsto§i mantojuma uzturgSanas noteikumiem
(Lietuvas Republikas likums par nekustama kultiiras mantojuma aizsardzibu). Anglija un Velsa
apkope ietver pieminekla nozogosanu, remontu un nosegsanu, ka art jebkuru citu darbibu vai lietu
veikSanu, kas var biit nepiecieSama, lai uzlabotu pieminekla stavokli vai aizsargatu to no
sabrukSanas vai bojajumiem (Apvienotas Karalistes likums par senajiem pieminekliem un
arheologiskajam teritorijam (atticcas uz valsts sekretara, komisijas vai jebkuras viet&jas
pasvaldibas parvaldiba esoSo piemineklu uztur@$anu)). Latvija ir bijusi méginajumi noteikt un
strukturét arheologisko piemineklu kopSanas darbus atkariba no pieminekla veida. Piem&ram, tika
sagatavotas rekomendacijas Igaunijas—Latvijas parrobezu sadarbibas programmas projekta
“Neapzinatas kultliras mantojuma vértibas kopgja dabas un kulturas telpa” ietvaros, tacu tas netika
plasi akceptetas/ieviestas.

Arheologisko mantojumu Latvija, neskatoties uz ievérojamo progresu, kas panakts kops
2016. gada (pateicoties “Apdraudéto Latvijas arheologisko senlietu kataloga” public€Sanai (arl
anglu valoda) un izplatiSanai pasaules meroga, izmaindm normativajos aktos, sadarbibas
uzlabo$anai starp tiesibu aizsardzibas iestadém un NKMP u. c. aktivitatém), joprojam apdraud
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nelikumigie senlietu mekl&taji (“mantraci”). Ir atzits, ka senkapi ir visneaizsargatakie pret dargumu

mekletaju uzbrukumiem, jo tajos ir visbagatakais senlietu klasts un tie biezi atrodas mazapdzivotas
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vietas, mezos u. c., padarot tos vieglak pieejamus nepamanama veida un lidz ar to pievilcigus
nelikumigu darbibu veikSanai.

Arheologisko vietu Tpa$niekiem nav tieSu juridisku pienakumu aizsargat savu ipaSumu no
nelikumigiem senlietu meklétajiem vai noveérst nelikumigu iejaukSanos, izpemot visparigo
noteikumu par pareizu uzturéSanu. Piem@ram, ir visparpienemts, ka senlietu mekl&taju izpostitas
apbedijumu vietas TpaSniekiem jasakarto par saviem lidzekliem. NKMP vispargja prakse ir nesodit
Tpasniekus par nepietiekamu aizsardzibu un izrieto$ajiem bojajumiem vinu objektiem, ja bojajumus
ir radijusas tre$as personas un nav tieSas TpaSnieka vainas. IpaSniekiem ir dazadi uzskati par
prevenciju un aizsardzibu. Veicot preventivo pasakumu, dazi Tpasnieki, pieméram, izkaisa sikus
metala priek§metus, lai metala detektori nespétu identificét senlietas. Preventivo funkciju var veikt
ar1, paaugstinot sabiedrisko izpratni. Piem&ram, viens no pozitivakajiem piemeriem ir gadijums
Grobinas pilséta. Apméram pirms 10 gadiem sakas sistematisks pilsétas arheologiska ansambla
izveides darbs, un taja aktivi iesaistijas viet&jie iedzivotdji, t. sk. macibas, informacijas izplatisana,
brivpratigajos darbos u.c. (pieméram, ICOMOS 2021). Rezultata tika sasniegts augsts
pasregulacijas ITmenis sabiedriba, jo vietgjie iedzivotaji pirmie informgja policiju par aizdomigam
darbibam vai metala detektoru izmantoSanu arheologiska objekta teritorija.

Senkapu sakartoSanu dazi IpaSnieki veic pa$i, citi izmanto Kultliras piemineklu
konservacijas un restauracijas programmu. Janem véra, ka apstaklos, ja nav spéciga valsts vai
pasvaldibas atbalsta, precizu pienakumu un skaidru noradijumu, ka un kad sakartot bojato vietu,
dazkart vieta paliek nesakopta vai arT tas sakartoSana tiek veikta vairakus gadus p&c nodaritajiem
bojajumiem (pieméram, 2018. gada AS “Latvijas valsts mezi” veica sakopSanas darbus valsts
nozimes senkapu teritorija tris gadus péc tam, kad tos sabojaja nelikumigi senlietu meklétaji, LVM
2019).

Ar kultiras pieminekla statusu saistitas problematikas analize lauj noteikt bitiskas
korelacijas starp nekustama kultliras mantojuma sociali ekonomisko potencialu ietekm&josiem
ekonomiskiem un tiesiski administrativiem faktoriem. Neskatoties uz to, ka noraditie tiesiskie
ierobezojumi un administrativais slogs tiesi skar ierobezotu personu grupu (pieméram, kultras
piemineklu Ipasniekus), radot tai neizdevigu ekonomisko situaciju, to sociali ekonomiskais efekts
ir daudz plasaks, jo kultiras piemineklu ka nekustama kultiras mantojuma ievérojamakas
sastavdalas attTstiba un izmantosana ir ieinteres€tas daudzas iesaistitas puses.

2.4. Nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektu monetaras vertibas un tiem
nodarito zaudéjumu novertéjuma problematika

Primaras publikacijas — Kairiss, 2015; Kairiss, 2017; Kairiss, Olevska, 2020; Kairiss, Olevska,
2021b; Kairiss, Olevska, 2021c¢.

Salidzino$s parskats par kultiiras mantojuma objektu monetaro novértéSanu

Petljuma analizétas 12 valstu pieejas kultiras mantojuma objektu monetarajam
novertgjumam (Kairiss, Olevska, 2020). Rezultati liecina, ka valstu izmantotas metodes kultiiras
piemineklu ekonomiskas vertibas noteikSanai butiski atSkiras. Lielaka dala valstu diference
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kultliras piemineklus p&c to nemonetaras nozimes un/vai piederibas kategorijam (pieméram,
Latvija, Lietuva, Somija, Igaunija, Vacija, Kipra) un neparedz kulttiras piemineklu ekonomiska
noverte§juma standarta procediiras jebkadiem novert€Sanas meérkiem (darjjumiem, nomai,
apdrosinasanai, hipotékai, investicijam, likviditatei, kadastralas vértibas noteikSanas vajadzibam
u. c.). Visbiezakais iemesls, kapec valstis izvairas no monetaras vertibas noteikSanas, ir mantojuma
objektu “nenovertgjamas vertibas” uztvere (piemeram, Igaunija) un administrativo sp&ju/resursu
trikums (pieméram, Zviedrija, Latvija).

Savukart dazas valstis, pieméram, Ukraina, ir ar likumu apstiprinatas metodologijas, kas
ietver kultiiras piemineklu monetaras vert€Sanas vispargjus noteikumus un paredz dazadas
aprékinu metodes atkariba no vért€Sanas mérka, t.sk., pieméram, apdrosinasanas, nomas,
pardosSanas, privatizacijas, pilsétvides attistibas, kultiiras objekta ietekmes uz vidi izmaksu
raksturojuma noteikSanas, obligatas izpirkSanas, galvena (kapitala) IpaSuma parvert€Sanas
gramatvedibas vajadzibam u.c. (Ukrainas metodologija. Lai novértétu arheologisko vietu
monetaro veértibu, tiek izmantota izmaksu metode, kuras pamata ir arheologiskas izpétes darbu
izmaksas $ajas vietas).

Sociali ekonomiska vértiba un skartas intereses vislabak saskatamas situacijas, kad
prettiesisku darbibu dél mantojuma objektam nodariti zaudgjumi. Tapéc pétfjuma veikta arl
kait€juma novertesanas pieeju analize 12 valstis (Kairiss, Olevska, 2020).

Dazas valstis paredz visu kultiras piemineklu ekonomiskas veértibas noteikSanu pirms
kaitgjuma nodariSanas (sakotn&jais novertgjums), dazas citas (piem€ram, Zviedrija, Vacija,
Spanija) paredz kopgjo objektu novert§jumu péc kait€juma nodariSanas tiem. Cita pieeja, ko
izmanto dazas valstis (piem&ram, Kipra), ir kopg&jais nelikumigu darbibu rezultata objektam (visam
kulttiras objektam) nodarito zaud&jumu procentualais novertgjums, lai vertibas samazinasanas tiktu
izteikta procentos, nevis naudas ekvivalenta.

Absoliitais vairakums analizéto valstu novert€ paSreiz€jas izmaksas, kas saistitas ar
bojajumu novertésanu, un lielaka dala no analiz&tajam valstim neveérteé sociali ekonomiskos
komponentus vai zaud&umus, kas saistiti ar objektu turpmakas izmantoSanas neiesp&jamibu /
samazinasanos nodarita kait€juma rezultata (pieméram, Kipra, Niderlande, Moldova). Igaunija
verte tikai zinatnisko datu zudumu vai turpmako pétniecibas iesp&ju zaudesanu. Vacija neiegtitos
ienakumus no trisma, neidentificéta zinatnisko datu avota zaudesSanu, ietekmi uz izglitibu un
apmacibu un objekta pozitivo ieteckmi uz vidi var izveértét visparéjas Civilkodeksa un
Kriminalkodeksa paredzétajas procediiras, nevis kultliras mantojuma aizsardzibas administrativaja
Iimen1. No mingtajam sociali ekonomiskajam sastavdalam Latvija neiegiitos tlirisma ienakumus
biitu iespgjams pieprasit Civillikuma ietvaros ka neiegiito pelnu, tomer tiesa So kritériju nekad nav
skatTjusi vai vertgjusi.
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2.4. tabula

Kultaras pieminekliem nodarito bojajumu novértésanas komponentu piemeri, Kairiss, Olevska,

2020
1 <
Pamat E:;.ﬁ.ﬁ-iggg:gzngg
amat- Novértéjuma veids & S5|E| 5|zl E|2| 5|85 5 E
komponents Y25 =22 S E| & 5|2
20 @ = 5 Xl Q=
Visa objekta novértéjums naudas izteiksmé
pirms bojajuma nodari$anas (sakotngja
Visa kultiiras |1ZvertéSana) darijuma, nomas, apdro§inaSanas, |N|N N[N |Y |- |- [N |Y|N|N|Y
objekta hipotekas, investiciju, likviditates, kadastralas,
finansialais dargumu atradumu novértéjuma u. c. nolukos
novertejums | visa objekta novertsjums naudas izteiksmé pac
bojajuma nodariSanas (post factum N|{N[-|Y|Y|-|-[N|-]Y|Y|Y
novertejums)
Ar Ilotl_z!rlto kaltejuml‘l saistito izmaksu viviviviviviviviclvylv!ly
novertéjums, kas var ietvert:
restauracijas/remonta projekta dokumentacijas vy v v v
sagatavoSanas izmaksas N N - N - T
restaurdcijas un remonta izmaksas Y| Y|-|YIN|IY|Y|Y|Y|Y|Y|Y
Izmaksas. kas pasakumus izrieto$o zaud&jumu samazinasanai; vinloIvInlyloInl vl
saistitas ar arkartas atjauno$anu
nodarito kultaras/arheologiskas vértibas izmainas Y [ Y|Y|Y|Y|-|NIN|Y|Y|-|~-
kaitejumu arheologiskas izp&tes izmaksas pieminekla
dokumentgsanai; papildu ekspertizes un
pétijumus (piem&ram, darbs arhivos, ar viviolviInlylIvInlZlylyl-
vésturiskiem ierakstiem, arpakalpojumu
sniedzosie konservacijas/restauracijas
specialisti utt.)
objekta nematerialas sastavdalas zaudésanu NIN|-|Y|N|-|-|N|Y|Y|—-|-
Zaudejumu, | Nejegitie tirisma iendkumi (par remonta v vin v
kas saistiti ar laiku / p&c tam) - - T
objekta ] - - - -
tu:pmﬁkas Neld_entlﬁcéta zmétms_kvo datu un izglitibas un NIvllvINlYININIZ Y] Z]=
izmantoSanas apmacibas avota zaud&Sana
neiespéjamibu
g:z:)r;azma- Objekta pozitivas ietekmes uz vidi noteiksana | N [N |- |[Y IN| - [IN|N|Y |Y |- |-
$
noverteéjums

Tabula izmantotie apzim&jumi:
“Y” —ja; “N” — ng; “—” — informacija nav pieejama.

Latvijas arheologiska mantojuma izlaupiSana un nelikumiga tirdznieciba

Arheologisko vietu bojasana Latvija, izlaupot senlietas, ir salidzino$i bieZa paradiba. Liela
meéroga postijumu virkne arheologiskajos objektos Latvija notika 2015. gada sakuma, kad valsts
austrumu dala tika izlaupiti vairaki senkapi un vairak neka 600 atsevisku kapu. 2020. gada aprilt
valsts nozimes senkapos tika atklati vairak neka 100 rakumi. Neskatoties uz pakapenisku situacijas
uzlabosanos kop$ 2016. gada, bojajumi arheologiska mantojuma objektos tieck konstateti katru
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gadu. Pieméram, peéc NKMP datiem 2021.-2022. gada saktas 16 administrativas lietvedibas par
arheologisko objektu bojasanu. 2020. gada NKMP registr&ja 134 gadijumus, kad personas interneta
meginaja nelikumigi pardot Latvijas teritorijai raksturigas senlietas, 2021. gada — 59, 2022. gada —
197 (NKMP 2021, NKMP 2023), un ir pamats uzskatit, ka vismaz dala no nelikumigi tirgotajam
senlietam ir iegtitas nelikumigu izrakumu laika arheologiska mantojuma vietas Latvijas teritorija.

P&c autora 2015.-2016. gada veikta pétijjuma (t.sk. kontrolgjoso institliciju aptauja,
n = 2228; Kairiss, 2017) arheologisko vietu un senlietu aizsardziba liela méra ir atkariga no:
» sabiedribas un institiiciju informétibas paaugstinasSanas pasakumiem, jo normativie akti

neietver visu dazadam auditorijam nepiecieSamo informaciju;

» faktoru, kas ietekm& parkapumu izdariSanu vai ietekmé atturéSanos no tas pasreizgjas
politiskas un sociali ekonomiskas situacijas konteksta, izpratnes;

* informativo, tiesisko, tiesibaizsardzibas, analitisko, ar koordinaciju saistito, organizatorisko
un ieinteres€to pusu savstarpgjas sadarbibas pasakumu kopuma TstenoSanas.

40 m Senkapi  ®Pilskalni  ® Citas vietas

35

25

20

15

10

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

2.2. att. Konstatétie arheologisko piemineklu (dargumu mekl&Sanas rezultata nodarito) bojajumu
gadijumi Latvija, Kairiss, 2020 (papildinats).

Latvijas arheologiskajiem objektiem nodarito bojajumu novértéjuma problematika

Picejamie statistikas dati liecinaja, ka Latvija no visiem arheologiskajiem pieminekliem
izlaupiSanas riskam ipasi paklauti bija senkapi, tiem sekoja pilskalni. Tapéc tika me&ginats veikt
dazus aprékinus par iesp&amo priekSmetu vertibu vai, precizak, apbedfjumu vietu zinatniskas
vertibas zudumu. Saskana ar 2015. gada informaciju (Latvijas Avize, 2015), viena vidgja vai véla
dzelzs laikmeta kapu inventara vidgja vertiba bija ap 2700 EUR, apbedijuma zinatniskas vertibas

7 Japiebilst, ka kop$ 2016. gada, pateicoties Latvijas Apdraudgto arheologisko senlietu kataloga izstradei, normativas
bazes pilnveidoSanai, pilnveidotai starpinstitiiciju sadarbibai un nelikumigas senlietu tirdzniecibas uzraudzibas
aktivitatem interneta vid€, nelegalas senlietu tirdzniecibas apjomi ir ieveérojami samazinajusies.

8 P&c autora 1iciba esosas informacijas, §T bija vieniga Latvija veikta kontrolgjoso (tiesibaizsardzibas u. c.) institiiciju
aptauja attiecigaja joma.
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zudums — vidgji ap 480 EUR. Tomér nav skaidrs, vai Sie skaitli kompens€ pieminekla vértibas
samazinasanos kopuma, vai attiecas tikai uz atseviskiem kapiem nodarto kaitgjumu.

Kriminallietu materialu un tiesu prakses analize Latvija paradija, ka valstl nav ieviesti
objektivi zaud&jumu novértésanas kritériji, proti, senkapiem nodarita kaitg§juma materiala vertiba
ir aprékinata tikai ka vidgja senlietu apdroSinaSanas vertiba, kas parasti tiek atrastas analogas
apbedijumu vietas. Tadgjadi tika konstatétas §adas nepilnibas:

e senlietu, kas parasti atrodamas 1idzigos apbedijumos, vértiba, nav noteico$a visiem seno
apbedijumu veidiem, tap&c §1 vertiba var atskirties atkariba no izlaupita apbedijuma;

e netick aprékinati citi zaud&umi (piem&ram, arheologiskdas vietas apskates,
dokument@Sanas, sakartoSanas (vismaz apbediSanas, mirstigo atlieku parapbediSanas u. c.)
izdevumi, zaud&umi, kas saistiti ar arheologiskas vietas talakas izp&tes/turpmakas
izmantoSanas neiesp&jamibu), par tiem netick prasita kompensacija; turklat nav skaidrs,
piem&ram, kam janover§ arheologiskajai vietai nodaritais postijums un kam ta jasakarto,
savukart §1 uzdevuma nodoSana brivpratigajiem (ja parkapuma izdaritajs ir zinams) nav
korekta; tas lauj secinat, ka faktiskie naudas zaud&jumi ir lielaki par noteikto un pieprasito
kriminalprocesa;

e salidzinosi novecojusam senlietu apdros§inasanas vertibam izstades netiek pieméroti jebkadi
koeficienti, pielagojot apdroSinasanas vertibas aktualai situacijai.

Senkapiem nodarito postljumu zinatniskda vertiba tiek aprékinata tikai antropologiska
materiala analizes izmaksu apméra. Tomér jaatzZimé, ka kapa ir atrodams ne tikai antropologiskais
materials, tapéc morfologiskas un biokimiskds analizes neatspogulo visu apbedijuma vietas
vertibu.

Aptuveni 70 % no kriminalprocesiem, kas sakti pec Kriminallikuma 229. panta (kultiiras
pieminekla iznicinaSana vai bojasana), ir apturéti pec Kriminalprocesa likuma 400. panta sakara ar
likumparkapgju noskaidroSanas neiesp&jamibu (Kairiss, Olevska,2021b). Vismaz dal&ji tas var biit
saistits ar novelotu informacijas sniegSanu tiesibsargajosajam iestadém par kulttiras pieminekliem
nodaritajiem postijumiem, kas apgritina likumparkapgju identificéSanu. Lielakus panakumus
attiecigo noziedzigo nodarfjumu izmekleSana varétu nodro$inat kultliras piemineklu Ipasnieku
inform@tibas paaugstinasana par nepiecieSamibu péc iesp&jas atrak zinot par konstat€tajiem
bojajumiem, vienlaikus pastiprinot teritorijas uzraudzibu.

Tiesu prakses analize paradija, ka par parkapumiem aktivos apbedijumos tika piemérotas
bargakas sankcijas neka par parkapumiem senkapos, lai gan abos gadijumos ir konstat€jama
apbedijumu (miisdienu vai seno) apganiSana. Turklat senkapu gadijuma nodaritic materialie
zaud&jumi biezi vien ir lielaki, kait&jot arl zinatniskajam interesém. Acimredzot risindjums ir
saistits ar tiestbsargajosSo iestazu, prokuroru un tiesu izpratnes veicinasanu.

Nodarfjumi pret kultiras mantojumu butiski apdraud sabiedribas intereses ne tikai no
tiesiska un kultiirvesturiska, bet art no sociali ekonomiska viedokla. Ja pilskalns tiek nopostits, tas
nenozimé, ka cietis tikai konkretais pilskalns vai ta tieSais Ipasnieks, jo var tikt skartas dazadas
ieintereséto pusu intereses vietgja, regionala un pat valsts un globala liment. STs intereses var ietvert
ne tikai ekonomiskos (piem&ram, turistu piesaisti), bet arT socialos, simboliskos, vides un citus
aspektus. Tiesu prakses analize paradija, ka patlaban kompensacija sedz tikai materialo vai
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zinatnisko kait&jumu, kas nodarits konkrétai arheologiskajai vietai, tacu skarto intereSu loks ir
plasaks.

Nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektu monetaras vertibas un tiem nodarito zaudgjumu
noveértgjuma problematikas analize lauj noteikt korelacijas starp nekustama kultiiras mantojuma
sociali ekonomisko potencialu ietekm&josiem ekonomiskiem, tiesiskiem, politiskiem, socialiem un
tehnologiskiem faktoriem. No vienas puses, zaud&jumu noveért&jumam ir tiesiska un ekonomiska
ietekme, tacu bitiski ir arT socialie (pieméram, sabiedribas informé&tibas un attieksmes) un politiskie
(piem@ram, jautajuma neatspogulosana planosanas dokumentos) aspekti. Ne mazak svarigs ir ar1
tehnologiskais aspekts, jo nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektiem nodaritie postijumi tiesi
ietekmg@ to saglabatibas stavokli.
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2.5. Materiala un nemateriala kompensacija par nekustamajiem kultoiras
mantojuma objektiem nodaritajiem zaudéjumiem

Primaras publikacijas — Kairiss, Olevska, 2020; Olevska-Kairisa, Kairiss, 2023.

Mantojuma noziegumi (pieméram, arheologisko vietu, vésturisko €ku u. c¢. bojasana un
iznicinaSana) nekad nav bez cietuSajiem. Nemot ve€ra ievérojamo skaitu ieintereséto pusu
nekustama kultiiras mantojuma joma, vienmér ir cietusas puses, kuram raksturigas dazadas
intereses un kuram ir tiesibas uz atskirigu atlidzibu.

leveribas cienigs ir fakts, ka ne visas ieinteresétas personas un ne vienmer apzinas, ka ir
cietuSas un noteiktas situacijas var iesniegt tiesa prasibu par zaud@umu atlidzinasanu
krimindlprocesa vai civilprocesa kartiba. Saja pétijuma situacija apskatita tikai sociali
ekonomiskaja konteksta bez detalizétas attiecigas juridiskas procediiras Ipatnibas un specifikas
izpétes. 2.5. tabula redzama korelacijas sheéma starp to pusu grupam, kas cietusas mantojuma vietas
bojajumiem/iznicinasanas rezultata, katrai cietuSai personai vai grupai nodarita kait€juma raksturu,
ka arT vispiemérotako tiesiskas aizsardzibas lidzeklu veidu, kas atbilst aizskartajam interesém.
Korelacijas shéma iedala individus un grupas, kas cietuSas kultiras mantojuma objektu
bojasanas/iznicinasanas rezultata, ¢etros kvadrantos.

Sevis atziSana par cietuSo pusi papildus tieSiem ekonomiskajiem zaud&umiem, kas
raksturigi [ kvadrantam (ja puse apzinas ekonomiskos zaud&jumus un spgj tos atbilstosi pieradit),
ir atkariga arT no apzinpas par konkrétas bojatas/iznicinatas nekustama mantojuma vietas sociali
ekonomisko ietekmi un saikni starp cietuSo personu un $o bojato vietu, t. sk.:

o atkarigas ekonomiskas saiknes esamibas (ckonomisko iesp&ju zaudesanas; Il kvadrants).
Ja amatnieks vai viesnicas Tpasnieks savu uznémgjdarbibu liela mera ir balstijis tiirisma,
kas saistits ar konkréto mantojuma vietu un objekts ir izpostits vai bojats (tatad taristi vairs
neierodas), vinam pienakas kompensacija par laiku, Iidz vieta atkal tiek nodota
ekspluatacija (t. i., vienada ar potencialajiem ienakumiem, ja vieta ir pieejama taristiem).
Tam pasam principam vajadzétu darboties arT attieciba uz pargjam pusém, kuram ir atkariga
ekonomiska saikne ar mantojuma vietu. Zaud&jumi, ko cie$ I kvadranta eso§as ieinteresétas
puses, ir tieSi ekonomiska rakstura zaud&jumi. Lai gan §Tm ieinteres€tajam personam nav
tieSas saites ar bojato/iznicinato mantojuma vietu, pastav acimredzama cé€lonsakariba starp
mantojuma objekta bojajuma vai iznicinaSanas faktu un cietu$as puses pelnas
samazinas$anos;

o cie$as saiknes esamibas (III kvadrants) ar bojato/iznicinato mantojuma vietu. Ir zinatniski
apstiprinats, ka nekustamie mantojuma objekti atkariba no to stavokla, apsaimniekoSanas
prakses u.tml. rada dazadus sociali ekonomiskos ieguvumus vietgjam, religiskam,
zinatniskam u. c. kopienam un atseviskam personam, apmierinot dazadas socialas,
simboliskas, izglitibas, zinatniskas u. c. intereses. Kultiiras mantojuma vietas biezi ir
kulttras, socialas, garigas, atpiitas, zinatnes u. c. aktivitasu vietas, cilveki izjut tam
piekerSanos, §Ts vietas vieno cilvekus, veicina etniskas, nacionalas u. c. identitates izjltas
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2.5. tabula

Cietusi interese, cietusas puses un kompensaciju veids, Olevska-Kairisa, Kairiss, 2023

(zaud&jumi, kas saistiti ar dzives

ITmena pazeminasanos, teritorijas prestiza
samazinasanos, psihologisko neaizsargatibu,
garigam sapém, cie§anam, emocionaliem
pardzivojumiem, kulttirvésturiskas vértibas
samazinasanos, kultiiras/religiskas prakses un
pétniecibas iesp&ju traucgjumiem), piem.:

- vietgja kopiena;

- vietgja religiska kopiena, kas ir noteiktas
ticibas piekritgja;

- ar konkrétu kultiiras mantojumu saistita
zinatnieku kopiena.

Atseviskas personas, kuram ir viscieSaka
saikne ar attiecigo objektu, piem.:

- objekta apbedito tiesie peécnacgji;
-NVO;

- religiskas organizacijas;

- valsti parstavosas kultiras mantojuma
iestades.

Kompensacijas veids — naudas sods, kas
novirzits programmam, kas pieskir Iidzeklus ar
kultdiru saistitam darbibam, tostarp
aizsardzibas pasakumu stiprinaSanai.

Kaitéjuma CietusT interese, cietu$as puses’ un kompensaciju veids
primarais
raksturs Tie$a interese Netiesa interese

Materials I Individualas puses ar tieSu saikni ar ipaSumu | II Atseviskas personas ar atkarigu ekonomisko

(ekonomisks)'® | (ipasuma zaud&jums, neparedzéti tiesie saikni (ekonomisko iesp&ju zaud&$ana), piem.,:
izdevumi): - ar objektiem saistiti uznémumi (viesnicas,
- Tpa$nieki, valditaji. €dinasanas uznémumi, ar tirismu saistiti

tirgotaji, gidi u. c.) / amatnieki (vietgjie partikas
Personas, kam ir tieSa ekonomiska saikne un suveniru razotaji);
(neparedzgti tieSie izdevumi, darba zaud€Sana), | - iestades — nodoklu maksajumu (PVN, ienakuma
piem.: nodoklis, socialas iemaksas u. c.) saneémgji,
- objekta apbedito tiesie peécnacgji; piem., valsts, paSvaldibas;
- objekta nodarbinatais personals; - ar objektiem saistitas kultiras iestades;
- zinatnieki, kas péta objektu. - no objekta atkarigi investori.
Kompensacijas veids — objekta atjaunosanas Kompensacijas veids — zaudéjumu kompensacija
izdevumu tie$a kompensacija, IpaSuma lidz objekta nodosanai ekspluatacija.
zaudg&jumu / tieSo ienakumu / —
algas kompensacija. Soda veidi — cietumsods,
piespiedu darbs utt.
Nematerials III Kolektivas puses ar viscieSako likumparkapgjam. IV Kolektivas puses ar attalinatu
(neekonomisks) | saikni ar attiecigo objektu saikni (sui generis kait&jums —

zaud@ta iesp&ja apmekI&t, macities
un citadi realiz&t ar izmantoSanu
nesaistitas vertibas), piem.:

- mantojuma cienTtaji;

- studenti, skol€ni u. c. izglitojamie, kas apgtist

vésturi, kultliru un ar to saistitas jomas;

- ticigie / noteiktas ticibas piekrit&ji;

- sabiedriba kopuma;

- nakamas paaudzes.

Kompensacijas veids — simboliskas reparacijas.

9 Viena un ta pati persona var piederét pie dazada veida cietu$ajiem, pieméram, viet&jas sabiedribas parstavis vienlaikus
var bt arT amatnieks, kas pardod apmekI&tajiem suvenirus vai vietgjo partiku.
10 Cietusie, kuriem radusies ekonomiski zaud&jumi, vienlaikus var biit (un parsvara ir) arf nemateriala kaitéjuma

subjekti.
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u. tml. Tadgjadi Sie objekti ir dala no kopienu ikdienas dzives, to iznicinaSana vai bojasana
var radit psihologisku neaizsargatibu, garigas sapes, cieSanas, emocionalu stresu u. c., ka
arT mazinat teritorijas prestizu, traucét kultaras/religisko praksi, radit p&tniecibas iesp&ju
zaudéS$anu utt. Lai gan ieinteresétajam personam ir tieSa interese par mantojuma objektu,
zaud&jumi ta bojasanas d&] ir nemateriala rakstura (atSkiriba no I un Il kvadranta ietilpstoSo
ieintereséto personu zaud&umiem), nodarito kaitg§jumu un, pieméram, vietgjas kopienas
un citu IIT kvadranta ietilpstoSo ieintereséto personu sociali emocionalos zaud&umus
parasti nav iesp&jams monetari novertét. Tapec iespgjama kompensacija vargtu bt saistita
ar soda naudu, kas novirzita programmam, kas pieskir Iidzeklus ar kulttru saistitiem
pasakumiem, tostarp aizsardzibas pasakumu stiprinasanai. Tomér jaatzimé, ka Latvija
nepastav kolektivo prasibu tiesibu institiits, tapéc individualas prasibas ir jaapkopo'! un
jaiesniedz tiesa ar, pieméram, likumiska parstavja starpniecibu;

e ar mantojuma vietas izmantoSanu nesaistitu vértibu realizacijas (IV kvadrants). Ar
izmantoSanu nesaistitas vertibas (non-use values) attiecas uz to labumu vertibu (Saja
gadijuma — no kultiiras mantojuma objekta izrietoso), ko giist visi sabiedribas locekli, t. i.,
ne tikai tie, kam ir bijusi tieSa saskare ar mantojuma objektiem (Weisbrod, 1964; Frey,
1997; Brooks,2004, NZIER, 2018). Sis vértibas ietver eksistences vértibu (cilveéki noverte
pasu mantojuma objekta esamibu, tiesi to neizmantojot), izvéles vértibu'? (cilveki uzskata,
ka var€tu to izmantot nakotng), izglitojoso vertibu (mantojuma objekti ietekmé to
lictotajus intelektuala veida), prestiza vértibu (mantojuma objekti veicina ta regiona
prestizu, kura tie atrodas), ziedojuma (novéléjuma) vertibu (paterétaji uzskata, ka ir
svarigi nodro$inat objekta izmantoSanu nakamajam paaudzeém) (2.3. att.). Tadgjadi
nekustama mantojuma objektu bojasana un iznicinasana atnem ar izmantoSanu nesaistitu
vertibu realizacijas iesp&jas un ietekmé vairakas kolektivas ieinteresétas puses, kuram ir
attala saikne ar mantojuma objektiem, piemeram, mantojuma cienitajus, izglitojamos,
nakamas paaudzes u. c. Nemot véra to, ka §Tm ieinteresétajam personam nav tiesas saiknes
ar bojatajiem/iznicinatajiem mantojuma objektiem, $aja gadijuma nav iesp&jams novertet
atlidzibu ekonomiska izteiksmé, tai ir jabut drizak simboliskai, pieméram, atvainoSanas
rakstiska, mutiska vai naudas (pieméram, 1 EUR) veida, kas apliecina noz&lu un vainas
atziSanu no parkapg€ja puses, ja parkapgjs ir identificets. CietuSo pusu kopums S$aja
gadljuma tiesai janosaka, pamatojoties uz bojata objekta kultlrvesturisko vertibu
(pieméram, piemineklis ar vietgjo, regionalo, nacionalo vai universalo vértibu), ko nosaka
valsts un/vai starptautisks regul§jums (piemeram, Piemineklu likums vai UNESCO
Pasaules mantojuma saraksts). Tadgjadi regionalas nozimes kultiiras pieminekla bojasanas
gadijuma@ notiesatas personas atvainoSanas ir jaadresé vismaz attiecigd regiona
iedzivotajiem.

! Pieméram, Anglija ir ierasta policijas prakse jautat viet&jas kopienas parstavjiem, vai vini uzskata, ka ir vai nav
cietusi no noziedziga nodarijuma, kas saistits ar kultiiras mantojumu; $ada veida tiek apzinatas cietusas puses.
12 Dazos avotos to uzskata par izmantoSanas vertibas paveidu (NZIER, 2018).
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KULTURAS MANTOJUMA OBJEKTA VERTIBA

AR IZMANTOSANU NESAISTITAS VERTIBAS
& To labumu vertiba, ko iegiist visi sabiedribas locekli, t. i., ne tikai tie,
IZMéENg%%IZNAS kam ir bijusi tieSa saskare ar kultiiras mantojuma objektu

Vertiba, kas tie$i vai netie$i saistita
ar resursa izmantoSanu, neatkarigi no

ta, vai §T izmanto$ana pat€ré resursu Hkeiciess Tavdles Izolitoioda . .o
s glitojosa Prestiza Ziedojuma
vai né (NZIER, 2018) vértiba vértiba vertiba vértiba vértiba

2.3. att. Kultliras mantojuma objekta izmantoSanas vertiba un ar izmantoSanu nesaistitas vertibas.

Korelacijas shéma drizak attiecas uz “idealo” modeli, jo Sobrid tikai I kvadranta esoSas
ieinteresetas puses ir tiesigas iesniegt atbilstosas kompensacijas prasibas tiesas Latvija. Citas II, IIT
(iznemot NKMP) un IV kvadranta eso$as ieinteresétas puses Latvijas tiesvedibas procesa nekad
nav tikusSas atzitas par cietuSajam pusém. Tomer vinas tiek atzitas par cietu§ajam pusém un vinam
tiek pieskirtas kompensacijas saskana ar starptautisko tiesu praksi (pieméram, Starptautiskas
Kriminaltiesas lieta, 2016). Risingjums ir tiesibaizsardzibas iestazu, prokuratiras, tiesu, kultiiras
mantojuma institiiciju, citu ieintereséto pusu un plasakas sabiedribas informétibas paaugstinasana
par kultiras mantojuma vietu sociali ekonomisko ietekmi un batiskiem ekonomiskajiem
zaud&jumiem, kas saistiti ar objektu bojasanu un iznicinasanu. Informétibas paaugstinasana laus
iesaistitajam cietu$ajam pus€m apzinaties tam nodaritos zaud&jumus, ka arT tiesibas bt atzitiem
par cietusajiem un sanemt attiecigas kompensacijas; kultlras mantojuma institiicijas labak
apzinasies kultliras mantojuma sociali ekonomisko lomu sabiedriba un sabiedribai nodaritos
zaud&umus, ja noticis nodarfjums pret kultliras mantojumu; tiesibaizsardzibas iestades,
prokuratiiras un tiesas apzinatos nepiecieSamibu atzit par cietusajiem un nodrosinat kompensacijas
ne tikai kultiiras objektu tieSajiem ipasniekiem, ja noticis nodarijums pret kultliras mantojumu;
plasaka sabiedriba labak identific€s sociali ekonomiskos labumus, ko sniedz kulttiras mantojums,
tadgjadi, no vienas puses, tiktu veicinats kultiirpatriotisms, no otras, nepiecieSamiba aizsargat
kultoiras mantojumu, kas darbojas ari ka butiskakais attiecigo noziedzigu nodarjjumu preventivais
lidzeklis. Nakamais solis ir saistits ar nacionalas tiesibu sistémas pilnveidoSanu un konvencionali
pienemtu kriteriju noteikSanu cietuSo pusu atziSanai un atbilstoSas atlidzibas pieskirSanai.

Sociali ekonomiskas intereses (t. sk. nerealizétas) visspilgtak paradas tad, kad iesaistitas
puses cie§ zaud&jumus. Tadgjadi to intereSu, kas ir cietuSas nekustamiem kultliras mantojuma
objektiem nodarito zaud€jumu dgl, ka arT attiecigas kompens€Sanas analize lauj ne tikai precizak
noteikt mingtas intereses, bet arT parada saikni starp visam nekustama kultiras mantojuma sociali
ekonomisko potencialu ietekm&oSo faktoru grupam — politiskiem, ekonomiskiem, socialiem,
tiesiskiem un administrativiem, tehnologiskiem un vides, ka arT ar iesaistito pusu sadarbibu
saistitiem faktoriem.
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2.6. Nekustama kultiiras mantojuma sociali ekonomisko attistibu ietekméejosie
faktori

Primaras publikacijas — Kairiss, 2017; Kairiss, 2020; Kairiss, Olevska, 2020; Kairiss, Olevska,
2021a; Kairiss, Olevska, 2021b; Kairiss, Olevska, 2021c; Olevska-Kairisa, Kairiss, 2023; Kairiss,
Geipele, Olevska-Kairisa, 2023.

Petfjuma nekustama kulttiras mantojuma sociali ekonomisko attistibu ietekmgjosie faktori
nosaciti tika iedaliti politiskajos, ekonomiskajos, socialajos, tiesiskajos un administrativajos,
tehnologiskajos, vides un ar iesaistito pusu sadarbibu saistitajos faktoros (ietekmes faktori). Visas
ietekmes faktoru grupas ir savstarpgji ciesi saistitas. letekmes faktori tika pétiti, fokusgjoties uz
arheologiska mantojuma objektiem un muizam, tomeér tos var izmantot ari attieciba uz citiem
nekustamiem kultiiras mantojuma objektiem.

Jaatzimg, ka pastav savstarpgja saikne starp ietekmes faktoriem un no nekustama kultiiras
mantojuma objektu attistibas izrieto§am iesp&jam / sociali ekonomiskajiem ieguvumiem, proti,
nekustama kultiiras mantojuma attistibas pakape zinama méra nosaka ietekmes faktoru izmainas.
Pieméram, nekustama kultiiras mantojuma attistiba pozitivi ietekme vietgjas razosanas attistibu
(kultiiras trisma plismas pieaugums izraisa viet€jas razoSanas attistibas pieaugumu), tacu, ja
pastav, pieméram, specigas viet€jas partikas razoSanas tradicijas, tas ir viens no tlrisma
piedavajumu pozitivi ietekmgjoSiem faktoriem, tad&jadi pozitivi ietekm&jot nekustama kulttiras
mantojuma objektu attistibas iespgjas.

Turpmak izskaidroto faktoru negativa vai pozitiva ietekme ir janoveérteé konkrétaja laika
posma. Pieméram, patlaban sabiedribas apzinas ITmenis par nekustama kultiiras mantojuma nozimi
un sociali ekonomisko lomu nav pietickami augsts, lai veicinatu nekustama kultliras mantojuma
objektu sociali ekonomiska potenciala attistibu, tomer ir iesp&jams, ka laika gaita, pateicoties
attiecigo pasakumu veikSanai, socialas apzinas limenis paaugstinasies, tadgjadi klustot par

2.6. tabula

Nekustama kultiras mantojuma sociali ekonomiska potenciala attistibu ietekmgjosie faktori

Kategorija Faktori PaSreizéja ietekme Latvijas konteksta
Politiskie Planosanas Materiala kultiras mantojuma joma patlaban nav nacionala Ilimena
dokumenti planosanas dokumentu, kas ietver konkrétus noteikumus par nekustamo
valsts un kultiiras mantojuma objektu sociali ekonomisko attistibu, t. sk. tiesas un

regionala/vietéja | netiesas ekonomiskas ietekmes un nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektu
[imeni attistibas ekonomiskas ietekmes novértgjuma uz citam ekonomikas jomam.
Gan ieprieksgja laika perioda dokumenti (MK rikojums 2014; MK rikojums
2006), gan arl hronologiski jaunakais stratégiskais dokuments
(Kultarpolitikas pamatnostadnes 2022.-2027. gadam “Kultiirvalsts”) ietver
diezgan maz informacijas par nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektiem un
faktiski neskar to attistibas sociali ekonomisko dimensiju.

Vietgja limeni kultiras mantojuma objektu attistibas zina attistitakajas
pasvaldibas ir izstradati attiecigie planosanas dokumenti (piem., Kuldigas
novada llgtsp&jigas attistibas stratégija 2022.-2046. gadam, Attistibas
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programma 2022.-2028. gadam un Ilgtsp&jiga tirisma stratégija lidz
2028. gadam; C&su novada Attistibas programma 2022.-2028. gadam un
Kultiiras attistibas stratégija 2030). Sajas pasvaldibas nekustama kultiiras
mantojuma objektu sociali ekonomiskais potencials tiek attistits un aizsargats
augsta Iimeni, pozitivi ietekmgjot ne tikai kultlras dzivi, bet arl socialo
labklajibu.

Pasakumu
koordingsana
ilgtsp&jigai
sociali
ekonomiskai
attistibai

Patlaban nav nevienas koordin§joSas institlicijas, kas bitu atbildiga par
ilgtsp&jigu nekustama kultliras mantojuma sociali ekonomisko attistibu —
kompetence ir sadalita starp dazadam institicijam (Kultiras ministrija,
NKMP, Ekonomikas ministrija, Latvijas Investiciju un attistibas agentiira,
pasvaldibas u.c.) un ir fragmentSta péc teritoriala (piem., paSvaldibas)
principa vai segmenta (piem., tirisms, kultiiras piemineklu kulttrvésturiska
dimensija).

Ar1 nekustamo kultliras mantojuma objektu aizsardzibai ir starpdisciplinars
un starpinstitucionals raksturs, tapéc to nevar efektivi nodroSinat viena
valdibas resorda un joma (piem., kultlras joma) izoléti no citam valsts
iestadém un jomam (iekslietas, tieslietas utt.). Aizsardzibas pasakumiem
jabalstas situacijas analiz€ un izp&té, iesaistot ieinteres€tas puses —
pasvaldibas, NVO, religiskas citas
organizacijas, profesionalus u.c. Tadgjadi ir kritiski svarigi nodro$inat

iedzivotajus, uzpémumus, un
iesaistito iestazu, organizaciju un personu darbibas koordinaciju (tostarp —
noteikt dazadas jomas risinamos jautajumus: macibas, informativas
kampanas, pétniecibas jomas, kriminalprocesualie un administrativie
jautajumi u. c.). Patlaban valsti nav atbilstoSas So darbibu koordingjosas

institiicijas.

Nodoklu
politika

Patlaban nodoklu politika, kas skar nekustamo kultiiras mantojumu, nav
harmoniska un attistibu motivéjosa. Kultiiras piemineklu Ipasniekiem Latvija
nav piemérojami Tpasi nodokla atvieglojumi, iznemot nekustama TpaSuma
nodokla atlaides, kas dazadas paSvaldibas ir atSkirigas. Nekustama ipaSuma
nodoklis ir atkarigs no kadastralas vértibas, kas teritorijas arpus Rigas un
lielajam pilsétam ir daudz zemaka, tap&c nekustama IpaSuma nodokla
atvieglojumu pozitiva ietekme laukos (kur atrodas ievérojama dala
nekustamo kultiiras mantojuma objektu) ir nieciga. Tiesibu aktos noteiktais
vienotais 35 % samazinajums no kadastralas vértibas €kam (MK Noteikumi
Nr. 103), kas registrétas ka valsts vai viet&jas nozimes kultiras pieminekli, ja
to fiziskais nolietojums parsniedz 35 %, ir demotiv&joss attieciba uz
nekustamo kultiiras objektu savlaicigu atjauno$anu.

Publiskas
privatas

un

partneribas  un
savstarpgjie
attistibas
projekti

Publiska un privata sektora partneriba nekustama kultliras mantojuma joma
ir vaji attistita. Publiskas un privatas partneribas attistiba nekustama kultiiras
mantojuma attistibas projektu joma liela méra ir atkariga no paSvaldibas
administracijas gribas, tapéc administracijas mainas gadijuma péc véleésanam
nav garantiju, ka tiks sanemts paSvaldibas atbalsts veiksmigai projekta
turpinasanai.

Turklat, lemjot par publisko lidzeklu pieskirSanu privatipasuma esosa
kultiras mantojuma objekta attistibai kopprojektu ietvaros, pa$valdibas
uztrauc iesp&jamais Publiskas personas finansu lidzeklu un mantas
iz8kerdeéSanas noverSanas likuma parkapums.

Publiska sektora
atbalsts
nekustamo
kulttiras

Nekustamais kultiiras mantojums nav uzskatams par patiesu “sabiedrisko
labumu” sociali ekonomiskaja zina, 1idz ar to nepastav harmoniska valsts
méroga publiska sektora atbalsta sisteéma (t.sk. informativais atbalsts,
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mantojuma
objektu attistibai

atbalsts celu infrastruktiiras attisttbai un uztur€Sanai u.c.) nekustamo
kultiiras mantojuma objektu Tpasniekiem.

Ekonomiskie

Turisma
attistiba

Vietgja un arvalstu tlrisma attistiba ir viens no butiskakajiem faktoriem, kas
pozitivi ietekmé nekustamo kultiras mantojuma objektu attistibu. PEdgjo
20 gadu laika ttrisma infrastruktiira un serviss Latvija ir bitiski uzlabojies,
pozitivi ietekm&jot nekustamo kultiras mantojuma objektu attistibas
iesp&jas. Valsti pakapeniski palielinas gan argja, gan vietgja tirisma plisma
(vietjais tirisms sanéma specigu attistibas impulsu arT Covid-19 pandémijas
del 2019.-2020.gada; eksperta intervija, Kairiss, Olevska, 2021a). Latvijai ir
specigs kultiras tlirisma attistibas potencials.

Finansg€juma
pieejamiba

Nekustama kulttras mantojuma objektu attistibai ir pieejami dazadi
nacionalie (valsts un vietgja limena) un starptautiskie (ipasi ES) finans€juma
avoti. Latvija pieaug finans€juma iesp&ju realizacija, tomér finans€juma
sanems$ana liela méra ir atkariga no objektam pieskirta kultiiras pieminekla
statusa.

Finansialais
slogs

Finansialais slogs nekustamo kultiras mantojuma objektu Tpasniekiem ir
butisks un attiecas gan uz renovacijas, gan uzturé$anas izdevumiem. Ja
renovacijas izdevumu slogu daudzos gadijumos var atvieglot nacionalo un
starptautisko programmu pieskirtais finans€jums, uzturéSanas izdevumi
jasedz ipasniekiem. Kultiras piemineklu privatipasnieku finansialo slogu
darbibas
demotiv&josa nodoklu politika un izmaksas par augstaka ITmena aizsardzibas

pastiprina  attiecigic saimnieciskas ierobezojumi, ka arl

pasakumiem pret dazada veida negadijumiem (kultiiras pieminekliem netiek
piemérotas atlaides).

Saglabasanas
(konservacijas)
politika

Lai gan nekustamo kultiras mantojuma objektu konservacija ir
nepiecieSamais solis cela uz to aizsardzibu, konservacija neparedz
uzturéSanas izmaksu segSanai nepiecieSamos resursus. Dazos gadijumos
(Tpasi attieciba uz valsts paSuma esoSiem kultliras mantojuma objektiem) p&c
konservacijas veikSanas vairs nav sociali ekonomiskas attistibas planu,

tadgjadi tiek kaveta objektu ilgtspgjiga attistiba.

Celu
infrastruktiiras
attistiba un
uzturé$ana

Daudzi nekustamie kultiiras mantojuma objekti atrodas lauku apvidos un ir
griiti pieejami bez pienacigas celu infrastruktiiras, t. sk. sekundaras nozimes
celiem. Celi ir rlipigi jakopj ar ziemas laika, jo daudzi nekustamie kultiiras
mantojuma objekti $aja sezona ir ipasi pievilcigi. Atseviskos gadijumos
sekundaras nozimes celi netiek pienacigi attistiti un/vai uzturgti, tadgjadi
apgritinot piekluvi nekustamajiem kultliras mantojuma objektiem (ipasi
privatipaSsuma esoSajiem objektiem). Vietgjas infrastruktlras attistiba ir
butiski atkariga no nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektu privato Ipasnieku
un paSvaldibu savstarpgjas sadarbibas ITmena — objektu apmekletaju skaitu
nevar palielinat bez vietgjas celu infrastruktiiras attistibas, bet bez
apmeklétaju plusmas palielinasanas pasvaldibas nevar gt labumu no
apmeklétaju papildu tériniem.

Viet&ja razoSana
un amatnieciba

Vietgjas partikas, dz€rienu, suveniru u.c. spécigas razoSanas tradicijas
pozitivi ietekmé investiciju iesp&jas nekustamo kultliras mantojuma objektu
attistiba, jo tiek piesaistiti apmeklétaji un dazadoti tirisma pakalpojumi.
Svariga ir ari viet€jo amatnieku esamiba, kas nodroSina dazadas radosas
darbnicas nekustamo kultiiras mantojuma objektu apmeklétajiem.

Attistibas vizija
un prioritasu
noteikSana

Nekustama kultliras mantojuma objektu attistiba prasa ieverojamus resursus.
Tadgjadi, ja konkrétaja teritorija ir daudz kultiras mantojuma objektu, ir
svarigi prioritizet objektus (piem., péc vesturiska perioda), kuros veikt lielako
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ieguldijumu (piem., akcents uz vikingu laika mantojumu Grobina, Kurzemes
hercogistes periodu Kuldiga). PrivatipaSuma esosajiem objektiem svariga ir
skaidra attistibas vizija un vietas specifikas veicinasana, jo konkurence ir liela
un investicijam ir jaatbilst aiznemtajai tirgus nisai. Lielaka dala neveiksmju
privatipaSuma eso$o muizu attistiba bija saistitas ar nekorekti veiktajam
investicijam.

Socialie

Sabiedribas
informétiba

Sabiedribas informétiba par nekustama kultliras mantojuma nozimi ir
nekustamo kultiiras mantojuma objektu attistibas pamatfaktors. Sis faktors
nosaka ne tikai vietgja kultliras tirisma un objektu apmeklésanas tradicijas,
bet arT atbalstu nekustamo kultliras mantojuma objektu attistibai un socialas
atbildibas ITmeni. Sabiedribas informé&tibas ITmenis Latvija, jo Tpasi attieciba
uz sociali ekonomiskajiem ieguvumiem, ko sniedz nekustamo kulttiras
mantojuma objekti, patlaban nav pietickami augsts, lai ietekmétu atbilstosa
valsts atbalsta attistbu Saja joma. Cits negativais aspekts ir maldigais
prieksstats, ka kvalitativus kultiiras pakalpojumus var sniegt bez maksas.
Izpratnes truikums par viet§jo multiplikatora efektu, ko rada nekustama
kulttiras mantojuma objektu attistiba, izskaidro to, ka dazos gadijumos nav
pietickama sabiedribas atbalsta attistibas projektiem $aja teritorija. No otras
puses, atbilstoSas sabiedriskas izpratnes veidoSana netiek uzskatita par
valdibas prioritati (speka eso$ajos plano$anas dokumentos nav Ipasu
noradjjumu par to; kultiras mantojuma izglitiba nav ieklauta skolu
programmas u.c.), visaptveroSie sociali ekonomiskie indikatori, kas
atspogulo pozitivas parmainas ar kultiras mantojumu saistitu attistibas
projektu rezultata, parasti netiek izmantoti, lai paaugstinatu sabiedribas
izpratnes ITmeni.

Nekustama
mantojuma
objektu
izmanto$ana
kulttiras
pasakumos

Nekustama kultiras mantojuma objektu (ipasi to, kas atrodas blivak
apdzivotas vietas vai to tuvuma) izmanto$anas limenis kultiiras pasakumos
(svinibas, koncertos, brivdabas ballés, ar nematerialo kultiiras mantojumu
saistitas aktivitatés u. c.) Latvija ir diezgan augsts. Tadgjadi tiek veicinata
nekustamo kultiras mantojuma objektu nozime, pozitivi ietekmgjot
sabiedribas informétibas Iimeni.

Tiesiskie un
administrativie

Kultiiras
pieminekla
statuss

Kultiras pieminekla statusa pieskirSana nekustama kultiras mantojuma
objektam pozitivi ietekmé objekta autentiskuma apliecinaSanu un ta prestiza
paaugstinasanu, tadgjadi veicinot arT apmeklétaju pliismas pieaugumu. No
otrds puses, attieciga statusa pieSkirSana nozimé zinamus tiesiskus un
ekonomiskus ierobezojumus, kas negativi ietekmé& ipasnieku finansialo
slogu. Tpasi spéciga ietekme tam ir jaunatklatu arheologiskda mantojuma
objektu gadijuma, ja Tpasnieks zemi izmantoja vai bija iecergjis izmantot
citiem saimnieciskiem merkiem, tap&c vin$/vina cie§ ekonomiskus
zaud€jumus, jo vipa/vinas zemé tiek ierobezota saimnieciska darbiba.
Kulttiras pieminekla statusa pieskirSana japapildina ar daudz efektivakiem
ekonomiska atbalsta pasakumiem, lai atvieglotu objektu Tpasnieku finansialo
slogu un motivétu vinus attistit IpaSuma esoSo nekustama kultiiras
mantojuma objektu sociali ekonomisko potencialu.

Dargumu
(senlietu)
mekl&Sanas
tiesiskais
regul&jums

Nelikumiga dargumu (senlietu) mekl&é$ana arheologisko objektu teritorijas
Latvija joprojam ir aktuala probléma. Objektiem nodaritie postijumi
nelikumigu darbibu dé| batiski samazina to kultirvésturisko vertibu un kave
objektu socidli ekonomiska potenciala attisttbu. Neraugoties uz
lietderigajiem grozijumiem tiesiskaja regul&juma, lai atturétu no senlietu
mekl&Sanas, joprojam pastav vairakas nepilnibas, kas lauj likumparkapgjiem
izvairities no atbildibas par nelikumigajam darbibam.
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Zaudgjumu
novertéjums un
cietuso pusu
atbalsts

Kultiras pieminekliem — nekustama kultliras mantojuma objektiem nodaritie
zaud&jumi, kas radusies nelikumigu darbibu rezultata, tiek veértéti tikai no
kultarvésturiskas vertibas viedokla, nepievérSot pienacigu uzmanibu $adu
zaud€jumu sociali ekonomiskajam sekam. Daudzas cietusas puses netiek
identificétas, un paslaik tas nevar aizstavét savas intereses tiesa (iznemot
valsts intereses, ko tiesa parstav NKMP). Sabiedribas informétiba par cietuso
pusu sociali ekonomisko interesu aizsardzibu netiek veicinata, tapec cietusas
puses nezina par savam tiesibam uz atbilstoSu atlidzibu. Tadgjadi nekustama
kultiiras mantojuma objektu tiesiska aizsardziba ir mazak efektiva, kavgjot to
sociali ekonomiska potenciala attistibu.

Administrativie
aspekti

Dazas administrativas prasibas, kas izriet no nekustamajam kultiiras
piemineklim pieskirta kultiras pieminekla statusa, kavé brivu ricibu ar
objektu. Lai gan dazas prasibas ir attaisnojamas ar kultiiras pieminekla
aizsardzibu, tas rada papildu administrativo slogu Ipasniekam, ko valsts
prasibas
pirmpirkuma tiesibas, parbaudes un kontroles, nepiecieSamibu sanemt

nekada veida nekompensé. Administrativas ietver valsts
papildu atlaujas rekonstrukcijas vai renovacijas darbu veikSanai, ka arl
prasibu pirms rekonstrukcijas darbu iesak$anas veikt obligato arheologisko

izpéti un uzraudzibu.

Tehnologiskie
un vides
faktori

Nekustama
mantojuma
objektu
tehniskais
stavoklis
(saglabatibas
limenis)

Liela dala Latvijas nekustamo kultiras mantojuma objektu ir slikta tehniska
stavokli. So objektu sekmigu attistibu (t. sk. to energoefektivitati, ki ari
atbilstibu musdienu sanitarajiem un citiem standartiem) butiski apgritina
ieguldit lidzeklus
mantojuma objektu renovacija un restauracija. Turklat saskana ar kulttras
piemineklu aizsardzibas noteikumiem jebkur§ no Siem darbiem ir javeic,

nepiecieSamiba ievérojamus nekustama  kultiiras

izmantojot originalam atbilstoSus materidlus un tehnologijas. Jaatceras, ka
nelikumiga dargumu (senlietu) mekl€Sana ir batisks apdraudgjums

arheologiska mantojuma saglabasanai valsti.

Vides aspekti

Vides faktori (piem., augsnes erozija, pladi u. c.) bitiski apdraud nekustamo
kultiiras mantojuma objektu, Tpasi — arheologisko objektu, saglabasanu. Sis
apdraud€jums attiecas ari uz Latvijas arheologiskajiem objektiem (piem.,
Turaidas pili), tapéc nepiecieSama savlaiciga preventivo pasakumu veiksana.
Cits aspekts ir saistits ar draudiem videi (piem., piesarnojums) un nekustama
kultiiras mantojuma objekta tehniskajam stavoklim apmekl&taju masveida
plusmas dél. Lidz ar to nepiecieSams izvertét konkrétu objektu pielaujamo
slodzi un nepiecieSamibas gadijuma ieviest atbilstosus apmekl&taju pliismas
ierobezojumus.

Ar sadarbibu
saistitie faktori

Marketinga
aspekti

Nekustamd mantojuma objekta marketings ir abpusgji izdevigs TpaSnickam
un pa$valdibai un liela méra ir atkarigs no sadarbibas limena. Informacija par
objektu pasvaldibas un plasaka limena tirisma celvezos un interneta avotos
ir tikpat izdeviga gan Ipasniekam (jo intensific€jas tiristu pliisma), gan
pasvaldibai (jo tristi veic papildu terinus), ka arl veicina teritorijas
pievilcibu.

Zinatniska
pétnieciba un
izglitiba

Arheologiska mantojuma potenciala attistiba ir butiski saistita ar zinatniskas
pétniecibas attistibu. Arheologiskd izpéte sniedz vértigu informaciju un
nodro§ina pieradijumu bazi vietas vai teritorijas arheologiskd potenciala
attistibai, tostarp veicinot jaunu piemineklu atklasanu. P&tfjumi ir viens no
svarigakajiem aspektiem, lai pieraditu arheologiskas vietas nozimigumu:
piem., Grobinas arheologiskais ansamblis netika pienemts ieklausanai
UNESCO Pasaules mantojuma saraksta, jo pasreiz&jais zinaSanu un izp&tes
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stavoklis par objektu un ta kontekstu nav pietickams, lai attaisnotu “Ipasas
nozimes universalo vertibu”.

Patlaban zemes Tpasnickiem un pasvaldibam, iesp&jams, nav pietickamas
informacijas vai izpratnes par iesp&am izmantot arheologiskas izpétes
rezultatus, lai paaugstinatu arheologiskas vietas nozimibu un atpazistamibu.
Nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objekti daudzos gadijumos tiek veiksmigi
izmantoti vidgjas izglitibas, ka arT studentu prakses vajadzibam, tadgjadi
stiprinot  sadarbibu starp nekustamo kultliras mantojuma objektu
ipaSniekiem, pasvaldibam un akademiskajam institdcijam, pozitivi
ietekmgjot kultliras patriotismu un sabiedribas apzinu.

Ieintereséto Nekustamo kultiras mantojuma objektu ipasnieku un publiska sektora
pusu sadarbiba | (pirmkart — NKMP un pasvaldibu) sadarbiba pédejo 10-20 gadu laika ir
pakapeniski uzlabojusies, taéu to apgritina objektu IpaSumtiesibu
sadrumstalotiba (piem., vairaki objekta Tpasnieki nevar vienoties par
aktivitatém, izmaksam u.c.), sabiedriskas politikas trikums nekustamo
kultiiras mantojuma objektu attistibas joma, ka arl atseviSku pasvaldibas
darbinieku neprofesionalitate. Latvija veidojas sadarbiba nekustama kulttras
mantojuma aizsardzibas joma starp NKMP un pasvaldibam, ka ari starp
pasvaldibam un NVO. Vairakas pa§valdibas, pamatojoties uz izstradatajiem
stratégiskajiem dokumentiem, sistematiski isteno pasakumus nekustamo
kultiras mantojuma objektu aizsardzibai un attistibai, tadgjadi veicinot
sadarbibu, tostarp ar privatipasniekiem.

Un pretgji, nepietickama nekustamo kultliras mantojuma objektu Tpasnieku,
privata, nevalstiska, pasvaldibu un publiska sektora sadarbiba situacija, kad
privatipasniekiem trukst ekonomiska atbalsta, rada neatbilstibu starp
sabiedribas un objektu Ipasnicku interesém. Lidz ar to tiek apgritinata
nekustamo kultliras mantojuma objektu potenciala attistiba.
Uznémgjdarbibas sadarbibas joma pozitiva tendence ir gan muizu savstarp&ja
sadarbiba, gan muizu un pakalpojumu sniedz&ju/ vietgjo piegadataju
savstarp&ja sadarbiba, apvienojot dazadus pakalpojumus kompleksa

piedavajuma.
Informativais Informativais atbalsts ir svarigs nekustama kultliras mantojuma objektu
atbalsts faktisko un potencialo Tpasnieku izpratnes veicinasanai. Galvenie

informativa atbalsta veidi ir konsultacijas par kultiiras pieminekla
atjaunosanu, restauraciju u. c., seminari un darbnicas, izpratnes veidosana par
finans€juma iesp&jam, konsultacijas un informesana juridiskos, nodoklu un
citos jautajumos. Zinamu informativo atbalstu sniedz NKMP, pasvaldibas un
profesionalas asociacijas, taéu nav vienota kontaktpunkta, kas uzkratu
nepieciesamo informaciju (piem., nav vienota informacijas avota par
dazadam valsts un starptautiska finans€juma iesp&jam) un atbildétu uz
interesentu jautajumiem.

2023. gada autors veicis analizi, lai noteiktu faktoru pozitivo un negativo ietekmi uz
nekustama kultliras mantojuma attistibu, ka arT ietekmes btitiskumu. Faktora ietekmes nozimigumu
nosaka tas, cik specigi faktors ietekme nekustama kultiiras mantojuma attistibu no §ada viedokla:

e iesaistito pusu labbiitiba un sabiedribas atticksme pret nekustama kultiiras mantojuma
objektu attistibu;

e pieejamo resursu optimals sadalijums, planoto un koordin&to darbibu veicinasana;

e nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektu attistibas iesp&ju veicinasana;

e iesaistito puSu sadarbibas veicinasana;
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e piekluves nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektiem un to izmantoSanas veicinaSana.

2.7. tabula
Faktoru pasreizgja ietekme uz nekustama kultiiras mantojuma sociali ekonomiska potenciala
attistibu
Domingjosa | Faktora
Kategorija Faktori patreizéja'> | nozimi-
ietekme* gums**
Politiskie Planosanas dokumenti valsts un regionala/vietéja limeni - XXX
Pasakumu koording€$ana ilgtspejigai sociali ekonomiskai _ xx
attistibai
Nodoklu politika - XXX
Publiskas un privatas partneribas un savstarpgjie attistibas B ax
projekti
Publiska sektora atbalsts nekustamo kultiiras mantojuma _ X
objektu attistibai
Ekonomiskie Tiurisma attistiba + XXX
Finans€juma pieejamiba + XX
Finansialais slogs - XX
Saglabasanas (konservacijas) politika - XX
Celu infrastruktiiras attistiba un uzturé$ana - XX
Vietgja razoSana un amatnieciba + XX
Attistibas vizija un prioritasu noteik$ana - XX
Socialie Sabiedribas informétiba - XXX
Nekustama mantojuma objektu izmantoSana kultiiras pasakumos | + XX
Tiesiskie un Kultiiras pieminekla statuss ——/+ XXX
administrativie | Dargumu (senlietu) mekléSanas tiesiskais regul&jums —/+ XX
Zaudéjumu noveértéjums un cietuso pusu atbalsts - XXX
Administrativie aspekti - X
Tehnologiskie | Nekustama mantojuma objektu tehniskais stavoklis (saglabatibas 3 «
un vides faktori | [imenis)
Vides aspekti —/+ XX
Ar sadarbibu Marketinga aspekti + X
saistitie faktori | Zinatniska pétnieciba un izglitiba - XX
Sadarbiba starp ieinteresétajam pusém - XXX
Informativais atbalsts - X

9

* Parsvara pozitivi (iespgjas) “+”, negativi (draudi) “—, gan (atbilstoSos aspektos) pozitivi, gan negativi “—/+”,
vairak negativi neka pozitivi “— —/+".
** Loti nozimigi faktori “xxx”, nozimigi faktori “xx”, mazak nozimigi faktori “x”.
Veiktas analizes rezultata tika identificets, ka nekustama kultiiras mantojuma bitiskakie
attistibas Skersli Latvija ir:
e nepietiekams sabiedribas izpratnes lIimenis par nekustama kultliras mantojuma nozimi un
ta sociali ekonomisko lomu;
e sociali ekonomisko aspektu nenovértésana tiesiskaja regul&juma un stratégiskaja planosana

(t. sk. saistiba ar kultiiras pieminekla statusu saistitie ierobezojumi un papildizdevumi,

132023. gada augusta.
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kultiiras mantojuma objektiem nodarito zaudéjumu nepietickama novérté$ana no sociali
ekonomiska viedokla un cietuSo pusu sociali ekonomisko intereSu aizsardzibas trikums
kultiiras mantojuma objektu bojasanas gadijuma);

nepietickama sadarbiba starp ieinteresétajam pusém (ipasi — privato un publisko sektoru).

Nekustama kultliras mantojuma attistibu veicinosie faktori Latvija ir:

pakapeniska viet§ja un starptautiska kultliras tlrisma attisttba un bitiska tlirisma
infrastruktiiras un pakalpojumu uzlabosana (t. sk. nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektu
izmantoSana kulttiras aktivitatém, ar vietgjas produkcijas razosanu un amatniecibu saistitas
aktivitates). Ar tlrisma attistibu ir saistits arT nekustama kultliras mantojuma objektu
attistibas projektu TstenoSanas pieaugums;

nacionala un starptautiska finans€juma pieejamiba nekustama kultliras mantojuma objektu
atjaunosanai.

Jaatzimé, ka cits nekustama kultliras mantojuma attistibu veicinosSais faktors ir saistits ar

nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektu IpaSnieku motivaciju, ripibu un profesionalitates
paaugstinasanu (Kairiss, Olevska, 2021a).

AtsevisSku noteikto ietekmes faktoru, ka arT faktoru grupu izp@tes aprobacija tika veikta

ekspertu interviju / aprobacijas gaita, ka ar1 zinatnisko konferencu gaita, piemeram:

politiskie faktori — Kairiss, Olevska, 2021a (ekspertu intervijas), Kairiss, Olevska, 2021c
(eksperta intervija), starptautiska zinatniska konference “Kulttiras krustpunkti 20217,
starptautiska zinatniska konference “Eiropas Arheologu asociacijas 27. ikgadgja
konference”, Kultiras ministrijas un Latvijas PaSvaldibu savienibas ekspertu fokuséta
sanaksme;

ekonomiskie faktori — Kairiss, Olevska, 2021a (ekspertu intervijas), Kairiss, Olevska,
2021c (eksperta intervija), starptautiskd zinatniska konference “Kultiiras krustpunkti
20217, starptautiska zinatniska konference “Eiropas Arheologu asociacijas 27. ikgadgja
konference”, starptautiska zinatniska konference “/CEREE 20217, Kultliras ministrijas un
Latvijas Pagvaldibu savienibas ekspertu fokus@ta sanaksme;

socialie faktori — Kairiss, Olevska, 2021c (ekspertu intervijas), I[COMOS starptautiska
zinatniska konference 2022, starptautiska zinatniska konference “Eiropas arheologu
asociacijas 27. ikgadgja konference”;

tiesiskie un administrativie faktori — starptautiska zinatniska konference “Kultlras
krustpunkti 20207, Kairiss, Olevska, 2021a (ekspertu intervijas), Kairiss, Olevska, 2021c
(ekspertu intervijas), starptautiska zinatniska konference “Eiropas Arheologu asociacijas
28. ikgadgja konference”, starptautiska zinatniska konference “ICEREE 20227,
starptautiska zinatniska konference ‘“Eiropas arheologu asociacijas 29. ikgadgja
konference”, Olevska-Kairisa, Kairiss 2023 (ekspertu intervijas);

tehnologiskie un vides faktori — Kairiss, Olevska, 2021a (ekspertu intervijas), Kairiss,
Olevska, 2021c¢ (ekspertu intervijas);

ar sadarbibu saistitie faktori — Kairiss, Olevska, 2021a (ekspertu intervijas), Kairiss,
Olevska, 2021c (ekspertu intervijas), Kultiiras ministrijas un Latvijas Pagvaldibu savienibas
ekspertu fokuséta sanaksme.
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Izstradato faktoru saraksts tika sniegts NKMP un UNESCO Latvijas nacionalas komisijas
ekspertiem izstradata Nekustama kultiiras mantojuma parvaldibas un sociali ekonomiskas attistibas
metodologiska ietvara aprobacijas ietvaros.

2.7. Sociali ekonomiskie indikatori ilgtspéjigiem kultiiras mantojuma attistibas
projektiem

Primara publikacija — Kairiss, Geipele, Olevska-Kairisa, 2023.

Lai pieraditu jaunu nozares atzaru un attistibas projektu ilgtsp&ju, sabiedrisko un sociali
ekonomisko pamatojumu, parasti izmanto atbilstoSus indikatorus (Geipele et al., 2015; Nocca,
2017). Izn@mums nav arT nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektu (piem&ram, veésturisko &ku, pilu,
muizu, arheologisko vietu u. c.) saglabaSana, restauracija un citi ieguldijumi tajos, tadgjadi ir
nepiecieSams pilnigs projekta ilgtspgjibas pamatojums. Attiecigos indikatorus pieprasa
sponsorgjosas un Iidzeklus kontrolgjosas iestades. Piemeram, iestadei/organizacijai, kas iesniedz
kultiras mantojuma projekta pieteikumu Eiropas Regionalas attistibas fondam, ir javeic finan§u un
ekonomiska analize, ietverot atbilstosus sociali ekonomiskos indikatorus (MK noteikumi Nr. 635).

Sociali ekonomiskie ieguvumi un uzraudzibas indikatori ka dala no prasibam, kas noteiktas
speka esoSajos valdibas noradijumos (apraksts sniegts Latvijas tiesiskajam regulg&jumam
pievienotajos metodiskajos materialos, pieméram, Kultliras ministrija, 2016a, 2016b) projekta
iesnieguma apstiprinasanai ir samera vienkarSoti un attiecas uz:

e ieguvumiem no tiirisma pliismas pieauguma; vietgja tiirista vienas dienas brauciens (par $o
un citiem ieguvumiem — dati par viet&jo un arvalstu tliristu vidgjo uzturéSanas ilgumu, ka
ar vietgja un arvalstu tirista vidgjo transporta izdevumu apméru, &dinasanu, izmitinasanu
u. c. nodro§ina Latvijas Centrala statistikas parvalde; lai aprékinatu ieguvumus no vietgjo
vienas dienas tiiristu piesaistes, vispirms tiek aprékinats turistu skaita pieaugums un vietgjo
tiristu procentualais picaugums, iegitais skaitlis tiek reizinats ar celotgja vid€jo atstato
summa diena (22,30 EUR 2015. gada péc Latvijas Centralas statistikas parvaldes datiem);

e ieguvumiem no tlirisma plismas pieauguma — vietgja tlirista vairaku dienu brauciena;

e ieguvumiem no tlirisma pliismas pieauguma — arzemju tiirista vienas dienas celojuma;

e ieguvumiem no tlirisma plismas picauguma — arzemju tiirista vairaku dienu brauciena;

e labumu gtsanu no nodoklu ieneémumiem par raditajam darbavietam;

e sagaidamo atbalstamo kultiras mantojuma un tirisma objektu apmeklgjumu skaita
pieaugumu, salidzinot ar 2015. gadu'4;

e atbalstito kultiiras mantojuma objektu skaitu;

e jaunizveidoto pakalpojumu skaitu atbalstitajos kultiras mantojuma objektos.

Ieprieks minétie indikatori ir érti lietojami un diezgan viegli izm&rami, izmantojot vidgjos
lielumus, tacu tie skiet nepietiekami, lai novertetu projekta lietderibu $adu iemeslu del:

142015. gads bija bazes gads, kas tika izmantots konkrétajai metodikai.
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e tie attiecas tikai uz dazam tlirisma iezZim&m, nodoklu ien€mumiem, atbalstito objektu skaitu
un jaunizveidotiem pakalpojumiem. Ir arT citas nozimigas jomas, ko ietekm& nekustamo
kultiras mantojuma objektu raditie sociali ekonomiskie ieguvumi (sakot no kultiiras
aktivitasu un vietjas razoSanas veicinasanas I1dz socialajai ieklauSanai, labbttibai utt.);

e tie nepilnigi atspogulo sociali ekonomiskos ieguvumus vietjai sabiedribai un citam
ieinteres€tajam personam jomas, ko projekti skar tieSi vai netiesi.

Nemot vera iepriek§ minéto, pasreizgja petijuma ir izveidots sociali ekonomisko indikatoru
kopums nekustama kultliras mantojuma attistibas projektu ilgtsp&jigai Tstenosanai (lai novertetu
kultiiras mantojuma objektu saglabasanas/regeneracijas raditos daudzdimensionalos ieguvumus).
Sie indikatori raksturo (pozitivas) sociali ekonomiskas izmainas, kas notiku$as (vai planotas)
nekustama kultiiras mantojuma projektu attistibas rezultata, piemeram, pateicoties senas pils
renovacijai (attistibas projekts), paSvaldiba ierodas vairak apmeklétaju (1. raditajs — (pieaug)
objekta/noteiktas teritorijas apmekl&umu skaits), tatad tas rada pamatu vietgjas partikas un
suveniru razos$anai un tirdzniecibai (2. raditajs — (pieaug) amatnieku/amatniecibas izstradajumu
razotaju skaits).

Indikatori tika noteikti, analiz&jot zinatnisko literatliru, 22 apstiprinatus ES lidzfinans&to
Latvijas projektu pieteikumus, politikas planosanas dokumentus, tiesisko regulgjumu, nacionalos
un starptautiskos metodiskos materialus un ieteikumus. Indikatoru kopas praktiska lietderiba ir
saistita ar to tiilit€jas izmantoSanas iesp&jam sabiedriskaja politika (t. sk. sabiedribas informétibas
veidosana par nekustama kultliras mantojuma attistibas projektu lietderibu) un projektu
pieteikumos projektu konkurétsp&jas paaugstinasanai.

Indikatori tika iedaliti 10 ietekmes kategorijas (atseviSkas galvenas kategorijas tika iedalitas
apakskategorijas), kas veidoja visaptveroSo ietekmes novertgjuma matricu — kopa 96 individualos
indikatorus. Tukuma novada tika veikta sakotngji izveidota indikatoru saraksta pilottestéSana un
precizéts atbilstoss indikatoru iedalijums kategorijas.

2.8. tabula

Sociali ekonomisko indikatoru kategorijas nekustama kultiiras mantojuma attistibas projektos,
Kairiss, Geipele, Olevska-Kairisa, 2023

Kategorija un Meérijums (izméramas izmainas)/ parsvara Patlaban Latvija veicams
apakskategorija (indikatoru | istermina/ilgtermina ietekme'’/ tieSa/ netieSa | merijums attistibas projektu
skaits) saikne ar rezultatiem joma

1. Turisma attistiba (27) Apmeklétaju plisma, kas péc tam rada Vietgjo/arzemju taristu
1.1. pieprasijums (8) sabiedriskus ekonomiskus labumus apmeklgjumu skaits (vienas vai
1.2. piedavajums (15) 1.1. Tstermina ietekme un tiesa saikne vairaku dienu braucieni) x

1.3. ekonomiska ietekme (4) | 1.2.—1.3. Ilgtermina ietekme un netie$a saikne |celotaja atvéleta vidéja summa
diena; jaunizveidoto pakalpojumu
skaits atbalstitajos kultiiras
mantojuma objektos

2. Kultaras aktivitates (15) Kulttiras dzives attistiba un ar to saistitie -
2.1. pieprasijums (3) sabiedriskie ekonomiskie labumi

!5 Termini ir nosaciti un attiecas uz laika posmu, kada p&c projekta pabeigSanas bis identificgjama sociali
ekonomiska attistiba, ko ietekmés projekta rezultati. Tiek pienemts, ka Istermina ir lidz vienam gadam, ilgtermina —
vairak neka viens gads (atseviskos gadfjumos — vairaki gadi).
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2.2. piedavajums (6)
2.3. ekonomiska ietekme (6)

2.1.-2.2. Tstermina ietekme un tie3a saikne
2.3. Ilgtermina ietekme un netieSa saikne

3. Vietgja razoSana (8)

Vietgja amatnieciba/partikas razo$ana un ar to
saistitie sabiedriskie ekonomiskie labumi.
Tlgtermina ietekme un netieSa saikne

4. Sociala ieklausana (7)

Vietgjo iedzivotaju (t. sk. mazak aizsargato
cilveku grupu) iesaistiSana kultiiras aktivitates,
NVO u. c. attistiba kultiiras joma

Ilgtermina ietekme un netiesa saikne

5. Nekustamais Tpasums un
infrastruktiira (12)

Biivnieciba (t.sk. publiska infrastruktiira),
noma, €ku izmantoSana u.c. un ar to saistitie
sabiedriskie ekonomiskie labumi.
Tlgtermina ietekme un netieSa saikne

6. Kulttras IpaSuma
atjaunosana (8)

Vésturisko &ku un citu objektu stavoklis,
objektu izmantoS$ana u. c. un ar to saistitie
sabiedriskie ekonomiskie labumi
TIstermina ietekme un tie$a saikne

Atbalstito kultiiras mantojuma
objektu skaits

7. Finansu ietekme (3)

Izmainas nodoklu ieneémumos (gan valsts, gan
vietgja limeni), viet§jo iedzivotaju ienakumos
utt.

Ilgtermina ietekme un netiesa saikne

Ieguvumi no nodoklu
ienémumiem par darbvietam, kas
izveidotas atbalstamajos kulttiras
mantojuma objektos

8. Tedzivotaju labbitiba; vide
®

Vietgjo iedzivotaju apmierinatibas Iimenis ar |-
publisko infrastrukttiru, vidi, nodarbinatibu,
valsts ien€mumiem u. c., ka arT lepnuma
Itmenis par piederibu konkrétai teritorijai
Ilgtermina ietekme un netiesa saikne

9. Izglitiba un zinatne (6) Zinatniskie pétijumi, publikacijas, ar -
mantojuma objektiem saistita izglitiba,
studentu prakse u. c.

Ilgtermina ietekme un netiesa saikne

10. Masu mediji un socialie
tikli (2)

Masu mediju interese un socialo tiklu aktivitate |—
Istermina ietekme un tiesa saikne

Analitiska darba gaita tika izvirzita hipotéze, ka indikatoru sistémas efektivu ievieSanu
Latvija kavé nepiecieSamo mérjjumu datu trikums, no vienas puses, un nepietickama
inform@&tiba/izpratne starp iesaistitajam pusém (projekta istenotajiem, viet€jiem iedzivotajiem un
projektu vaditajiem) par kultiiras mantojuma objektu attistibas projektu plasaku sociali
ekonomisko ietekmi (un ietekmi citas jomas), no otras puses. Tadgjadi fokuss tiek novirzits uz
indikatoriem, kas lielakoties ir tieSi saistiti ar projekta rezultatiem un kas neraksturo ilgtermina
attistibu.

Katrs indikators tika papildinats ar informaciju par mérvienibam un sakotngjiem
informacijas avotiem, kas izmantojami merjjumiem.

Tika nemti veéra $adi pienémumi:

e visi indikatori raksturo situaciju noteiktaja laika perioda (piem&ram, gada, sezona, ménesi

u. ¢.) un teritorija (piem&ram, pasvaldiba vai apdzivotaja vieta);

e indikatori ne vienmer ir tieSi saistiti ar kultiiras mantojuma objektu attistibu, jo sociali
ekonomiskas izmainas var ietekmét citi faktori;
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e vienkarSibas labad tika pienemts, ka indikatori raksturo attistibu, kas sniedz labumu
sabiedribai, nenemot véra iespg&jamos riskus (piem&ram, ieverojamu tiristu skaita
pieaugumu, kas var izraisit vides piesarnojuma pieaugumu u. c.);

e dazadas indikatoru kategorijas ir savstarpgji saistitas un var raksturot vairakas sociali
ekonomiskas attistibas jomas.

Lai aprobeétu indikatoru sarakstu, 2022.gada maija—junija tika veikta Latvijas pasvaldibu,
Vietgjas ricibas grupu,'® ka ari vairaku valsts iestdzu un asocidciju aptauja. Aptaujas mérkis bija
novertét indikatoru piemérotibu, novertét iesp&jas ieglt datus to mériSanai, ka ari papildinat
informaciju par datu avotiem mérfjumiem katra indikatora ietvaros. Lielakas respondentu grupas
tika izveletas, nemot vera pasvaldibu un Vietgjo ricibas grupu dalibnieku istenoto nekustamo
TpaSumu attistibas projektu skaitu.

Aptaujas anketa tika sagatavota latvieSu valoda un izsitita e-pasta visam Latvijas
pasvaldibam (43 pasvaldibas), visam Vietgjam ricibas grupam (35), Latvijas viesnicu un restoranu
asociacijai, Latvijas Pilu un muizu asociacijai, Latvijas Investiciju un attistibas agenttiras Tlirisma
departamentam un Latvijas Republikas Lauku atbalsta dienestam. Atbildes tika sanemtas e-pasta.
Aptaujas rezultatu apstrade tika izmantota MS Excel un Jamovi programmatiira.

Atbildi sniedza 20 pasvaldibas (13 novadu pasvaldibas un septinas valstspils€tas (46,5 %),
tris Vietgjas ricibas grupas (8,6 %), Latvijas pilu un muizu asociacija, ka art Latvijas Investiciju un
attistibas agentiiras Turisma departaments un Latvijas Republikas Lauku atbalsta dienests. Anketa
ietverto jautajumu saturs skara vairakas saistitas jomas, tap&c anketas aizpildiSana parasti piedalijas
vairaki vienas un tas pasas respondentu organizacijas parstavji.

Respondentiem vértésanai nodotaja anketa bija $adi dati:

e icprieck§ defingtas datu kopas — kategorija/apakskategorija (indikatorus vienojosa
kategorija), indikators (konkréti indikatori katra kategorija/apakskategorija), ieteicamais
mérijums (EUR, skaits, procenti vai citas mérvienibas);

e aizpildamas datu kopas — piem@rojamiba (katra indikatora piemérotibas Iimenis skala no
“0” (nav piemerots) l1dz “3” (1abi pieme&rots)), datu pieejamiba (sp&ja ieglit datus merisanai
skala no “0” (nav iesp&jams iegiit me&rfjumu datus) Iidz “3” (viegli ieglit me&rfjumu datus))
un citi iespgjamie merjumu datu ieguves avoti/komentari.

Turpmak tiek atspoguloti pasvaldibu aptaujas rezultati, jo respondences ITmenis Vietgjas
ricibas grupas nav bijis pietickami augsts, savukart citu atsevisku respondentu organizaciju atbildes
nav statistiski salidzinamas ar pasvaldibu aptaujas rezultatiem.

Respondentiem tika lfigts izvertét visu indikatoru ‘“Piemérotiba” un “Datu pieejamiba”

=

dimensijas, tadgjadi tika veikta indikatoru ranz&Sana katra kategorija un apakSkategorija.

16 Viet&ja ricibas grupa ir publisko un privato partneru apvieniba, kas darbojas noteikta teritorija ar iedzivotaju skaitu
robezas. Lauku attistibas programmas pasakumam — no 10 Iidz 65 tikstosiem, Ricibas programmas pasakumam — no
10 lidz 125 takstoSiem. https://www.lad.gov.lv/lv/leader-pieejas-istenosana-2014-2020.
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Piemérotiba M Mérijumu datu pieejamiba M Vidéjais

2.4. att. Pasvaldibu indikatoru kategoriju/apakskategoriju novertejums (max = 3), Kairiss,
Geipele, Olevska-Kairisa, 2023.

Dazam indikatoru kategorijam dimensiju vertibu atSkiriba ir bitiska, piem€ram,
“ledzivotaju labbutiba™; kategorijai “Vide” tas parsniedz 19 % (dominé “piemérotiba”),
“Nekustamais TpaSums un infrastruktira” — 16 % (doming€ “datu pieejamiba”), “Tirisma attistiba
(ekonomiska ietekme)” — 14 % (doming “piemé&rotiba”), “Turisma attistiba (pieprasijums)” — 10 %
(doming “piemerotiba”). Tas, ka doming “piemérotiba”, atseviskos gadijumos var€tu liecinat par
pasvaldibu izpratni par §1s vai citas indikatoru grupas potencialo nozimi, bet liecina par gritibam
ieglt attiecigos datus (neuzkrasanu vai nepietiekamu izmantoSanu) pasvaldibu Iiment. Ka c€loni
§im gritibam respondenti cita starpa mingjusi pasvaldibu, t. sk. tOrisma informacijas centru,
resursu trikumu datu vak$ana un apstrade, griitibas ieglit datus no privatpersonam un NVO.
AtseviSkos gadijumos paSvaldibas atzina konkrétu datu neievakSanu, jo ieprieks nav saskatijusas
konkreta indikatora lietderibu.

Gadijumi, kad domingé “Datu pieejamiba”, liecina par mazaku Skietamu vai realu
kopsakaribu (péc respondentu domam) starp indikatoru kategoriju un tas iesp&jamo ietekmi uz
realizéta projekta rezultatiem, kas IpaSi raksturigi ilgtermina attistibas (ietekmes) indikatoru
grupam, pieméram, ‘“Nekustamais TpaSums un infrastruktiira”.

Rezultati liecina, ka visaugstak tika novertéti indikatori, kas ir vieglak izm&rami (“Trisma
attistiba (pieprasijums)”, “Turisma attistiba (piedavajums)”, “Kultiiras aktivitates”, “Masu mediji
un socialie tikli”). Tapat augsti noverteti ar projekta rezultatiem tiesi saistitie raditaji (“Kulttras
TpaSuma atjaunoSana). Tadgjadi no seSam indikatoru kategorijam/apakskategorijam (“Kultiiras
aktivitates (piedavajums)”, “Kultiras ipaSuma atjauno$ana”, “Turisma attistiba (pieprasijums)”,
“Masu mediji un socialie tikli”, “Kultiiras aktivitates (pieprasijums)”, “Turisma attistiba
(piedavajums)”), kas dalija pirmas piecas vietas, piecas kategorijas raksturo istermina ietekme un
tieSa saikne ar projekta rezultatiem.
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Vispieticigak visas pasvaldibas novertgjusas indikatorus, kas saistiti ar finansu aprékiniem
un prognozém (ekonomiska un finansiala ietekme), ilgtermina attistibu (nekustamais TpaSums un
infrastruktiira), socialo ieklauSanu, zinatnes un izglitibas attistibu. Ar iedzivotaju labbutibu un vidi
saistitie indikatori tika novertéti vidéja liment.

Indikatoru analize lauj pienemt, ka dazkart indikators ir piemerots, bet ta mériSanai nav
pietickami daudz datu (piem€ram, nav atbilstoSas statistikas paSvaldibu Iimeni), vai tiesi otradi —
dati ir vai var but pieejami, tacu indikators tiek izmantots retak, jo nav isti skaidrs, vai un ka to
piemérot. Pirmie gadijumi lidz ar to prasa lielaku uzmanibu pieverst datu iegliSanai un apstradei,
otrie — pasa indikatora izmantoSanas iespgjam, adresgjot to attiecigajam ieinteres€tajam pusém.

Kultaras aktivitates (piedavajums) 2:41
Kultdras ipaSuma atjaunosana 2,29 -
Tarisma attistiba (pieprasijums) 2'30-
Masu mediji un socialie tikli 2’2-
Kultaras aktivitates (pieprasijums) 2'2132
Tarisma attistiba (piedavajums) 2122%
ledzivotaju labbatiba; apkartéja vide 00 - o
4 M Valstspilsétas
Kultdras aktivitates (ekonomiska ietekme) nggi‘
Sociala ieklausana 185 - " gaoév\:;bas
Vietéja razosana 3 -
Izglitiba un zinatne 1%592
Finan3u ietekme 1,721:85
Tarisma attistiba (ekonomiska ietekme) 117756
Nekustamais Tpadums un infrastrukttra 127

2.5. att. Indikatoru kategoriju izvertéSana valstspilsétas un novadu pasvaldibas, Kairiss, Geipele,
Olevska-Kairisa, 2023.
Dimensijas vertibas, kas par 10 % parsniedz otras dimensijas vertibu, ir atzimé&tas ar atbilstosu krasu.

2.5. attela redzamie dati liecina par biitiskam atskirtbam valstspilsétu un novadu pasvaldibu
viedoklos par vairakam indikatoru grupam, kas, visticamak, ir balstitas aktualu socialo jautajumu
risinaSana. Tadgjadi valstspilsétas lielaks uzsvars tiek likts uz labbitibu, vidi, socialo ieklausanu,
kulttiras ipasuma atjaunoSanu, masu medijiem un socialajiem tikliem, savukart novadu pasvaldibas
uzsver vietgjo ekonomisko tradiciju (vietgjas razo$anas) nozimi. Valstspilsétas nedaudz augstak
verté finansialas un ekonomiskas ietekmes, ka ari tlirisma attistibas (pieprasijuma) indikatoru
izmantoSanu.

Kopuma zemakajas vietas ierindojusies indikatori, kas saistiti ar finansialo un ekonomisko
ietekmi, izglitibas un zinatnes attistibu un 1pasi — nekustamo Tpasumu un infrastruktiiras attistibu,
kas, visticamak, liecina par to novertesanas sareZgitibu un saikni ar ilgtermina attistibu.
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2.9. tabula

Top 10 indikatori (sakartoti péc kopveértéjuma, piemérotibas un datu pieejamibas), Kairiss,
Geipele, Olevska-Kairisa, 2023

Vidgjais vertéjums (max = 3) Rangs (no 96 raditajiem)
Indikators Meérvieniba
Kopa | piemeérotiba q d.atu_ Kopa | piemérotiba q d'atu_
pieejamiba pieejamiba
6.1. pasvaldibas teritorija
esosie nekustamic kultaras skaits | 2,711 | 2,684 2,737 1 2 1
pieminekli (iedaliti p&c veida
un nozimes)
L.14. tarisma informacijas | o ucvai0n | 2675 | 2,650 2,700 2 3 3
centru klatienes apmekléjums
2 LIS G | gopeoron | ey | 257 pai 3 5 2
muzeji, galerijas, teatri utt.)
ool i skaits vai % | 2,625 | 2,950 2,300 4 1 2

teritorijas apmekléjumi

1.2.15. kultiiras mantojuma

objekti (pilskalni, pilis,

pilsdrupas, vésturiskas eékas skaits 2,575 2,550 2,600 5 8 7

u.c.), kas ir pieejami
/! lﬁtﬁjipm

1.1.5. pasvaldibas tarisma
interneta vietnes apmekl&jumi
(ja iespgjams - ar datiem par

ottt A 1, skaits vai % | 2,575 2,500 2,650 6 11 4
kuriem attiecas projekti)

apskati tajas)

6.7. vesturisko &ku un citu

kultaras objektu atjaunosanas/ skaits 2,526 2,526 2,526 7 9 11
restauracijas projekti

2.2.5. materialas ekspozicijas skaits vai % | 2,500 2,556 2,444 8 7 15
;zs';k';;gia“‘ze“e kultaras skaits vai % | 2,474 | 2,368 2,579 9 20 8
1.2.11. tarisma galamérka :1]::;[:11)51?

latvie$u valodas materialos ieklai o > | 2,466 2,300 2,632 10 34 5

ieklautie kultiras objekti ik it

10.1. reportazas, raidijumi,

e . skaits 2,447 2,526 2,368 11 10 18
publikacijas masu medijos
1.2.12. tarisma galamérka ;l::i?pir;
sve§valodu materialos ieklautie ieklai to | 2,425 2,300 2,550 13 35 9

kulturas objekti objektu skaits

4.7. dziesmu, deju u. c.

kolektivi, kas darbojas kultiiras skaits 2,421 2,211 2,632 14 43 6
objektos (izmanto tos)
1.1.3. pasmaju apmekletaji skaits vai % | 2,325 2,600 2,050 21 4 50

3.4. licences, kas izsniegtas
tirdzniecibai kultiiras pasakumu

(piem., svétku, festivalu u. c.) skaits vai % | 2,275 2,000 2,550 28 57 10
laika

8.1. iedzivotaji, kas ir

apmierinati ar kulttiras % 2,263 2,579 1,947 30 6 58

pakalpojumu piedavajumu

Indikatora kartas numurs norada ta piederibu konkrétajai vienojosajai indikatoru kategorijai un/vai
indikatoru apakSkategorijai. Treknraksta atziméti tie indikatori, kas dal&ji atbilst aktualajiem
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projektu verteésanas kritérijiem, kas paredzeti nacionalajos normativajos aktos (t. sk. metodika un
vadlinijas).

Indikators ir visos 3 topos

Indikators ir 2 topos

Indikators ir tikai viena topa (topa p&c piemérotibas vai datu pieejamibas)

2.9. tabula paraditi tie indikatori, kas ir ieklauti top 10 gan p&c kopgja vidgja rezultata
(kopverteéjuma), gan péc piemérotibas un datu pieejamibas vidéjiem rezultatiem. Tikai Cetri raditaji
pec kopgja vidgja rezultata ir ieklauti top 10 pec piemerotibas un datu pieejamibas vidgjiem
rezultatiem. Indikatora piemérotibas vai datu pieejamibas vidgjie raditaji lielakoties (dazreiz —
butiski) atSkiras. Tas nozimé, ka indikatora ieklauSana piemérotibas vai datu pieejamibas top 10
negaranté ta ieklauSanu top 10 p&c kop&ja vidgja vertéjuma un norada, ka, vértgjot indikatoru
ievieSanu praksg, ir janem vera abas dimensijas.

Aplukojot top 10 indikatorus p&c kopgja vidgja rezultata, var pienemt, ka tie lielakoties
izveleti pec savstarpgji saistitiem kriterijiem — tieSa saikne ar objektu apmeklgjumu/tiirismu (septini
no 10, pieméram, objektu un interneta vietnu apmeklgjums, objektu pieejamiba, marketinga
materiali, kultiras pasakumi un izstazu organizé$ana u. c.) un mérisanas vieglums (septini no 10,
piemeéram, kultiiras pasakumu organizgSana, tlirisma informacijas centru apmekl&jums, marketinga
materialu statistika u. c.), tieSa saikne ar projekta rezultatiem. Dazi no indikatoriem, kas ieklauti
pirmaja desmitnieka, p&c bitibas ir statiski un nav tiesi saistiti ar projekta raditajiem rezultatiem
(pieméram, nekustamo kultiiras pieminek]u skaits pa§valdibas teritorija vai kultiiras iestazu skaits),
tie drizak raksturo vidi pirms projekta TstenoSanas. Savukart, ja indikatori ir netie$i saistiti ar
projekta rezultatiem vai vairak attiecas uz vietgjo iedzivotdaju labbutibu un vajadzibu
apmierinasanu, tie salidzinoSi biezak paradas pirmaja desmitnieka pé&c piemerotibas vai datu
pieejamibas vidgjiem rezultatiem (pieméram, vietjie apmekletaji, dziesmu, deju u. c. kolektivi,
kas darbojas kultiiras objektos (izmanto tos), izsniegtas licences tirdzniecibai kultiiras pasakumu
laika, iedzivotaji, kuri ir apmierinati ar kultiiras pakalpojumu piedavajumu). Visticamak, iemesls
tam ir indikatoru sasaistes gritibas ar projekta rezultatiem (piem&ram, mazaka izpratne par
ekonomiskajiem ieguvumiem, ko paSvaldiba un vietgjie iedzivotaji glist no tirdzniecibas kultiiras
pasakumu laika (kultiiras pasakumi bieZi tiek organizeti kultiiras objektos vai to tie$a tuvuma, lidz
ar to objekti pilda kultirvesturiska fona lomu) vai ka tautas deju un dziesmu kolektiviem ir
lietderigi sava darbiba darboties kultirvésturiska konteksta (tadgjadi bagatinot priekSnesumus un
piesaistot apmekl&tajus), vai gritibas ieglit atbilstoSus mérijumu datus (pieméram, iedzivotaji, kuri
ir apmierinati ar kultiiras pakalpojumu piedavajumu vai viet€jo apmekI&taju piesaisti).

Jaatzimg, ka indikatori, kas atspogulo finansialo un ilgtermina ekonomisko ietekmi, socialo
ieklauSanu, izglitibu un zinatni, netika ieklauti top 10.

Aplikojot top 10 indikatorus gan pec kopgja vidgja vertejuma, gan péc piemérotibas un
datu pieejamibas vidgjiem raditajiem, redzams, ka tikai dazi indikatori dal&ji atbilst aktualajiem
projektu verteSanas kriterijiem, kas noteikti attiecigajos normativos aktos un vadlinijas.

Apkopojot ar indikatoriem saistito p@tfjumu rezultatus, var secinat, ka lielaka dala
indikatoru kategoriju (ekonomiskie ieguvumi un finansiala ietekme, vietéja razoSana, labbiitiba,
sociala ieklauSana, izglitiba un zinatne, nekustamais IpaSums un infrastruktiira) patlaban netiek
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ipasi izmantota, lai inform&tu iedzivotajus vai uzraugos$as iestades. Visaugstak ir novertéti
indikatori, kam raksturiga vieglaka kvantifikacija, datu pieejamiba un vieglaka/atraka sasniegumu
vizualizacija (istermina ietekme), savukart indikatori, kam nepiecieSami finanSu aprékini un
prognozes, ka ari aptaujas, kas parada ilgtermina attistibu (ietekmi), t. sk. sociala ieklausana,
zinatnes un izglitibas attistiba, ir noverteti viszemak (iesp&jams, tas skaidrojams ar nepiecieSamibu
pec ieverojama laika perioda un/vai papildu administrativiem un materialiem ieguldijumiem
mingtajas jomas, lai indikatori varétu paradit attistibu).
Ar indikatoriem saistita p&tijuma rezultati apstiprinaja izvirzito hipotgzi un lava secinat, ka

projektu 1stenotaji kopuma mazak atbalsta indikatorus, kas:

e ir saistiti ar lielaku ieguldjjumu mérfjumu datu iegliSana;

e attiecas uz ilgtermina ietekmi;

e ir netieSi saistiti ar projekta rezultatiem;

e varctu bt saistiti ar papildu materialajiem ieguldijumiem.

Ar indikatoriem saistitaja aptauja tika noskaidrots (piedavajot respondentiem atbildét uz
attiecigiem jautajumiem) arT tas, ka notiek vietgjo iedzivotaju inform&Sana par projektu planosanu
un 1stenosanu, kas ir saistiti ar kultiiras mantojumu, ka arT projektu sociali ekonomisko lietderibu,
cik liela mera vietgjo iedzivotaju viedoklis ietekmé projekta TstenoSanas iesp€jas, vai sociali
ekonomisko indikatoru izmantoSana var padarit efektivaku vietgjo iedzivotaju inform&Sanu par
projekta sociali ekonomisko lietderibu. Tadgjadi aptauja tika apzinati sadarbibas aspekti starp
projektu planotajiem un izstradatdjiem, no vienas puses, un viet€jiem iedzivotdjiem un citam
ieintereséto puSu grupam, no otras puses.

Projektu Tistenotaji parsvara atbalsta indikatoru izmantoSanu, lai informé&tu vietgjos
iedzivotajus par projektu sociali ekonomisko atdevi to planosanas, uzsak$anas un istenosanas fazes
(65 % pasvaldibu atbalsta indikatoru izmantosanu, t. sk. 100 % valstspilsétu un 46,2 % novadu
pasvaldibu; 30 % pasvaldibu nevargja sniegt neparprotamu atbildi, 5 % parsvara neatbalsta; no
pasvaldibam 46,2 % nevargja sniegt neparprotamu atbildi, 7,7 % — parsvara neatbalsta). Tomér
vietgjie iedzivotaji ne vienmer ir informe&ti par So projektu sniegtajiem sociali ekonomiskajiem
ieguvumiem (55 % pasSvaldibu regulari informe (42,9 % valstspilsétu, 61,5 % novadu pasvaldibu),
35 % to dara neregulari (42,9 % valstspilsétu, 30,8 % novadu pasvaldibu), 10 % parasti neinformé
(14,3 % valstspilsétu, 7,7 % novadu pasvaldibu)). Turklat projektu planoSana un istenoSana ne
vienmer tiek nemts vera viet&jo iedzivotaju viedoklis (61 % pasvaldibu viedoklus nem véra, 17 %
nevargja sniegt viennozimigu atbildi, 22 % parsvara nenem véra). Turklat valstspilsétas uzskata
par lietderigaku nemt véra vietgjo iedzivotaju viedokli, neka to dara novadu pasvaldibas (71,5 %
valstspilsétu, 54,6 % novadu pasvaldibu).

Viedoklu atSkiribas starp valstspilsétam un novadu pasvaldibam, visticamak, ir saistitas ar
lielaku indikatoru izmantoSanas pieredzi, monolitaku ekonomiku, ka arT uzskaites un atskaites
kartibas Tpatnibam valstspilsétas. Cits skaidrojums saistits ar iedzivotaju viedokla izteiktaku
ieveéroSanu, planojot vai Tstenojot projektus valstspilsétas.

Izstradatos indikatorus var izmantot nekustama kultliras mantojuma attistibas projektu
planosana un TstenoSana jau patlaban (veiktas indikatoru izp€tes rezultati ir pieejami Latvijas
pasvaldibam, Kultiiras ministrijai un citam iestadém), paaugstinot projektu konkurétspgju,
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pateicoties papildu indikatoru ievieSanai. Tomér to planveida ievieSanu praksg, iesp&jams, biitu
vispiemerotak veikt vienlaikus ar Nekustama kultiras mantojuma parvaldibas un sociali
ekonomiskas attistibas metodologijas izstradi un ieviesanu (2.8. nod.).

Izstradato indikatoru kopums ir saméra plass (96 indikatori), taéu, ka parada veiktas
pasvaldibu aptaujas rezultati, ne visi indikatori ir vienlidz labi izmantojami (piem&ram, objektivu
iemeslu dé] to mérisanai nepietiek datu paSvaldibu Iimeni). Tadgjadi ir nepiecieSams apspriest
indikatoru izmanto$anu starpinstitiiciju sadarbibas ietvaros (t. sk. piedaloties paSvaldibam (to
apvienibam), Kultiiras ministrijai, NKMP, Centralai finan$u un ligumu agentiirai u. c. iestadém)
un vienoties arT par $adiem jautajumiem:

e nekustama kultliras mantojuma attistibas projektos izmantojamie galvenie snieguma
indikatori;

¢ indikatoru izmantoSana (izmantojamie obligatie un rekomendgtie indikatori, rekomend&to
indikatoru “svars” atkariba no to vértibam) kultiiras mantojuma attistibas projektos ar
nacionalo un starptautisko (pieméram, ES) (I1dz)finansgjumu;

e indikatoru izmanto$ana projekta planoSanas faze, lai inform&tu iesaistitds puses

(piemé&ram, viet€jos iedzivotajus) par planota projekta sociali ekonomisko lietderibu;

e indikatoru meérjjumos izmantojamie datu avoti (nepiecieSamibas gadijuma nosakot
papilddatu, ja tadi netiek vakti, vakSanas un apstrades iespgjas).

Nekustama kultiiras mantojuma attistibas projektu sociali ekonomisko indikatoru kopums
ir apstiprinams MK ka Nekustama kultliras mantojuma parvaldibas un sociali ekonomiskas
attistibas metodologijas sastavdala vai Kultliras ministrija ka metodologiskais materials attistibas
projektu joma.

2.8. Nekustama kultiiras mantojuma parvaldibas un sociali ekonomiskas
attistibas metodologiskais ietvars

Primaras publikacijas — Kairiss, 2015; Kairiss, 2017; Kairiss, 2020; Kairiss, Olevska, 2020;
Kairiss, Olevska, 2021a; Kairiss, Olevska, 2021b; Kairiss, Olevska, 2021c; Olevska-Kairisa,
Kairiss, 2023; Kairiss, Geipele, Olevska-Kairisa, 2023.

Nekustama kultiras mantojuma parvaldibas un sociali ekonomiskas attistibas
metodologiska ietvara izstrade ir balstita visu ieprieks§gjo autora publikaciju izstrades gaita veiktaja
izpéte. Metodologiskais ietvars ir izstradats ka pirmais nepiecieSamais un butiskais solis Latvijas
Nekustama kultiiras mantojuma parvaldibas un sociali ekonomiskas attistibas metodologijas
izstradei (8ada metodologija Latvija nav izstradata un ieviesta). Nekustama kultiras mantojuma
parvaldibas un sociali ekonomiskas attistibas metodologija ir izstradajama un ievie$ama cie$a
sadarbiba ar iesaistitajam pusém (pirmkart — Kultliras ministriju, NKMP, pasvaldibam (to
apvienibam) un kultiiras mantojuma objektu Tpasnieku asociacijam, piedaloties arT citam iestadém
un organizacijam, pieméram, Izglitibas un zinatnes ministrijai, Centralas finanSu un ligumu
agentlirai, Latvijas Investiciju un attistibas agentliras Turisma departamentam, planoSanas
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regioniem, Valsts policijai, NVO — profesionalam apvienibam kultiiras mantojuma joma u. c.).
Metodologija biitu apstiprinama MK ka esos$a vidgja termina politikas planosanas dokumenta
(pieméram, kulttirpolitikas pamatnostadnu) sastavdala vai ka atsevisks metodologisks dokuments.

Izveidotais metodologiskais ietvars ir praktisks, t. i., tas ir vérsts uz praktisku problému
risinasanu un balstas vairakos pamatos:

e neckustamaja kultiiras mantojuma ieintereséto pusu un to sociali ekonomisko interesu
noteikSana;

e politisko, ekonomisko, socialo, tiesisko, administrativo, tehnologisko, vides un ar
sadarbibu saistito faktoru ietekmes analizg, t. sk., sabiedribas un institucionala informétiba,
planosanas dokumentu un tiesibu aktu kvalitaté, publiska un privata sektora un NVO
sadarbiba, ka art sadarbiba ar akadémiskajam aprindam un masu medijiem;

e sociali ekonomisko indikatoru izmanto$ana.

Metodologiskaja ietvara ir noteikts nacionalais un viet&jais Iimenis. Pamatu sadalfjumam
veido veicamo aktivitaSu meérogs un virziba. Nacionalaja liment veicamas aktivitates ir vairak
saistitas ar atbalstu, monitoringu, normativo aktu pilnveidosanu, finansgjuma avotu nodrosinasanu,
labakas prakses apkopo$anu, stratégiskas sadarbibas veidosanu, savukart viet€ja limeni aktivitates
butiskak skar konkrétus attistibas projektus, sadarbibu ar viet€jo kopienu, dzivoSanas vides
uzlabosanu, konkréto sociali ekonomisko intereSu apmierinasanu. Jaatzimé, ka metodologiskais
ietvars dalgji attiecas arTl uz regionalo planoSanu, ja veicamas aktivitates (pieméram, vairakas
pasvaldibas attista attiecigu projektu) skar vairak neka vienu pasvaldibu. Tadgjadi regionalaja
Iiment var tikt nodrosinata darbibas koordinacija un veicinata iesaistito pusu sadarbiba.

Metodologiska ietvara posmi (2.6. att.) izriet cits no cita. Saskana ar autoram pieejamo
informaciju, nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektu uzskaites sistéma nacionalaja liment patlaban
ir attistibas procesd, tadgjadi metodologiskaja ietvara ir ieviests ievadposms — “Aktivu
novertgjums”, jo bez sakotngjas pieejamo resursu esamibas un to stavokla izveértéSanas parvaldiba
un attistiba nav iesp&jama. Sis ievadposms ir aktuals tikai uz metodologiska ietvara pamata
izstradatas metodologijas pirmreiz€jas izmanto$anas gadijuma, jo turpmak tas ieklaujas posma
“IstenoSana un uzturé$ana”, kllistot par uzturgSanas sastavdalu. Aktivu noveértéjuma posma
pamatjautajums ir — kada ir esosa attistibas baze.

Analizes un planosanas posms attiecas uz ieintereséto pusu un to sociali ekonomisko
intereSu noteikSanu (t. sk. skaidrojot iesaistitajam pusém attistibas lietderibu no sociali ekonomiska
viedokla), nacionalas, regionalas, vietgjas politikas analizi un planosanu, ietekmgjoso faktoru
analizi, piem€rojamo sociali ekonomisko indikatoru noteikSanu, sakotngja sociali ekonomiska
novertejuma veikSanu, finanséjuma planosanu, projektu planosanu, nepiecieSamas sadarbibas
planosanu un iesaksanu u. c. aktivitatem. Analizes un planosanas posma pamatjautajumi ir — kas
tieSi biitu attistams, kadi faktori to nosaka. Kam un kadam sociali ekonomiskajam intereseém atbilst
attistiba. Kas ir nepiecieSams attistibas TstenoSanai. Ka tiks nodro$inata istenoto projektu ilgtspgja
un izmeriti sasniegtie rezultati.

IstenoSanas un uzturéSanas posms attiecas uz praktisko pasakumu veikSanu nacionalas,
regionalas, vietjas politikas un tiesiskd regul&juma pilnveidosanai, atbalsta nodro$inasanu
attistibas projektiem un projektu TstenoSanu, kultliras objektu uzturéSanas nodroSinasanu,
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sabiedribas un institliciju informétibas nodrosinasanu (koncentrgjoties uz sociali ekonomiskajam
interesém un ieguvumiem), aktivu novértésanas nodrosinasanu. IstenoSanas un uzturésanas posma
pamatjautajums ir — kas ir darams, lai attistiba tiktu stenota p€c iespgjas atbilstosi veiktajai
analizei, planosanai un iepriek$noteiktajam sociali ekonomiskajam interesém.

Rezultatu monitoringa posms attiecas uz sasniegta progresa novertgjumu, atbilstibas
noteik§anu galvenajiem snieguma indikatoriem, neatbilstibu un nepilnibu noteikSanu un analizi,
veikto tiesiska reguléjuma un planosanas dokumentu grozijumu ietekmes izvertéSanu. Rezultatu
monitoringa posma pamatjautajumi ir — vai un kada meéra ir Tstenota planota attistiba; kapec
iznakums ir tieSi $ads; vai sasniegtie rezultati ir ilgtsp&jigi.

Aktivu - N

S 1. Analize un plano3ana

novértéjums

Nacionalas, regionalas, vietejas

politikas analize un planosana;
projektu planosana

Esoso resursu
sakotnéjs
novéertejums

2. Isteno$ana un uzturésana
4. Turpn'_\ftk_iis attistibas Nacionalas, regionalas, vietéjas
VErtesana politikas/ projektu

Turpmakas attistibas virzienu istenosana; tiesiska regulé&juma
definésana pilnveido3ana; kulttras objektu
uzturésana

3. Rezultatu monitorings

Sasniegta progresa novertejums

2.6. att. Nekustama kultiras mantojuma parvaldibas un sociali ekonomiskas attistibas
metodologiska ietvara posmi.

Rezultatu monitoringa posms vairak attiecas uz iepriek$g€ja posma Tstenoto aktivitasu
novertésanu, tacu izdaritie secingjumi veido sakotngjo pamatu posmam “Turpmakas attistibas
vertésana” (kura gaita, nemot vera izdarttos secinajumus, tiek izveidota turpmakas attistibas vizija),
tadgjadi veidojot nepartraukto ciklu un iesakot jaunu attistibas periodu.

Katrs posms ietver vairakas aktivitates, kuru pamatojums un veikSanas nepiecieSamiba ir
noradita pétijuma rezultatos autora publikacijas.

AktivitaSu institucionala piederiba var tikt noteikta, nemot vera iesaistito institliciju
veicamas funkcijas, Nekustama kultliras mantojuma parvaldibas un sociali ekonomiskas attistibas
metodologijas izstrades gaitd. Attieciba uz aktivita$u istenoSanas laika periodiem janorada, ka dala
no tam (Ipasi aktivu novert€juma un analizes un planoSanas posma ietvaros) prasa butiskakus laika
un darba resursus vien to pirmreizgjas Tstenosanas gadijuma, savukart velak — salidzinosi mazakus
resursus aktualizacijas nodroSinasanai (pieméram, ieintereséto pusu un to sociali ekonomisko

interesu noteikSana; indikatoru kopuma noteikSana, lai novertétu ar kultiiras mantojumu saistito
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projektu sociali ekonomisko ietekmi un galveno snieguma indikatoru noteik$ana). Tadgjadi
metodologija ir iesp&jams paredzet attiecigus diferencétus terminus to isteno$anai pirmreizg&jas
istenoSanas un aktualizacijas gadijjuma (pieméram, pirmreiz€ja istenoSana lidz konkr&tajam
datumam, pieméram, 2027. gada 30. jinijam, aktualizacija — 1idz noteiktajam laika bridim pirms
planotas attistibas posma sakuma, pieméram, ES lidzfinans€jamo projektu konkursa sakuma
(janem véra, ka attiecigs TstenoSanas periods vai pabeig$anas bridis var but noteikts ari argjos
normativajos aktos)). To aktivitaSu, kuru veikSanu Tsteno$anu tiesi neregul€ ar&jie normativie akti
(piem&ram, konkr&tu sociali ekonomisko ieguvumu, kas izriet no objektu attistibas, noteik§ana un
pamatojuma sniegSana iesaistitajam pusém vai projektu istenotaju aptaujas veikSana, lai novertetu
sniegta atbalsta kvalitati), Tsteno$anas terminus var noteikt rekomendgjosi, pieméram, 12—6 meénesu
laika perioda pirms projekta TstenoSanas iesakSanas (vai noteiktaja laika perioda pirms projekta
iesnieguma iesniegSanas) vai, attiecigi, tris ménesu laika p&c projekta pabeig§anas. Dalai aktivitasu
ir pastavigs raksturs, pieméram, regularas aktivu novértéSanas nodro§inasana vai kultiiras objektu
pienacigas uzturéSanas nodrosinasana — §Tm aktivitatém, nepiecieSamibas gadijuma (ja tas vél nav
iesaktas un ir paredzams, ka tas tiks iesaktas nakotn€, pieméram, pec kultiiras objektu
atjaunoSanas), nosakams vien to iesak$anas bridis.

Konkréto metodologiska ietvara posmu ietvaros Tstenojamas aktivitates dazkart var
turpinaties citu posmu ietvaros, pieméram, jau projekta TstenoSanas gaita var tikt definéts sociali
ekonomiskais indikators péc kura tiktu vertéts ari projekta progress, kultiiras objektu aizsardzibas
pasakumu analize var turpinaties jau IstenoSanas un uzturéSanas posma utt.

2.19. tabula
Nekustama kultiiras mantojuma parvaldibas un sociali ekonomiskas attistibas metodologiskais
ietvars
.| Aktivu - . Istenosana un Rezultatu | 1 urpmakas
Posmi —— Analize un planoSana e A attistibas
novertéjums uzturésana monitorings | . _
izvertesana
Nacionalas, regionalas,
EsoSo resursu Nacionalas, regionalas, Vl?tej aS_pOlltllfaS/ Sasniegta Tuerakas
sakotngjais | vietgjas politikas analize un proje kt}l 1stengs a5, progresa at.tlst-Tbas
g R . tiesiska regul&juma o virzienu
Limenis novert&jums | planosana; projektu planosana e novertejums | o o o
objektu uzturésana
Nacionalais |eKultaras e [eintereséto pusu un to o Praktisku pasakumu e Sasniegta Nacionalas
(MK, objektu sociali ekonomisko intereSu | iIstenoSana saistiba ar progresa politikas
Kultiiras pieejamibas | noteikSana. politisko, ekonomisko, | sociali turpmakas
ministrija, novértéana |eIndikatoru kopuma socialo, tiesisko, ekonomiska |attistibas
NKMP wu.c.| (skaits, noteikSana, lai noveértétu ar administrativo, noveért§juma  |vizija.
kompetentas| objekta kultiiras mantojumu saistito tehnologisko, vides un veikSana
iestades) veids, projektu sociali ekonomisko | ar sadarbibu saistito (izmantojot
Tpasum- ietekmi. Galveno snieguma faktoru ietekmi, t. sk.: indikatorus).
tiesibas, indikatoru noteik$ana. osabiedribas un o Atbilstibas
stavoklis, e Sakotngja sociali ekonomiska| institiiciju noteik§ana
kultiiras novértéjuma veiksana informétibas galvenajiem
pieminekla | (izmantojot pieejamos datus) | ~paaugstinaSana, snieguma
statuss, nacionalaja Iimen, koncentrgjoties uz indikatoriem.
nozimes izmantojot indikatorus. ieinteres€to pusu Neatbilstibu
Iimenis, o Triiksto$o nacionala limena sociali ekonomiskajam| un nepilnibu
veids utt.). datu noteik$ana sociali noteikSana.
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eFinansgjuma | ekonomisko indikatoru interesém un o Tiesiska
avotu mérktiecTgai un jégpilnai ieguvumiem; regul&juma un
pieejamibas | izmantoSanai. o publiska/privata un planosanas
novértésana. |ePolitisko, ekonomisko, NVO sektora dokumentu
socialo, tiesisko un sadarbibas un grozijumu
administrativo, tehnologisko, sadarbibas ar ietekmes
vides un ar sadarbibu saistito akadémiskajam izveérteSana.
faktoru analizes veik$ana, aprindam un masu e Projektu
t. sk.: medijiem veicinaSana | istenotaju
onepieciesamo pasakumu kulttiras mantojuma aptaujas
noteik3ana, lai vajinatu objektu attistibas veiksana, lai
negativo un stiprinatu ietvaros; novertetu
pozitivo faktoru ietekmi; okultiiras objektu sniegta
o0es0§a un sasniedzama aizsardzibas pasakumu| atbalsta
publiski/privatas/NVO IstenoSana; kvalitati.
sadarbibas [imena, ka arT ogrozijumu veik§ana  |eRegionala/
sadarbibas ITmena ar nacionalos planoSanas | vietgja limena
akadémiskajam aprindam dokumentos un iestazu un
un masu medijiem tiesiskaja reguléjuma | organizaciju
noteikSana kultliras (t. sk. planoSanas labas prakses
mantojuma objektu regionu un pasvaldibu | kultiras
attistibas ietvaros; iesniegto grozijumu objektu
okultiiras objektu priekslikumu attistibas un
aizsardzibas pasakumu izvertesana). aizsardzibas
izvertesana; Institucionalas joma
onacionalo planosanas kompetences un apkoposana un
dokumentu, tiesiska administrativas izplatisana.
regul&juma (Ipasi kapacitates
pieversoties sociali pielagosana;
ekonomiska un tiesiska o priekslikumu
taisniguma aspektiem), snieg8ana regionalas/
institucionalas vietgjas planosanas
kompetences un dokumentu un tiesiska
administrativas kapacitates regulgjuma
analizes veikSana. Eso$o uzlabojumiem.
nepilnibu un nepiecieSamo |® NepiecieSama juridiska,
uzlabojumu noteiksana; finansiala,
onepiecieSamo uzlabojumu | administrativa un
izvertésana informativa (t. sk. ar
regionalas/vietgjas kulttiras tGrismu
planoSanas dokumentos un | saistitais marketings un
tiesiskaja regul&juma. labas prakses apmainas
e Finansu programmu organizg€$ana) atbalsta
pieskirsana kulttras nodrosinasana attistibas
mantojuma objektu attistibas | projektiem (t. sk.
un uzturé$anas atbalstam. publiskas un privatas
partneribas projektiem).
e NepiecieSamo nacionala
Itmena datu pieejamibas
nodrosinasana sociali
ekonomisko indikatoru
izmantoSanai.
eRegularas aktivu
novertésanas
nodro§inasana.
Vietejais o Kultiiras e Attistamo kultiiras objektu | Praktisku pasakumu eIstenoto Vietejas
(pas- objektu atlase un ar objektiem saistita| Isteno$ana saistiba ar attistibas politikas
valdibas, pieejamibas politisko, ekonomisko, projektu turpmakas
vietejas novertésana socialo, tiesisko, progresa attistibas
ricibas (skaits, administrativo, sociali vizija.
grupas u. ¢.| objekta tehnologisko, vides un | ekonomiska
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iesaistitas
puses)

veids,
Tpasum-
tiesibas,
stavoklis,
kulttras
pieminekla
statuss,
nozimes
limenis,
veids utt.).

* Objektu
attistibas
potenciala
novertésana
pamata
Iiment.

e Potencialo
attistibas
resursu
(finansu,
darbaspéka,
laika utt.)
pieejamibas

novertésana.

vésturiska perioda, uz kuru
fokus@ta attistiba, izvéle!”.

e [esaistito pusu un to sociali
ekonomisko interesu
noteikSana. Konkr&tu sociali
ekonomisko ieguvumu, kas
izriet no objektu attistibas,
noteik$ana un pamatojuma
sniegSana iesaistitajam
pusém.

e Pakalpojumu noteiksana, kas
tiek piedavati objektu
atfistibas rezultata.

o NepiecieSamo regionala/
vietgja Itmena datu
defing$ana un nodrosinasana
sociali ekonomisko
indikatoru mérktiecigai un
jégpilnai izmantosanai.

o Sakotngja sociali ekonomiska
novertejuma veikSana
(izmantojot pieejamos datus)
vietgja limeni, izmantojot
indikatorus.

e Politisko, ekonomisko,
socialo, tiesisko,
administrativo, tehnologisko,
vides un ar sadarbibu saistito
faktoru analizes veikSana.

e ¢s08a un sasniedzama
publiski/privatas/NVO
sadarbibas limena, ka art
sadarbibas ITmena ar
akadémiskajam aprindam un
masu medijiem noteik$ana
kultiiras mantojuma objektu
attTstibas ietvaros;

e Publiskas un privatas
partneribas iesp&ju
izvertésana.

o Sabiedribas informétibas
veicinasana par kulttiras
objektu attistibas
prieksrocibam, izmantojot
sociali ekonomiskus
indikatorus.

e FinanSu un citu resursu
atraSana/pieskirSana gan
kultras objektu attistibai,
gan to turpmakai uzturéSanai.

® Attistibas projektu planosana
un izstrade. Galveno
snieguma indikatoru atlase,
lai novertetu planoto projektu
sociali ekonomisko ietekmi.

ar sadarbibu saistito

faktoru ietekmi, t. sk.:

osabiedribas un
institliciju
informétibas
paaugstinasana,
koncentr&joties uz
iesaistito pusu sociali
ekonomiskajam
interes€ém un
ieguvumiem;

o publiska/privata un
NVO sektora
sadarbibas un
sadarbibas ar
akadémiskajam
aprindam un masu
medijiem veicinasana
kultiras mantojuma
objektu attistibas
ietvaros;

oinfrastrukttiras
atfistibas risinajumu
nodro§inasana kulttras
objektu izmanto$anas
veicina$anai,

okultiiras objektu
aizsardzibas pasakumu
IstenoSana.

o Grozijumu veikSana
vietgjos planosanas
dokumentos un
tiesiskaja regulgjuma.

o Kultiiras objektu
attistibas projektu (t. sk.,
publiskas un privatas
partneribas projektu)
stenoSana.

o Kultiiras objektu
pienacigas uzturéSanas
nodro$inasana.

e Kultdras ttrisma
marketinga stratégijas
stenoSana.

e NepiecieSamo vieteja
Iimena datu pieejamibas
nodro§inasana sociali
ekonomisko indikatoru
izmantoSanai.

o Prieks§likumu sniegSana
nacionalo planoSanas
dokumentu un tiesiska
regulg&juma
uzlabojumiem.

novertejuma
veikSana
(izmantojot
indikatorus).
e Istenoto
projektu
rezultatu
atbilstibas
noteik§ana
galvenajiem
snieguma
raditajiem.
Neatbilstibu
un nepilnibu
noteikSana.
o Tiesiska
regul&juma un
planosanas
dokumentu, ka
ari kulttras
tarisma
stratégijas
grozijumu
ietekmes
izvertésana.

17 Pieméram, riciba esoSie objekti kultlirvésturiski ir saistiti ar vikingu un kadu citu laikmetu, tadgjadi biitu jaizvelas
konkréts laikmets, lai fokus&tu eso$os resursus uz tam piederigo objektu attistibu. Lai fokus&tos uz visiem laikmetiem,

resursu parasti nepietiek.
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o Ar objektu attistibu saistitas
tie$as un netiesas ietekmes
(ienakumu) novertésana.

© Esosas kultiras trisma
marketinga stratégijas
izvertésana vai jaunas
stratégijas projektesana.

o Kultiras objektu
konservacijas projektu
plano$ana ar skaidru
redzg&jumu par to talako
attistibu un uzturésanu.

o Vietgjas planosanas
dokumentu un tiesiska
regul&juma analizes veik$ana
(Tpasi pieversoties sociali
ekonomiska un tiesiska
taisniguma aspektiem un
paredzot kultiiras objektu
attistibu teritorijas attistibas
planos). Nepilnibu un
nepiecieSamo uzlabojumu
noteiksana.

o Kultiiras objektu aizsardzibas
pasakumu izvertesana.

o NepiecieSamo uzlabojumu
noteik$ana nacionalos
planosanas dokumentos un
tiesiskaja regul&juma.

eRegularas aktivu
noverteésanas
nodro§inasana.
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3. SECINAJUMI UN PRIEKSLIKUMI

Promocijas darba izstrades gaita izpétiti nekustamo kultiiras mantojuma objektu sociali

ekonomiska potenciala attistibas teorétiskie un praktiskie aspekti un identificéti, analiz&ti un

izpetiti minéto attistibu ietekmgjosie faktori, kas lauj noteikt galvenos skérslus un risindgjumus to

parvarésanai.

Teorétiskas atzinas un p&tijuma rezultati pamato, ka promocijas darba merkis ir sasniegts,

promocijas darba jautajums ir atbildéts un hipoteze ir pieradita.

Nemot vera veikta pétijuma rezultatus, atbilde uz promocijas darba jautajumu ir sada:

Latvija eso$a nekustama kultiras mantojuma parvaldibas (reguléSanas) sistéma nepietiekami

veicina kultliras mantojuma ilgtsp€jigu saglabasanu un sociali ekonomisko attistibu.

Hipotgze ir pieradita:

¢ analizgjot tiesisko regul&§jumu, planoSanas dokumentus, metodiskos materialus un
apstiprinato projektu pieteikumus, ka ar1 veicot starptautiskus salidzinajumus;

e analizgjot aptaujas un ekspertu intervijas iegiitos datus;

e aprobgjot pEtijuma rezultatus zinatniskajos rakstos, konferences, aptaujas, ka art
konsultacijas ar attiecigo nozaru specialistiem.

Galvenie secindjumi un no tiem izrietosie priekslikumi ir sniegti talak teksta.

Secinajumi

L.

Dazadu iesaistito puSu intereses attieciba uz nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektiem nosaciti
var iedalit ekonomiska un neekonomiska rakstura (pieméram, simboliskas, garigas, estetiskas,
piederibas izjitas u. c¢.) interes€s. Doming ekonomiskas intereses, tacu tas nav viendabigas (var
biit arT destruktivas ekonomiskas intereses), un to veidi liela méra ir atkarigi no iesaistitajam
pusém.

Nekustama kultiras mantojuma objektiem, ja tie tiek pienacigi apsaimniekoti un attistiti, ir

svariga sociali lietderiga loma un tie veicina apkartgjas teritorijas sociali ekonomisko attistibu.

Nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektu sekmiga ilgtspgjiga attistiba ir atkariga no vairakiem

savstarpéji saistitiem politiskiem, ekonomiskiem, socialiem, tiesiskiem un administrativiem,

tehnologiskiem un vides, ka arT ar sadarbibu saistitiem faktoriem. Nozimigakie attistibas
skersli ir $adi:

2.1. nepietiekams inform&tibas Iimenis par nekustama kultliras mantojuma nozimi un ta sociali
ekonomisko lomu sabiedriba. No §1 faktora liela méra ir atkarigi politiskie, tiesiskie un
dazi ekonomiskie faktori;

2.2.sociali ekonomisko aspektu nepietickama novertéSana tiesiskaja regul§juma un
stratégiskaja plano$ana (t. sk. nepietickama atbilstoSu sociali ekonomisko indikatoru
izmantoSana vietgjo iedzivotaju un citu ieintereséto pusu informétibas veicinasanai), kas
rada atbalsta trikumu nekustama kultGras mantojuma objektu attistibai, demotivgjosu
nodoklu politiku, finansiala sloga palielinaSanos privatipasniekiem, neilgtsp&jigas
investicijas, nepietiekamu vietgjo iedzivotaju atbalstu utt.;

2.3. nepietickama sadarbiba starp ieinteresétajam pusém (jo Ipasi — privatajam un
publiskajam) nekustama kulttiras mantojuma joma, kas izraisa nekustama kultiiras
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mantojuma objektu attistibas sniegto sociali ekonomisko iesp&ju nerealizésanu un ietekmée
objektu privato Tpasnieku un sabiedribas interesu neatbilstibu.

Bitiskakie nekustamo kultliras mantojuma objektu attistibu veicinosie faktori ir:

3.1. pakapeniska vietgja un starptautiska kultliras tiirisma attistiba un butiska tlirisma
infrastruktiiras un pakalpojumu uzlabosana Latvija p&dgjo 20 gadu laika;

3.2. nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektu Tpasnieku motivacija, riipiba un profesionalitates
paaugstinasana. Daudzi Tpasnieki attista savus kultliras mantojuma objektus, neraugoties
uz ekonomiskajiem zaud&jumiem, jo bieZi vien vinu motivacija liela mera saistita ar vélmi
kaut ko darTt sabiedribas laba un saglabat kultiiras mantojumu;

3.3. nacionala un starptautiska finansg€juma pieejamiba;

3.4. ar nekustamo kultiiras mantojumu saistito attistibas projektu (t. sk. pasvaldibu istenoto)
IstenoSanas pieaugums.

Ievérojams skaits autentisku nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektu (objektu saglabatibas
Iimenis ir atSkirigs) un lieli dabas resursi Latvija (VARAM, 2020) ir spéciga baze ne tikai
kulttiras tiirismam, bet arT kombingtajam kultiiras un dabas tiirismam;
Latvija pastav dazadi nekustamo kultiiras mantojuma objektu sociali ekonomiskas
izmantoSanas veidi, ir nozimigas iesp&jas piedavato pakalpojumu dazadoSanai.
Nekustama kultiras pieminekla statuss var biit gan attistibu veicinoss, gan ierobezojoss
faktors. Sa statusa prieksrocibas, pieméram, lielaku vértibu autentiskuma cienitaju acis un
lielakas tiesibas uz dotacijam ievérojami samazina papildu pienakumi, objekta parveidoSanas
ierobezojumi un finanSu ieguldijumi, kas izriet no kultiiras pieminekliem piemé&rojamam
prasibam. Nekustama kultiras mantojuma objektu uzturéSana un attistiba prasa laiku,
darbasp€ku un finansu resursus, tacu esosie kompensacijas mehanismi, kas pieejami kulttras
piemineklu Tpasniekiem, ir nepietickami, lai segtu attiecigas (tostarp ar uzturé$anu saistitas)
izmaksas.

Nekustama kultiiras mantojuma joma Latvija triikst publiskas un privatas partneribas projektu.

Iemesls tam ir privata sektora un pasvaldibu sadarbibas neprognozgjamiba, zinama savstarpgja

neuzticé$anas un pasvaldibu bazas par to, ka tiks parkapts Publiskas personas finansu lidzeklu

un mantas iz§kerdéSanas noversanas likums. Tadgjadi dala nekustama kultiras mantojuma
objektu (ipasi muizas) netiek atjaunotas un izmantotas saimnieciskaja darbiba un rezultata
pamazam panikst.

Nozimigi aspekti muizu sociali ekonomiska potenciala attistiba ir saistiti ar skaidru attistibas

viziju un originalu pieeju (lai piesaistitu viesus un izceltos lidzigu pakalpojumu sniedz&ju

vidil) un pietickamu finansu resursu pieejamibu (palidz&t var dazadas finansu programmas un

granti). Patlaban Latvija muizu saglabaSana un attistiba galvenokart balstas turigu

privatipasnieku, kuriem ir radoSa domasana, papildu ienakumu avoti, ka arT gataviba neatgit
ieguldijumus pat ilgtermina, entuziasma.

Ne vienmér nekustama kultliras mantojuma (ipasi — arheologisko) objektu Tpasnieki apzinas

sava TpaSuma sociali ekonomiskas izmantoSanas iesp€jas, tapec priekSplana tiek izvirzita

konservacija (ka nepiecieSams un kontrolgjams pasakums), nepieversot pietickamu uzmanibu
tam, ar kadiem Iidzekliem saglabajamais objekts turpmak tiks uzturéts.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektu (Tpasi — arheologisko vietu) pieejamiba un attistiba ir
butiski atkariga no viet€jas infrastruktiiras attistibas. Infrastruktiiras attistiba nak par labu art
viet€jai uznémgjdarbibai (pieméram, objekta apmekletaju skaita pieaugums ietekme
&dinasanas, izmitina$anas un citu pakalpojumu attistibu).

Lai gan dazada veida arheologiskajam vietam ir at$kirigs ekonomiskais potencials, pat vietas
ar pieticigu potencialu, pieméram, senas apbedijumu vietas, ja tas tiek pienacigi uzturétas un
attistitas, var ne tikai pildit savas zinatniskas un kultiras pamatfunkcijas, bet ari radit
ien@mumus.

Neraugoties uz izstradato normativo regul&jumu nekustama kultiiras (t. sk. arheologiska)
mantojuma aizsardzibas joma, normativajos aktos pastav vairakas neskaidribas, kas saistitas
ar arheologisko objektu Tpasnieku pienakumiem attieciba uz objektu uzturé$anu un kopsanu,
ka arT zinoSanu par atrastajam senlietam un to piederibu (ja tas atrastas arpus
senvietam/teritorijam, kuram vél nav pieskirts aizsardzibas statuss).

Zinatniskiem pé@tijjumiem, to rezultatu public€Sanai un pieejamibai vietgjai sabiedribai ir
bitiska nozime nekustama kultiras mantojuma objektu (jo Tpasi — arheologisko izrakumu)
sociali ekonomiska potenciala attistiba. Patlaban pastav zinamas nepilnibas pasvaldibu un
arheologisko objektu privato ipasnieku inform@tiba par zinatniskas pétniecibas lomu un
nozimi, par arheologu iesaistiS8anas mehanismu pétniecibas darbu veik$ana. Konstatétas
nepilnibas attiecas ari uz augstakas izglitibas arheologija iegtiSanas iesp&jam un praktiz&joso
arheologu (nepietickamo) skaitu.

Noziedzigi nodarfjumi pret nekustama kultiras mantojuma objektiem butiski apdraud
sabiedribas intereses ne tikai no juridiska un kultirvesturiska viedokla, bet arT no sociali
ekonomiska viedokla, jo var tikt skartas dazadu iesaistito pusu intereses vietja, regionala un
pat nacionalaja un pasaules Itmeni. Tomer jaatzimé, ka Sobrid Latvija cietusas puses netiek
identific€tas un nevar aizstavet savas intereses tiesa (tiesa ar NKMP starpniecibu ir parstavétas
tikai valsts intereses). Sabiedribas informé&tiba par cietuSo pusu sociali ekonomisko interesu
aizsardzibu netiek veicinata, tapec tas nav informétas par savam tiesibam uz atbilstosu
atlidzibu. Tadgjadi nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektu tiesiska aizsardziba ir mazak
efektiva, kavgjot to sociali ekonomiska potenciala attistibu.

Senlietu nelikumiga mekl€Sana un ar to saistita postijjumu nodariSana ir butisks drauds
arheologisko piemineklu saglabasanai visa pasaul€ un, neskatoties uz pédgjos gados panakto
progresu, ar1 Latvija. Nekustama mantojuma objektiem nodarTtais kait€§jums apgriitina to
sociali ekonomisko izmanto$anu un ietekmé daudzu iesaistito pusu finansialos izdevumus.
Valstu pieejas un prakse nekustamo kulttras (arheologijas) piemineklu un tiem nodarito
postljumu novertesana atskiras. Lielakaja dala aplikoto valstu tiek veikts kulttiras piemineklim
nodarita kait€juma novertgjums, un vairuma gadijumu tas ietver ari dazadu ar kultiiras
pieminekla atjaunoSanu saistito izmaksu monetaro novertejumu. Dazas valstis ir izstradatas
detalizétas zaud&jumu novérté$anas metodologijas un atbilsto$as zaudgjumu aprékinasanas
formulas.

Lielakaja dala aplikoto valstu argjais vai ieks€jais reguléjums nosaka virkni krit€riju
nekustama kultliras mantojuma objektiem nodarita kait€juma novért€Sanai. Tomer Sajos
kriterijos parasti netiek nemta vera zaud&umu sociali ekonomiska ietekme uz nekustama
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

kulttiras pieminekla turpmako izmanto$anu un potencialajiem ienakumiem (pieméram, kas
izriet no kultiiras tlirisma attistibas u. tml.).

Latvija netiek veikta visa nekustama kultiras pieminekla (t.sk. arheologiska) monetara
novértéSana. Nav ieviesti objektivi zaudéjumu novértéSanas kritériji, pieméram, senajiem
apbedijumiem, kas ir Latvija daudzskaitligakie un apdraudétakie arheologiskie pieminekli.
Tiem nodarito zaud&jumu materiala veértiba tiek aprékinata tikai ka vidgja apdrosinasanas
vertiba (ko izmanto arpusmuzeju ekspozicijas) analogos apbedijumos parasti atrodamajam
senlietam (tomeér salidzino$i vecu ekspoziciju apdroS§inasanas vertibam nav piemeroti
koeficienti). Citi zaudéjumi (piem&ram, izdevumi par apskati, dokumentaciju, arheologiskas
vietas sakartoSanu (vismaz apbediSanu, mirstigo atlieku parapbediSanu u. c¢.), zaudéjumi, kas
saistiti ar arheologiskas vietas turpmakas izp&tes/potencialas izmanto$anas neiesp&jamibu)
netiek aprékinati, un par tiem netiek pieprasita kompensacija. Tas lauj secinat, ka Latvijas
arheologiskajiem objektiem nelikumigu darbibu rezultata nodaritais faktiskais finansialais
kait&jums ir lielaks neka kriminalprocesa ietvaros noteiktais un pieprasitais.

Latvijas iestades (NKMP), kas veic zaud&umu noveértésanu, administrativa kapacitate ir
svarigs faktors, kas liela méra nosaka kulttiras pieminekliem nodarito zaud&jumu noveértésanas
iesp&jas un to noveértéSanu naudas izteiksme. Vienlaikus jautdjums par visu nekustamo
kultiras piemineklu monetaro noveértéSsanu pirms bojajumu nodari$anas, visticamak, tiek
skatits péc lietderibas principa, izvertgjot, vai novertéSanas izmaksas neparsniegs ieguvumus
no tas. Uz publiskaja Ipasuma esoSo kultiiras piemineklu monetaro veértéSanu jaskatas ari no
cita aspekta — ta ir bitiski saistita ar publiska TpaSuma apsaimnieko$anu un ta sociali
ekonomiska potenciala attistibu, publiska kapitala aktivu noverté$anu, atbildibu sabiedribas
prieksa u. c., tapec monetara vertéSana gan pirms, gan pec bojajuma ir batiska.

Tiesiska regul&juma analize paradija, ka Latvija nav noteikts, kas kompensg arheologiskajam
objektam nodarita bojajuma novérSanas izdevumus un kam $is objekts jasakarto, tacu §1
uzdevuma nodoSana brivpratigajiem nav uzskatdma par korektu gadijumos, ja bojajumus
nodarijusi persona ir noskaidrota.

Fakti, kas liecina par nesankcion&tu ar kultliru nesaistitu ilgtermina saimniecisko darbibu
arheologisko piemineklu teritorija, no vienas puses, liecina par kultiiras piemineklu Tpasnieku
neinformétibu vai neizpratni, savukart, no otras puses, par atbildigo institiiciju iesp&jamo
nepietieckamo situacijas uzraudzibu. Zemes (kultiiras piemineklu) Tpasnieki var bat sarezgita
ekonomiska situacija, tapec vini velas p&c iespgjas paplasinat savu saimniecisko darbibu.
Latvijas tiesiskais regul&jums attieciba uz arheologiska mantojuma aizsardzibu pret bojasanu
un senlietu nelikumigu iegliSanu kopuma atbilst esoSajai situacijai (atseviskos gadijumos ir
iesp&jams sakt kriminalprocesu, nodot to kriminalvajaSanai un tiesai), tau tiesibu normu
praktiska Tstenofana rada problémas. Sie izaicinjumi ietver noziedzigu nodarfjumu
kvalificéSsanu vienlaikus péc vairakiem Kriminallikuma pantiem (pieméram, apbedijumu
apganiSana un senlietu nelikumiga iegtSana), pieradiSanas aspektus (pieméram, senlietu
nelikumiga iegiiSana un/vai nodosana), kait€juma novertésanu un atbilstoSu sodu pieme&rosanu.
Aptuveni 70 % kriminalprocesu, kas iesakti p€c Kriminallikuma 229. panta (kultiiras
pieminekla iznicinaSana vai bojaSana) lidz 2022. gada 1. janvarim, ir apturéti saskana ar
Kriminalprocesa likuma 400. pantu, jo nav iespgjams identificét vainigos. Vismaz dalgji to
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23.

24.

25.

var€tu biit izraisijusi novélota informacijas sniegSana tiesibaizsardzibas iestadém par kultiiras

pieminekliem nodaritajiem bojajumiem, kas apgritina likumparkap&ju identificéSanu. Ja

parkapgjs nav noskaidrots, nav iesp&jams pieprasitt atlidzibu par nodaritajiem zaudgjumiem pat
civilprocesa kartiba.

Tiesu prakses izp&te liecina, ka par parkapumiem aktivas apbedijumu vietas tiek piemérotas

bargakas sankcijas neka par parkapumiem senas apbedijumu vietas, lai gan abos gadijumos

runa ir par apbedijumu (musdienu vai seno) apganisanu. Turklat seno apbedijumu gadijuma
nodarTtais materialais kait&jums biezi vien ir lielaks, turklat tiek nodarits kait&jums ar1 zinatnes
un citam interesém.

Nekustama kultliras mantojuma attistibas projektu joma Latvija veiktais pétijums (t. sk.

projektu Istenotaju — paSvaldibu aptauja) par sociali ekonomiskajiem indikatoriem liecina, ka:

24.1. patlaban valdibas noradijumos, lai apstiprinatu ar kultiiras mantojuma objektu attistibu
saistitus projektu priekslikumus, tiek pieprasiti tikai dazi vienkarSoti un nepilnigi sociali
ckonomiskie indikatori. Sie indikatori vienkarSoti attiecas tikai uz apmekl&taju
plismam, nodarbinatibas iesp&jam, kultiiras objektu un pakalpojumu skaitu, tacu tie
neatspogulo citus svarigus ar ilgtsp&u un labbitibu saistitus aspektus, ekonomisko
ieguvumu un finansialo ietekmi, vietgjas raZoSanas, socialas ieklauSanas, izglitibas un
zinatnes, vides, nekustama Tpasuma un infrastruktiiras u. c. aspektus;

24.2. indikatorus, kurus raksturo vieglaka kvantificéSana, datu pieejamiba un vieglaka/atraka
sasniegumu vizualizacija (istermina ietekme), projektu Tstenotdji vert€ visaugstak,
savukart indikatorus, kuriem nepiecie$ami finansu aprékini, prognozes un aptaujas, ka
arT indikatorus, kas parada ilgtermina attistibu (ietekmi), t. sk. socialo ieklausanu,
zinatnes un izglitibas attistibu, verte viszemak;

24.3. daudzu indikatoru izmantoSanu apgriitina merijumu datu ieglisanas gritibas pasvaldibas
IimenT vai nepiecieSamiba to iegliSanai ieguldit ievérojamakus administrativos resursus
(1pasi indikatoriem, kas parada finansialo un ekonomisko ietekmi, labbiitibas izmainas,
ietekmi uz nekustamo Ipasumu un infrastrukttru);

24.4. dazas indikatoru kategorijas, jo Tpasi tas, kas neatspogulo acimredzamu tieSu saikni ar
projektu istenoSanu (tieSa c€lonsakariba nav uzreiz saskatama), tika vertétas zemak
(piem@ram, ietekme uz izglittbu un zinatni), paradot, ka paSvaldibam var nebit
pietickama pieredze to izmantoSana vai ari trikst dzilu tradiciju So indikatoru
izmantoSana.

Latvija patlaban nav ieviesta nekustama kultiiras mantojuma parvaldibas un sociali

ekonomiskas attistibas metodologija, kas pamatojas uz:

25.1. ieintereséto pusu un to sociali ekonomisko intereSu noteikSanu;

25.2. politisko, ekonomisko, socialo, juridisko, administrativo, tehnologisko, vides un ar
sadarbibu saistTto faktoru ietekmes analizi;

25.3. sociali ekonomisko indikatoru izmantoSanu.
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Priek$likumi

L.

Intelektualas sabiedribas attistiba un atbilstosas izglitibas kultiras mantojuma joma
nodrosinasana (jau no sakumskolas), ka arT cienas pret kultiras mantojumu veido$anos
veicinaSana jau no agras bérnibas (pieméram, gimen€) ir nepiecieSams priek$noteikums
sabiedribas izpratnes un intereses veido3anai. Sadai attistibai jakldist par valsts politikas
prioritati kultiiras joma, iesaistot kultliras un izglitibas iestades (arl Kultliras ministriju,
Izglitibas un zinatnes ministriju, NKMP), NVO, ka arf religiskas un citas organizacijas. Ipasa
uzmaniba japievers kultliras mantojuma, t. sk. nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektu, sociali
ekonomiskas nozimes skaidroSanai.

P&c iespéjas augstaka limenT javeicina vietgjas sabiedribas informétiba un vietgjo iedzivotaju
iesaiste nekustamo kultliras mantojuma objektu baudiSana, popularizé$ana un aizsardziba. Tas
ir vietg§jo pasvaldibu, NVO, nekustamo kultiras mantojuma objektu Ipasnieku un citu
ieintereséto pusu kopigs uzdevums.

Kultiiras ministrijai un NKMP (vietgja limeni — pasvaldibam) jaizstrada vispargja politika
(t. sk. strategiskas planosanas dokumenti) nekustama kultiiras mantojuma saglabasanai un
attistibai, nemot vera sociali ekonomiskos aspektus, ieintereséto pusu sniegto informaciju un
konkrétas identificétas vajadzibas).

Valsts politikas Itmeni ir janodroSina, lai nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektu (Ipasi —
kultoras pieminek]u) Tpasnieki vismaz neciestu zaud€jumus saistiba ar TpaSumtiesibam uz
sadiem objektiem, ievieSot atbilstoSus atbalsta mehanismus un kompensgjot TpaSniekiem
uzliktos ierobezojumus. Atbalstam jaietver arl kompensacijas par ierobezotu/partrauktu
saimniecisko darbibu, atbalsts saglabaSanas pasakumiem, bezmaksas konsultacijas par
kultiiras mantojuma objektu sociali ekonomiskas attistibas aspektiem. Kultiiras mantojuma
saglabasana ir sociali izdeviga, tapéc icteicams ieviest atlaides piemineklu Ipasniekiem par
parbaudém, kas verstas uz kultiiras pieminek]u saglabasanu.

Lai noverstu nevienlidzigu attieksmi pret kultliras piemineklu Tpasniekiem dazados Latvijas
regionos, jaievie$ vienota nekustamd ipaSuma nodokla piem&rosanas kartiba pasvaldibas
(piem@ram, nosakot minimalo nodokla atvieglojumu slieksni kultiras pieminekliem, kuru
pasvaldibas var palielinat, nemot véra savas finansialas iesp&jas). Tas ir Kultliras ministrijas,
NKMP, Ekonomikas ministrijas, FinanSu ministrijas un pasSvaldibu (un/vai to apvienibu)
kopigs uzdevums.

Kadastralas vertibas lielums ir jaatdala no kultiiras pieminekla nolietojuma likmes. Jaievie§
kadastralas veértibas pozitiva atkariba no objekta restauracijas (jo labaka stavokll ir
piemineklis, jo augstaka ir kadastrala vertiba), tadgjadi radot skaidru prieksstatu par kultiiras
pieminekla ka par privilégiju, nevis apgritinajumu. Vienlaikus ieteicams izstradat pilnvertigu
nodoklu politiku, laujot restauréto un sakopto kultiiras piemineklu IpaSniekiem izmantot
butiskas nodok]u (pieméram, nekustama ipasuma, PVN, ienakuma nodokla) atlaides. Atlaides
bitu jabalsta arT ieguldijumu, kas veikts kultiiras piemineklu saglabasana, uzturé$ana un
restauracija, apjoma. Sads veikto izmainu kopums motivétu Tpasniekus ieguldit lidzeklus,
veicinot kultiiras pieminek]u atjaunosanu un saglabasanu. Tas ir Kultiras ministrijas, NKMP,
Ekonomikas ministrijas, FinanSu ministrijas (Valsts ieneémumu dienesta), Tieslietu ministrijas
(Valsts zemes dienesta) un paSvaldibu (un/vai to apvienibu) kopigs uzdevums.
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11.

12.

13.

14.

Arheologisko piemineklu saglaba$ana ir javeic jau no pasa sakuma, pievér$ot lielu uzmanibu
to turpmakai izmantoSanai, jo saglabasana vien nenodrosina So piemineklu sociali ekonomiska
potenciala attistibu. Nekustama kultiras mantojuma (jo ipaSi — arheologisko) objektu
ipasnieku (gan privato, gan publisko) informétibas veicinasanai jaklst par valsts politikas
sastavdalu, parcelot uzsvaru no kultiras mantojuma saglabaSanas uz ta potenciala attistibu.
Tas veicinatu kultiiras mantojuma objektu saglabasanu, Iidzek]u atraSanu to uzturé$anai un $o
objektu sabiedriski lietderigas funkcijas efektivaku veikSanu. Tas ir Kultiiras ministrijas,
NKMP un Ekonomikas ministrijas kopigs uzdevums.

Nemot véra nekustama kultiras mantojuma objektu attistibas pozitivo ietekmi uz
uznémgéjdarbibas attisttbu un regiona iedzivotaju labbutibas limena paaugstinasanos,
nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektu Ipasniekiem biitu jasniedz atbalsts publiskas
infrastruktiras (galvenokart — celu infrastrukttiras) uzlaboSanas/uzturéSanas joma. Tas ir
pasvaldibu uzdevums.

Jaizveido vienota timekla vietne (pieméram, sadala kada no esoSajam iestaZu timekla
vietném), kura butu pieejama informacija par svarigakajiem/lielakajiem seminariem,
konsultacijam u.c. pakalpojumiem (piem&ram, saistiba ar restauraciju, juridiskajiem
aspektiem u. c.), metodiskie materiali nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektu TpaSniekiem, ka
arT informacija par finans€juma piesaistes iesp&jam kultiras pieminek]u un citu nekustama
kultiiras mantojuma objektu restauracijas un citu biivdarbu / uzturéSanas darbu veiksanai. Tas
ir Kultiiras ministrijas un NKMP kopigs uzdevums.

Jaturpina privatipasuma esoSo nekustama kultliras mantojuma objektu reklamas pasakumi
pasvaldibu un nacionalaja limeni, TpaSu uzmanibu pieveérsot reklamas pasakumiem arvalstu
interesentiem pieejamos materialos un medijos. Tas ir paSvaldibu (Tirisma informacijas
centru) un Latvijas Investiciju un attistibas agentiiras uzdevums.

Japievers pastiprinata uzmaniba publiskas un privatas partneribas projektu attistibas iesp&jam
nekustama kultliras mantojuma joma, apkopojot un analizgjot informaciju par sadarbibas
SkerSliem un nepiecieSamibas gadijuma izstradajot ieteikumus attiecigo publiskas un privatas
partneribas projektu izstradei. Tas ir Centralas finan$u un ligumu agentiiras, Kultiiras
ministrijas un NKMP kopigs uzdevums.

P&c iespgjas atrak jaidentifice tie kultiras pieminekli, kas ir sadaliti IpaSumtiesibu zina, un
jaizstrada pasakumu plans, lai nodroSinatu to aizsardzibu un saglabaSanu. Tas ir NKMP,
Kulttiras ministrijas un Valsts zemes dienesta uzdevums.

Javeido un javeicina savstarpgji izdeviga nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektu Tpasnieku un
pasvaldibu sadarbiba. Tas ir ne tikai kultiras mantojuma objektu attistibas priekSnoteikums,
bet arT pasvaldibas teritorijas sociali ekonomiskas attistibas faktors. Tas ir kopigs paSvaldibu,
nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektu Tpasnieku un NVO, kas darbojas $aja joma, uzdevums.
Nekustama kultliras mantojuma objektu (t. sk. kultliras piemineklu) Tpasnieku informétibas
paaugstina$ana par nepiecieSamibu péc iesp&jas atrak zinot par konstatétajiem bojajumiem,
vienlaikus pastiprinot teritorijas uzraudzibu, var sekmét lielakus panakumus attiecigo
noziedzigo nodarijumu izmekl&$ana, tapec ta biitu veicinama. Tas ir NKMP un Valsts policijas
uzdevums.
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Japaaugstina tiesibaizsardzibas iestazu, prokuroru un tiesu informétiba (jo ipasi pievérSot

uzmanibu nodaritajam ievérojamam sociali ekonomiskajam kait§jumam un lielam cietuSo

pusu skaitam), lai ar kultiiras mantojumu saistitu noziedzigu nodarjjumu izmekl€Sanai un
kriminalvajasanai pieskirtu lielaku prioritati. Tas ir NKMP, Kultiras ministrijas, Iekslietu
ministrijas, Valsts policijas, prokuratiiras un tiesu administracijas kopigs uzdevums.

Japilnveido esoSais normativais regul&jums attieciba uz kultGras pieminekliem nodarita

kaitgjuma novért€sanu, bojato kultiiras piemineklu atjaunoSanu un atbildibas noteikSanu

(attiecigi NKMP, Kultiiras ministrijas, Iek§lietu ministrijas, Tieslietu ministrijas un Valsts

policijas uzdevums). Tas attiecas uz:

16.1. skaidru kriteriju noteikSanu, péc kuriem veicams nodarita kait€juma novertejums, t. sk.
monetaraja izteiksmé (attiecigi Piemineklu likums un MK noteikumi Nr. 720; ja
normativaja akta nav noteikti detaliz&ti kriteriji, tad butu lietderigi izstradat un publicét
kait&juma novértésanas metodologiju);

16.2. Piemineklu likuma 28. panta neskaidras normas groziSanas nepiecieSamibu, nosakot, ka
kait€juma (nevis tikai kultiirvesturiskas vertibas samazinajuma) novert€jums veicams
visiem kultiiras pieminekliem neatkarigi no to IpasSuma tiesibam un paredzot konkrétu ta
veikSanas kartibu. Janem véra, ka kultlirvésturiskas vertibas novertgjums, kas veikts tikai
pec nodarita kait€juma (ka tas ir Sobrid noteikts 28. panta, t. i., bez kultiras pieminekla
sakotngja novertéjuma), skaidri neparada vertibas samazinasanos vai kait€juma radito
zaud€jumu apmeru;

16.3. skaidras kartibas noteik$anu treso personu nelikumigas ricibas rezultata bojato kulttras
piemineklu sakartoSanas, arkartas konservacijas un atjaunoSanas finanséSanai.
NepiecieSams noteikt bojato kulttiras pieminek]u atjaunoSanas noteikumus, terminus un
kartibu, So darbu finans€Sanas kartibu, 1pasi gadijumos, kad vainigie nav noskaidroti vai
tiesas process (un lidz ar to arT zaud&jumu atlidzinasana) ir ilgsto$s. Butu lietderigi
izstradat arT metodiskos materialus kultliras piemineklu IpaSniekiem par ricibu, kas
veicama, nosakot treSo personu nodarito kaitgjumu piemineklim;

16.4. lietderibu  izstradat Augstakas tiesas skaidrojumu un izstradat doktrinu par
Kriminallikuma 229. panta piem&rojamibu un biitibu, nosakot noziedziga nodarjjuma
objektu, kait€juma apmera aprékinasanas un apstridésanas iespg€jas, ka arT kada veida un
kadas tiesi apdraudétas intereses nosaka §1 reguléjuma piemérojamibu.

Sabiedriskaja politika biitu jaieklauj zinatniskas petniecibas praktiskas nozimes skaidroSana,
veicinot arheologisko objektu Tpasnieku (privato un publisko) un arheologu sadarbibas
mehanisma sakartoSanu, ka arT arheologu izglitibas/macibu iesp&ju palielinasanu. Nozimiga
loma §1 uzdevuma izpild@ ir nevalstiskajam organizacijam un augstakas izglitibas iestadem, ka
arl Kultiras ministrijai un NKMP. Labas prakses pieméri liecina, ka, attistot arheologiska
mantojuma potencialu konkrétaja teritorija, ir lietderigi koncentréties uz noteiktiem laika
posmiem un objektiem. Arheologiskie objekti bieZi vien ir saistiti ar nozimigiem vésturiskiem
notikumiem vai personibam, un ir svarigi balstities zinatniskas p&tniecibas rezultatos, lai
veidotu $adas saiknes.

Arheologisko piemineklu teritorija ilgsto$i veicamu neatlautu saimniecisko darbibu

visticamak nevar efektivi noverst tikai ar aizliegumiem un ierobezojumiem, tapéc ir javeido
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19.

20.

21.

zemes Tpasnieku, atbildigo valsts iestazu (NKMP, Kultiiras ministrijas, Tieslietu ministrijas)
un pasvaldibu dialogs, lai sniegtu pienacigu atbalstu zemes TpaSniekiem un noverstu neatlautas
saimnieciskas darbibas ietekmi uz arheologiskajam vietam. Svarigi, lai zemes ipa$nieku
prick$stats par arheologiskajiem pieminekliem uz vinu zemes tiktu mainits un tie netiktu
uztverti ka apgriitinajums vai saimnieciskas darbibas trauceklis, bet ka sociali ekonomiskas
attistibas iesp€ju nesgji.

Arheologisko piemineklu tiesiska regul&juma uzlabojumi jaattiecina uz (Kultiras ministrijas

un NKMP kopigs uzdevums):

19.1. arheologisko piemineklu uztur&Sanas vadliniju pienems$anu, nemot véra objektu veidus;

19.2. arheologisko piemineklu uztur$anas kartibas izstradi, ja tos sabojajusi dargumu
mekl&taji un vainigie nav noskaidroti (vai — pirms tie ir noskaidroti);

19.3. regulgjuma pilnveidoSanu attieciba uz zinoSanas pienakumu (un atbildibu par
nepamatotu zino$anu) par senlietam, kas nejausi atrastas arpus valsts aizsargdjamiem
kultliras pieminekliem vai jaunatklatiem kultiiras pieminekliem, kas atrodas izp@tes
stadija;

19.4. ipaSuma tiesibu precizéSanu uz jaunatklatam senlietam, kas atrastas arpus valsts
aizsargajamiem kultiiras pieminekliem vai jaunatklatiem kultiiras pieminekliem, kas tiek
petiti.

Jaievie$ Latvijai atbilsto$s ticams sociali ekonomisko izméramo indikatoru kopums (nosakot
galvenos rezultativos raditajus), kas biitu metodologiski noteikts un izmantojams, lai noveértétu
nekustama kultiiras mantojuma objektu attistibas radito sociali ekonomisko ietekmi (t. sk. ar
nekustama mantojuma attistibu saistito projektu ilgtsp&jas novertésanai). Tapéc pilns petijuma
gaitd izstradato sociali ekonomisko indikatoru saraksts biitu jaiesniedz gan pasvaldibam un
citu projektu Tstenotajiem, gan uzraudzibas iestadém, lai veicinatu diskusiju par tadu
indikatoru izveli un apstiprinaSanu nacionalaja Iimeni, kas vispusigi atspogulotu projektu
IstenoSanas rezultatus. Tadgjadi tiks uzlabota projektu kvalitate, paaugstinata vietgjo
iedzivotaju informétiba un efektivak pieskirts finans€jums projektu isteno$anai kultlras
mantojuma objektu attistibas joma. Tas ir uzdevums, kas japilda autoram (sociali ekonomisko
indikatoru saraksts jau ir iesniegts paSvaldibam un prezentéts Kultiiras ministrijas un Latvijas
pasvaldibu savienibas parstavjiem) un atbildigajam uzraudzibas iestadem (Kultiras
ministrijai, NKMP, Centralajai finan$u un Iigumu agentrai).

Projektu Tstenotajiem janem véra $adi apsverumi:

21.1. svarigi ir izvertét iespgjamo sociali ekonomisko ietekmi un indikatoru izmantoSanu
projekta pasa sakotnéja stadija (projektésanas fazg);

21.2. ir izdevigi izmantot sociali ekonomiskos indikatorus, lai inform&tu vietgjos iedzivotajus
un uzraugosas institiicijas, lai palielinatu atbalstu projektu TstenoSanai (sasaistot
personigo labumu un projektu isteno$anu) un projektu konkurétspgju;

21.3. nepiecieSams noteikt, ka realiz&tais projekts ietekmes vietgjo iedzivotaju sociali
ekonomisko vajadzibu apmierinaSanu. Sadarbibas stiprinaSana ar vietg§jam NVO,
uzpémejiem un citam ieinteresétajam pusém, lai sanemtu informaciju par to
praktiskajam interesém un iegltu indikatoru izmantoSanai nepiecieSamos mérjjumu
datus, ir viens no galvenajiem aspektiem veiksmigai projektu istenoSanai;
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21.4. ir lietderigi izmantot dazadas indikatoru kategorijas, lai informétu vietgjos iedzivotajus
un dazadas socialas grupas, pievérSot uzmanibu ari kultlras mantojuma objektu
attistibas projektu netieSai ietekmei. Lielai dalai viet€jo iedzivotaju ir salidzinosi svarigs
ekonomiskais ieguvums jeb pats projekta “pienesums”, tapéc lielaka uzmaniba biitu
japievers ekonomiskajai un finansialajai ietekmei. Apmekl€tajiem un citam
ieinteres€tajam pusém biezi vien ir svarigi infrastruktiiras risinagjumi (piem&ram, pils ir
atjaunota, bet tai ir griti piebraukt vai novietot automasinu tas tuvuma). Jaunam
gimeném riip vide un bérnu veseliba, tapec tam ir svarigi labbiitibas un vides indikatori.
Sociala ieklauSana var€tu bt svariga pensionariem, kuri ir vai vélas bt sociali aktivi,
un, ja vien vini ir labi amatnieki un vietgjas partikas razotaji, tad ar1 vietgjas razoSanas
attistibas indikatori. Indikatori, kas raksturo ilgtermina sociali ekonomisko ietekmi, ir
svarigi tiem, kas v€las apmesties uz dzivi, stradat vai attistit uznémejdarbibu stabila un
sakopta vide, tapéc Sos indikatorus var veiksmigi izmantot, lai veidotu pozitivu
teritorijas te€lu.

22. Latvija butu lietderigi ieviest nekustama kultiras mantojuma parvaldibas un sociali
ekonomiskas attistibas metodologiju, kas ir bazéta ne tikai kultGras un mantojuma aizsardzibas
interesgs, bet ar ieinteres€to pusSu sociali ekonomiskajas interesés un to atbalsta.
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PIELIKUMI

1. pielikums
Lidzautora atlauja raksta izmantoSanai promocijas darba

KORESPONDEJOSA AUTORA UN RAKSTU LIDZAUTORA ATLAUJA!

Lidzautors:
zinatniskais grads PhD ijur.cand, LL.M
lvards un uzvards [rina Olevska-Kairisa
lamats IDoktorante, zvérinata advokate
lkontaktinformacija irina.olevska@gmail.com
Riga

Dokumenta datums ir ta elektroniskas parakstisanas datums
Promocijas padomes priek3sédetajai
Dr.oec., profesorei E.Gailei-Sarkanei
Padome «RTU P-09»

Raksti ka lidzautoram:

Kairiss, A., Geipele, 1., Olevska-Kairisa, I., 2023, Sustainability of Cultural Heritage-Related Projects: Use of Socio-Economic
Indicators in Latvia. Sustainability, 15, 10109 (2023), ISSN: 2071-1050 https://doi.org/10.3390/sul51310109

Kairiss, A., Olevska, I., 2021, Development Aspects of Archaeological Sites in Latvia. Archaeologia Lituana, Vol.22, ISSN
1392-6748. e-ISSN 2538-8738. https://www.journals.vu.lt/archaeologia-lituana/article/view/26383

Kairiss, A., Olevska, I., 2021, Assessing Endangerment of Archacological Heritage in Latvia: Legal Framework and Socio-
Economic Aspects. AP: Online Journal in Public Archaeology, Vol. 11 (2021), ISSN: 2171-6315
http://revistas jasarqueologia.es/index.php/APJournal/article/view/281

Kairiss, A., Olevska, ., 2021, Development Aspects of Manors as a Part of Cultural Heritage in Latvia. Culture Crossroads,
Vol.19 (2021), ISSN: 2500-9974 http://www.culturecrossroads.lv/pdf/333/en

Kairiss, A., Olevska, 1., 2020, Damage to Archaeological Sites: Assessment Criteria and Situation in Latvia. Baltic Journal of
Real Estate Economics and Construction Management, Vol.8 (2020), 45-82, ISSN: 2255-9671 https://doi.org/10.2478/bjreecm-
2020-0005

Raksti ka pirmajam autoram -
Apliecinu, ka Andris Kairi§s sniedzis savu personigo ieguldijumu §ada raksta sagatavoSana:

Raksts Ieguldijuma novértéjums

Olevska-Kairisa, I., Kairiss, A., 2023, Victims of heritage crimes: aspects | 60%, 10 lapas, publikacijas pamatnostadnes,
of legal and socio-economic justice. Open Archaeology, Vol. 9 (2023), metodologijas izstradatajs, datu parvalditajs,
ISSN: 2300-6560. lidzintervetajs, formalas analizes veicgjs un
https://www.degruyter.com/document/doi/10.1515/opar-2022-0293/html originala manuskripta sagatavotajs

Atlauju Andrim Kairi§am rakstus izmantot vina promocijas darba ka tematiski vienotas publikaciju kopas izstrade.

PhD iur.cand, LL.M Irina Olevska-Kairisa

DOKUMENTS PARAKSTITS AR DROSU ELEKTRONISKO PARAKSTU UN SATUR LAIKA ZIMOGU

! Atbilstosi RTU IEVF “Doktora studiju programmas “Vadibzinatne un ekonomika” istenosanas un promocijas darba
izstrades kartiba” nosacijumiem - Ja sagatavotaja tematiski vienotaja publikaciju kopa doktora grada pretendentam ir
lidzautori, tai pievieno rakstisku visu ieklauto publikaciju lidzautoru piekri$anu publikacijas izmantoSanai promocija.
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2. pielikums
Lidzautora atlauja raksta izmanto$anai promocijas darba

RAKSTU LIDZAUTORU ATLAUJA!

Lidzautors:
zinatniskais grads Dr.oec.
vards un uzvards Ineta Geipele
amats RTU Profesore
kontaktinformacija ineta.geipele@rtu.lv
Riga Dokumenta datums ir ta

elektroniskas parakstiSanas datums

Promocijas padomes priekssedétajai
Dr.oec., profesorei E.Gailei-Sarkanei
Padome «RTU P-09»

Raksti ka lidzautoram:
Kairiss, A., Geipele, 1., Olevska-Kairisa, 1., 2023, Sustainability of Cultural Heritage-Related Projects: Use

of Socio-Economic Indicators in Latvia. Sustainability, 15, 10109 (2023), ISSN: 2071-1050
https://doi.org/10.3390/sul51310109

Atlauju Andrim KairiSam rakstu izmantot vina promocijas darba ka tematiski vienotas publikaciju kopas
izstrade.

Dr.oec., Prof. .Geipele

DOKUMENTS PARAKSTITS AR DROSU ELEKTRONISKO PARAKSTU UN SATUR LAIKA
ZIMOGU

! Atbilstosi RTU IEVF “Doktora studiju programmas “Vadibzinatne un ekonomika” Isteno$anas un promocijas darba izstrades
kartiba” nosacijumiem - Ja sagatavotaja tematiski vienotaja publikaciju kopa doktora grada pretendentam ir lidzautori, tai pievieno
rakstisku visu ieklauto publikaciju lidzautoru piekriSanu publikacijas izmantoSanai promocija.
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3. pielikums
Ekspertu sanaksmes kopsavilkums

Ekspertu sanaksmes
“Sociali-ekonomisko indikatoru izmantoSana kultiras mantojuma attistibas
projektos Latvija: Pétljuma rezultatu prezentacija”
kopsavilkums

Sanaksmes laiks un vieta: 2023. gada 31. julija plkst. 13.00-14.30, Kultiiras ministrija

Sanaksmes darba valoda: latvieSu

Prezentetaji:
Andris Kairi$s, Mg.sc. soc., Bac. iur., Rigas Tehniskas universitates PhD oec. cand.
Irina Olevska-Kairi$a, LL.M., Diploma in Art Law, Mastrihtas universitates PhD iur. cand.

Dalibnieki:

1. Uldis Zarins, Kultaras ministrijas Valsts sekretares vietnieks kultarpolitikas jautajumos,

2. Baiba Mirniece, Kultiiras ministrijas Kulttirpolitikas departamenta direktore,

3. Ilze Rokpelne, Kultiiras ministrijas Eiropas Savienibas fondu departamenta Eiropas
Savienibas fondu uzraudzibas nodalas vecaka eksperte,

4. Andrelita Blusanovic¢a, Kultiiras ministrijas Eiropas Savienibas fondu departamenta
FinanS8u instrumentu attistibas nodalas eksperte,

5. Mudite Juhna, Latvijas Pagvaldibu savienibas generalsekretare,

6. Rita Vectirane, Latvijas Pasvaldibu savienibas Izglittbas un kultiras komitejas

prieks$sedétaja, Jelgavas pilsétas domes priek§sedétaja vietniece socialo lietu, veselibas un
kultiiras jautajumu programma.

Sanaksmes darba kartiba:

13:00-14:00 Prezentacija. Galvenas apskatitas t€mas:

e Materiala kultiiras mantojuma izmantoSana ieintereséto pusu un to sociali-
ekonomisko interesu raksturojums.

e Ieinteres€to pusSu (viet§jo iedzivotaju) informétibas aspekti par planotiem un/ vai
stenotajiem kultliras mantojuma attistibas projektiem.

e Sociali-ekonomisko indikatoru saturs un to novertgjums veikta p&tijjuma ietvaros.

e Sociali-ekonomisko indikatoru raksturojumi.

e Nekustama kultiiras mantojuma parvaldibas un sociali-ekonomiskas attistibas
metodologijas prezentacija un pamatjautajumu izskaidro$ana (A.Kairi$a zinatniski-
praktiska izstradne).

e Secinajumi un rekomendacijas turpmakai darbibai.

Prezentacija balstas veiktas izp€tes rezultatos: 2022.gada tika veikta aptauja par sociali-
ekonomisko indikatoru izmantoSanu kultiiras mantojuma attistibas projektos. Aptauja piedalijas 20
Latvijas pasvaldibas, Latvijas Investiciju un attistibas agentiiras Tiirisma departaments, Lauku
atbalsta dienests, 3 Vietg€jas ricibas grupas un Latvijas pilu un muizu asociacija.
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Veikta pétijuma rezultati tika dal&ji atspoguloti publikacija: Kairi$s, A., Geipele, 1., Olevska-
Kairisa, 1., 2023, Sustainability of cultural heritage-related projects: use of socio-economic
indicators in Latvia. Sustainability 2023, 15(13), 10109, ISSN: 2071-1050.
https://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/15/13/10109

14:00-14:30 Jautajumi un atbildes.

14:30 Sanaksmes noslégums.

Secinajumi: sanaksmes dalibnieki atzina veikto izp&tes darbu sociali-ekonomisko indikatoru joma
un izstradato nekustama kultliras mantojuma parvaldibas un sociali-ekonomiskas attistibas
metodologiju par lietderigu un potenciali izmantojamu turpmakaja darbiba.

Latvijas Pa$valdibu savienibas generalsekretare uzaicinaja prezent@tdjus dalities ar pétijuma
rezultatiem un izstradatas nekustama kultiiras mantojuma parvaldibas un sociali-ekonomiskas
attistibas metodologijas skaidrojumu Latvijas Pa$valdibu savienibas Izglitibas un kultiras
komitejas séde 2023.gada septembri.

Riga, 2023.gada 31.julija

Kultiiras ministrijas
Valsts sekretares vietnieks kultiirpolitikas jautajumos

(paraksts*) Uldis Zarins

* Dokuments ir parakstits ar droSu elektronisko parakstu
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Abstract: The main objective of the current study was to contribute to the creation of a practically
usable set of heritage development project performance indicators and check their usage possibilities
in the Latvian context. For this purpose, the authors have studied scientific literature, regulatory acts,
international methodologies, as well as 22 EU co-financed projects related to the cultural heritage
objects’ development. The developed list of indicators was tested through a sociological survey in all
Latvian municipalities, other institutions and organizations. The study results showed that the use of
indicators can increase public awareness and support for planned and implemented projects. The
possibility of obtaining relevant measurement data (not applicability of the indicators alone) plays
a very important role in the use of indicators. In addition, municipalities better accept indicators
that are directly related to project results, do not require resource-intensive financial and economic
analysis and are not related to long-term socio-economic impact. The study revealed that greater
attention on the national scale (both by project implementers and supervisory institutions), should be
paid to the acquisition and processing of the necessary data at the municipal level, paying special
attention to the impact of implemented projects on well-being of population, environment, economy,
finances, social inclusion, local production, education, science, real estate and infrastructure.

Keywords: socio-economic indicators; cultural heritage development; development project evaluation;
sustainable heritage development

1. Introduction

Indicators are the variables that produce comprehensive information about the systems
shaping sustainable development [1] (pp. 6-7). For more than 40 years, sustainability
indicators have been used across a variety of sectors to measure the performance and
progress of environmental, social, economic, urban and regional planning (see, e.g., [2-6]).

Cultural heritage is increasingly defined as an economic development tool [7-9] and
resource for sustainable development [10,11]. For instance, culture is seen as a resource
contributing to each of the goals of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development [12]
(In 2015, the United Nations” General Assembly unanimously adopted the 2030 Agenda,
comprising 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and 169 targets grouped around
three objectives: the economic, social and environmental. While the Agenda explicitly refers
to protection of the world’s cultural and natural heritage only once (SDG 11.4), culture is
seen as a resource contributing to each of the goals transversally. To see the many ways in
which heritage can address the SDGs, please see ICOMOS Heritage and the Sustainable
Development Goals: Policy Guidance for Heritage and Development Actors [13]). The
United Nations New Urban Agenda ([14] the twenty-year roadmap to guide sustainable
urban development adopted in 2016) confirms and strengthens the role of cultural heritage
in transforming cities toward achieving sustainability. Both documents are not binding, but
their unanimous approval [15,16] is a strong signal of the readiness of the Member States
to contribute to achievement of the set goals.
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With the reference to, inter alia, the 2030 Agenda, the EU has repeatedly affirmed
cultural heritage in all its diversity and forms as a value in its own right and a strategic
resource for the sustainable future of Europe (see, e.g., [17,18]). There have been many
similar initiatives of regional and global level confirming the crucial role of protection and
enjoyment of cultural heritage in effective global governance. Hence, cultural belonging,
cultural rights, cultural voice, and cultural inclusion—for both individuals and groups—
now constitute claims which can be incorporated into demands for the realization of
economic, political and social rights [19]. The mentioned documents also stress the need of
implementation of these “claims” by way of adequate financial, planning and evaluation
mechanisms.

The 2030 Agenda states that the measurement of progress in implementation of the
“claims” requires “quality, accessible, timely and reliable disaggregated data” (Par.48) which
should be obtained through the developed list of indicators (Par.48, 75). These indicators
can help in producing empirical evidence about cultural heritage objects” multidimen-
sional benefits [20-23] and express how these benefits may be consistent with sustainable
development goals [24]. Thus, it is acknowledged that a comprehensive evaluation of
the contribution of cultural heritage requires a holistic approach. However, to date no
universal list of indicators has been developed to measure this contribution, and research
studies focusing on such indicators are insufficient (See, e.g., CHC{E project [25], which
has singled out four domains (economic, social, cultural and environmental) that together
form a holistic approach in assessing the value of cultural heritage as a strategic resource
for a sustainable Europe. According to the project, only 6% of all identified studies were
conceived as holistic studies covering all four domains) [26-28], even though the need for
them is undeniable and acute.

As pointed out by UNESCO, “making decisions without reliable indicators is like
driving without road signs” [22]. However, while driving towards sustainability requires
adequate indicators across all dimensions, there should be a strong understanding about
the selection and correct use of the applicable measures.

For instance, the only indicator developed in support of the SDG 11.4 of the 2030
Agenda is “total per capita expenditure on the preservation, protection and conservation of
all cultural and natural heritage, by source of funding (public, private), type of heritage
(cultural, natural) and level of government (national, regional, and local/municipal)” [29].
F. Nocca in her research describes why this indicator alone is not effective in achieving
its main goal (11.4 of the SDGs; [27]). On the other hand, in research that analysed the
indicators of sustainable tourism, which is frequently invoked to assess sustainability
of cultural heritage, Tanguay, Rajaonson and Thereen [30], identified 768 indicators—a
number which obviously is unreasonable (if not impossible) to implement.

The aim of the current research was to evaluate the utility of socio-economic indicators
in understanding and explaining the rationale of cultural heritage development projects
(projects contributing to unlocking of socio-economic potential of immovable cultural
heritage objects; cultural heritage potential means a potential to generate sustainable
socio-economic development based on cultural resources which extracts, exposes, and
appreciates cultural heritage components, emphasising their cultural (and social) value and
economic significance ([31], p. 2) using a Latvian example. Until now, despite a sufficiently
large number of cultural heritage object development projects in Latvia (altogether from
2017, there were 22 approved EU co-funded Latvian projects” applications in the field
of preservation, protection and development of important cultural and natural heritage
and development of the related services (19 municipal and three state-led projects for
the total amount of M120+ euro) [32]), a list of indicators that would reflect the achieved
progress in social, economic, cultural, environmental, well-being and other areas has not
been developed. Thus, it is difficult to explain the need and usefulness of projects to local
residents in order to gain their support for project implementation, to attribute the return
on investment from projects to their implementers, and to help the supervising institutions
to evaluate both project applications and the results achieved by the implemented project.
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The research question for the authors, therefore, was whether there is a need for
changes in existing approaches to and use of socio-economic indicators for reasonable
substantiation and measuring of the impact of cultural heritage development projects in
Latvia. The current study was intended to fill the research gap and contribute to formulation
of a comprehensive set of heritage development project performance indicators, to check
the applicability and data acquisition possibilities for evaluation of these indicators in the
Latvian context.

In the course of the analytical work, the authors have proposed a hypothesis that
the effective implementation of the indicator system is hindered by (a) the lack of nec-
essary measurement data, and (b) insufficient awareness/understanding of the broader
socio-economic impact (and impact in other areas) of cultural heritage object development
projects by the involved parties (project implementers, local residents and project supervi-
sors). Thus, the focus is shifted towards the indicators that are mostly directly linked to
project results and that do not characterize long-term development.

A tangible benefit of project planners, implementers and supervisors from the study
of indicators is related to the possibility of immediate application of the corresponding
indicators in practical work throughout all project stages—from initial planning to assessing
the results. A set of indicators developed within the research constitutes an essential
element for the further development of the methodology of immovable cultural heritage
management and socio-economic development. Additionally, it may serve to improve the
quality, competitiveness and sustainability of cultural heritage development projects.

The methodological part of the article is dedicated to the process of formulation of the
comprehensive set of socio-economic indicators related to cultural heritage development
projects. This part also reflects construction of the survey according to which the offered
indicators have been evaluated by the project implementers (municipalities) and other
professional heritage-related stakeholders throughout Latvia. The middle part describes
the obtained results. The final part contains concluding remarks and recommendations.

2. Methodology, Target Audience and Construction of the Survey

In order to make a holistic, yet workable list of applicable indicators, the authors have
extensively analysed the available scientific literature on:

e Economic indicator systems (see, e.g., [33-36]);
e  Heritage economics (see, e.g., [8,37-42]);
e  Cultural heritage performance indicators (see, e.g., [4,27,28,43-47]).

Compiling results of the above analysis and internationally developed methodolo-
gies [29,48], the authors then identified the holistic list of indicators provisionally applicable
to the Latvian situation. The identified list was then put against the indicators used in
Latvia in the field of cultural heritage project development, i.e., when submitting a project
application in order to qualify for co-financing by EU financial instruments, these indicators
(if they apply to the project) must be carried out. These few monitoring indicators are de-
fined in regulatory acts and guidelines. For instance, regulations related to implementation
of heritage protection and development projects (Point 9, [49] (Regulation No. 635 provides
for one additional indicator: “energy consumption figure (megawatt hours) (if applicable)”),
Point 8, Regulation No. 130 [50], Point 9, Regulation No0.322 [51], for the applicant to be
eligible for co-financing under EU structural funds) provide for the following indicators to
be reached:

e the expected increase in the number of visits to the supported cultural heritage objects
and tourist facilities,

e the number of supported natural and cultural heritage objects,

e the number of newly created services in the supported objects of cultural heritage,

e result indicator-the number of nights spent in tourist accommodation in the territory
of Latvia during the year.
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The regulations-related guidelines provide for a couple of more precise indicators, e.g.,
improved or constructed infrastructure that promotes safeguarding and development of
cultural objects, improved attainability of the cultural objects [52], benefits from increased
tourism flow and from tax revenues for newly created jobs [53].

To check the practical applicability and viability of these measurements, the list of
identified indicators was then put against approved EU co-funded projects’ Latvian appli-
cations [32]. The approved project applications predominantly appeal to only 5 indicators:

number of renovated /supported (cultural and natural) objects,
number of newly created objects,

number of newly introduced services,

increase in object visits,
arrangement/installation/improvement of infrastructure.

The other indicators mentioned much less frequently are:

number of new jobs,

new opportunities for tourism development,
local belonging/local patriotism,
rehabilitated degraded areas,

benefits for society,

archaeological research.

As a result of thorough research of the mentioned sources, the authors assumed
that respective measurements (a) only partially relate to sustainable development, (b) are
largely oriented towards benefits for visitors rather than for the local community and other
stakeholders (e.g., [54,55]), and (c) do not reflect a whole spectre of socio-economic benefits,
as they do not touch several areas positively affected by the development of heritage
objects, for example, the development of cultural activities, local production, increase in
welfare, etc. Comprehensive analysis of all the above scientific literature, internationally
developed methodologies, national legal acts and confirmed project applications led to the
development of the list of indicators to assess the multidimensional benefits produced by
conservation/regeneration of cultural heritage objects. These indicators were subdivided
into ten impact categories (certain major categories were subdivided into sub-categories)
that composed the comprehensive matrix for impact assessment-altogether 96 individual
indicators. The authors performed pilot testing of this initially created, pre-final list and
respective division of indicators into categories in one of the municipalities. As a result, the
following division was created (Table 1).

Table 1. Structure of indicators.

Measurement Area (Changes to Be

Category and Subcategory (Number Measured)/Predominantly Currently Measured in Latvia in the

of Indicators)

Short/Long-Term Impact */ Project Development Area
Direct/Indirect Relation to Results

1. Tourism development (27):
1.1. demand (8)

1.2. supply (15)

1.3. economic impact (4)

Flow of visitors, subsequently resulting in ~ Number of local/foreign tourists visits

public economic benefits. (one or several day trips) x average
1.1. Short-term impact and direct relation amount left by the traveller per day;
1.2.-1.3. Long-term impact and indirect number of newly created services in
relation supported cultural heritage sites

2. Cultural activities (15)
2.1. demand (3)

2.2. supply (6)
2.3. economic impact (6)

Development of cultural life and related
public economic benefits.

2.1.-2.2. Short-term impact and direct -
relation

2.3. Long-term impact and indirect relation
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Table 1. Cont.
Measurement Area (Changes to Be
Category and Subcategory (Number Measured)/Predominantly Currently Measured in Latvia in the

of Indicators)

Short/Long-Term Impact */ Project Development Area
Direct/Indirect Relation to Results

3. Local production (8)

Local craftsmanship /food production and
related public economic benefits. -
Long-term impact and indirect relation

4. Social inclusion (7)

Involvement of local inhabitants (incl. less
protected groups of people) in cultural
activities, development of NGOs et al. -
in the field of culture.

Long-term impact and indirect relation

Construction (incl. public infrastructure),
rent, buildings usage et al. areas, and

5. Real estate and infrastructure (12) -

related public economic benefits.
Long-term impact and indirect relation

6. Restoration of cultural property (8)

Condition of historic buildings and other

sites, usage of sites et al. areas, and related ~ Number of supported cultural
public economic benefits. heritage sites

Short-term impact and direct relation

7. Financial impact (3)

Changes in tax revenues (at both national
and local level), income of local
population, etc.

Long-term impact and indirect relation

Benefits from tax revenue on jobs
created in supported cultural
heritage sites

8. Well-being of the residents;
Environment (8)

Level of local residents’ satisfaction in the
field of public infrastructure, environment,
employment, public revenues et al., as well
as level of pride in belonging to particular
territory.

Long-term impact and indirect relation

9. Education and science (6)

Scientific research, publications, heritage
object-related education, student
practice, etc.

Long-term impact and indirect relation

Mass media interest and social

10. Mass media and social networks (2) networks activity. -

Short-term impact and direct relation

* Terms are conditional and refer to time limits of how soon after the completion of the project the socio-economic
development affected by the results of the project will be identifiable. it is assumed that short-term is up to 1 year,
long-term-more than 1 year (in some cases—several years).

2.1. Target Audience

The list of indicators was handed over for evaluation to all Latvian municipalities
(N =43, n =20 (13 municipal governments and 7 State cities (By administrative division,
Latvia is divided into territories of local governments of State cities, hereinafter ‘State
cities’, and territories of municipal governments, hereinafter ‘municipal governments’
(Part 1, Sec. 4, [56]). There are 10 State cities altogether, covering around 1% of the
territory of Latvia [57] and comprising the total population at the beginning of 2022 of
M1,05+ [58]. This is 56% of the total Latvian population (total population of Latvia at
the beginning of 2022 was M1,87+ [59]). State cities are considered to be development
centres of national significance. As per the previous Law on Administrative Territories and
Populated Areas (no more in force), Republican cities (in the current law replaced with
State cities) were cities with developed commercial activities, transport and community
facilities, social infrastructure and a significant complex of cultural institutions, having at
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least 25,000 permanent residents (the cities with more residents could receive status of a
Republican city even without conforming to the above requirements) (Sec. 6, [60,61]. The
remaining 44% of the Latvian population live in the sparsely populated rural areas and
towns, covering around 99% of the territory, which are divided into 33 administrative units
(municipal governments)); 46.5% from the municipalities replied, covering territories with
about 67% of the total Latvian population). Responding municipal governments represent
a total population of K369+ residents or 45% of all their residents (or almost 20% of the
total population of Latvia). Responding State cities represent a total population of K880+
or 84% of all the residents of State cities (or about 47% of the total population of Latvia)
(altogether regarding municipalities, hereinafter ‘respondents’).

For supplementing the results, the list of indicators was as well handed over for evalu-
ation to Local Action Groups (3 replied) (Local Action Group (LAG) is an association for the
implementation of the local development strategies and LEADER approach, giving local
residents, businesses and municipalities the opportunity to determine the development
of their territory [62,63]. The received answers represented Local Action Groups from
three (out of four) Latvian regions), certain state authorities engaged in development of
heritage and tourism (2 replied) (e.g., (1) the Tourism Department of the Latvian Investment
and Development Agency (LIAA), whose goal is to develop Latvian tourism products
and services and increase their competitiveness, as well as to make Latvia internationally
recognized as an attractive tourist destination [64] and (2) the Rural Support Service that is
the state’s direct administrative institution, which is, inter alia, responsible for the unified
implementation of the state and European Union support policy in Latvia, agricultural
and rural support policy [65], as well as LEADER program which is thought to promote
the economic growth of the coastal area (including renovation of cultural heritage objects
within the co-financed projects)) and associations (1 replied) (e.g., The professional associa-
tion “Association of Latvian Castles and Manors” that aims to promote the preservation
of Latvian cultural heritage, its research, restoration, maintenance, adaptation for use and
development; promotes the development of tourism, culture and creative industries and
related infrastructure and services in castles and estates; expands the accessibility of castles
and manors to the public; develops public awareness of cultural heritage and promotes
public participation in the protection of cultural heritage [66]). The survey was primarily
focused on municipalities, since municipalities are (a) among the major owners of im-
movable cultural monuments in the country [67], (b) most actively implementing cultural
heritage object development projects (for instance, out of 22 EU co-funded projects based
on SAM 5.5.1., 19 were initiated and driven by the municipalities), (c) ensuring tourism
development (tourism information providers in municipalities are basically a municipal
structural unit (its department or an individual employee) or a municipal institution (or a
structural unit of an institution), less often a municipal agency or its structural unit, also
as an individual specialist or a specialist with partial responsibility for tourism develop-
ment ([68], p. 74)), (d) deriving financial or other benefits from the use of cultural heritage
objects, which, in turn, are used for the benefit of the local population. Each municipality
(other institution and organization) was asked to fill out only one questionnaire from the
institution (in certain cases up to 5 structural units of the respondent participated in filling
out the questionnaire).

2.2. Construction of the Survey

The questionnaire given to the respondents for evaluation consisted of the following
data:

e  pre-given data sets: Category/subcategory (unifying category of indicators), Indicator
(particular indicators under every category/subcategory), Suggested measurement
(EUR, number, percentage or other measurement units);

e  datasets to be filled in: Applicability (level of applicability of every indicator on a scale
from “0” (not suitable) to “3” (well-suited)), Data Accessibility (ability to obtain data
for measurement on a scale from “0” (impossible to obtain measurement data) to “3”
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(easy to obtain measurement data)) and Other possible measurement data acquisition
sources/comments.

Respondents were asked to evaluate the indicators “Applicability” and “Data accessi-
bility” (hereinafter ‘the dimensions’). It should be noted that for some indicators it may be
relatively easy to obtain measurement data, for example “the number of local traditional
food and drink companies/producers”, but it may suit less well certain respondents (for
example, Riga State city, since it is generally less characteristic of them to follow, promote
or specially support local food and drinks producers). It also happens that the indicator is
well suited, but it is difficult to obtain measurement data, for example “municipal budget
revenues from the tourism sector” (respondents have also mentioned, inter alia, difficulties
in obtaining data for the indicator “visits to the site/designated area”, where site visits can
be measured by the number of sold entrance tickets, while visits to the designated area
(e.g., the town, etc.) is much harder to measure. The other comments concern the size of the
municipality. Considering that 32% of the total population of Latvia lives in the capital city
of Riga, which is the highest rate in the countries of the EU [69], the answers showed that
some indicators are applicable to Riga/Riga metropolitan area (e.g., construction of new
residential areas, because far from Riga (100+ km) it is hard to get grants for housing stock
construction, while in Riga it is comparatively easy). On the other hand, some indicators
are not directly applicable to Riga (e.g., the number of companies involved in tourism (both
with and without tourism NACE codes, e.g., family-operated farms, home manufacturers,
etc., involved in tourism, which have offers for tourists or parking lots)).

Respondents could have supplemented “Measurement data acquisition sources”,
making notes on the already filled-in “Measurement” field, commenting on each indicator,
mentioning other indicators that, in their opinion, should be used in development projects
of cultural heritage objects.

The survey assumed that:

e all indicators describe the situation in the specified time period and on a particular
territory (in this case, the territory was considered a municipality or a settlement if the
indicators could be attributed to the specific settlement within the municipality for
some reason);

e indicators are not always directly related to the development of cultural heritage
objects, as their changes may be influenced by other factors;

e the indicators describe a development useful to society, without taking into account
possible risks (e.g., with a significant increase in the number of tourists, environmental
pollution increases, etc.);

e indicators of different categories are interconnected and can characterize several areas
of socio-economic development (e.g., the indicators belonging to one category do not
always refer to only one socio-economic area and the indicators belonging to another
category may also apply to this area).

According to the Respondent comments, municipalities see the practical benefit of the
application of indicators at different project realisation stages, including in convincing local
residents and supervising authorities about the necessity of the projects” development and
implementation, in proving the usefulness of the implemented project, as well as in the
drafting and implementation of public policy.

3. Results of the Survey
3.1. Informing the Local Residents and the Usefulness of Indicators

Before evaluating the indicators, the respondents were asked to answer questions
about:

e informing local residents about the intention, initiation or implementation of develop-
ment projects,

e the impact of local residents’ opinions on the possibilities of implementing a tangible
cultural heritage development project,
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Publishing project information on municipal website

Publishing information in municipal editions, distributing those
Sending information to local mass media in a way of press

Sending information to broader mass media, in order to reach
the local residents as well

Distributing advertising/ informational materials about the

Organizing interviews with mass media, addressing journalists
to draft publications, video stories, etc.
Organizing working groups with the participation of local

Organizing regular press conferences with local media

Sending news to the current clients, signed-up for the receiving

o  whether the use of socio-economic indicators can make the process of informing the
local residents about the socio-economic utility of the project more effective.

Are the local residents informed about the socio-economic usefulness of the project at
the planning, starting or implementing stages? (n = 20). Please see Figure 1.

55%

35%
10%

yes no occasionally

Figure 1. Informing the local residents.

Although 55% of municipalities inform local residents about the socio-economic
usefulness of a planned or implemented project, 35% do so irregularly, and 10% usually
do not inform local residents. In general, municipal governments inform citizens more
regularly than the State cities.

How are the local residents being informed number of responses, multi-response?
(n = 20). Please see Figure 2.

to households

releases or paid-in ads

Holding local residents’ meeting

Publishing information on social networks

project to local residents

Carrying out local residents’ surveys

residents

of the news
Figure 2. Ways of informing local residents.

Residents are usually informed through the municipal website and mass media, or
through the resident meetings. Other forms of outreach and engagement are less common,
perhaps because they are more resource-intensive or dependent on citizen activity. It should
be noted that municipalities also combine different ways of providing information.

Does the residents’ opinion affect the implementation of the project? (1 = 18). Please
see Figure 3.
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17%

9.0%

28.6%

| - -
36.4%

State cities Municipality
governments

M always impacts predominantly impacts H always impacts predominantly impacts
B predominantly doesn't impact = hard to say o predominantly doesn't impact hard to say

5%

M yes

Figure 3. Level of influence of local resident opinions on the project implementation.

Although the residents’ opinion on the implementation of the projects is largely
important for municipalities (in total, 61%), it is generally more important for State cities
than for municipal governments. Therefore, even though State cities are less likely to
inform their citizens in a targeted way, they are still more sensitive to their opinion if it
is expressed.

Can the use of socio-economic indicators make the process of informing local residents
about the socio-economic usefulness of the project more effective? (1 = 20) Please see

Figure 4.
30% 46.2%
85.7%
60% 46.2%
T
State cities Municipality
governments
predominantly yes M predominantly no  hard to say HMyes ©predominantlyyes M predominantlyno  hard to say

Figure 4. Usefulness of socio-economic indicators in informing local residents.

Of all municipalities, 65% believed that it would be useful to use socio-economic
indicators to inform local residents. No municipality considered them to be completely
useless, while 35% could not give an unequivocal answer. Significant differences in the
answers to this question are between the State cities and municipal governments. All State
cities explicitly believed that it is useful to use indicators, but almost half of the municipal
governments found it difficult to give an unambiguous answer. Such a difference of opinion
may be related to greater experience in using indicators, a more monolithic economy, as well
as peculiarities of accounting and reporting procedures in State cities. Another explanation
is related to more express consideration of residents’ opinions in planning or implementing
a project in State cities.

Socio-economic value of heritage sites is often not obvious (e.g., [70]) for the local
residents and other stakeholders. They do not always realise that cultural heritage objects,
apart from the purely aesthetic view and as tourist attractions, ensure, inter alia, a positive
impact on different economic areas and additional public income to cover actual social
needs of the community [54,71]. Thus, many individuals do not connect their socio-
economic benefits with the development of heritage sites. This leads to underestimation
of advantages of investing in cultural heritage objects (e.g., [72,73]). Lack of informing
and not taking into account opinions of the stakeholders deprives the projects of societal
support, while local residents are deprived of understanding the additional sources of
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improvement of their well-being. Consequently, proper informing of the local residents
and other stakeholders serves as a key factor in ensuring the success and sustainability of
the cultural heritage development projects.

3.2. Evaluation of Indicators

The indicators in Table 2 are arranged by the combined value of “Applicability” and
“Data accessibility” (for illustration purposes combined value of “Applicability”, “Data
accessibility” and “Average” is shown in Figure 5 as well). It is important to note that
ranking the indicators by one of the dimensions, e.g., only by applicability, would have
produced different results.

Table 2. Ranks of indicators categories/subcategories.

Category and s s Data . B Rank by
Subcategory Applicability (a) Accessibility (b) Difference (a — b)  Average ((a + b)/2) Average
Cultural activities 239 010 —0.03 241 1
(supply)
Restoration of cultural 244 231 013 237 ’
property
Tourism development 2.49 204 025 237 3
(demand)
Mass media and social 237 226 011 232 4
networks
Cultural activities 228 212 016 220 5
(demand)
Tourism development 214 296 012 220 6
(supply)
Wellbeing of the 2.36 1.91 0.45 2.14 7
population; environment
Cultural 'ac.tlvmes 204 1.96 0.08 2.00 8
(economic impact)
Social inclusion 2.04 1.90 0.14 1.97 9
Local production 1.90 2.02 —0.12 1.96 10
Education and science 1.89 1.86 0.03 1.87 11
Financial impact 1.77 1.75 0.02 1.76 12
Tourism development 1.89 1.62 027 1.75 13
(economic impact)
Real estate and 145 1.69 —0.24 157 14

infrastructure

Respective values were established by Average function (sum of values/number of values where the lowest
value equals 0 and the highest equals 3; empty responses were ignored; the number of responses regarding both
“Applicability” and “Data accessibility” dimensions were equal). Dimension values that exceed the value of the
other dimension by 10% are marked with Bold.

For some categories of indicators, the difference in dimension values is significant. For
example, for “Wellbeing of the population; environment”, the difference exceeds 19% (“ap-
plicability” prevails), “Real estate and infrastructure”—16% (“data accessibility” prevails),
“Tourism development (economic impact)”—14% (“applicability” prevails), “Tourism de-
velopment (demand)”—10% (“applicability” prevails). The fact that “applicability” prevails
might in certain cases indicate the municipalities” understanding of the potential impor-
tance of this or another group of indicators, but signals difficulties in obtaining relevant data
(non-accumulation or insufficient use) at the municipal level. As the cause for these difficul-
ties, the respondents mentioned, inter alia, shortage of resources of the municipalities (incl.



Sustainability 2023, 15, 10109

11 of 29

tourism information centres) in collecting and processing of data, difficulties in obtaining
data from private parties and NGOs. In certain cases, the municipalities acknowledged
non-collecting of specific data since they have not previously seen the usefulness of the
particular indicator.

Cultural
activities
(supply)

Restoration
of cultural ~ development

property

Tourism

(demand)

Mass media  Cultural Tourism ~ Wellbeing of ~ Cultural Social Local Education  Financial Tourism  Real estate
and social activities  development the activities inclusion  production and science impact  development and
networks (demand) (supply)  population;  (economic (economic  infrastructure
environment  impact) impact)

Applicability m Data accessibility ™ Average
Figure 5. Evaluation of indicators categories/subcategories.

Cases where “Data accessibility” prevails indicate a smaller apparent or real intercon-
nection (according to the respondents’ opinion) between the category of indicators and
its potential impact on the results of the implemented project. This is especially charac-
teristic of groups of long-term development (impact) indicators, such as “Real estate and
infrastructure”.

The results show that the indicators that are easier to measure (tourism demand
and supply, cultural activities, mass media and social networks) were rated the highest.
Similarly, indicators directly related to project results (restoration of cultural property) were
highly rated as well. Thus, from the six categories/subcategories of indicators (Cultural
activities (supply), Restoration of cultural property, Tourism development (demand), Mass
media and social networks, Cultural activities (demand), Tourism development (supply)),
which shared the first five places, five categories are characterized by short-term impact
and direct relation to project results.

Indicators related to financial calculations and forecasts (economic and financial im-
pact), long-term development (real estate and infrastructure), social inclusion, scientific
and educational development have been evaluated most modestly by all the municipalities.
Indicators related to the well-being of the population and the environment were evaluated
at the average level.

Analysing the categories of indicators that were not highly rated, in connection with
the usefulness of informing citizens, it should be noted that for a large part of the local
population, the economic benefit or the very “takeaway” of the project is relatively im-
portant. Thus, more attention should be paid to the economic and financial impact of the
implemented projects. Infrastructural solutions are often important for visitors and other
stakeholders (for example, the castle has been renovated, but it is difficult to approach
it or park the car nearby). Young families care about the environment and the health of
their children, so well-being and environmental indicators are important for them. Social
inclusion might be important for retirees who are or want to be socially active, and as long
as they are good artisans and local food makers, then also indicators of the development
of local production. Indicators that characterize the long-term socio-economic impact are
important for those wishing to settle down, work or develop a business in a stable and
well-maintained environment. These indicators can be successfully used for creating a
positive image of the area. Thus, as pointed out by F. Nocca, diverse social groups could
have different values and beliefs, with different perceptions about what is relevant for their
identity, attributing different values to a heritage place [27].
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It should be noted that despite quite modest evaluation of indicators showing long-
term and/or indirect impact, their importance should not be underestimated. Under-
standing of long-term outcomes is essential, if not vital, to performance of comprehensive
socio-economic analysis and sustainability of cultural heritage development projects.

The analysis of the results leads to the assumption that sometimes the indicator is
well suited, but there is not enough data to measure it (for example, there are no relevant
statistics at the municipal level), or on the contrary, the data is or can be available, but the
indicator is used less often because it is not really clear whether and how to apply it. The
former cases, therefore, require paying more attention to the acquisition and processing of
data, the latter to the possibilities of using the indicator itself, addressing it to the relevant
interested parties.

Analysing the survey data of LAG (n = 3), State agencies (n = 2) and Association of
Latvian Castles and Manors (1 = 1) for comparison, it should be noted that their evaluation
of categories/subcategories of indicators differs from the evaluation of municipalities.
For example, LAG ranked Cultural activities (supply), Mass media and social networks,
Cultural activities (economic impact), Local production and Cultural activities (demand)
the highest (in the first five places). Focusing on categories of economic indicators, which
sometimes have long-term impacts and an indirect relation to project results, is more visible
here. LAGs, similarly to municipalities, rated the Real estate and infrastructure category
of indicators the lowest. State agencies ranked Tourism development (demand), Cultural
activities (demand), Cultural activities (supply), Education and science, Mass media and
social networks the highest (in the first five places). This ranking of indicator categories can
be explained by the nature of the activities of the surveyed state institutions (development
of the tourism sector and promotion of the economic growth of the territories). State
institutions rated the Social inclusion indicator category the lowest. The Association of
Latvian Castles and Manors ranked Wellbeing of the population; Environment, Education
and science, Mass media and social networks, Local production and Restoration of cultural
property the highest (in the first five places). This ranking of indicator categories can
be explained by the main field of activity of the surveyed association. The surveyed
Association rated the Real estate and infrastructure category of indicators the lowest.

Dimension values that exceed the value of the other dimension by 10% are marked
with the corresponding colour.

Figure 6 shows significant differences in the opinions of the State cities and municipal
governments regarding several groups of indicators, which are most likely grounded in the
solution of current social issues. Thus, the State cities place more emphasis on well-being,
environment, social inclusion, restoration of cultural property, mass media and social
networks, while municipal governments stress the importance of local economic traditions
(local production). State cities value the use of financial and economic impact as well as
tourism development (demand) indicators a little higher.

In general, the lowest ranks got indicators related to financial and economic impact,
education and science development and especially real estate and infrastructure devel-
opment. Most probably, such a ranking indicates complexities with their estimation and
connection to the long-term development.

It should be noted that the State cities have a more pronounced tendency to evaluate
the usefulness of using indicators (both applicability and data accessibility) higher than
municipal governments.

Table 3 shows those indicators that are included in the top 10 (in bold in the Table 3)
both by total average score and by applicability and data accessibility average scores (the
full list of indicators with total average, applicability and data accessibility average scores,
as well as ranks by total and ranks within categories, is attached in Appendix A). As can be
seen from the table, only four indicators by total average score are included in the top 10 by
applicability or data accessibility average scores. Indicator applicability or data accessibility
average scores mostly (sometimes significantly) differ. This means that the inclusion of an
indicator in the applicability or data accessibility top 10 does not guarantee its inclusion in
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the top 10 by total average score and indicates that both dimensions must be taken into
account when evaluating the implementation of indicators in practice.

Cultural activities (supply)

Restoration of cultural property

Tourism development (demand)

Mass media and social networks

Cultural activities (demand)

Tourism development (supply)
Wellbeing of the population; environment
Cultural activities (economic impact)
Social inclusion

Local production

Education and science

Financial impact

Tourism development (economic impact)

Real estate and infrastructure

241
2.40

v

2.00 - m State cities

1.98 B Municipality
governments

Figure 6. Evaluation of indicators categories in the State cities and municipal governments.

Table 3. Top 10 indicators (ranked by total, applicability and data accessibility).

Unit of

Average Score (Max = 3)

Rank (Out of 96 Indicators)

Indicator Measure

Total

Applicability

Data

Accessibility

Data

Total Applicability Accessibility

6.1. immovable cultural
monuments in the territory
of the municipality
(distributed by type

and significance)

number 2.711

2.737

1.1.4. in-person visits to
tourism information centres

number or % 2.675

2.650

2.700

2.2.4. cultural institutions
(including museums,
galleries, theatres, etc.)

number or % 2.658

2.579

2.737

1.1.1. visits to the
site/designated area

number or % 2.625

2.950

2.300

1.2.15. cultural heritage
objects (hillforts, castles, castle
ruins, historical buildings,
etc.) that are accessible

to visitors

number 2.575

2.550

2.600
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Table 3. Cont.

Unit of Average Score (Max = 3) Rank (Out of 96 Indicators)
Indicator
Measure R, Data s s Data
Total Applicability Accessibility Total Applicability Accessibility
1.1.5. visits to the
municipality’s tourism
website (if possible, with
data on cultural object number or % 2.575 2.500 2.650 6 11 4
(separating those that were
covered by the projects)
lookups in it)
6.7. renovation/restoration
projects of historical
buildings and other number 2.526 2.526 2.526 7 9 11
cultural objects
2.2.5. material exhibitions number or % 2.500 2.556 2.444 8 7 15
2:2.2. organized cultural numberor% 2474 2368 2579 9 20 8
1.2.11. cultural objects co;ii?;):: }(f)éar'
1“d“d"d in the Latvian number of 2.466 2.300 2.632 10 34 5
anguage materials of the obiects

tourism destination o

included
10.1. reports, broadcasts,
publications in the mass number 2.447 2.526 2.368 11 10 18
media

. number of

1.2.12. cultural objects copies per year;
included in the foreign number of 2425 2.300 2550 13 35 9
language materials of the obiects
tourism destination oY

included
4.7. song, dance, etc.
collectives that operate in number 2.421 2.211 2.632 14 43 6
(use) cultural objects
1.1.3. domestic visitors number or % 2.325 2.600 2.050 21 4 50
3.4. licenses issued for trade
during cultural events (e.g., number or % 2275 2.000 2.550 28 57 10
holidays, festivals, etc.).
8.1. residents who are
satisfied with the supply of % 2.263 2.579 1.947 30 6 58

cultural services

Indicator is in all three tops

Indicator is in two tops

Indicator is in one top only (either in the top by applicability or data accessibility)

The serial number of the indicator shows its belonging to the particular unifying category and/or subcategory of
indicators. The indicators marked in italic are the ones partially corresponding to the current project evaluation
criteria, provided for in the legislative acts (including methodologies and guidelines).

Looking at the top 10 indicators by the total average, it can be assumed that they are
largely chosen according to interrelated criteria:

e direct links with the object visits/tourism (seven out of 10, e.g., visits to objects and
websites, accessibility of objects, marketing materials, cultural events and organizing
exhibitions, etc.),

e  ease of measurement (seven out of 10, e.g., organizing cultural events, visiting tourist
information centres, statistics of marketing materials, etc.),

e direct links with project results.

Some of the indicators included in the top 10 are static in nature and do not directly
relate to the results produced by the project (e.g., number of immovable cultural monuments
in the territory of the municipality or number of cultural institutions) but rather describe
the pre-project environment. On the other hand, if the indicators are indirectly related to the
project results or refer more to the well-being and satisfaction of the needs of local residents,
they appear relatively more often in the top 10 by applicability or data accessibility average
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scores (e.g., domestic visitors, song, dance, etc., collectives that operate in (use) cultural
objects, licenses issued for trade during cultural events, residents who are satisfied with
the supply of cultural services). Most likely, the reason for this is (a) the indirect connection
with the results of the project, e.g., less understanding of economic benefits which the
municipality and the local residents get from trade during cultural events (which are
often organized in cultural objects or in their immediate vicinity, thus, objects play the
role of the cultural-historical background) or that it is useful for folk dance and song
collectives to operate in a cultural-historical context in their activities (thus enriching the
performances and attracting visitors) or (b) difficulties in obtaining relevant measurement
data (e.g., residents who are satisfied with the supply of cultural services or attraction of
domestic visitors).

It should be noted that indicators reflecting financial and long-term economic impact,
social inclusion, education and science were not included in the top 10.

Looking at the top 10 indicators both by total average score and by applicability
and data accessibility average scores, it can be seen that only some indicators partially
correspond to the current project evaluation criteria defined in Regulation No. 635 [49], Ap-
plication filling methodology [53] and Methodology for applying the criteria for evaluating
project submissions [52] (see Table 1 above).

When analysing the results presented in Table 4 mathematically, it can be concluded
that the highest ranks within the categories are mostly achieved by indicators with higher
data accessibility (in 57.1% of cases, the data accessibility score is higher than the applica-
bility score; average data accessibility score is 2.370, average applicability score is 2.308).
The lowest ranks within the categories are mostly achieved by indicators with higher appli-
cability (in 85.7% of cases, the applicability score is higher than the data accessibility score;
average data accessibility score is 1.689, average applicability score is 1.899). This means
that data accessibility is the more important dimension in the ranking of indicators, which
has a greater influence on the assignment of the respective overall rating to the indicator. It
can be found that the lowest places (ranks) in each category are taken by indicators which:

e  require larger investment in obtaining measurement data (e.g., require financial analy-
sis, conducting surveys, etc.), for instance, local residents who are satisfied with the
use of public revenues, tax revenues from visiting cultural sites, related businesses and
real estate, municipal budget revenues from the tourism sector. Additionally, several
municipalities indicated that the surveys are not applicable for collecting specific data,
as a very small percentage of local residents participate in them (in some cases no
more than 1-2%).;

e relate to long-term impacts, e.g., average value of living space in residential areas (the
value tends to rise in well-developed areas around cultural objects);

e relate to the results of the project indirectly, e.g., persons employed in the production
and trade of crafts and local traditional food and drinks. If a cultural object is devel-
oped, it affects the inflow of visitors, which accordingly affects auxiliary spending
and, thus, the demand for local crafts’” products, drinks and food, thereby increasing
the number of employed persons, solving social problems, diversifying the economic
activities of local residents and, accordingly, positively affecting their well-being;

e  require additional investments (which tend to be long-term as well), e.g., students’
practices in cultural objects (Students’ practices and related scientific research, e.g., in
archaeological objects, help to find the scientific basis for the international recognition
of a cultural object. For instance, Grobina archaeological ensemble, despite its impor-
tance, was not accepted for inclusion in the UNESCO World Heritage List because,
according to ICOMOS, the current state of knowledge and research on the object
and its context is not sufficiently well advanced to justify the proposed Outstanding
Universal Value ([74], p. 36) as well as otherwise positively affect visibility and ac-
knowledgement of objects, but the organization of students’” practices and the support
of scientific activity may require additional administrative and financial expenses from
municipalities).
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Table 4. Indicators with highest and lowest ranks within categories.

Category/
Subcategory

Indicator

Score (Max = 3)

Total

Applicability

Data Accessibility

Total Rank (Out of
All 96 Indicators)

in-person visits to

1.1. Tourism
development
(demand)

tourism information 2.675
centres
average length of stay

2.175

of tourists

2.650

2.200

2.700

2.150

47

cultural heritage
objects (hillforts,

castles, castle ruins,
historical buildings,
etc.) that are accessible
to visitors

private apartments for
rent

1.2. Tourism
development

(supply)

2.575

1.550

2.550

1.800

2.600

1.300

86

turnover of the
tourism sector

1.3. Tourism
development
(economic impact)

(accommodations, 1.850
catering companies,

tour operators, etc.)

municipal budget

revenues from the 1.579
tourism sector

1.950

1.737

1.750

1.421

68

85

tickets sold to cultural

events

2.316

visits to culture-related

2.1. Cultural
activities (demand)

websites (number of
lookups, unique 2.026

visitors, returned

visitors)

2.316

2.053

2.316

2.000

22

57

cultural institutions
(including museums, 2.658
galleries, theatres, etc.)

2.2. Cultural
activities (supply)

cultural programs
(including creative

workshops, 2.158
exhibitions, etc.), their

projects

2.579

2.211

2737

2.105

48

attraction of
investment to cultural 2.079

2.3. Cultural
activities
(economic impact)

activities
use of local cultural
objects in branding,

1.895

advertising activities,

etc.

2.158

2.211

2.000

1.579

52

66

licenses issued for

trade during cultural

2.275

events (e.g., holidays,

3. Local
production

festivals, etc.)
persons employed in

the production and

trade of crafts and 1.450
local traditional food

and drinks

2.000

1.550

2.550

1.350

28

91
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Table 4. Cont.

Category/
Subcategory

Indicator

Score (Max = 3)

Total

Applicability

Data Accessibility

Total Rank (Out of
All 96 Indicators)

4. Social inclusion

song, dance, etc.
collectives that operate
in (use) cultural
objects

persons with special
needs in cultural
development projects,
events, etc.

2421

1.588

2211

1.706

2.632

1.471

14

84

5. Real estate and
infrastructure

implementation of
public infrastructure
projects (roads,
bridges, etc.)

average value of living
space in residential
areas

2421

1.320

2.316

1.167

2.526

1.474

15

96

6. Restoration of
cultural property

immovable cultural
monuments in the
territory of the
municipality
(distributed by type
and significance)
residents who are
satisfied with the
condition of historical
buildings and other
cultural objects

2.711

2.079

2.684

2.368

2.737

1.789

51

7. Financial impact

average income of the
local residents

tax revenues from
visiting cultural sites,
related businesses and
real estate

1.947

1.658

1.632

1.842

2.263

1.474

64

80

8. Well-being of
the residents;
Environment

residents who are
satisfied with the
supply of cultural
services

local residents who are
satisfied with the use
of public revenues
(from the development
of cultural objects) for
the development of
social and other
services

2.263

1.737

2.579

1.842

1.947

1.632

30

76

9. Education and
science

restoration projects
students’ practices

2.105
1.711

2.158
1.684

2.053
787

50
78

10. Mass media
and social
networks

reports, broadcasts,
publications in the
mass media
information in social
networks

2.447

2.184

2.526

2.211

2.368

2.158

11

43

It should be noted that the indicator “average length of stay of tourists”, which partially
corresponds to the current project evaluation criteria defined in Regulations No. 635 [49]
and No. 130 [50], Application filling methodology [53] and Methodology for applying the
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criteria for evaluating project submissions [52] (see Table 1 above) has received the lowest
rating in its category.

The highest ranks, respectively, are taken by those indicators that do not meet the
above-mentioned conditions, are more directly and, perhaps, more demonstrably linked to
project results.

4. Conclusions and Discussion

The socio-economic indicators currently recommended by the project supervisors (see,
e.g., [49,50,52,53]) incompletely describe the impact of the implemented projects in the
socio-economic and other areas. Several areas are essentially not affected, so the project
implementers are guided by these indicators only partially.

Although project implementers mostly support the use of indicators to inform local
residents about the socio-economic returns of projects during their planning, initiation and
implementation phases, local residents are not always informed about the socio-economic
benefits provided by these projects. Opinions of the local residents are not always taken into
account during project planning and implementation. Moreover, State cities find it more
useful to take into account the opinion of the local residents than municipal governments.

Most municipalities inform residents about project plans and implementation (pre-
dominantly through the municipal website or mass media; sometimes residents’ meetings
are held). Municipal governments inform the residents more often than the State cities.
Notwithstanding the rarer informing, it is more characteristic of the State cities to take into
account residents’ opinions in implementation of the projects.

The majority of indicator categories (economic benefits and financial impact, local pro-
duction, well-being, social inclusion, education and science, real estate and infrastructure)
is currently not particularly used to inform residents or the supervising authorities.

Indicators characterized by easier quantification, data accessibility and easier/faster
visualization of the achievements (showing short-term impact) are rated the highest, while
the indicators requiring financial calculations and forecasts as well as surveys (showing
long-term development (impact)), incl. social inclusion, scientific and educational develop-
ment, are rated the most modestly. Perhaps this is due to a need for a substantial period
of time and/or additional administrative and material investments in the aforementioned
fields for the indicators to show development. Indicators showing changes in well-being of
the local residents and the surrounding environment are evaluated at medium level.

The use of many indicators is hampered by the difficulty of obtaining measurement
data at the municipal level or the need to invest more significant administrative resources
to obtain them. This is especially relevant to the indicators showing financial and economic
impact, changes in the well-being, real estate and infrastructure.

The fact that some categories of indicators, in particular the ones not reflecting an
obvious direct connection with the implementation of projects (a direct causal relationship
is not immediately visible), were evaluated less strongly (such as the impact on education
and science) shows that municipalities may not have sufficient experience in using them or
that there is an absence of deep-rooted traditions in the use of these indicators.

There are significant differences in the opinions of the State cities and municipal
governments regarding several categories of indicators, which are most likely related to
solving current social issues as well as local economic activities. State cities rate the use of
financial and economic impact indicators slightly higher.

The socio-economic indicators currently provided by the project supervisors incom-
pletely describe the impact of the implemented projects in the socio-economic and other
areas (several areas are essentially not affected); moreover, the project implementers are
only partially guided by these indicators.

Thus, the results of the conducted research confirmed the proposed hypothesis and
allowed the authors to conclude that project implementers are generally less supportive of
indicators that:

e  are associated with a larger investment in obtaining measurement data;
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e refers to the long-term impact;
e  are indirectly related to the results of the project;
e might be related to additional further material investments.

Although the research was focused on Latvia, it is relevant to internationally shared
problems (e.g., linking individual socio-economic benefits to the benefits of developing
cultural heritage sites in the local area, sustainability aspects of cultural heritage develop-
ment projects, etc.). It can therefore be assumed that the findings of the research can also
be used in the context of other countries. The use of socio-economic indicators in practice
is in itself a significant step forward. However, it should be noted that the effect of use of
the socio-economic indicators may be reinforced by introduction and shared acceptance
of the methodology of immovable cultural heritage management and socio-economic de-
velopment. Socio-economic indicators form one element of the relevant methodology at
national and regional/local level, where other elements include, inter alia, analysis and
implementing of practical measures to address the impact of several groups of political,
economic, social, legal and administrative, technological, environmental, and cooperation-
related factors. The development and implementation of such a methodology is a matter
for further research.

The current research was only focused on project implementers (municipalities) and
less affected the development projects of cultural heritage objects implemented by subjects
of private law (individuals, companies), because the number of responses received from
local action groups (whose members are, inter alia, businessmen) was not sufficient for
the analysis and drawing the relevant conclusions. Another limitation of the conducted
research concerned the clarification of local residents’” opinions. Thus, the directions of
further research should be related to the analysis of socio-economic indicators used by
private individuals and merchants, as well as to clarifying the needs of local residents in
the field of socio-economic indicators provided to them.

Recommendations

Since within the survey the respondents specified several indicators, proposed several
new indicators and supplemented the measurement units of the indicators and ways of
obtaining measurement data (suggesting and specifying the sources of obtaining measure-
ment data), the initially developed list of indicators has been improved and can be used in
practice. The authors propose to provide a full list of indicators to both the respondents
and the supervisory authorities in order to promote the discussion on the selection and
approval of such indicators at the national level, which would comprehensively picture the
results of project implementation. Thus, the quality of projects will be improved, awareness
of local residents will be raised, and funding will be more effectively allocated for the
implementation of projects in the field of cultural heritage objects development.

Recommendations to project implementers:

e itisimportant to evaluate the possible socio-economic impact and the use of indicators
at the very initial stage (design phase) of the project,

e itis beneficial to use socio-economic indicators to inform local residents and supervis-
ing institutions to increase support for project implementation (by linking personal
benefits and project implementation) and the competitiveness of projects,

e itisnecessary to determine how the implemented project will affect the socio-economic
needs of local residents. Strengthening cooperation with local NGOs, businessmen
and other stakeholders in order to receive information about their practical interests
and to obtain measurement data necessary for the use of indicators (to measure “where
we were-where we are-where we want to be”) is one of the key aspects for successful
project implementation,

e itis expedient to use different categories of indicators to inform local residents and
different social groups,

e the indirect impact (e.g., on employment, infrastructure development, businesses,
well-being of the local residents) of the cultural heritage object development projects
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should not be underestimated (in particular because of the high additional value of
these indicators for different groups of stakeholders), and the use of relevant indicators
should be facilitated.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Table of Indicators.

Rank in
Category/ Indicator Measurement Average Average Average Data Rank by the
Subcategory Unit Total Applicability Accessibility Total Category
by Total
LL1. visits to the number or % 2.625 2.950 2.300 4 2
site/designated area
1.1.2. foreign visitors number or % 2175 2.450 1.900 44 6
1.1.3. domestic visitors number or % 2325 2.600 2.050 21 4
1.1.4. in-person visits to number or % 2.675 2.650 2.700 2 1

tourism information centres

1.1.5. visits to the

municipality’s tourism

website (if possible, with

data on cultural object number or % 2.575 2.500 2.650 6 3
(separating those that were

covered by the projects)

lookups in it)

1.1. Tourism
development
(demand)

1.1.6. visiting the websites

of local tourism

destinations (if possible,

with data on cultural object number or % 2.225 2.350 2.100 32 5
(separating those that were

covered by the projects)

lookups in them)
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Table A1. Cont.
Rank in
Category/ Indicator Measurement Average Average Average Data Rank by the
Subcategory Unit Total Applicability Accessibility Total Category
by Total
1.1.7. occupancy of hotels o
or other tourists’ o frgm thetotal 5175 2250 2.100 46 7
1.1. Tourism accommodations number ot places
development o
d d nights per person
(demand) L18. average length of stay %, vt (in 2175 2.200 2.150 47 8
of tourists :
another period)
121 hotels or othertourist —, peroro, 2405 2350 2500 12 3
accommodations
1.2.2. rooms in hotels or
other tourist number or % 2.400 2.350 2.450 16 5
accommodations
1.23. private apartments number or % 1550 1.800 1300 86 15
for rent
1.2.4. catering companies number or % 2.075 2.050 2.100 54 11
(cafes, restaurants, etc.)
1.2.5. the number of
companies involved in
tourism (both with and
without tourism NACE
codes, e.g., family-operated number or % 2.275 2.300 2.250 25 8
farms, home manufacturers,
etc., involved in tourism,
which have offers for
tourists)
1.2.6. new services for number 2222 2111 2333 34 10
tourists
1.2.7. parking lots number or % 22083 2.150 2.300 33 9
1.2.8. parking capacity % 1.975 2.000 1.950 59 13
1.2. Tourism 1.2'.9. bicycle, scooter rental number or % 2025 1750 2300 58 12
development points
(supply) 1.2.10. rental bicycles, % 1.850 1,600 2100 70 14
scooters
1.2.11. cultural objects number of copies
included in the Latvian per year;
language materials of the the number of 2456 2500 2oz Iy 2
tourism destination objects included
1.2.12. cultural objects number of copies
included in the foreign per year;
language materials of the the number of 2% 200 A5EY = :
tourism destination objects included
1.2.13. information about number of copies
culh'nral ob]ect's in 'natlorlal per year; 2275 2250 2300 2% 6
tourism materials in the number of
Latvian objects included
1.2.14. information about number of copies
cultgral ob]ect§ in 'natlon'al per year; 2975 2250 2300 o7 7
tourism materials in foreign the number of
languages objects included
1.2.15. cultural heritage
objects (hillforts, castles,
castle ruins, historical number 2.575 2.550 2.600 5 1

buildings, etc.) that are
accessible to visitors
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Table A1. Cont.

Category/
Subcategory

Indicator

Measurement
Unit

Average
Total

Average
Applicability

Average Data
Accessibility

Rank by
Total

Rank in
the
Category
by Total

1.3. Tourism
development
(economic
impact)

1.3.1. average expenditures
of visitors (e.g., in catering
companies,
accommodations, shops,
cultural sites/events)

EUR per day (or
other period)

1.725

1.950

1.500

1.3.2. municipal budget
revenues from the tourism
sector

EUR or %

1.579

1.737

1.421

85

1.3.3. turnover of the
tourism sector
(accommodations, catering
Companies, tour operators,
etc.)

EUR or %

1.850

1.950

1.750

68

1.3.4. persons employed in
the tourism sector
(including accommodation,
catering companies, shops,
etc.).

number or %

1.850

1.900

1.800

69

2.1. Cultural
activities
(demand)

2.1.1. visiting cultural
events (including festivals,
concerts, celebrations, etc.).
2.1.2. visits to
culture-related websites
(number of lookups, unique
visitors, returned visitors)
2.1.3. tickets sold to cultural
events

number or %

number or %

number or %

2.263

2.026

2316

2474

2.053

2316

2.053

2.000

2.316

29

57

22

2.2. Cultural
activities
(supply)

2.2.1. cultural programs
(including creative
workshops, exhibitions,
etc.), their projects

number or %

2.158

2211

2.105

48

2.2.2. organized cultural
events

number or %

2.474

2.368

2.579

2.2.3. creative programs,
concerts, performances,
based on the local
heritage/history of the
cultural object

number or %

2.289

2.316

2.263

24

2.2.4. cultural institutions
(including museums,
galleries, theatres, etc.)

number or %

2.658

2.579

2.737

2.2.5. material exhibitions

number or %

2.500

2.556

2.444

2.2.6. digital exhibitions

number or %

2.361

2.333

2.389

19

2.3. Cultural
activities
(economic
impact)

2.3.1. attraction of
investment to cultural
activities

2.3.2. economic return of
organizing cultural events
(income-expenses)

2.3.3. persons employed in
cultural events

2.3.4. persons employed in
cultural objects

2.3.5. average salary of
persons employed in
cultural objects

2.3.6. use of local cultural
objects in branding,
advertising activities, etc.

EUR

EUR

number

number; % of the
employed in the
territory

EUR

number or %

2.079

1.947

2.079

2.053

1.921

1.895

2.158

2.105

2.000

1.947

1.789

2211

2.000

1.789

2.158

2.158

2.053

1.579

52

63

53

56

65

66
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Table A1. Cont.

Category/
Subcategory

Indicator

Measurement
Unit

Average

Total

Average
Applicability

Average Data
Accessibility

Rank by
Total

Rank in
the
Category
by Total

3. Local
production

3.1. artisans/manufacturers
of crafts

number or %

2.175

2.300

2.050

45

4

3.2. permanent craft and
local traditional food and
drink shops (markets)

number or %

2.200

2.100

2.300

39

3.3. crafts and local
traditional food and drink
trading places during
cultural events (e.g.,
holidays, festivals, etc.)

number or %

2.250

2.200

2.300

31

3.4. licenses issued for trade
during cultural events (e.g.,
holidays, festivals, etc.).

number or %

2275

2.000

2.550

28

3.5. local traditional food
and drink
companies/producers

number or %

2.075

2.000

2.150

55

3.6. turnover of local
traditional food and drink
companies/producers

EUR

1.600

1.600

1.600

83

3.7. municipal budget
revenues from crafts and
local traditional food and
drink production and trade

EUR

1.650

1.450

1.850

81

3.8. persons employed in
the production and trade of
crafts and local traditional
food and drinks

number or %

1.450

1.550

1.350

91

4. Social
inclusion

4.1. local residents
participating in cultural
events

4.2. local residents
participating in the carrying
out of cultural events

4.3. pupilsparticipating in
cultural events

4.4. volunteers in cultural
development projects,
events, etc.

4.5. persons with special
needs in cultural
development projects,
events, etc.

4.6. cultural societies,
associations, centres, etc.

4.7. song, dance, etc.
collectives that operate in
(use) cultural objects

number or %

number or %
number or %

number or %

number or %

number/number
per 10,000 (other
quantity) local
citizens

number

1.974

1.842

1.868

1.842

1.588

2211

2421

2.316

1.947

2.000

1.789

1.706

2.263

2211

1.632

1.737

1.737

1.895

1.471

2.158

2.632

60

71

67

74

84

37

14
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Table A1. Cont.

Category/
Subcategory

Indicator

Measurement
Unit

Average
Total

Average
Applicability

Average Data
Accessibility

Rank by
Total

Rank in
the
Category
by Total

5. Real estate
and
infrastructure

5.1. average rent in
residential areas

EUR/m?

1.427

1.222

1.632

92

8

5.2. average rent in
commercial buildings and
offices

EUR/m?

1.413

1.353

1.474

93

5.3. average value of living
space in residential areas

EUR/m?

1.320

1.167

1.474

96

12

5.4. average commercial
area value

EUR/m?

1.459

1.444

1.474

89

5.5. construction of new
residential areas

number of

objects or m?

1.458

1.389

1.526

90

5.6. new commercial
facilities and offices

number of

objects or m?

1.510

1.389

1.632

87

5.7. transactions in the field
of real estate

number or EUR

1.484

1.389

1.579

88

5.8. vacant housing and
premises

% or m?

1.323

1.278

1.368

95

11

5.9. investments in the
construction of residential
areas, commercial objects
and offices

EUR

1.351

1.333

1.368

94

10

5.10. tax revenue from real
estate

EUR or %

1.950

1.600

2.300

62

5.11. implementation of
public infrastructure
projects (roads, bridges,
etc.)

number

2421

2.316

2.526

15

5.12. land value
(distributed by type of use)

EUR/m?

1.632

1.421

1.842

82

6. Restoration
of cultural

property

6.1. immovable cultural
monuments in the territory
of the municipality
(distributed by type and
significance)

6.2. the proportion of
well-preserved (restored)
historical buildings and
other cultural objects in the
pool of historical buildings
and other cultural objects in
a specific territory

6.3. the proportion of
historical buildings (slums)
and other cultural objects in
poor condition in the pool
of historical buildings and
other cultural objects in a
specific territory

6.4. the proportion of
functionally usable
historical buildings and
other usable cultural objects
in the pool of historical
buildings and other
cultural objects in a specific
territory

number

%

%

%

2.711

2.395

2.395

2.342

2.684

2474

2.368

2474

2737

2.316

2421

2211

17

18

20
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Table A1. Cont.

Category/
Subcategory

Measurement

Indicator

Unit

Average
Total

Average
Applicability

Average Data
Accessibility

Rank by
Total

Rank in
the
Category
by Total

6. Restoration
of cultural

property

6.5. energy efficiency of the
renovated cultural object increase %

(building)

6.6. the proportion of free

(unused) historical

buildings in the pool of %
historical buildings in a

given territory

6.7. renovation/restoration

projects of historical

number

buildings and other

cultural objects

6.8. residents who are
satisfied with the condition
of historical buildings and
other cultural objects

%

2.303

2211

2.526

2.079

2.313

2.263

2.526

2.368

2.294

2.158

2.526

1.789

23

38

51

6

7. Financial
impact

7.1. financial return

(income) per EUR invested

(from public funds) in the EUR
development of cultural

heritage objects

1.684

1.842

1.526

79

7.2. tax revenues from

visiting cultural sites,

EUR

related businesses and real

estate

1.658

1.842

1.474

80

7.3. average income of the

local residents

EUR per year

1.947

1.632

2.263

64

8. Well-being
of the
residents;
Environment

8.1. residents who are
satisfied with the supply of %

cultural services

8.2. residents who are
satisfied with the level of

cleanliness of the
neighbourhood

%

8.3. residents who are
satisfied with the
opportunities provided by
the development of cultural
heritage sites (e.g.,

employment in cultural

%

sites and related businesses,
craft development, local
food and drink production
and sales opportunities,
infrastructure development,

etc.)

8.4. residents who are

satisfied with the use of

public revenues (from the

development of cultural %

objects) for the

development of social and

other services

8.5. residents who are

satisfied with local green

%

areas and recreational

infrastructure

2.263

2.184

2.132

1.737

2211

2.579

2421

2.368

1.842

2421

1.947

1.947

1.895

1.632

2.000

30

40

49

76

36
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Table A1. Cont.

Rank in
Category/ Indicator Measurement Average Average Average Data Rank by the
Subcategory Unit Total Applicability Accessibility Total Category
by Total
8.6. residents who are
satisfied with the local % 2184 2368 2.000 0 5
transport and access road
8. Well-being infrastructure
of the 8.7. residents who are
residents; satisfied with the local % 2.184 2421 1.947 41 6
Environment cultural landscape
8.8. residents who feel
pride of belonging to their % 2211 2474 1947 35 2
place of residence,
municipality
9.1. scientific research
projects (related to cultural number 1.842 1.842 1.842 73 3
objects)
9.2. archaeological research
projects (if archaeological number 1763 1789 1737 75 5
research is not mandatory
9. Education requested by law)
and science 9.3. restoration projects number 2.105 2.158 2.053 50 1
9.4. scientific publications number 1.842 1.895 1.789 72 4
9.5. students’ practices number 1.711 1.684 1.737 78 6
9:6. pupils’ classes in number 1.974 1.947 2.000 61 2
cultural sites
10.1. reports, broadcasts,
10. Mass media  Publications in the mass number 2.447 2.526 2.368 11 1
and social media o .
networks 10.2. information in social number 2.184 2211 2.158 43 2
networks
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Abstract: The aim of this research is to show how different groups of stakeholders are suffering as a result of
heritage crime. Research primarily addresses Latvian situation (with international comparisons) in relation
to archaeological sites as the most vulnerable, however, the findings can be applicable to other heritage
objects and broader territory as well. Most of these stakeholders are currently limited in, if not denied,
access to justice and rights for an effective remedy within the traditional criminal law system. Insufficient
level of social awareness of socio-economic benefits and rights stemming from integrity, development, and
use of archaeological sites together with existing legal constraints results in poor self-recognition by
individuals and groups as victims of heritage crime. While suffered parties abstain from protecting their
rights, there is lack of information and proactive action from public authorities including law enforcement.
Current research analyses the nature and scope of immediate harm resulted from the damage of archae-
ological sites and the extended consequences of the heritage crime for the different stakeholders’ groups. It
points at the inefficiency of standard retributive approach and evaluates benefits of restorative justice
elements in reaching justice for heritage crime victims. The results could be used for better recognition
of benefits, and therefore rights, stemming from intact archaeological sites, amending legal regulation,
providing access to justice for suffered individual and collective parties, allowing recognition of mass
victimisation and facilitating prevention of heritage crime.

Keywords: archaeological damage, heritage crime, reparations, socio-economic justice, suffered interests

1 Introduction

Cultural heritage crime is sometimes perceived as a victimless crime (e.g. Lostal, 2021a; Manacorda &
Visconti, 2013; Muneesami). While there might be no immediately seen victim, scientific literature (Brooks,
2002, 2004; Frey, 1997; Licciardi & Amirtahmasebi, 2012; Throsby, 1995, etc.), international heritage pro-
tection documents (from Hague Convention 1954 to Faro Convention 2005), and previous research of the
authors prove existence of extensive range of interests associated with the integrity and development of
cultural heritage sites! (ibid.; as well as Kairiss & Olevska, 2020, 2021a,b, 2022). Damage and destruction of

1 Sites and objects are hereinafter used interchangeably meaning cultural heritage immovable objects.
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heritage objects inevitably harm these interests, thus victimizing respective parties. However, challenges
arising out of this statement are multifaceted.

Primarily, socio-economic value of heritage sites is often not obvious (e.g. Holtorf, 2011) both for
the society and the law enforcement. The easiest way to show the value of heritage sites is in monetary
terms. For instance, the economic and social values of Colosseum have been estimated at EUR 76.8B
(Deloitte Finance, 2022), which is 2.36 times as much as whole Latvia’s GDP (Country Economy, 2022).
For sure, there are thousands of sites less popular than Colosseum with different level of potential (e.g.
Kairiss & Olevska, 2021a); however, the scientific literature and empirical analysis show undeniable social
value and economic benefit of investing in historic environment? (e.g. Diimcke & Gnedovsky, 2013; Klamer,
2014). Therefore, type and extent of harm caused by damage or destruction of historic sites is frequently
underestimated.

Respectively, the suffered parties might not consider themselves as crime victims, thus restricting
themselves from their rights to remedy. Besides unclear (not obvious) value of historic sites, this might
be fostered by discouraging attitude of law enforcement officers, lengthy proceedings, poor awareness of
suffered parties’ rights — to name just a few. Countries having guides to encourage owners, managers,
guardians of a heritage site, or community group to make a victim impact statement (as it is, for instance,
Historic England, 2018c, p. 8) in case of a heritage crime is not so frequent phenomenon.

Besides, the types and number of victims under traditional criminal law are constrained. While, e.g.
Latvia, criminalizes damage and destruction of heritage sites as a crime against public order, thus under-
laying collective interest in their protection, individual victims suffering direct harm are the only ones
considered as victims within the domestic criminal proceedings. At the same time, lack of case law,
complexity in proving the scope, and nature of caused harm as well as restrictive attitude of judicial system
towards large numbers of claims from comparatively remote plaintiffs make it practically impossible for the
other (including, collective) parties suffered as a result of a heritage crime to access justice and protect their
rights outside criminal law system (e.g. within the civil proceedings).

The aforementioned issues at least partially stem from the insufficient priority given to the heritage
crimes in many countries (e.g. Latvia (Kairiss & Olevska, 2020); United Kingdom (Assessment, 2017; Poyser
& Poyser, 2017); the Netherlands (Monument Supervision, 2022), etc.).

The current research is thought to add to the discussion on the type and scope of harm caused by
damage and destruction of heritage sites to the victims and the most appropriate remedies the suffered
parties can be entitled to within the different regulatory and judicial frameworks.

From the theoretical perspective, the manuscript appeals to the theories of rights (e.g. Mackay, 1996)
and restorative justice (e.g. Zehr & Mika, 1997; Zehr, 2002) from the legal domain and concepts of value (e.g.
Throsby, 2007) and public goods (e.g. Samuelson, 1954; Weisbrod, 1964) from the economic domain. The
article is a consolidation of the previous multi-year research of the authors identifying the economic and
non-economic interests of cultural heritage stakeholders, types of suffered harm, and legal constraints in
recognizing these suffered parties as victims in criminal processes (Kairiss & Olevska, 2020, 2021a,b, 2022).
The results of the research are based on the analysis of the international and Latvian case law, extensive
review of scientific literature, and comparative analysis of the legal framework (Criminal Codes of 29
European countries were analysed in terms of criminalisation of damage to/destruction of heritage objects?)
and practice (approach of 12 European countries in terms of existing system of assessment of damage done
to heritage objects*).

2 For example, Historic England report of 2010 showed direct contribution of an additional £1.60 to the local economy over a 10
year period compared to £1 invested in the historic environment (https://historicengland.org.uk/content/heritage-counts/pub/
hc-eng-2010/).

3 See partial results below (incl. footnotes 5 and 6).

4 Kairiss and Olevska (2020).
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2 Self-ldentification and Recognition as a Victim of Heritage
Crime

Heritage sites can be a subject of crime as any other immovable property; however, the caused harm is often
greater, because of the additional socio-economic values carried by these sites (Historic England, 2016, p. 4).
Many European countries acknowledge this by criminalizing damage/destruction of heritage objects as aggra-
vated (or specially separated out form of) property damage®. Others, however, consider compromising integrity
of cultural heritage sites as a crime against public interest, order, health, morality, or external environments.
Differences in legal approaches impact the determination of victims within the criminal proceedings.
While Latvia positions damage/destruction of immovable cultural objects under the crimes against public
order, the only designated victim of these crimes is generally the state represented by National Heritage
Board.” The authors have not established that owners have ever been addressed as potential victims by the
police or tried themselves to claim suffered harm within the criminal proceedings in case of illegal inter-
vention into their owned archaeological sites in Latvia.® The same concerns more remote parties, including
scientists, NGOs, and/or local community. Even if a person or group feels harmed by the illegal activity, lack
of information, failure to understand long-term consequences of the crime, inability to submit collective
claim within the criminal proceedings,? little chance to receive monetary compensation, or obtain moral
satisfaction,© restraints in who can be designated a victim,"* deterrence of law enforcement agencies to
actively search for victims and pro-actively inform them about their rights as well as other constraints,
discourage these parties from trying to get redress for the suffered harm. This assumption has been checked
through the survey performed by the authors among the members of the Latvian Society of Archaeologists!?
(the LSA) (hereinafter — the Survey). According to the Survey results, 80% of respondents consider them-
selves as suffered parties in case of damage to or destruction of an archaeological heritage object. The
answers (multiple choice of predefined answers and/or own answer was possible) show that the archae-
ologists feel suffered predominantly as heritage lovers (85%), members of the society (80%),

5 E.g. Lithuania (Criminal Code, Art.187, 188), Estonia (Penal Code, Art.204, 205), Poland (Criminal Code, Art.288, 294), Moldova
(Penal Code, Art. Article 199"), Romania (Penal Code, Art.253), Czech Republic (Criminal Law, Art.228, 229), Hungary (Act C of 2012
on the Penal Code, Art.371), Slovenia (Criminal Law, Art.219, 222), Slovakia (Criminal Law, Art.248, 248a, 249), Greece (Penal Code,
Art.378), Portugal (Penal Code, Art.213), France (Penal Code, Art.322-3-1), Austria (Criminal Code, Art.126).

6 Latvia (Criminal Law, Art.229), Norway (Penal Code, Art.242), Iceland (General Penal Code, Art.177), Finland (Penal Code,
Chapter 48, Art.6; Finland also has one norm in Various harmful acts/Damage), Russia (Criminal Code, Art.243, 243?), Belarus
(Criminal Code, Art.344, 345), Hungary (Act C of 2012 on the Penal Code, Art.357; Hungary also has one norm in Property
crimes), Croatia (Criminal Law, Art.319, 320), Malta (Criminal Code, Art.325; Malta also has one norm in Crimes against Historic
Heritage), Italy (Penal Code, Art.733; Italy has also norms in Crimes against Historic Heritage).

7 E.g. Criminal case No. 11817006218, Criminal case No. 11817004716, Criminal Case No. 11100009615. For details see Kairiss and
Olevska (2021a).

8 Even though the law states that this is the obligation of the owner to renovate and restore a cultural monument at his or her
own expense (Article 24, Cultural Monument Protection Law), analysis shows that money is not requested within the criminal
process, but occasionally later on through the monuments’ restoration support schemes (Kairiss & Olevska, 2021a).

9 According to part 2, Section 95 of the Law on Criminal Procedure of the Republic of Latvia “A victim in criminal proceedings
may not be a person to whom moral injury was caused as a representative of a specific group or part of society.”

10 Forms of punishment under Latvian Criminal Law do not provide for any form of moral or symbolic reparation (Article 36),
while Criminal Procedure Law provides that compensation for moral harm can be applied for only in monetary terms
(Article 350).

11 The requirement to go through a process of formal recognition is considered one of the issues that limits victims’ access to
certain rights (Evaluation of Directive 2012/29/EU, 2022).

12 Latvian Society of Archaeologists (LSA) is a public organisation that unites around 70 professional archaeologists, archeology-
related specialists, students, and those interested in this field, representing all institutions where archaeologists work in Latvia.
This Society was selected for the purposes of the survey for two reasons: (a) archaeological objects are the most vulnerable of all the
heritage objects and the most impacted by illegal activities in Latvia, (b) those professionally working and/or interested in the
integrity and development of archaeological objects are united into the legal entity (organisation) which allows to perform targeted
survey. The survey was conducted from 2nd to 10th March 2023, n = 20 (29% of all members of the LSA).
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representatives of a scientific community (70%), representatives of the LSA or other NGO (70%) as well as
professionals who are deprived of/restricted to the possibility of researching the archaeological object
(60%). When asked in which of those statuses the respondents think it would be correct to officially
recognize them as victims of heritage crime, the top answers included the “members of the society”
(70%), “professionals who are deprived of/restricted to the possibility of researching the archaeological
object” (55%), and “heritage lovers” and “members of the scientific community” (both - 45%). These
answers directly correspond to the following types of harm: (a) emotional distress, decrease in cultural-
historical value, disruption of culture suffered by archaeologists predominantly socially (as members of the
society and the scientific community, as well as heritage lovers) and (b) restriction of research/earning
opportunities suffered by them predominantly economically (as professionals). While archaeologists men-
tion different damage/destruction cases as those that echoed the most on them, several answers mentioned
that all the respective cases of damage and destruction of archaeological objects should be considered as
causing suffering to the archaeologists, since e.g. “any excavated, looted, or vandalized archaeological
object is partially or completely ‘taken away’ from us as professionals.”

Besides, when asked why the LSA had never claimed to be recognized as a victim in archaeological
heritage crimes, the head of the LSA mentioned (referring to the LSA as a part of the scientific community
and the only NGO unifying archaeologists of Latvia) the following constraints (interview with M. Kalnin3):
— absence of relevant experience (involvement in criminal proceedings, etc.);

- lack of information about the rights of the LSA as a victim in criminal proceedings;

- legal/judicial obstacles to be recognized as a victim;

- the complexity of assessing the damage/loss caused to the LSA;

— non-provision of information from the persons directing the criminal proceedings about the possibilities
of the LSA to apply as a victim in the relevant criminal proceedings.

Despite the above, the issue of pro-active screening for victims by the law enforcement is, inter alia, a question
of available resources. It is considered therefore that criminal process cannot be viewed as a mechanism for redress
for all the suffered parties (interview with G. Kitris). However, for instance in UK, an owner, manager, or guardian
of a heritage asset or community group should be encouraged to make victim impact statements (Historic England,
2018c, p. 5) to give themselves a voice in the criminal justice process by helping others to understand how the
crime has affected them (Joint Agency Guide to the Victim Personal Statement, 2018, p. 3).

3 Types of Victims in Heritage Crimes

While research on victimological issues of heritage crimes is lacking (Poyser, Poyser, & Doak, 2022), along
with the development of the more stakeholders’ inclusive concept of cultural heritage (Olivier, 2019) and
closer attention to the interests of the parties concerned (Kairiss, 2020; Kairiss & Olevska, 2020), the types of
heritage crime victims become more visible.

Obviously, the party suffered in heritage crime traditionally does not fit into the image of an “ideal victim”
(Christie, 1986, pp. 18-19). This victim is not the little old lady hit by a big offender for money to buy drugs on her
way home in the middle of the day after having cared for her sick sister (ibid.). This might also add to the lack of
universal readiness to be given the complete and legitimate status of being a victim. However, undeniably victim
of a heritage crime meets five criteria of a meaningful concept of a victimisation (Strobl, 2004, p. 300):

(1) Damage or destruction of a heritage object (“the event”) is unambiguously identifiable;

(2) The event forms harmful impact on the integrity of the object;

(3) The event is not caused or controlled by the victim;

(4) The event in the majority of cases can be attributed to a certain offender;

(5) Damage and destruction of a heritage object is universally criminalized (e.g. Wangkeo, 2003, pp. 196-197).

There has been a number of attempts to classify victims of cultural heritage crimes by policy guidelines,
scientific literature, and international legal practice. Thus, for instance, a Guide for Law Enforcement
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Officers drafted by Hertfordshire Constabulary (UK) lists the owners, local communities, the nation, and
those who care for the sites as victims of heritage crimes. A guide to prosecutional and alternative inter-
ventions adds future generations to the range of victims (Historic England, 2018b).

One of the most recent heritage crime victims’ typologies (Poyser et al., 2022, p. 11), based on extensive
interviewing of heritage crime officers, heritage practitioners, and victims throughout England and Wales,
distinguish personal (immediate and remotely located), professional or practicing, community or com-
munal, and future (future generations) victims. The ICC, in Al Mahdi case, for the first time, faced with
the necessity to define groups of victims of the direct attacks against religious and historic buildings,
defined (Al Mahdi Judgment, para. 80; Reparations order, para. 54):
direct victims:

1) guardian families who were responsible for the maintenance of the sites and
2) the faithful inhabitants of Timbuktu.

indirect victims:
1) people throughout Mali and
2) the international community.

Despite the above recognition of broad range of victims of heritage crimes, national criminal law
systems are generally not that victim-embracing. For instance, Latvian Criminal Procedure Law accepts
only individual persons as victims of crime to be under certain procedure recognized by the person
directing the proceedings and requests each victim’s separate acceptance to the particular status>. The
law places emphasis that a victim in criminal proceedings may not be a person to whom moral injury was
caused as a representative of a specific group or part of society.*

4 Victims’ Rights in Criminal Process

The role of crime victims in the criminal process has evolved substantially during the last decades. Thus,
there has been observed an increase in scale and size of NGOs representing victims’ rights, increased focus
of mass media, and, in some countries (at least in the USA), even the practice of naming many “tough on
crime” legislative measures after specific victims (Ginsberg, 2014, p. 923). This trend is generally called
victim-centred approach (or “victim-centred justice”), which means a model of criminal justice that accords
due consideration to victims ensuring their proper integration into international and national criminal
justice processes as well as respecting and enforcing their rights to truth, justice, and a remedy are
respected and enforced (McDonald, 2006, p. 241).

This increasing role of crime victims in criminal proceedings along the way was supported at the
international level, initially by the soft-law mechanisms (e.g. UN GA Resolution 40/34% or 1985 CoE
Recommendation R (85)), later by hard-law instruments (e.g. Council Framework decision 2001/220/
JHA, and then the so-called Victims’ Rights Directive (Directive 2012/29/EU)).

13 Criminal Procedure Law, Sec.96.

14 Criminal Procedure Law, Sec.95, Part 2.

15 The Resolution acknowledged, among others, several basic principles, including ensuring access of victims to justice, their
fair and respectful treatment, provision of fair restitution and compensation, as well as comprehensive assistance throughout
the process. Victims in the Declaration are defined broadly as “persons who, individually or collectively, have suffered harm,
including physical or mental injury, emotional suffering, economic loss, or substantial impairment of their fundamental rights,
through acts or omissions that are in violation of criminal laws operative within Member States, including those laws proscribing
criminal abuse of power” (Art.A, part 1).

16 Recommendation provided guidelines to the competent authorities and the courts in ensuring rights and treatment of
victims throughout the criminal process. According to the Recommendation, fundamental function of criminal justice is to
meet the needs and to safeguard the interests of the victim (Preamble).
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The growing acknowledgement that victim-centred approach is crucial for the success of international
justice can also be observed in the latest international case law and discussions (coalition for the ICC 2014;
Katanga Reparations Order [esp., para.160]; Ntaganda Reparations Order [esp. para 218]).” The ICC defines
a victim broadly as “someone who experienced personal harm, individually or collectively with others, directly
or indirectly, in a variety of different ways such as physical or mental injury, emotional suffering, or economic
loss.” (Lubanga Judgment, para.l14(ii)). It has also recently acknowledged that repairing the harm caused to
the victims is of primary importance, regardless of the mode and extent of liability of the convicted person
(Ntaganda Reparations Order, para. 218; Lostal, 2021b).

Despite the victim-embracing approach of the ICC, domestic criminal law is generally not that flexible
and inclusive. For instance, there is no pro-active work on the suffered parties by the police or prosecution
in Latvia (interview with G. Ktris, I. Kronberga), while the State represented by the heritage authority is the
only recognized victim in cases of damage/destruction of archaeological sites regardless of the ownership,
function, or socio-economic impact of the site.’® Thus, while on the one hand there is a growing socio-
economic significance and increased investment in protection and development of heritage objects'®
(reflected both in legal acts and policy documentation), on the other hand there is a lack of support for
the suffered parties.

5 Rights of Suffered Parties for an Effective Remedy

Despite traditionally acknowledged retributive character of the criminal process, it is also acknowledged
that “lack of reparation for victims and impunity for perpetrators are two sides of the same coin” (Van Boven,
1999, p. 16).

The basic right of a victim of crime for an effective remedy is reflected in different international
documents?®. This right is considered to have both procedural (the right to be recognized as a victim
and access justice) and substantial (the right to have the committed wrong remedied) dimension
(Van Boven, 2009).

5.1 Compensation

For several decades now international legal acts require the respective state parties to ensure that victims of
crime are compensated (i.e. UN GA Resolution 40/34 (1985); Directive 2012/29/EU). This compensation
requirement is mainly applicable to cases of violent intentional crimes (i.e. to those victims who suffered
physical harm), and is supported by the established national compensation schemes (for cases where
victims are unable to obtain compensation from the offender; see Directive 2004/80/EC, Milquet, 2019,
p. 14). Nevertheless (even without taking into account the existing implementation issues?!), the payment of
a pre-defined sum for experiencing certain violent crime is considered not enough to remedy the harm
caused. In his report on how to improve access to compensation for victims of crime, Special Adviser to the
President of the European Commission for compensation to victims of crime (Milquet, 2019, pp. 9-10)

17 Besides, there are explicit references to the victims’ interests in the basic normative documents of the ICC (e.g. Rule 86, Rules
of Procedure and Evidence of the ICC; Articles 64, 68 (1), Rome Statute).

18 Case materials and judgements (Criminal cases [case materials and judgements] of Latvian Courts: K73-1745-19 [Zemgale
District Court], KA05-0099-18/13 [Vidzeme Regional Court], K08-0176-15 [Vidzeme District Court]).

19 Only with co-financing of EU structural funds as of 2017, EUR 120 M + have been invested in the protection and development
of cultural and natural heritage in Latvian municipalities (ES Fondi).

20 Human Rights Declaration, Art.8; Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, Art.2; Human Rights Convention, Art.13 and others.
21 For details see VSE Analysis (2019).
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proposed four “paradigm shifts” (“major principles”) aimed at strengthening victims’ rights, including in
particular:

1) a shift from compensation to reparation (the broader concept of reparation including recognition,
restitution, support, and care);

a shift to the priority of state compensates first — where the state compensates victims first and later
recaptures it from the offender;

a shift from disparities and lack of cooperation to stronger cooperation, coordination, and har-
monised minimum standards (including setting up national and EU centres and coordinators for
victims of all crimes);

a shift from the needs-based approach towards the rights-based approach — where the victim is no
longer pleading for help but rather demanding that the state takes seriously human rights of the
individuals living on its territory.

2

~

3

=

4

=

While heritage crimes might have tremendous effect on psychological and economic condition of
the victims, they usually do not comprise direct physical harm. Therefore, these crimes are classified as
non-violent and irrelevant to national compensation schemes. However, the above shows that even well-
established system of monetary compensating victims of violent crimes is eventually being considered
imperfect, since it fails to acknowledge the position of victims and comprehensively remedy the harms
caused to them.

5.2 Reparation

The concept of comprehensively remedying the victims for the suffered harm other than through direct

compensation of physical injury is not new. For instance, UN GA Resolution 40/34 (1985) provides for

offenders to make fair restitution to victims, their families, or dependants. Such restitution includes the

return of property or payment for the harm or loss suffered, reimbursement of expenses incurred as a result

of the victimisation, the provision of services and the restoration of rights (Art.8). UN GA Resolution 60/147

(2005), recognizes the right of victims of gross violations of international human rights and humanitarian

law to benefit from remedies and reparation (Preamble), which should be adequate, prompt, appropriate,

effective, and proportional to the harm suffered (Principle 11). Reparation might include the following forms

(Principles 18-23):

1) restitution (measures to restore the victim to the original situation),

2) compensation (appropriate and proportional monetary measure for, e.g. loss of earnings, social benefits,
material, and moral damages),

3) rehabilitation (medical and psychological care, legal and social services)

4) satisfaction (satisfactory measures in all their multiplicity)

5) guarantees of non-repetition (e.g. strengthening the independence of the judiciary, promoting the
observance of codes of conduct, and ethical norms).

In general, reparation is considered a moral imperative which aims to mend what has been broken and
contribute to individual and societal aims of rehabilitation, reconciliation, consolidation of democracy,
and restoration of law (Redress, 2007, p. 6). As Hugo Grotius wrote “in applying punishments, we must
have regard to two things: that for which, and that for the sake of which. That for which is what is
deserved; that for the sake of which is the advantage to come from the punishment” (Neff, 2012, Book II,
point 28).
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As was acknowledged by the ICC??, reparations may neither “enrich” nor “impoverish” the victim, but
adequately repair the harm caused, to the extent possible. Overall, the fundamental goal is that reparations
are meaningful to the victims (i.e. appropriate, adequate, and prompt?3). From this point of view, granting
multiple modalities of reparations for the same harm suffered by the victims shall not be regarded as over-
compensation?*. Thus, the objective of reparation proceedings is remedial, not punitive; its goal is not to
punish the offender but indeed to repair the harm caused to others?.

In the Al Mahdi case, the court had determined the following reparations:

Harm Victims Reparation Monetary
. R liability of the
Type Modality Type Modality offender*
Damage to protected Community of Collective Rehabilitation (of the sites 97,000 EUR
buildings Timbuktu reparations of the protected buildings)
Collective Apology**
reparations
Consequential economic loss  Those whose Individual Compensation 2,120,000 EUR

livelihoods exclusively reparations
depended upon the
protected buildings***

Community of Collective Rehabilitation****
Timbuktu reparations
Moral Mental pain and  Those whose Individual Compensation 483,000 EUR
harm anguish ancestors’ burial sites  reparations
were damaged in the
attack
Mental pain/ Community of Collective Rehabilitation to address
anguish and Timbuktu reparations the emotional distress +
disruption of symbolic measures
culture (memorial,

commemoration, or
forgiveness ceremony)

Moral suffering People throughout Mali Collective Symbolic measures 1EUR
(represented by Malian reparations (memorial,
State) commemoration, or
forgiveness ceremony)
Moral suffering International Collective Symbolic measures 1EUR
community reparations (memorial,
(represented by commemoration, or
UNESCO) forgiveness ceremony)

*The total experts-estimated consequential economic loss was calculated as the amount of 44,600,000 EUR (from the time of
the attack until the reconstruction efforts completed in 2015), which the court considered clearly overstated in relation to what
Mr. Al Mahdi can be held liable for (Al Mahdi Reparations Order, para 119).

**Posted on the court’s website; hard copy of the apology available to victims upon request.

***Guardian families who were responsible for the maintenance of the sites + those whose livelihood was to maintain and
protect the protected buildings. Certain business owners may also qualify.

****Community-based educational and awareness raising programmes to promote Timbuktu’s important and unique cultural
heritage, return/resettlement programmes, a “microcredit system” or other cash assistance programmes to restore some of
Timbuktu’s lost economic activity.

22 Reparations mandate of the ICC is ensured by the Article 75, Rome Statute.
23 Katanga Reparations Order, para.15.

24 Ntaganda Reparations Order, para. 99.

25 Ntaganda Reparations Order, para. 224.
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With regard to implementation of these reparations, it should be noted that since Mr. Al Mahdi was
indigent, the Trust Fund for Victims was to provide the money for the reparations.?¢ While individual
reparations foresaw only monetary compensations, collective reparations embraced, inter alia, rehabilita-
tion of doors, windows and enclosures, logistical support, workshops, a support fund for the buildings’
maintenance, assistance for the return of victims to Timbuktu, an Economic Resilience Facility, programme
for psychological support (2019 Decision of the ICC, para 113).

It should be noted that, for instance, Latvian archaeologists asked within the Survey to identify the
most adequate retributive or reparative consequence for the damage to/destruction of the archaeological
heritage object primarily mentioned “punishment of the guilty person (imprisonment, fine, forced labour,
etc.)” (90%), “compensation fee from the guilty person for putting in order/conservation of the object, etc.”
(65%), “compensation fee from the guilty person for diverting into state-supported heritage conservation
programs” (50%). Non-material compensation from the guilty person (public apology, etc.) and symbolic
events (installation of plaques, public commemorative events, memorial exhibition, documentaries, etc.)
were mentioned much less frequently in 25 and 20% of answers respectively.

5.3 Symbolic Reparations

Symbolic reparations are a judicial measure used to address human rights violations (Greeley et al.,

2020, p. 165). Unlike tangible — material and monetary — types of remedy, symbolic reparations are

usually non-pecuniary, geared towards fostering recognition (UN Office of the High Commissioner for

Human Rights, 2008). If seen in the context of types of reparations provided for by UN GA Resolution

60/147 (2005), symbolic reparations embrace the last two categories — satisfaction and guarantees of

non-repetition. These measures may include, inter alia, recognition of responsibility, public apologies?,

public dissemination of the judicial truth, physical monuments, memorials, and plaques (Hamber &

Palmary, 2009, p. 324; Symbolic Reparations Guidelines, 2017, p. 2). Within the Al Mahdi case, ICC has

decided on symbolic reparations to include symbolic awards ceremony at which one euro was to be

presented to the Malian Authorities and to UNESCO?® and memorialisation measures (2019 Decision of

the ICC, para 113).

The role of victims in allocation of symbolic reparations is top-rated, making them an active participant
and beneficiary in the dual process of redressing individual violations and of positive transformation of society
in the interests of collective healing” (Definition 2).

Symbolic reparations are recognized as having great reparative potential (UN Office of the High
Commissioner for Human Rights, 2008). Of course, these reparations should not be privileged over other
forms of redress, but they definitely should be considered as one of the components of a holistic reparations
program (Hamber & Palmary, 2009, p. 325). This is especially relevant to cultural heritage crime, taking into
account two peculiar characteristic elements of this type of crime:

1) the damage to or destruction of a historical object can almost never be undone. Even by using
genuine materials and techniques, authenticity (including symbolic, spiritual values?®) of the
damaged object cannot be recovered 100%. Thus, no material or pecuniary measure can fully
remedy the caused harm;

26 In addition to the €2.7 million award set by judges, the Trust Fund for Victims has added €1.35 million to the reparations
plan (2019 Decision of the ICC, para 101).

27 The experts acknowledge certain potential of apology (process rather than fact) as a modality of reparation, inter alia, due to
absence of fiscal impact on the state budget. However, its impact is diminished by long term between the illegal act and the
apology (interview with I. Kronberga).

28 Both received the symbolic euro on 29 March 2021 (UNESCO News, 2021).

29 That is, in Al Mahdi case, it was concluded that protected buildings were widely perceived in Timbuktu as being the
protectors of the community from outside harm. The attack on the protected buildings not only destroyed cherished monu-
ments, but also shattered the community’s collective faith that they were protected (Al Mahdi Reparations Order, para.86).
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2) heritage crimes unavoidably affect broad range of stakeholders. While the crime affects different groups
to different extent, generally all of them feel certain level of victimisation.>® While it is (generally)
practically impossible to provide material or pecuniary redress to all the suffered individuals and groups,
symbolic reparations are the ones that can provide portion of satisfaction to all of them.

While symbolic reparations are common to international law, the further research is needed to evaluate their
applicability and effect within the domestic criminal law (especially, with regard to cultural heritage crime).

5.4 Matching of Restorative Justice Elements and Social Justice in Heritage Crimes

Restorative justice has many definitions (i.e. RJE Handbook, 2021, p. 3; Zehr, 2002, p. 37). One of the
most commonly accepted though is the one proposed by Tony Marshall who defines restorative justice
as “a process whereby parties with a stake in a specific offense resolve collectively how to deal with the
aftermath of the offense and its implications for the future” (Marshall, 1999, p. 5). While criminal justice
system generally accepts as victims only those directly affected by the crime, restorative justice opens its
borders to broader range of affected communities (Zehr & Mika, 1997). It acknowledges the needs of victims
for information, validation, vindication, restitution, testimony, safety and support as the starting point of
justice (ibid.).

The principal difference of non-restorative and restorative justice systems lies in their perception of
justice — while criminal justice system generally views justice as punishment, restorative justice views
justice as healing (RJE Handbook, 2021, p. 4). Elements of restorative justice are being gradually introduced
into the criminal justice system, as least at the international level (see the ICC reparations orders or
international practice of applying symbolic reparations discussed above).

Due to peculiarities of heritage crimes (loss of authenticity of the object and vastness of victims),
the retribution to the offender, in a way of a severe punishment, cannot remedy material losses and
alleviate moral distress of the victims of heritage crime.?! Besides, many offenders are indigent, therefore
increased fines do not make any difference either. Therefore, restorative justice elements seem to be the
most appropriate form of rectification of an injustice caused by damage/destruction of heritage sites. Thus,
in relation to the victims, interests of collective healing (including, in a way of different symbolic gestures)
take their honourable place in these types of crimes. In relation to the offenders of heritage crimes, the
combined reaction is considered the most appropriate approach which includes the application of sec-
ondary crime prevention methods (those aimed at changing people deemed to be at risk of future offending)
and further sanctioning of the offenders depending on the cause of the committed crime (interview with L.
Kronberga).

6 Heritage Crime Victims and Reparative Framework

Stakeholders may simultaneously have economic and non-economic (scientific, symbolic, cultural, etc.)
interests in a particular cultural heritage object; however, which interests are determinative (therefore
primarily harmed and in need of restoration in case of illegal intervention) depend on the type of stake-
holders (it should be taken into the account though that one and the same person might be related
to different types of stakeholders in the same time). Based on the current and previous research, as

30 That is, destruction of international cultural heritage carries a message of terror and helplessness; it destroys part of
humanity’s shared memory and collective consciousness; and it renders humanity unable to transmit its values and knowledge
to future generations (Al Mahdi Reparations Order, para.22).

31 It should be noted that situational crime prevention techniques, relevant to heritage crime, are considered the best way to
reduce the risk of damage to heritage objects (see, for instance, Grove & Pease, 2014; Historic England, 2018a).
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well as scientific literature3? and case law, the authors have developed correlation framework between the
types of parties victimized by damage to/destruction of heritage site, the nature of harm suffered by every
victimized individual or group as well as the most appropriate type of remedy corresponding to the harmed
interest (Figure 1).

It should be noted that the composition of the framework is based on the fundamental policy of the
cultural heritage law (e.g. to protect the heritage [both physically and granting access thereto for persons
other than the immediate owner] for the enjoyment of present and later generations [O’Keefe & Prott, 2011]),
not the particular national criminal law (so it is jurisdiction-irrelevant). Therefore, not all the mentioned
parties may (and arguably should) be considered eligible victims under the national criminal law rules. For
instance, Latvian case law shows that only the state has been considered a victim in cases of damage caused
to the archaeological sites by illegal human intervention3? (Kairiss & Olevska, 2021b). Nevertheless, in the
opinion of the authors, all the mentioned parties are entitled to have voice in the legal proceedings (be them
criminal or civil) related to the damage/destruction of the heritage object and receive appropriate repara-
tion of the harm caused by illegal intervention into the integrity of the object concerned. Further research is
needed to analyse the possibility of certain individual and/or collective victims to access justice and remedy
their harmed interests within the civil (or other) procedure.

The above framework graphically places individuals and groups victimized by damage to/destruction
of the cultural heritage objects into four quadrants. Quadrants are characterized by the type of harm
(material or non-material) and relation of this harm to the interest of the suffered parties (kind of harm:
direct or indirect).

Each quadrant lists categories and sub-categories of suffered parties united by certain interest. The
framework covers broad range of suffered parties which, however, is not deemed to be exhaustive
(depending on the type of damaged object and extent of damage, other not-mentioned parties may suffer;
simultaneously, not all the mentioned parties may suffer as a result of particular offence, i.e. if damaged
object is not of a religious nature, religious community most probably will not be victimized).

The nature of the determinative harmed interest follows every category of suffered parties. Each quad-
rant is rounded out by the modality of the most appropriate reparation, i.e. provides for the most effective,
adequate, and proper remedy for the particular type and kind of harmed interest.

6.1 Quadrant |

Quadrant I (parties that suffer direct material harm) comprises two categories of suffered parties:

First, individual parties with direct property link. This category may include owners or possessors.
Nature of the determinative harmed interest of representatives of this group is: loss of property and/or
unexpected direct expenses.

Second, individual parties with direct economic link (this category of victims depends on the particular
damaged object and in certain cases might be irrelevant). This category may include, inter alia, direct
descendants of the buried at the object, employed-at-the-object personnel, or scientists researching the
object. Nature of the determinative harmed interest of representatives of this group are: unexpected direct
expenses and, in certain cases, loss of employment.

Common reparation for the parties that suffer direct material harm is direct compensation of their
expenses, which, depending on the victim, may take the form of, inter alia, restoration expenses, loss of

32 The authors have, inter alia, broadened the classification offered by Poyser et al. (2022) within the context of the more
detailed typology of suffered parties, as well as added the types of harm suffered by each group and respective remedy for each
type of victims.

33 Besides, the suffered harm claimed and approved by the courts does not correspond to any of the suffered harms identified
by the authors within the current research.
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Figure 1: Suffered interest, type of suffered party, and reparations

(economic)35

of property, unexpected direct expenses):
- Owners, possessors

Individual parties with direct economic link
(unexpected direct expenses, loss of
employment), e.g.:

- direct descendants of the buried at the object
- employed-at-the-object personnel

- scientists researching the object

Type of reparations: direct compensation

Primary Suffered interest, type of suffered party’* and reparations
atirel Direct interest Indirect interest
harm
Material I Individual parties with direct property link (loss | II Individual parties with dependent economic link

(loss of economic opportunity), e.g.:

- object-related businesses (hotels, catering,
tourism-related merchants, tourist guides
etc.)/ craftsmen (local food and souvenirs
producers)

- authorities - tax payments (VAT, income tax,
social contributions etc.) receivers, e.g. state,
municipalities

- object-related cultural institutions

- object-dependent investors

Type of reparations: compensation for the losses

of object restoration expenses, loss
of property/ direct income/ salary

Non-
material
(non-
economic)

III Collective parties with the
closest connection to the object

Punitive measures:
imprisonment,
forced labour, etc.
for the offender

until the object is put into
operation

1V Collective parties with remote
connection (sui generis harm: loss

concerned
(loss related to decreased standard of living,
decreased prestige of the area, psychological
vulnerability, mental pain, anguish, emotional
distress, decrease in cultural-historical value,
disruption of culture/ religious practices and
research opportunities), e.g.:
- local community
- local religious community adherent of
certain faith
- particular cultural heritage-related
scientific community

Individual parties with closest connection to the
object concerned, e.g.:
- direct descendants of the buried at the
object
- NGOs
- religious organisations
- heritage authorities on behalf of the
State

Type of reparations: fine directed to programs
that allocate funds for culture-related activities,
incl. strengthening of protective capacities

of opportunity to visit, learn et al
non-use values realization), e.g.:

- heritage lovers

- students, pupils et al learners - those who are

taught history, culture and related fields

- faithful/ those adherent of certain faith

- general community

- future generations

Type of reparations: symbolic reparations

the object (property), decrease or loss of direct income from the use of the object, salary, or other reward for

performing duties at the object.

6.2 Quadrant Il

Quadrant II (parties that suffer indirect material harm) comprises multicomponent category of suffered
parties, i.e. individual parties with dependent economic link. These parties suffer loss of economic oppor-
tunity. Thus, for instance:

34 One and the same person can belong to different types of victims, e.g. representative of a local community may be at the
same time a craftsman, trading souvenirs or providing local food to visitors.
35 Victims suffering economic harm may be (mostly are) at the same time also subjects of non-material harm.
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— object-related businesses (hotels, catering, tourism-related merchants, tourist guides, etc.) suffer as a
result of decrease in visitors/tourists, craftsmen (local food and souvenirs producers) lose their market.

- decrease in turnover of local businesses and loss of workplaces result in decrease in tax payments to the
authorities.

— object-related cultural institutions (museum, library, research centre, etc.) lose visitors and research
material.

- overall downturn, resulted in the damage/destruction of heritage object, negatively impacts prestige of
the area, as a result, object-dependent investors (for instance, real estate developers) may lose substan-
tial income.

Common reparation for the parties that suffer indirect material harm is compensation of the objectively
calculated lost economic opportunity for time until the object is put back into operation and the level of
well-being (number of visitors, work places, etc.) is restored. However, it should be noted that the possi-
bility to receive reparation directly depends on (a) the precise and documented amount of financial losses
and (b) the causal relationship between the fact of damage/destruction of a heritage object and financial
losses suffered by the party concerned.

6.3 Quadrant Il

Quadrant IIT unites parties who suffered direct non-material harm. These parties can be divided into two
categories of victims: collective and individual parties with the closest geographical and functional con-
nection to the damaged object.

Category 1 (collective parties) suffers mental pain (including anguish, emotional distress) and discom-
fort (resulting from decreased standard of living, decreased prestige of the area, and similar reasons). This
category includes local inhabitants, local religious community adherent of certain faith (relevant to cases of
damage of religious objects), and particular cultural heritage-related scientific community.

Individual parties with closest connection to the damaged cultural object are e.g. object-related NGOs,
certain religious organisations, heritage authorities on behalf of the state (those responsible for protection
and care of cultural-historical sites).

Common reparation for the parties that suffer direct non-material harm might be represented by fine
(solely or as a part of more complex criminal punishment) directed at special cultural-historical objects’
protection funds. The suffered parties may receive redress in a way of grants or other budgetary allocations
from special financial programs for different (i.e. targeted) culture-related activities, including strength-
ening of protective capacities. Respective payments to funds within the criminal procedures are foreseen in
criminal legislation of several countries (e.g. Maltese Criminal Code, Part 2, Article 70; Polish Law on the
protection and care of monuments, Part 3, Article 108).

When asked about the reparation appropriate for the LSA as a party suffered from archaeological
heritage crime, the head of the LSA mentioned compensation fee from the guilty person for diverting it
to the state-supported heritage conservation programs (e.g. the LSA could apply for these funds through a
tender procedure) and non-material compensation from the guilty person (like public apology to the
scientific community of Latvia; the questions of non-material reparation are discussed in Quadrant IV)
(interview with M. Kalnins).

6.4 Quadrant IV

Quadrant IV covers broader community and future generations who are constrained or denied access and
enjoyment of the damaged/destructed heritage objects. These parties suffer indirect, non-material sui
generis harm (loss of opportunity to visit, learn, or realize other object-associated non-use values) and
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may comprise heritage lovers, learners of art, history, and related sciences, those adherent of certain faith
throughout the world, national and international community generally as well as unborn generations. It
should be noted that question of extending reparation to the unborn children of the victims was carefully
considered in the Al Mahdi case. However, the Trust Fund for Victims in drafting reparations implementa-
tion plan decided to stick to the date of the attack. The reasons for that were on the one hand formal (in
order not to stretch the definition of victims as “natural persons” to non-existent and inconcrete beings3),
on the other hand - personal (in order not to provoke jealousy and tensions between the representatives of
tightly knit population for monetary compensations received for years on) (Lostal, 2021a, pp. 845-846).

It is worth noting that World Future Council, foundation that works to find solutions to the challenges
faced by humanity and promote their implementation worldwide through policy-making, lists heritage
crimes as crimes against future generations along with razing the rainforest, arctic drilling, nuclear
weapons, etc. The council states that “when (these crimes) they are committed, all of humanity is injured
and aggrieved” (World Future Council).

The authors assume that at the current stage of legal development, the most appropriate reparation for
the victims located in Quadrant IV are symbolic reparations. This gives these remote groups and their
suffering the opportunity to be recognized and accounted for.

Besides, the authors admit that the proposed framework does not resolve the compensation issues as
such (if the offenders are indigent — no compensation can be realistically received from him/her). However,
it shows the most appropriate ways and types of reparations, to remedy the particular types of harm
suffered by the respective parties. Besides, the precise typology of the victimized parties shows the vastness
of the suffered parties and type and extent of the harm caused to them, thus unveiling the true social impact
of the heritage crimes.

7 Conclusion and Recommendations

The research has shown that the scope and extent of harm caused by damage/destruction of heritage sites is
inexplicit and, in many cases, hard to define for both — the society and the criminal justice system. There is
an obvious need for objective and definite criteria for evaluation of types and extent of harm suffered by all
the victimized parties.

Shortage of societal understanding of the social and economic values of the heritage site and their
impact on the close and remote parties result in the fact that many individuals do not recognize themselves
as legitimate victims of heritage crimes and do not protect/struggle for their rights. Besides, constraints
existing in recognition of victims in national criminal proceedings and absence of pro-active informing to
the suffered parties about their rights limit the victims’ right to access justice and obtain remedy through
criminal process, while their opportunities to go through civil procedure are questionable and need further
detailed research.

The research has pointed to the ineffectiveness of standard retributive approach in restoration of justice in
heritage crimes. Applicability of the restorative justice elements within the national criminal proceeding
should be evaluated and introduced in order to repair the harm caused to the victims to the possible extent.
It should be noted, that introduction of different types of reparations within the criminal proceedings should
be evaluated along with the punitive measures provided for the offender. It should be acknowledged that
reparations do not enrich the victim, but should repair the harm caused adequately and in a meaningful way.

Conflict of interest: Authors state no conflict of interest.

36 In Ntaganda reparations order, though the court acknowledged children born out of rape and sexual slavery to be direct
victims of the Ntaganda’s crimes (Ntaganda Reparations order, paras 120-123), which opens the door to further discussions on
the concept of victims in criminal law.



DE GRUYTER Victims of Heritage Crimes: Aspects of Legal and Socio-Economic Justice = 15

References

Assessment. (2017). Heritage and Cultural Property Crime, National Strategic Assessment 2017. https://www.
nationalruralcrimenetwork.net/content/uploads/2017/11/Heritage-and-Cultural-Property-Crime-National-Strategic-
Assessment-2017-FINAL.pdf.

Brooks, A. C. (2002). Does Public Art Have ‘Bequest Value’? Maxwell School Working Paper, Syracuse University, Syracuse, NY.

Brooks, A. C. (2004). Do people really care about the arts for future generations? Journal of Cultural Economics, 28, 275-284.

Christie, N. (1986). The ideal victim. In E. A. Fattah (Ed.), From crime policy to victim policy. London: Palgrave Macmillan. doi: 10.
1007/978-1-349-08305-3_2.

Country Economy. (2022). Country data provided from website countryeconomy.com. https://countryeconomy.com/countries/
groups/european-union.

Deloitte Finance. (2022). The value of an Iconic Asset: The economic and social value of the Colosseum, report by Deloitte
Financial Advisory S.r.l. S.B, Italy. https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/it/Documents/finance/The-value-
of-an-Iconic-Asset_Deloitte.pdf.

Diimcke, C., & Gnedovsky, M. (July 2013). The Social and Econoic Value of Cultural Heritage: Literature review. EENC Paper.
https://www.interarts.net/descargas/interarts2557.pdf.

ES Fondi. The list of projects co-financed by the ERAF fund under specific support aim “To preserve, protect and develop
important cultural and natural heritage, as well as to develop related services.” https://www.esfondi.lv/es-fondu-
projektu-mekletajs?form_name=projects-search-form&order_field=SamNumurs&order_dir=desc&ProjektaNosaukums=&
ProjektaNumurs=5.5.1.& EsFonds=Visi%20fondi&lesniedzejaNosaukums=&pSamNosaukums=&ProjektaStatuss=Visi%
20projekti&lstenosanasVietasAdrese=&IstenosanasVietasRegions=Visa%?20Latvija&
IntervencesKategorijasNosaukums=&page=1.

Evaluation of Directive 2012/29/EU. (2022). Commission staff working documents evaluation of Directive 2012/29/EU of the
European Parliament and of the Council of 25 October 2012 establishing minimum standards on the rights, support and
protection of victims of crime, and replacing Council Framework Decision 2001/220/JHA, 28 June 2022. https://eur-lex.
europa.eu/legal-content/FR/TXT/?uri=SWD:2022:179:FIN.

Frey, B. S. (1997). Evaluating cultural property: The economic approach. International Journal of Cultural Property, 6(2),
231-246. https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/international-journal-of-culturalproperty/article/abs/evaluating-
cultural-property-the-economicapproach/DB9916B829B7DBE71BECFF61920C6785.

Ginsberg, R. (2014). Mighty crime victims: Victims’ Rights and Neoliberalism in the American Conjuncture. Cultural Studies,
28(5-6), 911-946. doi: 10.1080/09502386.2014.886485.

Greeley, R. A., Orwicz, M. R., Falconi, ). L., Reyes, A. M., Rosenberg, F. J., & Laplante, L. J. (2020). Repairing symbolic repara-
tions: Assessing the effectiveness of memorialization in the InterAmerican System of Human Rights. International Journal
of Transitional Justice, 14, 165-192. doi: 10.1093/ijtj/ijaa002.

Grove, L., & Pease, K. (2014). A situational approach to heritage crime prevention. In L. Grove, & S. Thomas (Eds.), Heritage
Crime. London: Palgrave Macmillan. doi: 10.1057/9781137357519_7.

Hamber, B., & Palmary, . (2009). Gender, memorialization, and symbolic reparations. In R. Rubio-Marin (Ed.), The gender of
reparations: Unsettling sexual hierarchies while redressing human rights violations. Cambridge, United Kingdom:
Cambridge University Press.

Historic England. (2016). Heritage crime — A guide for law enforcement officers. Historic England.

Historic England. (2018a). Heritage crime prevention measures: Guidance for owners, tenants and managers of heritage assets.
Swindon: Historic England.

Historic England. (2018b). Interventions: Prosecution and alternative disposals. Swindon: Historic England.

Historic England. (2018c). Heritage crime — Impact statements. Swindon: Historic England.

Holtorf, C. (2011). The changing contribution of cultural heritage to society. Museum International, 63(1-2). No. 249-250,
UNESCO 2012.

Joint Agency Guide to the Victim Personal Statement. (2018). Legal Guidance. https://www.cps.gov.uk/sites/default/files/
documents/legal_guidance/joint-agency-guide-victim-personal-statement_0.pdf.

Kairiss, A. (2020). Latvijas arheologiska mantojuma aizsardzibas un sociali-ekonomiskas attistibas faktori (Factors of
Protection and Socio-Economic Development of Latvia’s Archaeological Heritage). Latvijas Zinatnu Akadémijas Veéstis.

A dala: Humanitaras un Socialds Zindtnes, No. 3. http://www.lasproceedings.lv/publikacija/latvijas-arheologiska-
mantojuma-aizsardzibas-un-sociali-ekonomiskas-attistibas-faktori/.

Kairiss, A., & Olevska, I. (2022). Development aspects of archaeological sites in Latvia. Archaeologia Lituana, 22, 10-36.
doi: 10.15388/ArchLit.2021.22.1.

Kairiss, A., & Olevska, I. (2020). Damage to archaeological sites: Assessment criteria and Latvian situation. Baltic Journal of
Real Estate Economics and Construction Management, 8(1), 45-82. doi: 10.2478/bjreecm-2020-0005.

Kairiss, A., & Olevska, |. (2021a). Development Aspects of Archaeological Sites in Latvia. Archaeologia Lituana, 22, 10-36.
doi: 10.15388/ArchLit.2021.22.1.


https://www.nationalruralcrimenetwork.net/content/uploads/2017/11/Heritage-and-Cultural-Property-Crime-National-Strategic-Assessment-2017-FINAL.pdf
https://www.nationalruralcrimenetwork.net/content/uploads/2017/11/Heritage-and-Cultural-Property-Crime-National-Strategic-Assessment-2017-FINAL.pdf
https://www.nationalruralcrimenetwork.net/content/uploads/2017/11/Heritage-and-Cultural-Property-Crime-National-Strategic-Assessment-2017-FINAL.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-349-08305-3_2
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-349-08305-3_2
http://countryeconomy.com
https://countryeconomy.com/countries/groups/european-union
https://countryeconomy.com/countries/groups/european-union
https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/it/Documents/finance/The-value-of-an-Iconic-Asset_Deloitte.pdf
https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/it/Documents/finance/The-value-of-an-Iconic-Asset_Deloitte.pdf
https://www.interarts.net/descargas/interarts2557.pdf
https://www.esfondi.lv/es-fondu-projektu-mekletajs?form_name=projects-search-form&#x0026;order_field=SamNumurs&#x0026;order_dir=desc&#x0026;ProjektaNosaukums=&#x0026;ProjektaNumurs=5.5.1.&#x0026;EsFonds=Visi%20fondi&#x0026;IesniedzejaNosaukums=&#x0026;pSamNosaukums=&#x0026;ProjektaStatuss=Visi%20projekti&#x0026;IstenosanasVietasAdrese=&#x0026;IstenosanasVietasRegions=Visa%20Latvija&#x0026;IntervencesKategorijasNosaukums=&#x0026;page=1
https://www.esfondi.lv/es-fondu-projektu-mekletajs?form_name=projects-search-form&#x0026;order_field=SamNumurs&#x0026;order_dir=desc&#x0026;ProjektaNosaukums=&#x0026;ProjektaNumurs=5.5.1.&#x0026;EsFonds=Visi%20fondi&#x0026;IesniedzejaNosaukums=&#x0026;pSamNosaukums=&#x0026;ProjektaStatuss=Visi%20projekti&#x0026;IstenosanasVietasAdrese=&#x0026;IstenosanasVietasRegions=Visa%20Latvija&#x0026;IntervencesKategorijasNosaukums=&#x0026;page=1
https://www.esfondi.lv/es-fondu-projektu-mekletajs?form_name=projects-search-form&#x0026;order_field=SamNumurs&#x0026;order_dir=desc&#x0026;ProjektaNosaukums=&#x0026;ProjektaNumurs=5.5.1.&#x0026;EsFonds=Visi%20fondi&#x0026;IesniedzejaNosaukums=&#x0026;pSamNosaukums=&#x0026;ProjektaStatuss=Visi%20projekti&#x0026;IstenosanasVietasAdrese=&#x0026;IstenosanasVietasRegions=Visa%20Latvija&#x0026;IntervencesKategorijasNosaukums=&#x0026;page=1
https://www.esfondi.lv/es-fondu-projektu-mekletajs?form_name=projects-search-form&#x0026;order_field=SamNumurs&#x0026;order_dir=desc&#x0026;ProjektaNosaukums=&#x0026;ProjektaNumurs=5.5.1.&#x0026;EsFonds=Visi%20fondi&#x0026;IesniedzejaNosaukums=&#x0026;pSamNosaukums=&#x0026;ProjektaStatuss=Visi%20projekti&#x0026;IstenosanasVietasAdrese=&#x0026;IstenosanasVietasRegions=Visa%20Latvija&#x0026;IntervencesKategorijasNosaukums=&#x0026;page=1
https://www.esfondi.lv/es-fondu-projektu-mekletajs?form_name=projects-search-form&#x0026;order_field=SamNumurs&#x0026;order_dir=desc&#x0026;ProjektaNosaukums=&#x0026;ProjektaNumurs=5.5.1.&#x0026;EsFonds=Visi%20fondi&#x0026;IesniedzejaNosaukums=&#x0026;pSamNosaukums=&#x0026;ProjektaStatuss=Visi%20projekti&#x0026;IstenosanasVietasAdrese=&#x0026;IstenosanasVietasRegions=Visa%20Latvija&#x0026;IntervencesKategorijasNosaukums=&#x0026;page=1
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/FR/TXT/?uri=SWD:2022:179:FIN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/FR/TXT/?uri=SWD:2022:179:FIN
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/international-journal-of-culturalproperty/article/abs/evaluating-cultural-property-the-economicapproach/DB9916B829B7DBE71BECFF61920C6785
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/international-journal-of-culturalproperty/article/abs/evaluating-cultural-property-the-economicapproach/DB9916B829B7DBE71BECFF61920C6785
https://doi.org/10.1080/09502386.2014.886485
https://doi.org/10.1093/ijtj/ijaa002
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137357519_7
https://www.cps.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/legal_guidance/joint-agency-guide-victim-personal-statement_0.pdf
https://www.cps.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/legal_guidance/joint-agency-guide-victim-personal-statement_0.pdf
http://www.lasproceedings.lv/publikacija/latvijas-arheologiska-mantojuma-aizsardzibas-un-sociali-ekonomiskas-attistibas-faktori/
http://www.lasproceedings.lv/publikacija/latvijas-arheologiska-mantojuma-aizsardzibas-un-sociali-ekonomiskas-attistibas-faktori/
https://doi.org/10.15388/ArchLit.2021.22.1
https://doi.org/10.2478/bjreecm-2020-0005
https://doi.org/10.15388/ArchLit.2021.22.1

16 —— Irina Olevska-Kairisa and Andris Kairiss DE GRUYTER

Kairiss, A., & Olevska, . (2021b). Assessing endangerment of archaeological heritage in Latvia: Legal framework and socio-
economic aspects. AP: Online Journal in Public Archaeology, 11, a39-a72. doi: 10.23914/ap.v11i0.281.

Klamer, A. (2014). The values of archaeological and heritage sites. Public Archaeology, 13(1-3), 59-70. doi: 10.1179/
14655187142.00000000054.

Licciardi, G., & Amirtahmasebi, R. (Eds.). (2012). The economics of uniqueness: Investing in historic city cores and cultural
heritage assets for sustainable development. Urban Development, Washington, DC: World Bank. doi: 10.1596/978-0-8213-
9650-6.

Lostal, M. (2021a). Implementing reparations in the Al Mahdi Case: A story of monumental challenges in Timbuktu. Journal of
International Criminal Justice, 2021, mqab064. doi: 10.1093/jicj/mqab064.

Lostal, M. (2021b). The Ntaganda reparations order: A marked step towards a victim-centred reparations legal framework at the
ICC. Blog of the European Journal of International Law, 24 May 2021. https://www.ejiltalk.org/the-ntaganda-reparations-
order-a-marked-step-towards-a-victim-centred-reparations-legal-framework-at-the-icc/.

Mackay, R. E. (1996). Victimology and rights theories. International Review of Victimology, 4, 183-194.

Manacorda, S., & Visconti, A. (Eds.). (2013). Protecting cultural heritage as a common good of humanity: A Challenge for
Criminal Justice. International Scientific and Professional Advisory Council of the United Nations Crime Prevention and
Criminal Justice Programme, Selected papers and contributions from the international Conference on «Protecting Cultural
Heritage as a Common Good of Humanity: A Challenge for Criminal Justice». https://www.unodc.org/documents/
congress/background-information/Transnational_Organized_Crime/ISPAC_Protecting_Cultural_Heritage_2014.pdf.

Marshall, T. F. (1999). Restorative justice: An overview (p. 39). London: Home Office Research Development and Statistics
Directorate.

McDonald, A. (2006). ‘The Development of a Victim-Centred Approach to International Criminal Justice for Serious Violations of
International Humanitarian Law’. In J. Carey, W.V. Dunlap, & R. J. Pritchard (Eds.), International Humanitarian Law:
Prospects. Leiden, The Netherlands: Brill | Nijhoff.

Milquet, J. (2019). Strengthening victims’ rights: From compensation to reparation. For a new EU Victims’ rights strategy
2020-2025 (p. 79). Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union.

Monument Supervision. (2022). The Netherlands, information from the website Criminal law - monument supervision
(monumententoezicht.nl).

Muneesami, ). Accountability for crimes against cultural heritage. https://en.unesco.org/sites/default/files/jagganaden-
muneesamy-icc_01.pdf.

Neff, S. C. (Ed.). (2012). On the Law of War and Peace. In Hugo Grotius on the Law of War and Peace: Student Edition. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

O’Keefe, P., & Prott, L. (2011). Cultural heritage convention and other instruments: A compendium with commentaries. Pentre
Moel, Cickendarn, Builth Wells LD2 3BX, Wales: Institute of Art and Law.

Olivier, A. (2019). Socialising heritage: Policy and praxis. European Journal of Post-Classical Archaeology, 9, 9-34.

Poyser, B., & Poyser, S. (2017). Police practitioners and place managers’ understandings and perceptions of heritage crime in
Nottinghamshire. International Journal of Police Science & Management, 19(4), 247-260.

Poyser, B., Poyser, S., & Doak, J. (2022). A typology of heritage crime victims. Critical Criminology, 30(4), 1-17. doi: 10.1007/
510612-022-09622-3.

Redress. (2007). Reparations for victims of genocide, crimes against humanity and war crimes: Systems in place and systems in
the making. The Netherlands. https://redress.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/September-Reparations-for-victims-of-
genocide-crimes-against-humanity-and-war-crimes-Systems-in-place-and-systems-in-the-making.pdf.

RJE Handbook. (2021). Restorative justice principles and practice. Prison Fellowship International. https://www.studocu.com/
row/document/university-of-namibia/criminal-law/rje-resource-handbook-on-restorative-justice-principles-and-
practice/31725975.

Samuelson, P. A. (1954). The pure theory of public expenditure. Review of Economics and Statistics, 36(November), 387-9.

Strobl, R. (2004). Constructing the Victim: Theoretical reflections and empirical examples. International Review of Victimology,
11(2-3), 295-311. doi: 10.1177/026975800401100206.

Throsby, D. (1995). Culture, economics and sustainability. Journal of Cultural Economics, 19, 199-206. doi: 10.1007/
BF01074049.

Throsby, D. (2007). The value of heritage. Heritage Economics Workshop, ANU, 11-12 October.

UN Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR). (2008). Rule-of-Law tools for post-conflict states: Reparations
programmes. 23. https://www.ohchr.org/sites/default/files/Documents/Publications/ReparationsProgrammes.pdf.
UNESCO News. (2021). Mali and UNESCO to receive a “symbolic euro” in token reparation for the heritage of Timbuktu, 29 March

2021. https://en.unesco.org/news/mali-and-unesco-receive-symbolic-euro-token-reparation-heritage-timbuktu.

Van Boven, T. (1999). The perspective of the victim. In Y. Danieli, E. Stamatopoulou, & C. ). Dias (Eds.), The universal declaration
of human rights: Fifty years and beyond (pp. 13-26). Amityville, New York: Baywood Publishing Company, Inc.

Van Boven, T. (2009). Victims’ rights to a remedy and reparation: The New United Nations principles and guidelines.
Reparations for victims of genocide, war crimes and crimes against humanity. Leiden: Brill | Nijhoff.
doi: 10.1163/€j.9789004174498.i-576.7.


https://doi.org/10.23914/ap.v11i0.281
https://doi.org/10.1179/1465518714Z.00000000054
https://doi.org/10.1179/1465518714Z.00000000054
https://doi.org/10.1596/978-0-8213-9650-6
https://doi.org/10.1596/978-0-8213-9650-6
https://doi.org/10.1093/jicj/mqab064
https://www.ejiltalk.org/the-ntaganda-reparations-order-a-marked-step-towards-a-victim-centred-reparations-legal-framework-at-the-icc/
https://www.ejiltalk.org/the-ntaganda-reparations-order-a-marked-step-towards-a-victim-centred-reparations-legal-framework-at-the-icc/
https://www.unodc.org/documents/congress/background-information/Transnational_Organized_Crime/ISPAC_Protecting_Cultural_Heritage_2014.pdf
https://www.unodc.org/documents/congress/background-information/Transnational_Organized_Crime/ISPAC_Protecting_Cultural_Heritage_2014.pdf
https://en.unesco.org/sites/default/files/jagganaden-muneesamy-icc_01.pdf
https://en.unesco.org/sites/default/files/jagganaden-muneesamy-icc_01.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10612-022-09622-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10612-022-09622-3
https://redress.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/September-Reparations-for-victims-of-genocide-crimes-against-humanity-and-war-crimes-Systems-in-place-and-systems-in-the-making.pdf
https://redress.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/September-Reparations-for-victims-of-genocide-crimes-against-humanity-and-war-crimes-Systems-in-place-and-systems-in-the-making.pdf
https://www.studocu.com/row/document/university-of-namibia/criminal-law/rje-resource-handbook-on-restorative-justice-principles-and-practice/31725975
https://www.studocu.com/row/document/university-of-namibia/criminal-law/rje-resource-handbook-on-restorative-justice-principles-and-practice/31725975
https://www.studocu.com/row/document/university-of-namibia/criminal-law/rje-resource-handbook-on-restorative-justice-principles-and-practice/31725975
https://doi.org/10.1177/026975800401100206
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01074049
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01074049
https://www.ohchr.org/sites/default/files/Documents/Publications/ReparationsProgrammes.pdf
https://en.unesco.org/news/mali-and-unesco-receive-symbolic-euro-token-reparation-heritage-timbuktu
https://doi.org/10.1163/ej.9789004174498.i-576.7

DE GRUYTER Victims of Heritage Crimes: Aspects of Legal and Socio-Economic Justice == 17

VSE Analysis. (2019). A Journey from crime to compensation: An analysis of victims’ access to compensation in the EU. Victim
Support Europe, 2019. https://victim-support.eu/wp-content/files_mf/1574261567A_Journey_From_Crime_To_
Compensation_2019.pdf.

Wangkeo, K. (2003). Monumental challenges: The lawfulness of destroying cultural heritage during peacetime. Yale Journal of
International Law, 28(1), 183-274, with reference to analysis of cultural property legislation of almost 400 jurisdictions
performed by Prott and O’Keefe “Law and the Cultural Heritage: Discovery and Excavation”, Professional Books Limited,
Oxon, England, 1984.

Weisbrod, B. A. (1964). Collective-consumption services of individual-consumption goods. The Quarterly Journal of Economics,
78(3), 471-477. doi: 10.2307/1879478.

World Future Council. https://www.worldfuturecouncil.org/crimes-against-future-generations/#toggle-id-3.

Zehr, H. (2002). The little book of restorative justice. Intercourse, PA: Good Books.

Zehr, H., & Mika, H. (1997). Fundamental Concepts of Restorative Justice, Mennonite Central Committee. https://nacrj.org/
index.php?option=com_easyfolderlistingpro&view=preview&format=raw&data=eNpNkE1uwyAQha9SzQVi1CiJx0tLXUTK
JstuEMHjGNUBxE8aKerdO5hY7YqZB997MygUAp8RdwijmwcKOEXcviOYm7pS3ASKLgfNIc-X2ejNmWJyQSVzp7dijjsloKgi7
QI4UgklcXCSEZr26Zsb-AvYIUi5a6Q4Vteq2WDUI5dhV1QzQGWwqFGj2Kk3_XjE7mplWdsvUR7YDtzapWfbOavlpSjfK81F-
0hSkPJkvJUXb7uWp7wvF69ljvSo_jK8R6eEN77_mC45UKSk9FXPoLihYbZkldDfOXVfjAezyO9D9_AJrF3Gj.

International Legal Acts

Council Framework decision 2001/220/JHA - Council Framework Decision of 15 March 2001 on the standing of victims in criminal
proceedings No. 2001/220/JHA, available at: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%
3A32001F0220.

CoE Recommendation R (85) - Council of Europe Recommendation R (85) 11 on the Position of the Victim in the Framework of
Criminal Law and Procedure, 28th of June 1985, available at: https://rm.coe.int/16804dccae.

Directive 2004/80/EC relating to compensation to crime victims - Council Directive 2004/80/EC of 29 April 2004 relating to
compensation to crime victims, available at: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%
3A32004L0080.

Directive 2012/29/EU - Directive 2012/29/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 25 October 2012 establishing
minimum standards on the rights, support and protection of victims of crime, and replacing Council Framework Decision
2001/220/JHA, available at: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32012L0029.

Faro Convention 2005 — Framework Convention on the Value of Cultural Heritage for Society, Council of Europe, available at:
https://rm.coe.int/1680083746.

Hague Convention 1954 — Convention for the Protection of Cultural Property in the Event of Armed Conflict, UNESCO, available
at: https://en.unesco.org/protecting-heritage/convention-and-protocols/1954-convention.

Human Rights Convention - European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, 1950,
available at: https://www.echr.coe.int/Pages/home.aspx?c=&p=basictexts.

Symbolic reparations guidelines - Guidelines on the use of art in symbolic reparations, Symbolic Reprations Research Project,
2017, available at: https://symbolicreparations.org/projects-publications-/588/.

Covenant on Civil and Political Rights — International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, General Assembly resolution 2200A
(XXI), 1966, available at: https://www.ohchr.org/en/instruments-mechanisms/instruments/international-covenant-civil-
and-political-rights.

UN GA Resolution 40/34 (A/RES/40/34) - Declaration of Basic Principles of Justice for Victims of Crime and Abuse of Power,
adopted 29 November 1985, available at http://www.un-documents.net/a40r34.htm.

UN GA Resolution 60/147, 2005, General Assembly Resolution 60/147, Basic Principles and Guidelines on the Right to a
Remedy and Reparation for Victims of Gross Violations of International Human Rights Law and Serious Violations of
International Humanitarian Law.

Human Rights Declaration - Universal Declaration of Human Rights, United Nations General Assembly, 1948, available at:
https://www.ohchr.org/en/universal-declaration-of-human-rights

National Legal Acts

Austria
Criminal Code, available at: https://www.jusline.at/gesetz/stgh/gesamt.


https://victim-support.eu/wp-content/files_mf/1574261567A_Journey_From_Crime_To_Compensation_2019.pdf
https://victim-support.eu/wp-content/files_mf/1574261567A_Journey_From_Crime_To_Compensation_2019.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2307/1879478
https://www.worldfuturecouncil.org/crimes-against-future-generations/#toggle-id-3
https://nacrj.org/index.php?option=com_easyfolderlistingpro&#x0026;view=preview&#x0026;format=raw&#x0026;data=eNpNkE1uwyAQha9SzQVi1CiJx0tLXUTKJstuEMHjGNUBxE8aKerdO5hY7YqZB997MygUAp8RdwijmwcK0EXcviOYm7pS3ASKLgfNlc-X2ejNmWJyQSVzp7djjsloKgi7QI4UqklcXCSEZr26Zsb-AvYIUi5a6Q4Vteq2WDUI5dhV1QzQGWwqFGj2Kk3_XjE7mplWdsvUR7YDtzapWfbOavIpSjfK81F-0hSkPJkvJUXb7uWp7wvF69IjvSo_jK8R6eEN77_mC45UKSk9FXPoLihYbZkIdDf0XVfjAezyO9D9_AJrF3Gj
https://nacrj.org/index.php?option=com_easyfolderlistingpro&#x0026;view=preview&#x0026;format=raw&#x0026;data=eNpNkE1uwyAQha9SzQVi1CiJx0tLXUTKJstuEMHjGNUBxE8aKerdO5hY7YqZB997MygUAp8RdwijmwcK0EXcviOYm7pS3ASKLgfNlc-X2ejNmWJyQSVzp7djjsloKgi7QI4UqklcXCSEZr26Zsb-AvYIUi5a6Q4Vteq2WDUI5dhV1QzQGWwqFGj2Kk3_XjE7mplWdsvUR7YDtzapWfbOavIpSjfK81F-0hSkPJkvJUXb7uWp7wvF69IjvSo_jK8R6eEN77_mC45UKSk9FXPoLihYbZkIdDf0XVfjAezyO9D9_AJrF3Gj
https://nacrj.org/index.php?option=com_easyfolderlistingpro&#x0026;view=preview&#x0026;format=raw&#x0026;data=eNpNkE1uwyAQha9SzQVi1CiJx0tLXUTKJstuEMHjGNUBxE8aKerdO5hY7YqZB997MygUAp8RdwijmwcK0EXcviOYm7pS3ASKLgfNlc-X2ejNmWJyQSVzp7djjsloKgi7QI4UqklcXCSEZr26Zsb-AvYIUi5a6Q4Vteq2WDUI5dhV1QzQGWwqFGj2Kk3_XjE7mplWdsvUR7YDtzapWfbOavIpSjfK81F-0hSkPJkvJUXb7uWp7wvF69IjvSo_jK8R6eEN77_mC45UKSk9FXPoLihYbZkIdDf0XVfjAezyO9D9_AJrF3Gj
https://nacrj.org/index.php?option=com_easyfolderlistingpro&#x0026;view=preview&#x0026;format=raw&#x0026;data=eNpNkE1uwyAQha9SzQVi1CiJx0tLXUTKJstuEMHjGNUBxE8aKerdO5hY7YqZB997MygUAp8RdwijmwcK0EXcviOYm7pS3ASKLgfNlc-X2ejNmWJyQSVzp7djjsloKgi7QI4UqklcXCSEZr26Zsb-AvYIUi5a6Q4Vteq2WDUI5dhV1QzQGWwqFGj2Kk3_XjE7mplWdsvUR7YDtzapWfbOavIpSjfK81F-0hSkPJkvJUXb7uWp7wvF69IjvSo_jK8R6eEN77_mC45UKSk9FXPoLihYbZkIdDf0XVfjAezyO9D9_AJrF3Gj
https://nacrj.org/index.php?option=com_easyfolderlistingpro&#x0026;view=preview&#x0026;format=raw&#x0026;data=eNpNkE1uwyAQha9SzQVi1CiJx0tLXUTKJstuEMHjGNUBxE8aKerdO5hY7YqZB997MygUAp8RdwijmwcK0EXcviOYm7pS3ASKLgfNlc-X2ejNmWJyQSVzp7djjsloKgi7QI4UqklcXCSEZr26Zsb-AvYIUi5a6Q4Vteq2WDUI5dhV1QzQGWwqFGj2Kk3_XjE7mplWdsvUR7YDtzapWfbOavIpSjfK81F-0hSkPJkvJUXb7uWp7wvF69IjvSo_jK8R6eEN77_mC45UKSk9FXPoLihYbZkIdDf0XVfjAezyO9D9_AJrF3Gj
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32001F0220
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32001F0220
https://rm.coe.int/16804dccae
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32004L0080
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32004L0080
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32012L0029
https://rm.coe.int/1680083746
https://en.unesco.org/protecting-heritage/convention-and-protocols/1954-convention
https://www.echr.coe.int/Pages/home.aspx?c=&#x0026;p=basictexts
https://symbolicreparations.org/projects-publications-/588/
https://www.ohchr.org/en/instruments-mechanisms/instruments/international-covenant-civil-and-political-rights
https://www.ohchr.org/en/instruments-mechanisms/instruments/international-covenant-civil-and-political-rights
http://www.un-documents.net/a40r34.htm
https://www.ohchr.org/en/universal-declaration-of-human-rights
https://www.jusline.at/gesetz/stgb/gesamt

18 =—— Irina Olevska-Kairisa and Andris Kairiss DE GRUYTER

Belarus
Criminal Code, available at: https://pravo.by/document/?guid=3871&p0=hk9900275.
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Criminal Law, available at: https://www.zakonyprolidi.cz/cs/2009-40? text=trestn%C3%AD + z%C3%A1kon%C3%Adk.

Estonia
Penal Code, available at: https://www.riigiteataja.ee/akt/121052021009.

Finland
Penal Code, available at: https://finlex.fi/fi/laki/ajantasa/1889/18890039001? search%5Btype%5D=pika&search%5Bpika%
5D=rikoslaki#L11.

France
Penal Code, available at: https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/codes/texte_lc/LEGITEXT000006070719/.

Greece
Penal Code, available at: https://www.lawspot.gr/nomikes-plirofories/nomothesia/poinikos-kodikas-nomos-4619-2019.

Hungary

Act C of 2012 on the Penal Code, available at: https://net.jogtar.hu/jogszabaly? docid=A1200100.TV&searchUrl =/gyorskereso
%3Fkeyword%3D2012.%2520%25C3%25A9Vi%2520C.%2520t%25C3%25B6rv%25C3%25A9Nny%2520a%2520B%25C3%
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Iceland
General Penal Code, available at: https://www.althingi.is/lagas/nuna/1940019.html.

Italy
Penal Code, available at: https://www.normattiva.it/uri-res/N2Ls? urn:nir:stato:regio.decreto:1930-10-19;1398.

Latvia

Criminal Law, available at: https://likumi.lv/ta/id/88966-kriminallikums.

Criminal Procedure Law, available at: https://likumi.lv/ta/id/107820-kriminalprocesa-likums.

Cultural Monument Protection Law, available at: https://likumi.lv/ta/id/72551-par-kulturas-piemineklu-aizsardzibu.
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Criminal Code, available at: https://www.infolex.lt/ta/66150.
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Malta
Criminal Code, available at: https://legislation.mt/eli/cap/9/eng/pdf.

Moldova
Penal Code, available at: https://www.legis.md/cautare/getResults?doc_id=131599&lang=ro#.

Norway
Penal Code, available at: https://lovdata.no/dokument/NL/lov/2005-05-20-28 /*#&4#x2a;

Poland

Criminal Code, available at: https://isap.sejm.gov.pl/isap.nsf/DocDetails.xsp? id=WDU20190001950.

Act of 23 July 2003 on the protection and care of monuments, available at: https://isap.sejm.gov.pl/isap.nsf/DocDetails.xsp?
id=wdu20031621568.
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Penal Code, available at: https://dre.pt/dre/legislacao-consolidada/decreto-lei/1995-34437675.
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Penal Code, available at: http://legislatie.just.ro/Public/DetaliiDocument/109855.
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Criminal Code, available at: https://rulaws.ru/uk/.
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Criminal Law, available at: https://www.zakonypreludi.sk/zz/2005-300.
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Abstract. Archaeological sites as part of cultural heritage satisfy a broad range of interests of different stakeholders. Along
with satisfying cultural, social, scientific, etc., interests, their role is no less important in strategic socio-economic development.

Unlocking asocio-economic potential of archaeological sites requires clear vision of how to conserve and protect each
particular site, how and by what means to maintain and manage the object as well as what to do with it next. It is widely
acknowledged that archaeological sites, in particular those having the status of archaeological monuments, play a socially
important role, but their maintenance and development often require significant investment. While the laws make owners
of archaeological sites, both private and public, solely responsible for conservation, restoration and maintenance of cultural
monuments in their property, there should be appropriate mechanisms that mitigate the financial and legal burden and sup-
port owners along the way.

Based on the review of legal regulation, scientific literature, information of the authorities and mass media, multiple ex-
pert interviews, consultations with professional archaeologists, and using an integrated socio-economic and legal approach
to the researched issue, the article provides theoretical and practical insight into the actualities of archaeological heritage
development potential in Latvia (making international comparisons) and possible solutions thereto.

Keywords: Archaeological sites, burden, cultural heritage, development potential, socio-economic use.

Latvijos archeologiniy vietoviy plétros ypatumai

Santrauka. Nekilnojamasis kulttiros paveldas, jskaitant archeologines vietoves, prisideda prie kultiiriniu, estetiniy ar mokslo
poreikiy tenkinimo, be to, tai dar ir socialinis, ekonominis iSteklius. Jis gerina Salies jvaizdi, pritraukia turistus, skatina
regeneracija, daro jtaka vietos bendruomenés veiklai. Konkrecios archeologinés vietovés klestéjimu suinteresuoty asmeny
ratas labai platus: nuo savininky, kurie jpareigoti iSlaikyti ir tausoti savo turta, iki valdzios instituciju, kurios atsakingos
uz valdyma, stebésena ir kontrolg. Suinteresuotyjy grupiy skirtingy poreikiy suderinamumas — raktas { socialiai naudinga
archeologinio paveldo vietoviy plétra.
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STRAIPSNIALI / Andris Kairiss, Irina Olevska. Development Aspects of Archacological Sites in Latvia

Latvijoje archeologinéms vietovéms taikoma valstybés apsauga, kuri apibréziama kultiiros paminklo statusu. Toks statu-
sas archeologiniy objekty savininkams nustato daugybe administraciniy ir kity teisiniy apribojimy bei uzdeda finansing nas-
ta. Straipsnyje analizuojama Latvijos teisiné ir praktiné paminklosaugos tvarka, ji palyginama su kity $aliy paminklosaugine
praktika. Derinant teisinj, socialinj ir ekonominj poziiirj, straipsnyje administraciniais ir teisiniais aspektais analizuojami
paveldo nuosavybés, tinkamo jo valdymo klausimai, archeologiniy vietoviy savininkams suteikiama finansiné ir informa-
ciné parama, jy tarpusavio bendradarbiavimas. IeSkoma atsakymo, ar dabartingje situacijoje nekilnojamojo archeologinio
objekto nuosavybe yra savininkui nasta, ar galimybeé.

Straipsnyje teigiama, kad, nors skirtingy riisiy archeologinés vietoves turi skirtinga ekonominj potenciala, net ir tos vie-
tos, kuriy ekonominis potencialas nedidelis, pavyzdziui, senovés kapinynai, tinkamai prizitirimos ir iSplétotos gali duoti pa-
jamy. Straipsnyje pateikiama Latvijai biidingy archeologiniy vietoviy panaudojimo budy ivairove, parodoma, kaip archeo-
loginés vietoves gali biiti panaudojamos ne tik kaip doméjimosi objektai, bet biti ir atitinkamy jvykiy fonas, informacijos ir
(ar) kurybinio jkvépimo $altinis.

Reik$miniai ZodZiai: archeologinés vietovés, administraciniy ir teisiniy ribojimy nasta, kultiiros paveldas, plétros potencia-
las, socialinis ekonominis iSteklius.

Introduction

The concept of cultural heritage, including archaeological heritage, is closely linked to the concept of value, or, in
other words, the ability to meet different interests and needs of the stakeholders. This applies to both movable and
immovable archaeological heritage. However, unlike antiquities, which nonspecialist cannot usually see anywhere
but in a museum, immovable archaeological objects! are often closer to us, forming part of the environment and
social life of many people. The importance of the archacological heritage in satisfying certain interests is difficult
to underestimate, although it is being increasingly considered (e.g., Muzichuk, 2017, p. 9), that the value of im-
movable cultural heritage, including archaeological sites, is no more limited to just satisfaction of cultural, aesthetic
or scientific needs, but plays a role of a strategic socio-economic resource. While a primary objective of heritage
management remains the preservation of monuments in situ (ICOMQOS, 1990, Art.6; The European Convention for
the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage, 1992, Art.4), it is both able and demanded to contribute substantially
to place-making (e.g., enhance the image of the area, make it attractive for living), tourism, regeneration, branding,
local community livelihoods, etc. (Gould and Burtenshaw, 2014, p. 3; Burtenshaw, 2014, p. 50; CIfA, 2021, p. 12).
Thus, the range of stakeholders interested legally, economically, culturally, or otherwise in prosperity of a particu-
lar archaeological site is very broad: from direct owners, obliged to maintain and conserve their property, through
governments, responsible for strategic management, monitoring and control, to a broader society, interested inter
alia in transmission of collective memory to future generations.

Although the social function of immovable archaeological heritage is widely recognized , the maintenance
and development of heritage sites may require appropriate investment from their owners, which, together with
current or potential administrative and economic constraints, may foster the discrepancy or even conflict of inter-
est between site owners and the broader society.

Latvian situation in this context has been previously analyzed, up to the authors’ knowledge, at least once.
Thus about 20 years ago a study by the Institute of Economics of the Latvian Academy of Sciences (IELAS;
Karnite 2002) was published, which addressed similar questions in the wider context of cultural heritage. This
study concluded, inter alia, (Karnite, 2002, pp. 54, 57-58) that due to restrictions imposed on the economic
activities, monument modernization opportunities, decision-making on one’s property, and some other reasons,
there is lower profitability and limited opportunities to earn income from the owned cultural monuments, while
these objects, including archaeological monuments, properly prepared and presented, can be a tourist attraction
and thus used to generate revenue. The study showed that large part of the surveyed owners considered benefits

1 Inthe article archaeological (heritage) sites, immovable archaeological heritage and (immovable) archaeological objects
are used interchangeably.
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granted by the state insignificant and therefore additional costs arising from the status of the property —a cultural
monument — unrecoverable.

With the development of different aspects of life in the last 20 years and taking into account that different
types of cultural heritage objects may have different development potential, the authors have decided to make
a detailed analysis dividing the objects into typological groups. This paper, being the second in a series of au-
thors’ articles? dedicated to the development of the socio-economic potential of cultural heritage® analyzes this
potential of archaeological sites. Thus, the main question raised by the authors of the research was whether, in
the current state of the legislative and practical order in Latvia, ownership of an immovable archaeological object
presents a burden or an opportunity for its owner? The paper in particular analyzes administrative and legal as-
pects of ownership, issues of proper management and possibilities of using archaeological sites in economically
beneficial activities. Consequently, the analysis makes it possible to uncover the issues that limit the owners or
help them in developing the socio-economic potential of their archaeological property.

For the purposes of the present research, the authors have utilized the mixed method of research design for
exploration of an under-researched topic. Different sets of data (qualitative and quantitative) have been col-
lected. Thus, the authors have studied current statutory regulations related to obligations of the owners and
usage restrictions of archaeological sites in Latvia and for comparative purposes in the neighbouring countries,
analyzed scientific literature, governmental and news feed information, statistical information and reports of
supervisory authorities, municipalities et al. institutions and organizations, visited a number of archaeological
sites in Kurzeme (Western region of Latvia), as well as:
conducted eleven expert interviews with municipalities, tourist information centers, National Heritage
Board (NHB), NGO, professional archaeologists and a private owner;
received ten survey responses of professional archaeologists — members of the LSA;

received consultations on specific issues from several professional archaeologists (who have many years of
experience in the field).

Basic statistical data and regulatory aspects

According to the data from the Monuments’ Register,* archaeological monuments (2525 in total) is the second
largish group of cultural monuments after the architectural monuments, making about 34.2% of all immovable
cultural monuments in the country.> Besides, its number increases over the course of time (IR, 2013), due to
the application of new technologies and the work of researchers and enthusiasts. Thus, 68 new hillforts® have
been discovered in Latvia in 2018-2021 (LKA, 2021), while in May 2021, nine new hillforts were discovered in
Eastern region of Latvia — Latgale (LSM, 2021) — and in summer five new hillforts were discovered in Western
region of Latvia — Kurzeme alone (KM, 2021).

The most common types of archaeological sites in the country are burial grounds (accounting for about
62.5% of all archaeological monuments), hillforts, cult places, castles and their ruins, settlements and historical
events places.

Depending on the level of scientific, cultural and historical, or educating significance of the particular site,
it may be included in the list of State protected cultural monuments as a cultural monument of State, regional

2 The first one explored manors as architectural monuments (Kairiss, Olevska, 2021).

3 According to, e.g., Karol Krol, “...cultural heritage potential means a potential to generate sustainable socio-economic
development based on cultural resources. The potential extracts, exposes, and appreciates cultural heritage components, em-
phasising their cultural (and social) value and economic significance.” (Krol 2021, p. 2).

4 The State Protected Cultural Monuments Register is the State information system comprising the monuments included
in the list of State protected cultural monuments (Section 12, Protection Law).

5 Asof October 12, 2021, there were 2525 immovable archaeological monuments in the Monuments’ register.

6 Enlisting in the Monuments’ Register is quite time and resource-consuming process, where every potential monument is
to be separately evaluated, so it is not automatically assumed that all the newly discovered hillforts will be enlisted.
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or local significance.” According to the data from the Monuments’ Register, there is almost equal amount of ar-
chaeological objects of State (1252) and local (1259) significance, while archaeological monuments of regional
significance are only 14.

As of 2014, most archaeological monuments are owned by natural persons (40%), followed by public organi-
zations (28%), municipalities (17%), state (7.5%) and commercial organizations (7.5%). Although the latest data
are not available, one can assume that the share of private property is gradually increasing.

Most professional archaeologists and a number of persons interested in archaeology are united in the LSA.
Founded in 2009, in October 2021 it had 70 members (including the authors).®

Latvia has a developed regulatory framework for the protection of archaeological sites having status of a
cultural monument or candidating to become such against unauthorized and criminal activities. Extensive re-
sponsibility is placed on the owners of the objects. The umbrella law for the protection of cultural heritage — the
Law on Protection of Cultural Monuments (Protection Law) — provides that the owner is solely responsible for
conservation, maintenance, renovation and restoration of a cultural monument (Section 24). This responsibility
is accompanied by a range of administrative and other legal restrictions that are targeted at immediate and/or
future protection of the site, including its historical, scientific and artistic value, its unity, access to such monu-
ment or its visual perceptibility.® Nonconformity to the legal obligations of the owners is subject to administra-
tive liability,X0 while a range of illegal activities on cultural monuments (including their damage, destruction
and desecration) is subject to criminal liability.!* On the other hand, there are certain privileges the owners of
the archaeological monuments are entitled to, e.g., real estate tax reliefs, restoration cofinancing programs on
municipal, state and supranational level (thus several archaeological objects were preserved/restored), the right
to charge viewers for visiting the site, etc.

Socio-economic use of archaeological objects

In order to answer the question about the factors hindering or promoting the development of archaeological her-
itage objects, firstly it is necessary to determine how archaeological objects are used to satisfy various interests.

Thus, in order to determine the types of socio-economic use of Latvian archaeological objects, the authors
performed a multi-stage inductive analysis:

1) the archaeological objects that are most typical for Latvia were determined. Publicly available statistical
information of the Monuments’ Register was taken as a basis, selecting all Latvian archaeological monu-
ments and grouping them by assigning corresponding types (there are no standardized types of archaeo-
logical monuments indicated in the Monument’s Register). In some cases, the types of archaeological
sites may overlap, but the following major groups of sites were defined during the analysis (the authors
consulted professional archaeologists who have long experience in the field to specify the types assigned):
» residences (e.g., castles and their ruins, hillforts etc.),

« religious/cult objects,

* burial places,

* places of historical events (e.g., battlefields, meetings’ venues),
* infrastructure and household objects,

* military objects;

7 Section 14, Protection Law.

8 LSA webpage.

9 E.g., Sections 8, 10, 11, 19, etc. Protection Law.
10 Chapter 7, Protection Law.

11 Sections 229.—-229.%, Criminal Law.
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2) using scientific literature, mass media publications, information of state institutions and municipalities as
well as materials of expert interviews (Interviews 1-10), information on the most common examples of
use of archaeological objects (the activities) was collected,;

3) aconnection between the types of archaeological objects and the activities has been determined. It should
be noted that the activity was linked to an archaeological site of certain type, given the popularity (inci-
dence) of the corresponding activity in relation to the site type in question. Thus, it does not unambigu-
ously mean that a particular activity is inapplicable to other (de-linked) archaeological site types at all;

4) grouping of activities was performed, combining them into socio-economic activity groups (the subcat-
egories). A total of 17 subcategories were defined. The most significant difficulties at this stage of the
analysis were associated with the fact that an activity may relate to several subcategories. The solution
was found by identifying the subcategory with which the activity is more frequently associated, as well as
clarifying the attribution of these activities with professional archaeologists;

5) grouping of the specified subcategories was performed, combining them into five broad and intercon-
nected categories (these categories correspond to the most significant types of use of archaeological
objects):12
* attraction of visitors (including tourism development),
 development of scientific potential (implementation of scientific and popular-scientific activities),

« implementation of educational and informative activities,
* promotion of social belonging and cohesion,
* support for fine arts and other artistic creations;

6) the results of the performed analysis have been specified in consultation with professional archaeologists

who have long-term experience in the field.

In the course of the research, it was concluded that archaeological site can be an object of direct interest (e.g., it
can be visited in order to get to know the site itself, to enjoy or study it), as well as to serve as a background for cor-
responding events (e.g., memorial, patriotism-related events, knight tournaments, wedding ceremonies or spiritual
development) or as a source of information (e.g., on aspects of ancient technology) or creative inspiration. It should
be noted that even in cases where the archaeological site initially serves as a background, it may also be an object
of direct interest, e.g., if a visitor comes to a city festival, he/she, charmed by the local castle, visits its exposition.

The type of socio-economic use of an archaeological object depends to a large extent on the type of this
object, mainly due to such reasons as, e.g., protection, usefulness or ethics. For instance, observation towers are
not (or should not be) installed in places where they may “disturb” the cultural layer (e.g., hillforts) due to pres-
ervation reasons; festivals and corporate events are not usually held in ancient cemeteries (ethical component);
craft workshops are not held in cult places (like caves etc.) (usefulness component); church ruins and the like are
not usually suitable for fairs and tastings of historical food (ethical/religious reasons). Thus, while all groups of
archaeological objects can be used for the purposes of development of scientific potential and supporting crea-
tion of works of art, certain activities within other categories, taking into account, e.g., the above examples, are
not that largely applicable. Without diminishing the importance of any type of object, it should be noted that in
Latvian context residences have the largest socio-economical usage potential, while burial places have the most
modest one (see Appendix 1 “Examples of socio-economic use of archaeological sites”). At the same time, it
should be noted that the possibilities of using a particular object, even being of the most “usable type”, depend
to a large extent on its recognizability (including attributable historical events, outstanding personalities, etc.),
differences from other similar objects, preservation and orderliness, quality and diversity of provided services
(e.g., to tourists and other visitors), attractiveness, location and accessibility of the object (including surround-
ing infrastructure), development of the surrounding area and other factors. Thus, the belonging of a particular

12 The full table “Examples of socio-economic use of archaeological sites” is attached in the Appendix.
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archaeological object to this or another group of objects cannot in itself be the only determining factor in the
realization of its development opportunities.

Restrictions on the rights and administrative obligations of the owners

There is a number of restrictions and administrative obligations related to the owners of archaeological monu-
ments. While restrictions provided for in the Protection Law apply to all groups of cultural monuments, a few
primarily concern archaeological sites (e.g., those related to on-land economic activities, since taking into ac-
count the location of archaeological sites in rural areas and forests, the use of relevant land plots in agriculture
and forestry is more intensive).

State’s right of first refusal

State has a pre-emptive right over any cultural monument of State significance being alienated.!® The owner is
entitled to independently decide on time, terms and conditions of the deal, but is obliged to submit the agreement
to the NHB prior to registration of the property rights in the Land Register to the potential buyer.2 In practice it
means that the seller and the buyer should fully agree on the terms of the agreement, but they cannot realize their
deal unless the state authority takes its final decision, which is either to accept the contract terms as they are (de
facto, replace the potential buyer) or refuse to use its pre-emptive right and allow the deal to progress. If there is no
direct positive or negative reply from the state authority regarding the usage of pre-emptive rights, the seller and
the buyer may proceed with registration of the deal in the Land Register not earlier than in 68 days from the date of
submission of the agreement to the NHB (in this case it is presumed that the State has refused to use its pre-emptive
right). This requirement, however, is not applicable to the monuments of regional and local significance.

Restrictions on division and alienation of a cultural monument

The owner is not allowed to alienate separate parts of one cultural monument or a complex of monuments, as
well as to divide or join land if, as a result, preservation of a cultural monument is endangered.'® Besides, the
owner is also not allowed to sell the land of the cultural monument separately from its protection zone, if both
are owned by the same person.1® Nonconformity to these rules may lead to invalidation of the deal.!”

The owner is also obliged to inform the NHB about the intent to alienate cultural monument prior to the deal.
Alienation can take place if an NHB inspector, where necessary, has inspected the cultural monument, and its
future owner has received instructions and explanations from the NHB on the use and preservation of the cultural
monument.18 Administrative liability (in a way of a warning or fine up to 250 EUR®) may be applied to the
owner for the failure to provide information about alienation of the cultural monument.2

13 Section 8, Protection Law.

14 Par.2, Cabinet Regulation 534.

15 Part 2, Section 8, Protection Law.

16 Part 2, Section 38, Protection Zone Law.

17 According to Civil Law (Section 1415), impermissible transaction which is contrary to the law, is void. Accordingly, if
a cultural monument is divided or alienated contrary to the rules of Protection Law, the respective deal can be declared invalid
by the court. However, up to the knowledge of the authors there have been no case law on this basis.

18 Part 3, Section 8, Protection Law.

19 According to the Law on Administrative Liability the fines are expressed in units where one unit is 5 EUR (Part 2, Sec-
tion 16). In the Article the total amount of fine is expressed in EUR for simplicity.

20 Section 34, Chapter 7, Protection Law. From 2013 till 1 January 2016 there have been no administrative violation cases
initiated based on this norm (before coming into force of Chapter 7 of Protection Law in 01.07.2020, the norm was foreseen in
Latvian Code of Administrative violations, Section 89.4 Despite the fact that no person was called to liability based on this norm in
the mentioned period, the norm was transposed into the Protection Law since “its preservation [was] relevant for reasons of danger,
consequences and public harm” (annotation to the draft law “Amendments to the law on the protection of cultural monuments™).
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Works on the territory of cultural monument

Prior to any research work, including archaeological research, as well as conservation, restoration and/or renova-
tion works, a written permission of NHB should be obtained. These works are to be performed under the control
of NHB. The use of devices for the detection of metal objects and material density (e.g., metal detectors) also
requires prior permission of NHB.%

The owner has to ensure surveying of cultural values before commencing construction (incl. road infra-
structure), land amelioration, extraction of mineral resources, and other economic activity on the territory of
the cultural monument.22 Besides, if any archaeological or other objects with cultural and historical value are
discovered occasionally or due to any economic activity on the land plot, the owner is to immediately notify the
NHB and suspend any further activity.3 In this case, the newly-discovered objects come under protection of the
State until the decision to include such objects in the Monuments’ Register has been taken. The decision-making
process can take up to 6 months.2* As mentioned by several experts (Interviews 3, 10; Diena 2021), some pri-
vate owners, even despite the possible liability provided for in the law, tend to hide the fact that archaeological
objects have been uncovered on their land, so that any potentially damaging activity (including agricultural or
forestry) is not frozen during and after the inspection of the place and the property is not recognized as the newly-
discovered cultural monument, thus immediately becoming subject to the above restrictions and limitations.
Thus, potentially valuable archaeological finds may not come to the attention of scientists and the public, as well
as the identification of newly discovered archaeological monuments may suffer.

Inscription in the Monuments’ Register

A proposal to grant the status of a protected cultural monument and its inclusion in the list of State protected cul-
tural monuments shall be submitted to the Minister of Culture (in case of monuments of state or regional signifi-
cance — by NHB, in case of monuments of local significance — by the local government or NHB?). The process
can be started, based upon the state initiative (by NHB itself), the owner of the object or any other interested
party. In the latter case (the so-called “bottom-up initiative” by, e.g., an archaeologist, for additional protection of
a particular object), the range of formal steps expected to be performed by the initiator is quite resource-intensive
and time-consuming (Interview 10). Thus, the complexity of the formal procedure may discourage the interested
party from proposing of the otherwise valuable object for inclusion in the Monuments’ Register.

Another issue worth to be mentioned, is the effect of the owner’s opinion on the decision-making process.
When the owner is not the initiator, he/she, nevertheless, is to be informed about the proposal. Even though the
opinion of the owner (possessor) is to be ascertained, his/her consent is not necessary for the inclusion of an
object in the list of State protected cultural monuments.?8 The Protection Law provides that the owner in this
case is to be granted with tax relief or compensation for losses if such have occurred as a result of restrictions
on the use of the land or the object.2” Both these mechanisms of supporting the owners can be found in the laws
of other countries. Thus, compensation mechanisms for restricted ownership rights due to public inscription are
provided for in the laws of, e.g., Portugal?® and Finland,2® whereas deductions of different tax types (for main-

21 Section 21, Protection Law.

22 Section 22, Protection Law.

23 1bid. In case of nonconformity to these rules, the owner may be subject to administrative liability (Section 32 or 33, Pro-
tection Law, depending on the factual situation). If the monument is damaged or destructed as a result of owner’s illegal activity,
criminal liability may arise (Part 2, Section 229, Criminal Law).

24 Section 17, Protection Law.

25 Parts 1&2, Section 14, Protection Law.

26 Part 12, Section 14, Protection Law.

27 Ibid.

28 Art.20(d), Protection Law Portugal.

29 Art.11 and 12, Protection Law Finland.
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tenance, investment in conservation, repair, etc.) are provided for in the laws of, e.g., Spain® or Lithuania.3! In
Latvia, real estate tax relief for the cultural monuments is a common practice, while the authors are unaware of
any compensation cases for losses caused to the owner due to the enlisting of his property into the list of State
protected cultural monuments.

Restrictions on economic activities

As a general principle, cultural monuments are to be used for purposes of science, education and culture. Eco-
nomic activities shall be permitted only if such activities do not damage the monument and do not reduce the
historical, scientific and artistic value thereof.32 Economic activity in the protection zones (protection strips)
around cultural monuments (which, if not specially fixed, are 500 metres in rural areas and 100 metres in cities®3)
may only be performed with a permit from NHB.34 Exact instructions on restrictions of economic activities are
to be issued by NHB to the owner of a cultural monument.3®

Since certain types of archaeological monuments are mostly or solely located underground (e.g., ancient
burial grounds) or their topography allows performance of agricultural or forestry activities (e.g., battlefields,
hillforts), there is no uniform attitude of NHB on whether these activities endanger the underground monument
or not. Generally, at least until the end of investigation and adoption of the final decision on newly-discovered
monument, any activity at the territory is suspended. In certain cases, such decisions may be too restrictive (e.g.,
if there had been potato field upon the burial ground for many years and the cemetery has just been detected,
there is no need to immediately terminate any activity since there is little risk of earlier unexperienced damage
(Interview 5)). On the other hand, the issue of additional consideration in this respect is of ethical nature — how
ethical it is to grow crops above the burial ground and what is the attitude of the landowner and buyers of agri-
cultural products toward the harvest coming from the grave land?

Limited possibilities for modification of a cultural monument

Substantial part of Latvian archaeological monuments is overground (e.g., castles, their remains, etc.). The
owner is responsible for proper renovation and restoration thereof.36 Current regulation provides for strict limita-
tions on reconstruction works prescribed by law,3” Cabinet or municipal regulations, and instructions issued by
NHB to the new owners of the cultural monuments.3® Modification of a cultural monument or replacement of the
original parts thereof with new parts shall be permitted only if it is the best way to preserve the monument or if
the cultural and historical value of the monument does not decrease as a result of the modification.3® Restoration,
reconstruction, repair and conservation works of a cultural monument may be performed only under the manage-
ment of a competent specialist (for the works on archaeological monument archaeologist should be engaged).4°
Thus, restoration of a cultural monument requires higher quality and more professional work, than an ordinary

30 Article 70, Protection Law Spain.

31 Article 27, Protection Law Lithuania.

32 Section 19, Protection Law.

33 Section 8, Protection Zone Law.

34 Part 1, Section 38, Protection Zone Law.

3 Par45, Cabinet Regulation 474.

36 Part 1, Section 24, Protection Law.

37 E.g., Section 3, Protection Law provides for mandatory permission of the NHB for any modification of the cultural
monuments. General construction regulations 2014 (par.105, 120) provide for mandatory author’s supervision and supervision
of the construction work.

38 Section 20, Protection Law.

39 Section 3, Protection Law.

40 Par.56, Cabinet Regulation 474.
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building (Karnite, 2002, pp. 24-25). Several experts have mentioned that system of construction regulations
applicable to cultural monuments is not flexible so tailor-made solutions should be introduced for renovation of
cultural objects in conformity with modern standards (Interview 3).

Maintenance of archaeological monuments

Maintenance of archaeological monuments, which is to be determined by instructions of NHB,*! is one of the
main duties of the owner.#2 It is prescribed that maintenance, which does not modify the cultural monument
and does not reduce its cultural and historical value, does not require a special permit, however, the owner is
to inform the NHB in writing ten days before the commencement of the works referred to, if it is not specified
otherwise in the issued instructions.*3

Neither legal acts, nor instructions of NHB (generally**) provide for specific maintenance works, their type
or frequency, related to archaeological monuments. It might be therefore unclear what maintenance within the
context of archaeological sites is exactly implied. Some other countries approach this issue differently. Thus,
Lithuanian law, for instance, provides that the manager of an immovable cultural property must keep up an
object of cultural heritage, the territory thereof, timely remove emerging defects and protect structures against
adverse environmental impact; maintain adequate microclimate conditions in premises with valuable interior;
timely renew vegetation, remove volunteer plants, mow grass and trim trees, clean debris and eliminate sources
of pollution within the territory; keep up and maintain historical green areas which are objects of cultural herit-
age in compliance with the heritage maintenance regulations.*> In England and Wales maintenance includes
fencing, repairing, and covering, of a monument and the doing of any other act or thing which may be required
for the purpose of repairing the monument or protecting it from decay or injury.46

In Latvia there have been attempts to determine and structure the maintenance works of archaeological mon-
uments depending on the type of the monument. Thus, e.g., there have been recommendations prepared within
Estonian—Latvian cross-border co-operation program project “Unknown cultural heritage values in common
natural and cultural space”,” however, these recommendations have not been widely accepted/implemented.
Moreover, from the conservation point of view, lack of maintenance taking the form of unkept or overgrown,
etc., ancient burial ground or a hillfort does not damage the site as such, but rather provides visual discomfort and
limits accessibility to the monument. The experts acknowledge that currently there is no state policy on proper
management of, e.g., hillforts (LSM 2021).

Treasure hunting and unearthing of antiquities

The archaeological heritage in Latvia, despite the significant progress made since 2016, is still threatened by
illegal diggers. It is recognized, that ancient burial grounds are most vulnerable to attacks of treasure hunters,
as they have the richest range of antiquities (IR, 2013) and are often located in sparsely populated areas, for-
ests, etc., making them easier to access unnoticed and therefore attractive to carry out illegal activities (Kairiss,
Olevska, 2021 (1), p. 297).

41 Par.45, Cabinet Regulation 474.

42 part 1, Section 24, Protection Law.

43 Par.47, Cabinet Regulation 474.

44 Upon request of the monument’s owner NHB can provide more detailed instructions (Interview 9).

45 Part 3, Article 14, Protection Law Lithuania.

4 Part 7, Article 13, Protection Law UK (relates to maintenance by the Secretary of State, the Commission or any local
authority of the monuments under their guardianship).

47 EST-LV cross-border co-operation program 2011.
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Figure 1 provides data on the fixed cases of monument’s damage found in Latvian archaeological sites, which
have been classified as criminal offenses and served as a basis for initiation of criminal proceedings. Figure 1 shows
the number of offenses rather than looted burial places, though several (sometimes even hundreds) individual burial
places can be destroyed as a result of a single crime. It should be noted that the number of registered criminal of-
fenses related to illegal activities against cultural monuments is usually higher than the amount of respectively
initiated criminal proceedings,*® while significant part of the initiated criminal proceedings are suspended and only
a few are sent to prosecution and go to court (Kairiss, Olevska 2021, p. 311).

There are no direct legal obligations of the owners of archaeological sites to protect their property from ille-
gal diggers or prevent illegal intervention, except for the general rule of proper maintenance. Thus, for instance,
it is generally accepted that the owners are to put in order the burial sites damaged by treasure hunters at their
own expense. It is a general practice of NHB to not punish the owners for insufficient protection and the follow-
ing damage to their sites if the damage has been caused by third parties and there is no direct fault of the owner
(NHB information).

The owners approach the question of prevention and protection differently. As a method of prevention, some
owners, for instance, scatter small metal objects to make metal detectors incapable of identifying (distinguish-
ing) antiquities (Interview 9). Prevention function can also be performed by raising social awareness. Thus,
e.g., one of the most positive examples is the one of Grobina town. About ten years ago the systematic work of
development of its archaeological ensemble began and the local inhabitants were actively engaged (in studies,
information dissemination, volunteer works, etc.) in the process.>° As a result, they have achieved the high level
of self-regulation in the society, since the locals are the first to inform the police about suspicious activities or
metal detectorists on the territory of the archaeological site (Interview 2).

In order to put the ancient burial grounds in order, some owners do it by themselves (Interview 9), others ad-
dress the Cultural monuments conservation and restoration program discussed below (LVM 2019). It should be
noted that in the absence of strong support from the State or municipality, precise obligations and clear instruc-
tions how and when to put the damaged site to order, sometimes the site remains unkept or keeping up happens

48 Information sources: Kairiss 2020, p. 60; National Heritage Board data; Chart data processing — A Kairiss.
49 Criminal statistics 2016., 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020.
5 E.g., ICOMOS 2021, p. 35.

19



ISSN 1392-6748 elSSN 2538-8738 Archaeologia Lituana 22, 2021

MELH

years after the accident (e.g., in 2018 JSC “Latvijas valsts mezi” performed cleaning/maintenance works on the
ancient burial ground of state significance three years after it was damaged by illegal diggers, LVM 2019).

While the above relates to intentional illegal digging, accidental unearthing of antiquities is not less important
issue that is worth mentioning. Protection Law provides that antiquities found in archaeological sites (dated until
17th century included) shall belong to the State.>! This is the only legal norm that might be considered rendering
state ownership rights over undiscovered cultural objects.>? According to the official interpretation of the law
by NHB, “archaeological sites are considered to be ancient sites which have been included in the list of state
protected cultural monuments as archaeological monuments or which have been granted the status of a newly
discovered cultural (archaeological) monument.”3 At the same time, Protection Law provides that private own-
ership of antiquities of 171 century or older is allowed in case of proper registration thereof before 30 March
2013, or after that date, if legal origin of the antiquity has been proved and NHB has issued a written certificate
confirming it.> Ownership of antiquities, unregistered according to the above procedure, is considered to be
illegal (LV Portals 2018). Taking into account the above, it is unclear, whether antiquities found outside the
enlisted archaeological sites (in the previously unknown ancient place or outside of any ancient context) can be
privately owned.5®

Besides, if the object that might have historical, scientific, artistic or other cultural value is found, the finder
is to inform NHB in writing about the fact, location and conditions of the finding within five days.%¢ Protection
Law, being the special law in relation to the Civil Law, does not provide for any finder’s fee or procedure of at-
tribution of legal ownership rights over the valuable object and/or antiquity. At the same time general rules of
Civil Law state that if the object (concealed property) is found on one’s own or ownerless land the object belongs
to the finder, if the object is accidentally found on the other’s land the ownership is dual (half belongs to the
finder, half to the land owner), whereas if the object is looked for intentionally (without knowledge and permis-
sion of the owner) on the other’s land (which is forbidden) the full ownership acquires the land owner. Thus, for
instance, money deposits, that sometimes are being found in Latvia, shall typically be acknowledged concealed
property according to Civil Law (Grutups, Kalnins, 2002, p. 53). At the same time, according to ICOMOS
2021, in order to properly protect and manage the site, the stray finds collected by the land owners should be
inventoried and included in museum collections (ICOMOS 2021, p. 51). Taking into account the above, unclear
rules over private ownership of antiquities (the place of finding may be later recognized the newly-discovered
monument with automatic State’s ownership of antique objects), absence of finder’s fee (no obligation of the
State or museum to buy the object from the finder) and opportunity to avoid liability might deter finders from
proper notification on the finding to the NHB. The aforementioned therefore might lead to inability of unveiling/
registration of new ancient places requiring protection (newly-discovered cultural monuments).

The countries approach the issue of finder’s fee differently. For instance, Swedish law provides that ancient
finds become the property of the finder, who is however (in certain cases) obliged to offer the State the opportu-
nity to acquire it in return for payment.5” Norway provides for finder’s fee (equally divided between the finder

51 Part 4, Section 7, Protection Law.

52 UNESCO/UNIDROIT model provisions, adopted to facilitate application of international documents (UNESCO 1970
Convention; UNIDROIT 1995 Convention) ratified by Latvia in 2018 and return/restitution in case of unlawful removal.

53 NHB explanation 2021.

54 Part 4, Section 7, Protection Law.

55 Part 4, Section 7, Protection Law, provides for only two options of legal possession of antiquities which is proper regis-
tration until 30 March 2013 or confirmed legal origin after the mentioned date. In the opinion of the authors, neither is directly
applicable to the accidental finds outside the enlisted archaeological sites.

% Part 2, Section 17, Protection Law. There is no liability provided for undue informing or noninforming the NHB about
the find, unless it has been found on the territory of a cultural monuments (administrative liability, Section 32, Protection Law,
“Violation of the Provisions for the Protection of Cultural Monuments”) or the find is the antiquity protected by the Republic of
Latvia (criminal liability, Section 229.1, Criminal Law, “Illegal Acts with Antiquities™).

57 Articles 3, 4, 16, Protection Law Sweden.
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and the land owner) to be set (in case of golden or silver finds) at least to the metal value by weight, with a
supplement that must not be less than 10 per cent of the metal value.8 Poland entitles a finder of archaeological
object to receive a prize.>

The above leads to the conclusion that the effectiveness of preventive activities, proper following the an-
tiquities’ protection rules and combatting crimes against the archaeological heritage is largely based on legal
certainty, public support measures for site owners, proper compensation to (legal) accidental finders and the
development of the socio-economic potential of heritage sites, which in turn is based on public, private and
nongovernmental cooperation.

Conservation v. Conservation & Development

Archaeological monuments, due to their fragile and unique nature, not only suffer from many of the same threats
that impact other forms of heritage objects but also from particular risks specific to archaeological heritage,
e.g., loss of in situ excavated archaeological objects (due to lack of maintenance plan or resources for their
protection, conservation or management), loss of unidentified archaeological heritage (due to urbanization; road
widening; railway building; dam constructions; underground parking in historic cities and modern agricultural
deep ploughing), loss of archaeological potential (due to tight deadlines, improper information recording, and
total destruction of the site caused by commercial or development projects), loss of diversity of archaeological
heritage (due to the difference in value perception of certain types of heritage objects), etc. (ICOMOS 2001).
Therefore, conservation of the archaeological heritage is one of the most important tasks (ICOMOS 1990, Art.
6) of all the stakeholders engaged and interested in the future of the monuments.

While conservation is undoubtedly a necessary step to prevent damage to archaeological sites, other impor-
tant aspects must also be taken into account, e.g., is conservation alone sufficient to develop the potential of the
archaeological heritage and by what means can the preserved site be maintained in the future? The problem is
unlikely to exist, if the state or municipality has sufficiently large budget (or access to other funding) and the
conservation of cultural heritage sites can be carried out without diverting significant resources from other areas
(e.g., health protection, infrastructure development, etc.). However, in practice the situation is usually different.
While the state and municipalities, as well as local residents are aware of the need of conservation, funding is
often insufficient to address current social issues, so investment in conservation (especially in the sites located
in sparsely populated areas, which are relatively seldom-visited and thus economically unattractive) can also be
perceived as a kind of burden. Let’s imagine an archaeological site, e.g., a castle ruin, which is preserved and
open to the public, but no measures are taken to promote it, visitors are not offered relevant services, events are
not organized at the site, etc. In other words, little is done to promote its attendance and related direct and indirect
economic effect (e.g., Kairiss, Olevska, 2020, p. 59) — in this case, the object is temporarily maintained (kept
up) in the best possible condition, but its socio-economic effect and compliance with the interests of various
stakeholders is insignificant (about stakeholders’ interests, see, e.g., Kairiss, Olevska, 2020, pp. 51-54). Thus,
instead of eventually becoming a facilitator of the socio-economic development, the archaeological site becomes
another expenditure item in the budget. Thus, there should be a clear understanding who is the real beneficiary
of the conserved heritage, who, how and by what means is to maintain/repair the site and what to do with it next.

Latvia has best practice examples of the efficient use of properly preserved archaeological sites — besides
already mentioned archaeological heritage of Grobina, there are at least the old city of Kuldiga or the castles of
Cgsis, Turaida, Ventspils, Dobele, etc. Success stories of the development of these sites are largely related to con-
servation being implemented with the vision of future development. As mentioned above, the economic return of

58 Article 13, Protection Law Norway.
59 Article 34, Protection Law Poland.
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an object is not immediate and investments in it may outweigh the economic benefits for a long time, but, as it
is known, in the long run cultural objects have a pronounced indirect income character positively impacting the
socio-economic development. Therefore conservation, proper management®© and development of archaeological
sites are equally essential.

In order for all these three components of a successful development to satisfy interests of different stakehold-
ers, decisions on them cannot be unilaterally decided by one separate category (e.g., only by the State, or only by
the owners). It should be a collaboration of at least those primarily concerned — owners, land managers, devel-
opers, local society and authorities, NGOs, etc.61 As mentioned by several researchers, this collaboration is as-
sumed to promote the unified vision and strategic management and development plan, which might comprise, in-
ter alia, appropriate use of the site, scope and limits to conservation, visitation (allowed amount of people, parts
of the site allowed to be visited, charging for visitations), extent and nature of excavation and research, rules of
maintenance and monitoring, facilities and infrastructure, consultations and further engagement of stakeholders
(Teutonico&Gaetano 2002, p. 45).

The role of prioritizing and story-telling

Immovable archaeological object is closely connected
to the place. It was created/used, developed and left
as a result of a certain set of circumstances. It carries
“history” and “culture” which is a motivating force for
visitors, who want to know more about it, feel it, or
even become part of it. For instance, even though it
is not known exactly where the Battle of Durbe took
place in 1260, events dedicated to the memory of the
battle often take place in particular location in Durbe
municipality, which are widely attended by local and
foreign visitors (Interview 1; Figure 2).

Similarly, even it is not known where exactly
Couronian King’s Lamekins Castle was located, the
description of Lagzdiena hillfort states that it was
there.52 Therefore, real or, sometimes, realistically cre-
ated story plays an important role in the development
and attendance of the site (Interviews 4, 5), especially
if it is well studied (both through documental and ar-
chaeological research) and reflects (or at least pretend
to reflect) the particular period in details (Interview 6).
The latter requires commitment of time, staff and fi-
nances in identification of cultural heritage objects at
the territory and strategic decision on the basic site/
historical period/event the future story is to be based
on. Thus, especially in the areas rich in cultural herit-
age of different periods and types, this decision will 2 pav. Durbés pilies griuveésiai ir rekreacinis plotas.
also show what exactly is to be primarily developed, 4 Kuiriss’o nuotrauka

Fig. 2. Durbe Castle ruins and recreation area. Photo by
A. Kairiss.

60 E.g., Introduction, ICOMOS 1990.
61 See also, e.g., Historic England.
62 Lagzdienas pilskalns.
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Fig. 3. One of the typical bicycles
parkings in Grobina town. Photo by
A. Kairiss.

3 pav. Viena is tipiniy dviraciy aiksteliy
Gruobinioje. A. Kairiss o nuotrauka

respectively what is to be the object of resource investments. Thus, e.g., Kuldiga emphasizes the heritage of the
Duchy of Courland, but does not largely use two Viking sites, unlike, e.g., Grobina, which intensively develops
archaeological sites related to Viking era (Figure 3). Also, the Veckuldiga hillfort is not being developed in
Kuldiga (Interview 5).

Development of infrastructure

It is generally accepted, that contribution of archaeological heritage to the livelihood of local community is often
achieved through tourism (Gould and Burtenshaw 2014, p. 3), whereas one of the most important aspects in in-
creasing number of tourists is investment in tourism infrastructure (Jovanovic and Ilic 2016, p. 288). Even such
seemingly low-maintenance sites as ancient burial grounds or hillforts, in terms of tourism development, still re-
quest certain degree of investment in laying a path, installation of benches, informational stand, waste bins with
regular maintenance, lawn mowing and tree/shrub cutting, etc. However, not all the owners are willing to invest
in or stimulate development of infrastructure around their site precisely because of the risk of increased inflow
of tourists: the costs of managing and keeping up of the site generally (without government’s support) exceed
the modest revenue of its public use. Here the important role plays mutual cooperation between the owner (and
other stakeholders directly interested in the development and respective economic benefits from the site) and
municipality/the State (interested in increasing the quality of life, creating positive image of the area, cohesion
and cultural patriotism, etc.).

More complex approach implies connection of communications (water, heating system, sanitary facilities, etc.),
access roads, catering and accommodation. This is mostly characteristic of above-the-ground sites which based on
their type (e.g., castles or castle ruins) and state of conservation can be used for accommodation and/or long-term
stay. Absence of minimal level of comfort narrows the development opportunities of these sites. Thus, e.g., in the
absence of a working heating system, castle in Alsunga has only seasonal visiting (Interview 4, Figure 4).

The role of scientific research

The development of the archaeological heritage potential is significantly related to the development of scientific
research. It should be taken into account that archaeological research not only enriches science as such, but also
provides valuable information and ensures evidence base for the development of the archaeological potential
of the site or area, including facilitating the discovery of new monuments (Figure 5). Carrying out scientific
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Fig. 4. Alsunga Castle. Photo: A. Kairiss. Fig. 5. Drone fixation of the place of archaeological excava-
tions at Bulduru hillfort, July 2021. Photo: A. Kairiss.

5 pav. Dronu uzfiksuota archeologiniy kasinéjimy vieta Buldu-
ri'ty piliakalnyje, 2021 m. liepa. A. Kairiss o nuotrauka

3 pav. Alsunga’os pilis. A. Kairiss o nuotrauka

research is one of the most important aspects of proving the significance of an archaeological site: thus, for in-
stance, Grobina archaeological ensemble, despite its importance, was not accepted for inclusion in the UNESCO
World Heritage List because, according to [COMOS, the current state of knowledge and research on the object
and its context is not sufficiently well advanced to justify the proposed Outstanding Universal Value.®3
Although there are examples of best practice in collaboration between owners of archaeological sites (e.g.,
municipalities) and researchers, the initiators of the archaeological research are usually archaeologist himself/
herself, his/her represented scientific/research institution or other history/culture-related institution. Municipali-
ties or private owners are not so frequent initiators of archaeological research, if it is not prescribed by the law
(LSA survey). At the same time, the surveyed archaeologists themselves indicate (LSA survey) that the results
of research are most often (except for scientific purposes) used for (top 3 responses; multiple choice responses):
« granting the status of an archaeological monument (70% of respondents),
» marketing activities, better recognition of the object/territory, increase of tourist potential (60% of re-
spondents),
* obtaining evidence of the archaeological significance of the site/area, as well as preserving the archaeo-
logical monument (50% of respondents).

It is worth noting that the main difficulties faced by archaeologists when they come forth as research initia-
tors (LSA survey; multiple choice responses) are lack of funding (60% of respondents), refusal of landowners to
cooperate (40%) and lack of interest of local government (20%). This indirectly indicates that:

8 E.g., ICOMOS 2021, p. 36.
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* landowners and local governments may not have sufficient information or understanding about the pos-
sibilities of using the results of archaeological research in promoting the significance and recognizability
of an archaeological site (if the research object is an archaeological monument);

* landowners may be concerned about possible administrative and economic restrictions if an archaeologi-
cal site is discovered on their land.

In cases when an object or territory requires archaeological research and this research is not mandatory (e.g.,
in case of construction of infrastructure objects), the archaeologist most often (50% responses, multiple choice
responses) finds out about it through personal contacts. There is no timely information available on the scope and
type of work, where an archaeologist is needed, therefore the ordering customers cannot find archaeologists and
archaeologists do not know that their services are needed. The solution could be that the responsible institution
(e.g., NHB), according to the information provided by the customers, compiles a public list of places and objects
where archaeological research is needed (LSA survey).

The development of scientific research requires the involvement of professional archaeologists, but the num-
ber of archaeologists (especially — experienced) doing fieldwork in Latvia is probably insufficient (40% re-
sponses®). The insufficient number of archaeologists is also mentioned as the reason why the competition of
field archaeologists in Latvia does not exist or is low (40% responses) or average (40% responses). Moreover,
the possibilities of obtaining high-quality archaeological education in the country are limited: there is, e.g., no
master’s level programmes in archaeology, there is a lack of specialized education programmes (and a lack of
corresponding teaching stuff), there are limited practice options for students, limited options to work with mod-
ern technologies, etc. (LSA survey).

Among the main obstacles to the development of high-quality archaeological research in Latvia, professional
archaeologists mentioned®s (LSA survey):
weak interest from the state, local governments and private landowners,

weak (higher) education opportunities for archacologists and insufficient professional qualifications of
some existing archaeologists,

lack of understanding of the need for archacological research and general public ignorance about archacology
and its contribution to society,

lack of funding for research and low salaries of archacologists,

destruction of archaeological sites as a result of illegal activities of treasure hunters.

Among the main contributing factors for the development of high-quality archaeological research in Latvia,
professional archaeologists mentioned® (LSA survey):

* alarge number of unexplored archaeological sites,

« archaeologists’ own initiative to regularly self-educate, improve their qualifications, study abroad,

* possibility to attract funding for research,%’

 good cooperation between specialists in the field,

+ good cooperation with state (cultural) institutions and municipalities,

* freedom of research work, as the existing regulatory framework is quite general.

641t should be noted that 50% of the respondents answered that the number of practicing archaeologists in Latvia neverthe-
less should not be changed.

65 The answers are grouped thematically and hierarchically — from most frequent to less frequent (multiple choice).

66 The answers are grouped thematically (open answers).

67 Tt should be noted that this factor differs from the indications of a large number of respondents about insufficient research
funding.

8 Tt should be noted that this factor differs from the indications of a large number of respondents about the insufficient
interest of local governments in conducting archaeological research.
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Public attitude and engagement

Statistical information shows that in 2017 Latvia ranked 3", while in 2018 and 2019 2", in Europe at visiting
museums per 100 000 inhabitants.®® In addition, it should be noted that in 2009—-2020 the majority of the most
visited museums’® contained archaeological collections. Research?! shows that visiting cultural and historical
places (many of which represent archaeological objects) is gradually increasing. It should be noted that the
involvement of the local community plays an important role in Latvia’s most developed archaeological sites.
Thus, e.g., ICOMOS points to the active involvement of the local community in the development of the Grobina
Archaeological Ensemble.” Thus, it can be assumed that in Latvia there is public interest in the archaeological
heritage.

The local and broader community is one of the most important stakeholders in the use of benefits provided by
cultural (including archaeological heritage) sites. Thus, e.g., from the point of view of economic interests (Kair-
iss, Olevska, 2020, p. 52, 54), representatives of local community are often involved in tourism related economic
activities (e.g., production of souvenirs, local food, crafts, develop catering, hotels services etc., organize events
in the locations of cultural objects, establish private museums, organize guided tours etc.), work on heritage
sites (e.g., legitimate excavations) and in museums. Broader public is interested in promoting quality of life and
standard of living through society’s development in larger business opportunities (e.g., management of cultural
heritage significantly impacts development in other fields, e.g., catering and hotels), and gains benefits in terms
of development of scientific and educational potential, creating job opportunities, etc. Without the support of the
local and wider community, as well as the private and nongovernmental sectors, the development of archaeo-
logical heritage potential is not only impossible, but also, in fact, meaningless, as it is the community that is the
primary beneficiary of this development.

The development of the archaeological heritage is related not only to economic but also to other essential
factors, e.g., an element of national pride (Interviews 5, 6) and the perception of the archaeological heritage one’s
own. It should be borne in mind, however, that both local and broader population must be sufficiently informed
about the national archaeological heritage and its significance, thus, e.g., public communication of the results
and conclusions of archaeological research increases the involvement of the local community (Interview 6).
The well-known Latvian manors’ researcher V. Masnovskis (Interview 11), inter alia, notes that an important
precondition for public involvement and support is the development of intellectual society and ensuring of ap-
propriate education (involving professionals who know how to provoke corresponding interest) in the field of
cultural heritage (already from school).

Support

It is generally accepted that the key to achieving the appropriate balance between private and public interest in
heritage conservation and development depends on the application of objective, consistent, and thorough pro-
cedures for heritage assessment, and the provision of adequate resources for compensation of the restrictions
introduced due to them (Throsby 2019). These resources or support can be in a form of tax reliefs or direct
subsidies to the owners of the archaeological sites. Let’s look at the situation in the field of support for owners
of archaeological objects currently in Latvia.

69 EGMUS data. Not all the countries submitted their data.

70 KM data.

71" For example, Travel Habits of Residents of Large Cities of Latvia (pp. 7-8) — the second most visited territories are
cultural and historical places.

72 1ICOMOS 2021, p. 35.
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Tax regime

Cultural (including archaeological) monuments are not subject to any special tax treatment, except for the real
estate tax. Thus, with certain exemptions (not generally applicable to archaeological sites), cultural monuments
are exempt from the real estate tax.”?

It is worth mentioning that real estate tax is calculated on the basis of cadastral value of the property.’* As far
as many archaeological sites are located in rural areas where cadastral value is rather small, the corresponding real
estate tax is small as well. Therefore, this tax exemption in certain cases does not substantially support or motivate
the owners of the archaeological site. On the other hand, costs of maintenance, construction and repair works are
high and do not fluctuate that much throughout the country, which makes it even harder for those owners, who are
less financially protected. Some experts have mentioned, that state support in a way of other tax discounts (e.g.,
VAT on site’s restoration works) would be of great help to the archaeological sites” owners (Interview 3).

The other countries approach these issues differently. Spain provides for Income tax deductions depending on
the amount of investments the taxpayers make in the acquisition, conservation, repair, restoration, dissemination
and exhibition of assets declared of cultural interest, as well as there is Income tax deduction from donations in
goods that are part of the Spanish Historical Heritage.”> Romania exempts the owners of agricultural lands from
paying the agricultural land tax for the archaeological research surfaces for the excavation time.”® According
to its Resolution of 2015 towards an integrated approach to cultural heritage for Europe, European Parliament,
inter alia, invited the Member States to look into possible fiscal incentives in relation to restoration, preservation
and conservation work, such as reductions in VAT or other taxes, given that European cultural heritage is also
managed by private bodies.””

State and supranational subsidies

There are several State supporting financial programmes currently available to the owners of the cultural monu-
ments, including archaeological sites. These include, for instance:

e Cultural monuments conservation and restoration program, developed based on Protection Law,
which promotes and supports the research, conservation and emergency restoration of cultural monuments.
Under the programme, funding is allocated to cultural monuments of national and regional significance.’®

* Competitions announced and administered by the State Culture Capital Foundation (SCCF)” in several
cultural industries, including tangible cultural heritage. The SCCF supports restoration of cultural objects
with the aim of preserving the original substance, authenticity and mood created by the set of cultural and
historical values.

Other targeted sources of financial support are also available. Thus, e.g., the Rural Support Service, respon-
sible for implementation of a unified state and EU support policy in the sector of, inter alia, rural development,

73 Point 6, Part 2, Section 1, Real estate tax law.

74 Section 3, Real Estate Tax Law. Cadastral value used to differ substantially from the market value, but the latest base of
cadastral values approved for 2022—2025 is planned to correspond to the 100% of market value (LV Portals 2020).

75 Atrticle 70, Protection Law Spain.

76 Article 11, Protection Law Romania.

77 EP Resolution 2015.

78 Section 24, Protection Law, inter alia states that NHB shall allocate funds to conservation and restoration of such cultural
monuments of State and regional significance which are available for public viewing. Funds from local government budgets
shall be allocated for the conservation and restoration of such cultural monuments of regional and local significance which are
available for public viewing. In accordance with the procedures specified in their binding regulations, local governments have
the right to allocate funds from the local government budget for the conservation and restoration of the cultural monuments of
State significance which are available for public viewing.

79 Generally, there are 3 regular competitions per year and few targeted programmes.
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may be of help in cofinancing projects in rural area (Rural Support Service Law). The other option is availability
of EU funds supporting cultural objects’ development processes.

Municipal subsidies and participation

Besides state or supranational support, a number of municipalities are also supporting and actively participating
in the development of cultural heritage objects on their territory. It is acknowledged that local governments are
increasingly recognizing the socio-economic role of cultural heritage and highlighting the importance of protect-
ing cultural monuments in local government development programs (LV Portals 2014).

A number of municipalities implements a cofinanced project competitions every year in the field of restora-
tion of historical objects, where archaeological research is the position of eligible costs (e.g., C&sis municipality
cofinances the costs of research and development of the archaeological inventory of the monument located on
their territory or a part thereof®). Certain municipalities are active in international projects. Thus, e.g., Liidza8!
and Aliiksne®2 municipality participated in the international cross-border cooperation project within which, inter
alia, 17 rescue excavations and a great number of field inventories were carried out, 4 digital archaeological da-
tabases were produced, a big amount of new archaeological information was gathered, recovered and preserved
for future studies, etc.83

Even those monuments, which usually do not require restoration or renovation works (e.g., ancient burial
grounds or hillforts), still need certain maintenance, including mowing, bushes’ pruning, setting the monument
to order after visiting of treasure hunters, etc. Thus, since the legal requirements of protection and preservation
of cultural (including, archaeological) heritage is the form of State imposed obligations, the respective sup-
port mechanisms (both when the owner faces unexpected restrictions in cases of newly-discovered monuments
on his/her property (discussed above) and when the object is already known to the owner and needs ongoing
repair and maintenance) should be available to the owners to mitigate top-down imposed financial burden. As
is generally accepted and confirmed by, e.g., ICOMOS 1990 Charter,8 the provision of adequate funds for the
supporting programmes necessary for effective archaeological heritage management should be ensured in order
to proper perform the obligation of heritage protection. And if the law makes no provision for fair economic
distribution, it “stands the chance of being perceived by a large constituency as irrelevant at best and oppressive
at worst” (Brodie, 2010, p. 274). Nevertheless, according to several experts, the existing limitations overweight
the available economic benefits offered by the current Latvian legislation (Interviews 3, 9, 10).

Conclusions and recommendations

1. Archaeological sites, provided they are properly managed and developed, play an important socially useful
role and contribute to the socio-economic development of the surrounding area. Cultural monument status,
which is typical to archaeological sites in Latvia, however impose a range of administrative and other legal re-
strictions, as well as financial burden (primarily — due to restrictions of economic activity) to the owners of these
objects. The maintenance and development of archaeological sites requires time, labor and financial resources,
but the existing compensation mechanisms available to the owners are inadequate to cover the relevant (includ-
ing maintenance-related) costs. Insufficient cooperation between the owners of archacological sites, the private,
nongovernmental, municipal and public sectors, as well as the lack of economic support for the owners, create a

80 Césis binding regulations 2020.

81 Ludzasnovads 2012.

82 Aluksnesnovads 2014.

83 Estonia—Latvia—Russia ENPI CBC 2007-2013.
84 Article 3, ICOMOS 1990.
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mismatch between the interests of the site owners and the public. Consequently, the development of the potential
of archaeological objects is hindered. Best practice examples show that cooperation and involvement of the local
community is a key to unlocking the development potential of archaeological sites.

Recommendation: it must be ensured at the state policy level, that owners of archaeological objects do not
at least suffer losses from the ownership of such property, implementing adequate mechanisms of support and
compensation of the restrictions imposed on the owners. The mechanisms should include:

* incentive and supporting tax regime, providing discounts based on the amount of investments made in

conservation, maintenance and restoration of archaeological sites,

» compensations for the restricted/suspended economic activity,

* support for conservation measures,

* free of charge consultations on the socio-economic development aspects of archaeological heritage objects.

2. The accessibility and development of archaeological sites depends significantly on the development of lo-
cal infrastructure. This works vice versa as well (e.g., an increase in the number of visitors of the site affects the
development of catering, accommodation, etc. services).

Recommendation: mutually beneficial cooperation between the owners of archaeological objects and local
governments should be established and facilitated. This is not only a precondition for the development of ar-
chaeological objects, but also a factor of the socio-economic development of the municipal territory.

3. While different types of archaeological sites have different economic potential, even those sites with mod-
est potential, e.g., ancient burial grounds, when properly maintained and developed can not only fulfil their basic
scientific and cultural functions, but also generate revenue. The owners of archaeological objects are not always
informed about the possibilities of socio-economic use of their objects, therefore, conservation (as a necessary
and controlled measure) is brought to the fore, without sufficient attention to the means by which the preserved
object will be further maintained. Archaeological sites (depending on the particular situation) can be used (types
of use are not mutually exclusive):

* as objects of direct interest (e.g., they can be visited in order to get to know the sites themselves, to enjoy

or study them),

* to serve as a background for corresponding events (e.g., memorial, patriotism-related events, public and

private celebrations or spiritual development),

* to serve as a source of information (e.g., on aspects of ancient technology) or creative inspiration.

Recommendation: the conservation of archaeological sites must be carried out from the outset, paying close
attention to their further use, as conservation alone does not ensure the development of the socio-economic
potential of the sites. Raising the awareness of owners of archaeological sites (both private and public) should
become part of public policy, shifting the emphasis from the conservation of cultural heritage to the development
of its potential. This would promote the preservation of heritage sites, finding means for their maintenance and
more efficient performance of the socially useful function of these objects.

4. Despite the developed regulatory framework in the field of protection of cultural (including archaeologi-
cal) heritage, there are several uncertainties in the regulatory enactments related to the obligations of owners of
archaeological objects concerning objects’ maintenance and keeping up, as well as notification of found antiques
and their belonging (if found outside ancient sites/territories, which have not yet been granted protection status).
Thus, for example, the sites damaged as a result of treasure hunters may be kept up late, and the discovery of
new archaeological monuments may suffer.

Recommendation: improvements in the legal framework should apply to:

« adoption of guidelines for the maintenance of archaeological monuments, taking into account the types of

sites;

« development of the procedure for keeping up archaeological monuments if they have been damaged by

treasure hunters and the perpetrators have not been identified (or before they have been identified);
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 improvement of regulation of the obligation to notify (and liability for undue notification) of the antiquities
accidentally found outside state protected cultural monuments or newly-discovered cultural monuments
under investigation;

* clarification of property rights over newly discovered antiquities found outside state protected cultural
monuments or newly-discovered cultural monuments under investigation.

5. Despite the progress made in recent years, treasure hunting is still one of the significant threats to archaeo-
logical sites in Latvia. As best practice examples (e.g., in Grobina) show, the involvement of the local commu-
nity in the protection of sites and the provision of information on suspicious activities is one of the key elements
in preventing and combating this threat.

Recommendation: raising awareness of the local community (regarding inter alia the significance and vul-
nerability of archaeological heritage) and involvement of local inhabitants in enjoyment, popularization and
protection of archaeological sites should be promoted at the highest possible level.

6. Scientific research, publication of its results and accessibility to the local community play an essential role
in the development of the socio-economic potential of archaeological sites. At present, there are certain gaps in
the awareness of municipalities and private owners of archaeological sites about the role and importance of sci-
entific research, the mechanism for engaging archaeologists in conducting research, as well as higher education
in archaeology and the (insufficient) number of practicing archaeologists.

Recommendation: explaining the practical significance of scientific research, arranging a mechanism for
cooperation between owners of archaeological sites (private and public) and archaeologists, and increasing the
educational/training opportunities for archaeologists should become a part of public policy. Important role in
fulfilling this task have NGOs (including LSA) and higher education institutions, as well as the Ministry of Cul-
ture and the NHB. Best practice examples show that when developing the potential of the archaeological herit-
age on the particular territory, it is useful to focus on certain periods of time and objects. Archaeological objects
are often associated with significant historical events or personalities — it is important to rely on the results of
scientific research to make such links.

7. The most important factor in promoting the development of archaeological objects is the public interest in
them and the understanding of their significance.

Recommendation: development of intellectual society and ensuring appropriate education in the field of cul-
tural heritage (already from school) as well as development of feelings of respect for cultural heritage from early
childhood (e.g., in the family) is a necessary precondition for gaining public understanding and interest. Such
development must become a priority of public policy in the field of culture, involving cultural and educational
institutions, the NGOs, as well as religious and other organizations.

Research limitations and future research directions

The conducted research has several limitations that should be taken into account. The first is presented by insuf-
ficient prior research studies on the topic of development of the socio-economic potential of archaeological sites
in Latvia. Thus, current research seeks to cover a large number of related aspects and, therefore, cannot provide
a sufficient level of detail in each of the aspects. The other limitation is related to the insufficient number of in-
terviews held with private owners of archaeological heritage sites — in Latvia there is no association uniting them
and no organization representing their interests at the central level. At the same time, this is also a recommenda-
tion from the authors of the research to establish an association of owners of archaeological sites in Latvia, both
to represent their interests and to promote more effective cooperation with other stakeholders.

Future research directions would be related to the more detailed study of the best practice examples, as well
as case studies of untapped opportunities in order to provide practical recommendations in the field of the socio-
economic development of the archaeological heritage objects.
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ABSTRACT

The aim of the article is to reflect the currently existing regulatory environment for da-
mages caused to archaeological sites by illegal human intervention and its implemen-
tation by law enforcement sector and the courts in Latvia. The article is mostly focused
on legal and socio-economic consequences of endangerment of archaeological si-
tes. It analyses liability aspects, examines case law, determines the existing challenges
and proposes basis for improvement in administrative and legal procedures. Methods

applied in the research are literature review, legal framework and documentary analy-
sis, statistical and case law analysis. The results of the research could be used inter
alia for the purposes of criminal, civil and administrative proceedings, amending legal
regulation and damage assessment mechanisms.
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General description of the situation in Latvia

Latvia is a small country in North-Eastern Europe, in the Baltic Sea region. Despite
its modest size, Latvia can be proud of its rich history and, as a testament to this,
also many archaeological monuments, a large number of which date back to the
Viking and Crusader eras.

As of 1 September 2020, according to the information from the SPCMR
there were 7361 immovable cultural monuments in Latvia, with 2520 (or 34%) of
these immovable monuments being archaeological.? Archaeological monuments
mainly include ancient burial sites (1246), hillforts (479), settlements (236), and
cult places (168).

A large number of archaeological monuments, especially ancient burial
grounds, due to their location in less populated areas, combined with their insuffi-
cient protection® have been the focus of activities targeting the illegal acquisition
of antiquities. As a result of these activities, particularly in the period from 2012 to
2016, a significant amount of Viking-era antiquities of Latvian origin entered the
illegal market on online trading platforms (IR, 2006).

In 2015-2016, with the development of preventive measures* and the training
of staff of controlling institutions, increased activity of the NCHB and the State
Police, and initiation of work on improvement of the regulatory framework, the
situation started to improve. The number of offences against the archaeologi-
cal heritage decreased, and the number of illegally traded antiquities of Latvian
origin also decreased significantly. At the same time, despite the progress in the
improvement of the regulatory framework, difficulties were identified in the im-
plementation of the relevant legal norms in practice, which was primarily related
to the complexity of proof of certain illegal actions and lack of methodology for
objective determination of losses and damages (Kairiss, Olevska, 2020; Kairiss,
2017; SP Interview, PO Interview).

In the first half of 2020, more cases of damage caused to archaeological
monuments were registered in Latvia than in 2019, which indirectly indicated the
performance of illegal activities, most likely due to the COVID-19 pandemic. At

1 According to Section 12, Protection Law, the SPCMR is maintained and updated by the NCHB

2 1508 (60%) of the archaeological monuments are of state significance, while 1012 (40%) monuments are
of local significance. According to the Protection Law, state significance status may be granted to objects of
national or international significance with outstanding scientific, cultural and historical, or educating significance.
Local significance status (based on the amendments to the Protection Law as of 2018, local significance status
has been divided into regional and local significance) is granted to objects with a special scientific, cultural and
historical, or educating significance characteristic to a particular region or territory. The entries in the SPCMR
have not yet been updated to reflect the mentioned amendments.

3 Lack of administrative capacity has been manifold, as mentioned in the ARs of the NCHB (AR 2018, AR 2017,
AR 2016)

4 For example, by developing and distributing the Catalogue of Endangered Latvian Archaeological Artefacts
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the broader level, the focus on sanitary measures and restriction of movement
reduced the surveillance of cultural sites and museums, leading, in turn, to an
increase in illegal excavations of archaeological sites and trafficking activities, in-
cluding online transactions (UNESCO, 2020). A dangerous trend was also identi-
fied by the NCHB, which published relevant warning information (NCHB, 2020).

The aim of this article is to provide an insight into the Latvian regulatory frame-
work and undertaking of criminal proceedings in relation to offences in the field
of archaeological heritage, as well as to look at the assessment of damage caused
by such offences in both legal and socio-economic contexts. The study makes
use of thematic literature, the legal framework, criminal cases, documentary and
statistical analysis, as well as interview materials.

Legal framework

According to the current legal regime in Latvia, different illegal actions causing
damage to cultural monuments can be subject to civil, administrative or criminal
liability.

Civil liability

The umbrella substantive law for torts and civil disputes in Latvia is Civil Law. Ac-
cording to it, the compensation of losses to the victim is the main civil remedy
available for the consequences of infringement. Its purpose is to ensure that the
situation which would have existed in the absence of the infringement has been
restored as fully as possible (Torgans, 2006). If a person suffers losses from the il-
legal actions of another person outside the scope of contractual relations (e.g., as
a result of a tort), the person causing the losses shall be liable for all losses,® which
may be direct, indirect and/or accidental.® Those losses, which have already aris-
en, may be in a form of diminution of the victim’s present property or a decrease
in his or her anticipated profits’.

Reference to civil procedure is also provided for in special legislation directly
applicable to cultural monuments. Thus, Cabinet Regulation 4748 states that a
person who has caused damages to a cultural monument or has illegally modified

5 Section 1784, Civil Law

6 Section 1773, Civil Law. A loss shall be considered: direct where it is the natural and inevitable result of an illegal
act or failure to act; indirect where it is caused by an occurrence of particular circumstances or relationships; and
accidental where caused by a chance event or force majeure.

7 Section 1772, Civil Law; Section 1787, Civil Law, states that mere possibilities shall not be used as the basis for
caleulating lost profits, rather there must be no doubt, or it must at least be proven to a level that would be credible
as legal evidence, that such detriment resulted, directly or indirectly [...], from the act or failure to act which caused
the loss.

8 Par.59, Cabinet Regulation 474
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the cultural and historical environment in the territory of the cultural monument or
in the protection zone thereof shall renovate the cultural monument and the envi-
ronment to the previous condition. If renovation is not possible, the person referred
to shall compensate the losses in accordance with the procedures specified by the
Civil Procedure Law.

Section 1792, Civil Law, in its turn, states that if a claim for compensation of
losses has arisen [...] from acts which are of themselves illegal, then the loss valu-
ation shall correspond to the value of the subject-matter at the time the loss was
occasioned.

The regulation mentioned above unambiguously provides for the proper de-
termination and precise assessment of the subject matter of the dispute (e.g.,
damages/losses caused to the archaeological site) in order to justify the claim for
compensation of losses.

Referral to civil procedure for compensation of losses may also occur in the
context of compensation requests in criminal cases. According to Criminal Proce-
dure Law? if a victim believes that the entire harm caused to him or her has not been
compensated with a compensation within the criminal proceedings, he or she has
the right to request the compensation thereof in accordance with the procedures
laid down in the Civil Procedure Law. In determining the amount of consideration
(which is to be precisely assessed and justified), the compensation received in
criminal proceedings shall be taken into account.”

No statistical information is available about the compensation requests (their
volume and money judgments) made within or outside of criminal proceedings
regarding the damages caused to archaeological sites by illegal actions of third
parties. Similarly, no statistics are being gathered on whether and in which cases
there are persons, other that the State, recognized as aggrieved parties in the
respective cases (CA Information). However, according to the information pro-
vided by the State Police, there have been no cases in which the owner of the
archaeological site, other than the State (whether it be the municipality or a pri-
vate person) has ever submitted a request for compensation of damages caused
to the site by the illegal actions of third parties within the criminal procedure (SP
Interview). Consequently, there have been no cases of this kind where compen-
sation had been requested within the civil procedure according to the section
mentioned above."

9 Section 350, Criminal Procedure Law
10 Section 350, Criminal Procedure Law

11 According to Section 24 of the Protection Law, conservation, maintenance, renovation and restoration of
a cultural monument shall be performed by the owner (possessor) of the cultural monument at his or her own
expense. If the owner for any reason has not requested/received a monetary judgment for conservation of the
damaged cultural monuments from the offender, the Protection Law provides for allocation of State/municipal
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Administrative liability

In the middle of 2020, the Latvian administrative system underwent substantial
changes. On 1]July 2020, the Administrative Violations Code, in force since July
1985, was replaced by the Law on Administrative Liability. Based on the latter,
the Protection Law was supplemented by the new chapter on Administrative Vio-
lations in the Field of Protection of Cultural Monuments and Competence in the
Process of Administrative Violations,? with certain changes transposing adminis-
trative violations in the field of cultural monuments into the Protection Law.

Corresponding norms related to offences against (i.e. causing damages to)
cultural monuments are presented in Table 1:

Table 1. Transposition of administrative violations” norms

Latvian Administrative Violations Code Law on Protection of Cultural Monuments
(in force until 1)uly 2020) (Chapter 7, in force as of 1)uly 2020)
Section™ Sanction Section Sanction®™
Fine Warning or fine
Section 89. Violation Natural persons | Section 32. Violation Natural persons -
of the rules for the - EUR140-700 | of the rules for the EUR 100 -1000
protection of cultural Legal persons protection of cultural Legal persons
monuments - EUR1100- monuments - EUR1000-
4300 10000
. -
Section 89.'Violation Section 33. Violation Warning or fine
of the rules for the Fi ¢ ltions f N |
restoration. conservation ine of regulations Tor atural persons -
S Natural persons | transformation, research | EUR 500 -2000
and repair of cultural EUR 140 d archaeoloqical Lecal
monuments as well as - - and archaeologica egal persons
' 5570 excavations of cultural - EUR 2500-
for the performance Leqal hei 20000
of research and egal persons - monuments, their
. EUR 700-1400 | territories and protection
archaeological
. zones
excavations

budgetary funds for conservation of cultural monuments under certain (quite strict) conditions. According to
the AHD Answers, |SC Latvian state forests (AS Latvijas Valsts Mezi) applied for such program funding to carry
out conservation works upon the destroyed archaeological monuments. It should be noted, however, that the
conservation of the destroyed monument took place more than 3 years after the destruction (LETA, 2019).

12 According to Annotation 2014, the Administrative Violations Code was amended more than 150 times
from 1985. Most of the problems currently identified are due to unclear and inefficient administrative violation
procedures. Therefore, the main emphasis on system reform is to create a new, clear, fast and efficient process.
13 Chapter 7, Protection Law

14 Sections 89, 89.' and 89.2 provide for basic and aggravated elements of the respective offences.

15 According to Section 16 of the Law on Administrative Liability, the amount of a fine is expressed in the units of
fine, where one unit equals EUR 5 (according to the wording in force as of July 2020). The amounts of fines are
provided in euros in the table for the purpose of ease of comparison.
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(in force until 1July 2020)

Latvian Administrative Violations Code

Law on Protection of Cultural Monuments
(Chapter 7, in force as of 1)uly 2020)

activity in the territories of
cultural monuments and

Legal persons -

into Section 33)

Section™ Sanction Section Sanction™
Section 89.2 Damage, Fi
: ine
transformation and |
unauthorized economic Natural persons (in general, transposed
- EUR70-500 ’ -

. EUR 350-1400
protection zones

Fine

Natural persons
- EUR140-570
Legal persons -
EUR 350-1100

Section 89.5 Damage to
agrave

Omitted -

The main changes include the omission of aggravating elements in disposition
of the sections (the broader scope of fines is foreseen instead of one for each
individual offence). Some violations (e.g. damage to a grave) have been omitted,
while others (e.g. damage, transformation and unauthorized economic activity
in the territories of cultural monuments and protection zones and unauthorized
performance of research and archaeological excavations) have been merged un-
der one section. While the Latvian Administrative Violations Code provided only
for fines as sanctions, now the sanctions provide for both warnings and monetary
penalties (fines), with the latter being much broader in range.

Within the last 1.5 years of operation of the Latvian Administrative Violations
Code (2019 and the first half of 2020), 8 administrative proceedings have been
initiated, including 4 cases for damage, transformation or unauthorized econom-
ic activity in the protection zones of cultural monuments, 2 cases for the dam-
age, transformation or unauthorized economic activity in the territories of cul-
tural monuments, 2 cases for violation of the rules for the protection of cultural
monuments, and 3 cases for violation of the rules for the protection of cultural
monuments, if the cultural monument is damaged; some offences cumulative-
ly qualified under two or more sections or parts of sections (NCHB Statistics).
NCHB undertakes full administrative procedure, except in cases where additional
investigation is needed and where State Police officers become involved.

Criminal liability
The current Criminal Law of Latvia has been in force since 1999. Certain norms
have provided for criminal liability for the damage of cultural monuments from the
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day of adoption of the law, while the others have been added through amend-
ments. Here is the short overview of the existing legal regime, while the overall
statistics on the number of criminal offences from the registration to the court’s
decision is provided at the end of this article.

Section 79: Liability for Destruction of Cultural and National Heritage'® was
provided for in the Law from the moment of adoption, and still remains in force with
no changes in disposition. The norm does not provide for any form of aggravating
element. It foresees criminal liability for a person who commits intentional destruc-
tion of such values which constitute part of the cultural or national heritage. Despite
the fact that over the last decade there have been no criminal offences registered
that qualify under this norm (IC statistics 2011-2019), and the norm has never been
analysed by the court (LSC Information), as an overall tendency, the imprisonment
sanction has, over the years, been decreased from an initial 17 years (in force up to
2012) to the current 12 years of deprivation of liberty.”

Section 228, Part 3: Liability for desecration of graves and corpses, if the
offence is related to stealing of @ monument or funerary urn, or other object(s)
placed on or in a grave or at a funerary urn,’® has also been part of the Crimi-
nal Law from the moment of adoption (this is the aggravation of basic elements
of the offence by desecration of graves, funerary urns or interred or uninterred
corpses). Similarly to the norm related to destruction of cultural and national her-
itage discussed above, there have been no changes in disposition, while the initial
sanction (from 3 to 15 years with or without confiscation of property, in force up to
2013) was gradually decreased to the present-day deprivation of liberty for a pe-
riod of up to 5 years or a lesser sentence with or without confiscation of property.

Until 2018, when the norm on illegal acquisition and turnover of antiquities
came info force, desecration of graves related to the theft of objects was the
qualification most frequently applied to the illegal obtaining of antique objects
from ancient burial grounds. The norm was hard to apply, however, partially due
to the impossibility of determining the offender'” and partially (in the absence of

16 Section 79, Criminal Law LV, Chapter IX, Crimes against Humanity and Peace, War Crimes and Genocide

17 Part 6, Section 7 of the Criminal Law provides that if the deprivation of liberty for a period not exceeding five
years is foreseen for a crime, also a type of lesser punishment may be provided for therein for the relevant crime.
This means that, for those crimes where sanctions provide for imprisonment exceeding 5 years, no alternative
basic punishments — community service or a fine - can be applied instead of imprisonment. Additional
punishments, however, may be added.

18 Part 3, Section 228, Criminal Law LV, Chapter XX, Criminal Offences against General Safety and Public Order

19 Almost 80% of criminal offences initiated under Part 3, Section 228, were suspended, since the offender was
not ascertained; for details see Table 2 below.
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witnesses) due to the difficulty of proving the guilt of a particular person.?® The
newly adopted norm on illegal acquisition and turnover of antiquities (in force
since 1 January 2018) acts as a way around this, since it does not require direct
evidence of desecration of a grave or looting of antiquities; the very fact of pos-
sessing antiquities is enough to apply the latter norm and prove the guilt of the
offender.

The probable inconsistency of court-applied punishments based on Section
228, Part 3 should be pointed out. According to information provided by the
LSC, there have been 8 judgments delivered based on the mentioned norm over
the last 5 years.?' In 5 cases out of 8, the criminal offence took place at actual
[i.e. active) burial grounds. Only in one case was community service (amounting
to 160) hours applied; for the looting of flower plants evaluated as having a val-
ue of EUR 50.22 In other cases, penalties ranged from 4 months and 20 days of
imprisonment (for the looting of grave curbs evaluated at EUR 415%) up to 1year
of imprisonment (suspended sentence, for cutting off the branches of the grave
hedge and digging out a bush?4). In comparison, in cases where such offences
were perpetrated at ancient burial grounds - as will be shown further in the case
analysis part of this article — the most severe final punishment was a monetary fine
in the amount of EUR 4300 without confiscation of property? (the total damage
in the case was assessed by NCHB to amount to EUR 17,784.47) and 160 hours
of community service for every convicted person in the group of three? (the total
damage in the case was assessed by NCHB to amount to EUR 3,235).#” There-
fore, it may be concluded that desecration of active burial grounds is, in the opin-
ion of the court, a more serious crime compared to the desecration of ancient
burial grounds, even in cases where the latter caused damage to archaeological
heritage and greater losses in monetary terms.

20 Less than 2% of criminal offences initiated under Part 3, Section 228, within the period of 2015-2019 were
sent to prosecution; for details see Table 2 below.

213 cases out of these (archive Nos. K71-0249-18/25; KA05-0099-18/13; KO8-0176-15) are discussed in detail
below; by 07.08.2020, only 3 cases related to ancient burial grounds had been reviewed by the courts where
criminal proceedings were initiated in 2015 or later (CA Information).

22 Archive No. K23-0145-17; Judgment as of 12 December 2017

23 Criminal case No. 11331053519, Archive No. K26-0687-19/2; Judgment as of 13 December 2019

24 Criminal case No. 11092056416, Archive No. K32-0447-16/8; Judgment as of 10 August 2016

25 Criminal case archive No. K71-0249-18/25; Criminal case archive No. KA05-0099-18/13

26 Criminal case archive No. K08-0176-15

27 It should also be noted that for the incriminated offence foreseen in Part 1, Section 228 (basic components
of the offence, the desecration of graves evaluated at 50 EUR), the accused person was applied 200 hours
of community works and material compensation of EUR 80 in one case (Criminal case No. 11261005417,
Judgment as of 24 January 2017) and 80 hours of community works, material compensation of EUR 50 and

moral compensation of EUR 500 in the other case (Criminal case No. 11096019816, archive No. K28-0212-
16/3, Judgment as of 5 April 2016).
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Section 229: From the moment of adoption, the Criminal Law provided for
liability for destruction or damaging of a cultural monument, (with up to 4
years of imprisonment for basic component elements of the offence, and up to
10 years if committed in a dangerous manner (e.g., arson, use of explosives).?®
The norm has been amended several times, with the most recent wording being
adopted in 2018, providing for liability for destruction,?? damaging*® or desecra-
tions' of a cultural monument protected by the State, illegal bringing out of the
Republic of Latvia of a cultural monument protected by the State, or its illegal
alienation, if this has resulted in substantial harm to the interests of the State or
the public. Under the latest wording, these offences are considered less serious
crimes, for which imprisonment for up to two years is provided for*? (while aggra-
vation — destruction, damaging or desecration of a cultural monument protected
by the State, if such has been committed by arson, use of explosives, or in another
generally dangerous manner, or if it has been committed by a group of persons
— is a serious crime with up to 5 years of imprisonment.> It should be noted that
if any aggravating element is present, no proof of the caused substantial harm is
required).

As regards practical applicability of the norm, of 44 criminal offences and
events registered during the period of 5 years (2015-2019), which were qualified
under Part 1, Section 229, only two were ever sent for prosecution, with neither of
these eventually reaching the court (IC statistics; CA statistics).>* For Part 2, Sec-
tion 229 (aggravation of the crime, where proof of substantial harm is no longer
required), out of 3 registered criminal offences in the period 2015-2019, also two
cases were sent to prosecution, again with neither of these eventually reaching

28 Section 229, Criminal Law, wording in force until 2012, retrieved from: https: //likumi.lv/ta/id/88966-
kriminallikums.

29 Destruction is the physical or mechanical action upon the object against which a criminal offence is
committed, as a result of which it either ceases to exist completely as an object of the material world or becomes
completely unfit for its purpose and can no longer be repaired or restored (Krastin3, Liholaja, Hamkova, 2019,
p.283).

30 Damaging is a change in the characteristics of the object against which a criminal offence is committed
which significantly impairs or reduces its value (Krastins, Liholaja, Hamkova, 2019, p.283).

31Desecration of cultural monuments can take the form of the excavation and destruction of archaeological
sites, whether inside or outside a State-protected cultural monument, thus prohibiting the use of a particular
place to explain the past, the placement of various offensive inscriptions and drawings on cultural monuments,
and similar cynical, immoral acts (Krastin3, Liholaja, Hamkova, 2019, p.283)

32 Criminal offences in Latvia are divided into criminal violations (deprivation of liberty from 15 days to 3 months)
and crimes according to the nature and harm of the threat to the interests of a person or society. Crimes are
divided as follows: less serious crimes (deprivation of liberty 3 months — 3 years), serious crimes (deprivation of
liberty 3 years — 8 years) and especially serious crimes (deprivation of liberty 8 years - life imprisonment). For
more details, see Section 7, Criminal Law.

33 Part 2, Section 229, Criminal Law

34 About 70% of registered criminal offences initiated under Part 1, Section 229 of the Criminal Law during the
period 2015-2019 were suspended due to an inability to ascertain the offender; for details see Table 2 below.
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the court. Therefore, in the period studied, there were no cases where a person
was convicted of destruction, damaging or desecration of a cultural monument
protected by the State, illegal bringing out of the Republic of Latvia of a cultur-
al monument protected by the State, or its illegal alienation under Section 229,
Criminal Law.

Two specific issues have to be discussed in analysing the applicability of the
norm to the damage of archaeological sites: the need to prove criminal intent and
the cause of substantial harm.

Criminal intent

Based on the wording of the Section, the actions by which a cultural monument
is destroyed, damaged or desecrated must be deemed to be intentional, because
the offender must be aware of the harmfulness of their actions, either wanting
to cause significant harm through these, or by knowingly allowing such conse-
quences to occur (Krasting, Liholaja, Hamkova, 2019, p.284). In other words, crim-
inal intent to destroy the archaeological site (ancient burial ground, for instance)
needs to be demonstrated and proved. However, not all cultural monuments (and
this is especially the case for ancient burial grounds) are marked or delineated as
such at their location,* with this only happening in instances where the owner
agrees to mark the particular place. A reluctance to mark cultural monuments as
such is generally justified by an unwillingness to attract unnecessary interest from
treasure hunters or general visitors (AHD Interview). A lack of visible boundaries
or other markings therefore makes it more difficult to prove the criminal intent of
the offender to destroy or cause damage to the ancient burial ground, while to a
layperson they are poorly visible (if not entirely invisible) (please see Fig. 1).

The concept of substantial harm

Any of the illegal activities per se — destruction, damaging, desecration, illegal
export or alienation of a cultural monument - is not enough alone to be classified
as a criminal offence under Section 229 of the Criminal Law, but it must also be
proven that certain (substantial) harm has been caused to the interests of the State
or the public. A correct understanding of substantial harm is a prerequisite for
establishing the composition of a criminal offence, and for delimiting a criminal
offence from a tort, administrative or disciplinary violation (Hamkova, 2018). The
qualification process must not only prove the existence of significant harm, but
also a causal link between the act or omission and the harmful consequences.

35 This was also an argument of the accused in the court case No. K73-1745-19/22 described below. Any fences
or signs signifying that the territory was state- or otherwise protected were absent (ZDC Case materials).



Fig. 1: Ancient cemetery in Alaksne municipality, Alsviki parish. © Courtesy of Digital Col-
lection of Altksne Museum.

Section 23 of The Criminal Law Enforcement Act provides definition of sub-
stantial harm caused by a criminal offence, which forms physical element (ob-
jective aspect) of the offence.** According to the Law, substantial harm shall be
presumed if any of the following consequences have arisen:

1) The suffered property loss is equal to or exceeds five minimum monthly wag-
es (i.e.,, 2150 EUR in 2020)” and also other interests protected by law have been
threatened. In order to apply this part of the norm, besides the losses measured
in monetary terms in the specified amount, other endangered interests are to be
additionally clarified, and the means of this endangerment shall be precisely elab-
orated (Krastins, Liholaja, Hamkova, 2019.; Hamkova, 2018).

2| The suffered property loss is equal to or exceeds ten minimum monthly wag-
es (i.e., 4300 EUR in 2020). The mentioned monetary loss is in itself considered
significant harm, and, if proved, no other evidence is required.

36 Section 23, Criminal Law Enforcement Act

37 The minimum monthly wage applied in Latvia is that which was in place at the time of committing a criminal
offence; in 2020, the minimum monthly wage was EUR 430.
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3) Other interests protected by law have been significantly threatened. Here
it must be established that significant harm has been caused to at least one of
the interests — State or public - individually (the sum of less significant damages
caused to several interests is not applicable here|. In order to apply this norm, an
accusation cannot be limited to general wordings, vague statements, assumptions
and references to well-known facts (Hamkova, 2018). When assessing whether
the harm caused to the interests protected by law is substantial, it must be tak-
en into account that the harm or threat thereto must be significant, and must
be assessed in connection with the actual circumstances of the specific offence
(Krastins, 2012; SC judgment SKK-190/2016). For substantial harm to be proved,
the significance of the cultural monuments and therefore the need for and basis
of the particular monument being protected by the State is to be clearly justified.
An inability to adequately define the endangerment deprives the criminal offence
of the opportunity to be qualified under the norm of destruction, damaging or
desecration of a cultural monument in its basic composition (A Interview). In this
case the type (manifestation, nature) of the threat to the interests is important, as
well as the severity of the threat to the interest, the nature of the act or omission,
the characteristics of the interest carrier (i.e. endangered person) and the percep-
tion of the threat (Krastins, 2012; SC judgment SKK-190/2016).

According to the information provided by the police (SP Interview) and NCHB
(AHD Interview), and the court cases analysed below, up until the middle of 2020
qualification of the offences had been based only on the monetary evaluation
of the damage caused.’® Based on the above, no interests of stakeholders have
ever been taken into consideration or mentioned in petitions for compensation,
and the respective endangerment to State or public interests had never been re-
viewed by the court. Taking into account the small number of court cases, it is not
possible to draw a conclusion on the level of difficulty involved in formulating the
particular interest of the State or society, evaluating the substantiality thereof, and
justifying the interests/losses caused thereto by the illegal actions of the offend-
ers. However, it is apparent that, in cases where an archaeological site has been
damaged, regardless of monetary assessment thereof, the concept of significant
threat to the interests protected by law should be applied, since destruction or
damaging of archaeological sites is always accompanied by harm to the archae-
ological heritage as a whole, often irrecoverably, therefore precluding the peo-
ple and the State from acquisition of knowledge and preservation of history for
current and future generations.* This leads to the necessity of development of

38 According to Par.60, Cabinet Regulation 474, the NCHB shall prepare the materials related to the
determination of damage caused to a cultural monument, if necessary, by inviting the relevant specialists and
the owner (possessor) of the cultural monument, or the representatives thereof.

39 Representatives of the State Police and the Prosecutors’ Office indicated that a more in-depth definition
of ‘substantial harm, as well as justification of the caused damage would facilitate greater efficiency of the
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pre-defined damage assessment criteria for such cases, which should be known
to law enforcement agencies, prosecutors’ offices and the courts.

Two new sections of Criminal Law came into force on 1January 2018, provid-
ing special regulation for illegal actions involving state-owned antiquities*
and the release of a person from criminal liability for illegal acquisition, stor-
age, movement, and transfer thereof.#' Each of these sections requires a more
in-detail review.

Section 229.": According to this Section, illegal acquisition,*? storage,*
movement,* transfer,* and alienation*® of State-owned antiquities or their illegal
bringing out of the Republic of Latvia is subject to criminal liability by a sanction
of deprivation of liberty for a period of up to one year or a lesser sentence (which
makes it a lesser serious crime). State-owned antiquities (unless declared accord-
ing to law) are antiquities found in archaeological sites in the ground, above the
ground or in water dated until 17 century included?.

According to the information provided by the State Police (SP Interview), ac-
quisition, movement, transfer and alienation of antiquities request recording of a
particular illegal activity during the process, otherwise an evidential basis alone
is insufficient for the prosecutors’ office to accept the case for prosecution. Even
though the number of registered criminal offences under this criminal norm is
comparatively high (9 overall in 2018-2019), meaning that the regulation as such
is working, in practice only the activity of illicit storage has been incriminated dur-
ing the mentioned period. This is due to the fact that storage, when compared to
other illegal activities (e.g., transfer), is easier to prove (SP Interview). As a result,
only four cases qualified under Section 229.'were sent for prosecution in 2019

respective criminal proceedings concerning archaeological heritage and make the work of investigative and
prosecutorial institutions and courts more effective (SP Interview, PO Interview).

40 Section 229.", Criminal Law
41 Section 2292, Criminal Law
42 Acquisition of antiquities is the obtaining of antiquities in any form, including the excavation of archaeological
antiquities without research and recording of context, in violation of the law, or so-called ‘treasure-hunting’
(illegal digging), which is considered the illegal acquisition of State-owned antiquities whether or not excavated

from the territory of a State-protected cultural monument or in ancient burial grounds and hillforts outside it.
(Krastins, Liholaja, Hamkova, 2019, p.286).

43 Storage of antiquities means their actual possession and their overt or covert keeping in a place known to
that person (Krastins, Liholaja, Hamkova, 2019, p.287).

44 Movement of antiquities is the act of moving antiquities in a space by means of a vehicle or by any other
means, such as carrying (Krastins, Liholaja, Hamkova, 2019, p.287).

45 Transfer of antiquities means the transfer of antiquities from one place to another by post, luggage or through
a third party (Krasting, Liholaja, Hamkova, 2019, p.287).

46 Alienation of antiquities means any transfer thereof to another person by sale, gifting, exchange, pledge,
donation, etc. (Krasting, Liholajs, Hamkova, 2019, p.287).

47 Part 4, Section 7, Protection Law
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(zero in 201848, with only two making their way to court, and only one having a
verdict finally rendered (CA statistics). However, a general growing trend in case
materials submitted for court review under Section 229." can be observed. Thus,
in the first half of 2020, three cases had already been submitted to the court, with
one verdict rendered.*?

Table 2. Registered criminal offences which concern/may concern archaeological sites/
antiquities (2015-2019), absolute numbers (Kairiss, 2020).

Out of criminal proceedings initiated since 2015
o Reg.ist'ered

Cheofience | offencogin | Suspended | gy Nl
total*® proceedings®' prosecution by courts®* | rendered**

Section 228, Part 3> 352 279 7 7 7

Section 229, Part 1 44 31 2 0 0

Section 229, Part 2 3 1 2 0 0

scon 29 : : el |

Total 408 3n 15 9 8

Section 229.2in its turn provides for release of a person from criminal liability
for illegal acquisition, storage or turnover of State-owned antiquities. This norm
was added to the Criminal Law upon the proposition of the then-Minister of Jus-
tice for the last (third) reading, with no publicly available annotation or justification

48 See Table 2.
49 1 January 2020 - 6 August 2020, CA statistics
50 Public statistics of the Information Centre of the Ministry of Interior

51 Part 1, Section 400 of the Criminal Procedure Law states that if the necessary criminal procedural actions
have been taken in criminal proceedings and ascertainment of the person who has committed the criminal
offence has not been successful, an investigator may, with the consent of the supervising prosecutor, take a
decision in the form of a resolution on suspension of criminal proceedings. The decision is not subject to appeal.
Data source: IC information.

52 IC Information
53 CA Information. CA statistics do not include penal orders drawn up by prosecutors.
54 CA Information

55 Registered offences qualified under Part 3, Section 228 of the Criminal Law comprise of offences committed
in both actual and ancient burial grounds; according to the State Police (SP Information) and court statistics (LCS
Information), the majority of such offences concern actual burial grounds. No statistics are gathered separately
for ancient burial grounds and/or cultural monuments and other burial grounds (IC Information).
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for the introduction of such a regulation (Amendments to Criminal Law). No case
has ever been initisted under the norm, and respectively the norm has never been
reviewed/implemented at any of the procedural phases of the criminal process.

It should also be noted that if the person is released from liability under one of
the grounds mentioned in the Section, they are not automatically to be released
from liability for other corresponding offences, e.g. for damaging the monument
or property from which the antiquities originate (AJ Interview).

Offences qualified by several sections of the Criminal Law

From the materials associated with criminal cases or court judgments in several
cases it can be established that the committed criminal offence may be initially
qualified by several sections of the Criminal Law, forming a so-called conceptu-
al aggregation of criminal offences.”® Such a case arises, for example, if a per-
son performs illegal excavations upon a cultural monument (damaging a cultural
monument, Section 229 of the Criminal Law), in ancient burial grounds (desecrat-
ing a burial place, Section 228 of the Criminal Law) and acquires, stores, moves,
transfers or performs other illegal activities with state-owned antiquities (Section
229 of the Criminal Law).

In practice, however, conceptual aggregation of criminal offences is not fre-
quently applied in the pre-trial investigation process (Table 3), and persons are
instead usually convicted under one Section. This may be due to the fact that in
practice difficulties exist in linking criminal activities together and proving that
they were committed by the same person (e.g., the fact of illegal possession of
state-owned antiquities is relatively easy to establish and prove, but it is more
difficult to link illegal storage of antiquities with their illegal acquisition at the rel-
evant cultural monument (ancient burial ground)).

Table 3. Offences initially quslified by several sections of the Criminal Law (2015-2019)

Section 228, | Section 229, | Section 229, | Section 229!
Part 3 Part 1 Part 2 (2018-2019)

Quialification of the offence

Section 228, Part 3
Section 229, Part 1
Section 229, Part 2
Section 229'(2018-2019)

56 Part 2, Section 26, Criminal Law

57 IC Information. This is the initial qualification in the pre-trial process; it is possible that within the process of
prosecution and/or trial, re-qualification took place and the offence was re-qualified under one Section.
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Unauthorized economic activity on the territory of cultural monument

The general regulation prohibits performance of any economic activity on terri-
tory of a cultural monument or its protection zone, unless permissions from the
NCHB and the owner of the respective monuments are received.”® Nevertheless,
the analysis shows that different types of economic activities are being performed
upon the territory of poorly visible ancient burial grounds.

In a 2019 case before the ZDC,* discussed below, the field (where a medieval
cemetery was located) was periodically ploughed over an extended period of
time. The deepest burials, however, according to the NCHB, were not affected as
a result of ploughing (ZDC Case materials).

In a 2018 case before the VRC, the field (where the ancient cemetery was
located) was used as sheep pasture, while unauthorized logging was carried out
to the north of the ancient burial mound. The owner of the archaeological monu-
ment acknowledged that he knew about restrictions on performing logging activ-
ities due to the existence of the cemetery, but nevertheless decided to do it (VRC
case materials). The NCHB concluded that substantial harm had not been caused
to the cultural monument by the logging activity, however the activity itself was in
violation of the law VRC case materials).

While it is seen from the above cases that the NCHB was aware of the econom-
ic activity on the territories of the state-protected cultural monuments, it cannot
be seen from the criminal case materials whether the possible negative impact of
such activity and the amount thereof in material terms was ever evaluated by the
land owner or state authorities, nor whether any administrative proceedings had
been initiated on such grounds.

Although the situation requires further research, it can be assumed that some
owners fry to use the area of cultural monuments for unauthorized economic
activities without realizing or taking into account the damage that such activi-

58 Section 3 of the Protection Law states that [...] immovable cultural monuments may be [...] modified only in an
exceptional case with the permission of the NCHB.

Section 10 states that economic activity and any other type of activity in cultural monuments which may affect
the preservation of cultural monuments [...] shall be permitted only with the consent of the owner of the cultural
monument.

Section 19 provides that Cultural monuments shall, as a priority, be used for purposes of science, education and
culture. Use of cultural monuments in economic activities shall be permitted only if such activity does not dsmage
the monument, and does not reduce the historical, scientific and artistic value thereof.

Section 22 states that before commencing [...] economic activity the commissioning party thereof must ensure
surveying of cultural values in the area of intended activity. Natural persons and legal persons who as a result of
economic activity discover archaeological or other objects with cultural and historical value shall immediately
notify the NCHB thereof, and further activity shall be suspended.

Section 23 states that [...] any activity within the protection zone of cultural monuments which affects the cultural
and historical environment (for example, construction, artificial modification of terrain, forest management activity,
retrieval of such previously unidentified objects which might have historical, scientific, artistic or other cultural
value from the ground or water) may be performed only with the permission from the NCHB.

59 Judgment of ZDC as of 17 July 2019, case No. K73-1745-19/22
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ties may cause to the archaeological heritage. Presumably, the performance of
unauthorized economic activities is based on a lack of understanding of the so-
cio-economic value of the archaeological heritage, perception of the ownership
of cultural monuments as an encumbrance, as well as insufficient explanatory
work and control by the responsible institution.

Damage assessment

In criminal proceedings concerning archaeological sites, the State, which is usu-
ally represented by the NCHB, is recognized as the victim (or, at least, one of the
victims). The analysis of court cases below shows that the NCHB claims only loss-
es of (1) material value, and (2) scientific value of the damaged archaeological site
within the criminal proceedings. The table below reflects the calculation methods
used for the claimed losses:

Table 4. Types and monetary estimation of losses

Type of loss Basis for monetary estimation Calculation method

average insurance value of antique
Material value | collections found in analogous
cemeteries

number of graves damaged x value
of one grave

scientific analysis of anthropological | number of graves damaged x
Scientific value | material, i.e., morphological and analysis costs of anthropological
chemical analysis material of one grave

The material value of the grave inventory is comprised of the value of archaeo-
logical antiquities, discovering and identifying them in the context in accordance
with the methodology of archaeological research, and then restoring and storing
them in appropriate conditions (ZDC Case materials). According to para.59 of
Cabinet Regulation 474, the cultural and historical value of a cultural monument
is an assessment of a cultural monument, which includes the sum of the material,
historical, scientific, cultural, aesthetic and market (international market of art and
antique objects| value thereof. In Latvia, antiquities are excluded from civil circu-
lation (except for duly declared antiquities®®). Due to the absence of a relevant

60 Part 4, Section 7 of the Protection Law states that antiquities found in archaeological sites in the ground, above
the ground or in water (dated until 17" century inclusive) shall belong to the State, and they shall be stored by public
museums. This provision shall not apply to antiquities on which the person has reported to the NCHB until 30
March 2013, as well as to antiquities the legal origin of which has been proved by the person after 30 March 2013
and has received a written certification from the NCHB thereon.
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market, their market prices in Latvia cannot be determined (an approximate mar-
ket price for antiquities can be determined, for example, from estimates and sales
prices of auction houses located abroad, which legitimately sell the respective
antiquities). Therefore, the insurance value is used to determine their financial val-
ue (ZDC Case materials; VDC/VRC Case materials). Information on the insurance
value is provided by Latvian museums, which have collections of archaeological
antiquities and which insure antiquities in the cases specified in regulatory enact-
ments (VRC Case materials). There is no other methodology available to or used
by museums to determine the value of a destroyed grave in an archaeological
monument (ZDC case materials). So, the museum determines the value only for
each item individually, and does not evaluate the grave as a whole.

In the criminal proceedings analysed, expenses for the research of material
potentially obtained from the burial site (e.g., morphological and chemical anal-
ysis of anthropological material determining gender, age (if possible), as well as
if any special features and/ or pathologies are visible] were taken as the basis
for determining the loss of scientific value in monetary terms. The evaluation of
anthropological material is the minimal extent of research performed by archae-
ologists when a new burial is discovered.

Other losses (e.g. expenses for inspection, documentation, emergency con-
servation of the archaeological site (at least burial, reburial of mortal remains,
etc.), losses for further research/use of the archaeological site and loss of profit)
were not included in calculations by the NCHB in the analysed criminal cases,
and no compensation for such was claimed. This suggests that the actual losses in
monetary terms in the reviewed criminal proceedings were greater than what was
actually claimed. The above leads to the conclusion that, in order to make the in-
vestigation, prosecution and prosecution of criminal offences more efficient, the
calculation of damages should be based on clearly defined, objective and known
criteria for determining damage, to archaeological site owners, the NCHB, law
enforcement, prosecutors and courts.

In the absence of such criteria, as is shown in the VRC judgment analysed
below, it is hard for the judge to appraise the damage caused to an archaeolog-
ical site. In the below case, the court arrived at the conclusion that the indict-
ment did not show that the accused, through their actions of damaging a cultural
monument, caused significant harm to the interests of the State or society, nor in
which way this harm was manifested. Therefore, it decided to terminate criminal
proceedings against the accused under Part 1, Section 229 of the Criminal Law
(VRC Case materials). Consequently, the offender was eventually not charged
with damaging a cultural monument, but rather only Part 3, Section 228 of the
Criminal Law (desecration of graves).
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Besides, unassessed losses and unclaimed compensation for the emergency
conservation of the archaeological site resolves in a later obligation of the own-
er at his/her own expense. The Protection Law states that conservation, main-
tenance, renovation and restoration of a cultural monument shall be performed
by the owner (possessor| of the cultural monument at his or her own expense.”'
However, in practice, if the owner is not guilty for the damage caused, the NCHB
does not request emergency conservation from the owner, but rather engages
specialists from the NCHB to perform the necessary activities within the capacity
of the authority (AHD Answers). In certain cases, archaeologists, pupils and vol-
unteers are engaged in these works, which may take place years after the damage
was caused ([...] archaeologists, together with pupils and volunteers, [conducted]
archaeological research in the ancient burial grounds of Login. Hillock cemetery is
located in Vilaka region and four and a half years ago most of it was destroyed by
illegal diggers (Lrtv.lv, 2019)).

Analysis of criminal cases
Criminal case No. 11817006218; archive No. K73-1745-19

Judgment of Zemgale District Court as of 17 July 2019, case No. K73-1745-
19/22

Facts of the case

In August 2018, the NCHB received an email stating that the online Latvian Col-
lectors’ Forum contained information about a YouTube video where a person was
seen with a metal detector looking for and unearthing a medieval burial place.
Based on the provided information, the NCHB identified and fixed damage done
to the State-protected cultural monument of local significance; Klibju medieval
cemetery. A subsequent inspection of the site found 61 pits, whose character was
suggestive of a search for historical artefacts using a metal detector (ZDC Case
materials), with 55 such pits being located upon the territory of the cultural mon-
ument and 6 within the protection zone (ZDC Case materials). The NCHB asked
the State Police to initiate criminal proceedings based on Part 3, Section 228
(looting of objects in graves) and Part 1, Section 229 (damaging of state-protected
cultural monument, if substantial harm has been caused) of the Criminal Law.

In October 2018, the State Police initiated criminal proceedings under Part
3, Section 228 (looting of objects in graves) and Section 229." (storage of State-
owned antiquities) of the Criminal Law (ZDC Case materials); the NCHB was rec-
ognized as a victim (ZDC Case materials).

61 Part 1, Section 24, Protection Law
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Findings of relevance in the case materials:

Damage assessment. Within the criminal proceedings, the NCHB applied for
compensation of damages caused to cultural and historical value of the archae-
ological monument in the amount of at least EUR 21,675, comprising of loss of

material value in monetary terms, i.e. EUR 18,105, and loss of scientific value, i.e.
EUR 3,570.

1) Material value. It was concluded during the inspection that 51 graves
were damaged by the 55 pits made on the territory of the cultural mon-
ument (the damages caused by digging on the territory of the protection
zone of the cultural monument were not considered).

Taking into account the above, the LNMH?¢? stated that the lowest insurance
value of one burial of the medieval cemetery in 2006 (the last time a chron-
ologically comparable burial inventory was legally exported and therefore
insured by the museum) was EUR 355, which was taken by NCHB as a ba-
sis for assessing material damage caused to the cemetery.®® Therefore, the
total material value of the damage was calculated as a multiplication of the
total number of burials damaged (51) and the value of one grave (EUR 355
per burial), giving an amount of EUR 18,105.

2) Scientific value. For a monetary assessment, the NCHB referred to in-
formation provided by ILHUL, where the costs of basic analysis for anthro-
pological material of one grave are cited in the amount of EUR 70%* (ZDC
Case materials). Therefore, the total loss of scientific value of the particular
archaeological monument is EUR 70 per burial, multiplied by the total num-
ber of burials damaged (51), giving an amount of EUR 3,570.

Re-qualification of the offence. During the investigation, the offence was
partially re-qualified from Part 3, Section 228 (looting of objects in graves) to Part
1, Section 229 (damaging of state-protected cultural monument, if substantial
harm has been caused), with criminal proceedings later being in part terminated
for Part 1, Section 229. Thus, finally, the offender was only charged with illegal
possession (storage) of State-owned antiquities (Section 229!, Criminal Law; ZDC
Case materials). Taking into account the amount of initial compensation applied
for by the NCHB (the victim), which exceeded the criteria of 10 minimal month-
ly wages (Part 2, Section 23, Criminal Law Enforcement Act), the grounds for
re-classification and later in part termination of the proceedings for damage of a
cultural monument remain unclear from the case materials.

62 The LNMH possesses the analogous objects in its collections.
63 It should be noted that the NCHB refers to the letter of the LNMH as of 2015, which in its turn refers to the
insurance values of 2006, with no coefficients applied or other additional calculations provided.

64 It should be noted that the NCHB refers to the letter of the Historic Institute as of 2015, with no coefficients
applied or other additional calculations provided.
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Taking into account the fact that the proceedings were in part terminated for
Part 1, Section 229 of the Criminal Law, the NCHB no longer maintained |i.e.
withdrew| its request for compensation in the indicated amount for the pits dug in
the Klibju Medieval Cemetery (ZDC Case materials);

Admission of guilt and punishment. The prosecution ended with an agree-
ment for an admission of guilt and a punishment concluded between the prose-
cutor and the accused person, which was subsequently reviewed and approved
in & written procedure by the court. According to the agreement (ZDC Case
materials), the accused person admitted guilt of committing the alleged lesser
serious crime — namely that they committed the illegal acquisition, transfer and
possession (storage) of state-owned antiquities in the total amount of EUR 839¢°
— in full, thus committing a crime covered by Section 229! of the Criminal Law.
Additionally, this agreement documented the existing aggravating circumstance;
i.e. that the criminal offence was committed out of a desire to acquire property.®

It is unclear from the case materials why the losses of material and scientific
value calculated by the NCHB within the criminal proceedings were not taken into
account. Even though it might be due to the re-qualification of the offence men-
tioned above, it seems that the damage caused by the offender was not redressed.

Final decision of the court. The prosecutor and the accused person agreed
on the punishment — community service in the amount of 150 hours (ZDC Case
materials). The court later approved the agreement bargain and associated pun-
ishment (ZDC Judgment).

Criminal case No. 11817004716,

Judgment of Vidzeme District Court as of 10 April 2018, case No. K71-
0249-18/25

Judgment of Vidzeme Regional Court as of 13 December 2018, case No.
KA05-0099-18/13¢

Facts of the case

In July 2013, during the inspection of the State-protected archaeological monu-
ment of State significance - the Asari ancient burial ground - the NCHB®® fixed

65 According to the protocol of the NCHB's Archaeological Antiquities Evaluation Commission, the value of
archaeological antiquities received for evaluation within criminal proceedings shall correspond to the insurance
value which is determined by a commission from a specific state-accredited museum (ZDC Case materials). The
LNMH evaluated 28 archaeological antiquities in question, evaluated at a total amount of EUR 839 (ZDC Case
materials).

66 Par.11, Part 1, Section 48, Criminal Law

67 This is, as of August 2020, the only case that has ever been reviewed by the court of appeals under the
criminal law norms concerning cultural heritage protection.

68 Until 2018 known as the State Inspection for Heritage Protection
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damage caused by searching for and removing archaeological antiquities from
the ancient burials with a metal detector (VDC/VRC Case materials).

State police initiated criminal proceedings under Section 229 (destruction and
damaging of cultural monuments) and Section 228 (desecration of graves and
corpses) of the Criminal Law®” (VDC/VRC Case materials).

According to the Judgement,’® the accused person was [for] more than 10
years engaged in collecting antiquities, which he dug out of the ground. He had
also excavated antiquities in ancient cemeteries. He knew that digging in ancient
cemeteries was forbidden; did not touch the excavated bone fragments, returning
them back where he found them, but took only antiquities (VDC Judgment). The
accused person had also traded antiquities on the internet from 2014 to 20 June
2016 (VDC Judgment).

Findings of relevance in the case materials:

Damage assessment. Within the criminal proceedings, the NCHB applied
for compensation of damages caused to the cultural and historical value of the
archaeological monument to the amount of at least EUR 17,784.477 (VDC/VRC
Case materials), comprising of loss of material value in monetary terms, i.e. EUR
14,918.81, and loss of scientific value, i.e. EUR 2,865.66. Justification for both
types of values predominantly mirrors those analysed in the ZDC case above.

1) Material value. During the inspection, it was determined that the num-
ber of damaged burials corresponded to the number of pits and their size;
a total of 6 damaged burials. The calculation of material value was based on
the LNMH’s letter as of 201372 (VDC/VRC Case materials), equalling EUR
2,486.47 for one grave, which was taken by NCHB as a basis for calculat-
ing material damage caused to the cemetery. Therefore, the total material
value of the damage was EUR 2,486.47 per grave (burial place) multiplied
by the total number of burials damaged (6), giving a total amount of mate-
rial damage of EUR 14,918.82.

2) Scientific value. The grounds of assessing damage caused to the sci-
entific value of the archaeological monument is precisely the same as the

69 Wording of Sections as of 2016

70 With reference to interrogation file, VDC/VRC Case materials

71The calculation was performed in October 2013, when the Latvian national currency was the Latvian lat (LVL).
The total amount of damage was appraised at LVL 12,499.20 which was rounded down to LVL 12,499 and then

exchanged into EUR at the fixed rate of 1:0.702804, thus totalling EUR 17,784.47. Further in the text, all sums will
be correspondingly transposed into EUR for easier references.

72 According to the letter of the LNMH, the price of the objects was based on the insurance value of equivalent
objects insured for exhibitions in Russia in 1999, Poland in 2007 and Latvia in 2012. No coefficients or other
additional calculations were applied by the NCHB in reference to calculations for damage caused to scientific
value in 2013 and later in 2016 (VDC/VRC Case materials)
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one in the ZDC judgment analysed above, except for the actual value of
the analysis of the anthropological material from one burial place, which
was taken as a cost of total analysis (as opposed to basic analysis),”> which,
based on the information provided by ILHUL as of 2013, amounted to EUR
447.61* (VDC/VRC Case materials). Therefore, the total loss of scientific
value of the particular archaeological monument was given as EUR 447.61
per grave (burial place) multiplied by the total number of burials damaged
(6), giving an amount of EUR 2,865.66.

At the court hearing, the representative of the NCHB stated that the actual
damage was much larger; however, the amount claimed was limited to that
which could be claimed based on the existing case materials (VDC/VRC
Case materials).

Decision in the first instance. The court of first instance found the accused
person guilty according to Part 3, Section 228 and Part 1, Section 229 of the
Criminal Law, determining a final penalty of 280 hours of community service. The
court also decided to recover in favour of the State the requested compensation
in the amount of EUR 17,784.47. Material evidence (archaeological antiquities
obtained from the particular cultural monument, from other places, and those
that were not archaeological antiquities (i.e. 17" century and earlier), as well as
metal detectors) were to be confiscated.

Substance of appeal. The decision of the court of first instance was appealed
by the lawyer of the accused in relation to the part of the sentence dealing with
the material evidence. Objections to the appeal were submitted by the prosecu-
tor and the NCHB (VRC Case materials), with both objecting to the return of the
metal detectors.

Decision of the court of appeals. The court of appeals decided to reverse
the judgment of the court of first instance insofar as it related to conviction pursu-
ant to Part 3, Section 228 and Part 1, Section 229 of the Criminal Law, and to ter-
minate criminal proceedings pursuant to Part 1, Section 229 of the Criminal Law.
The judgment was also reversed insofar as it concerned the recovery of damages
and as it decided on the action on evidence - archaeological antiquities and other
artefacts dated to the 18" century or earlier.

Termination of proceedings. The court terminated criminal proceedings
against the accused under Part 1, Section 229 of the Criminal Law due to insuffi-
cient evidence of significant harm caused to the interests of the State or society.

73 Itremains unclear from the case materials as to why the NCHB took the total cost of analysis of anthropological
material in this case and only basic costs in ZDC case.

74 1t should be noted that the NCHB refers to the letter of the LNMH as of 2013, with no coefficients applied
or other additional calculations provided.
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Recovery of damages. Given that the archaeological antiquities that the ac-
cused looted from the cultural monument were confiscated and transferred to
the LNMH, the court of appeals acknowledged that the judgment in the first in-
stance should be reversed and that no compensation could be awarded (VRC
Case materials). Taking into account that the requested compensation comprised
of two elements — lost material and scientific value - it is unclear from the judg-
ment why at least the loss of scientific value was not to be awarded.

Return of material evidence. The court of appeals further stated that, due
to the fact that the collection of items other than antiquities (i.e., dated to the 18"
century or earlier) in the Republic of Latvia is not forbidden by law, all such items
were to be returned to the accused. It should be noted here that, according to
Civil Law, those who search for concealed property on the land of another person,
shall not acquire any of or anything from the concealed property they have found,
and all such property shall accrue to the person who owns the land.” In the cases
analysed in the article, no claims were put forward by landowners regarding arte-
facts dated to the 18" century or earlier found on their territory.

Final penalty. The court of appeals acknowledged that the accused was a
person with a disability, who therefore, according to the Criminal Law, could not
be punished with community service. Taking into account the above, the fact that
the accused was finally incriminated only according to Part 3, Section 228 of the
Criminal Law, and the fact that the court of second instance was unable to ap-
ply a more severe verdict for the accused and to apply imprisonment, the court
finally applied a monetary fine in the amount of EUR 4,300, without confiscation
of property (since there was nothing to confiscate from the accused) (VRC Judg-
ment).

Criminal Case No. 11100009615

Judgment of Aliksne District Court (current title: Vidzeme District court
(Aldksné)) as of 30 November 2015, case No. K08-0176-157¢

Facts of the case

The regional inspector of the NCHB received information from a police officer
about digging activity at a location which later, upon inspection, appeared to fall
within the protection zone of a State-protected cultural monument; Asaru ancient
cemetery. The offenders used metal detectors. They were arrested at the site.

State Police initiated criminal proceedings according to Part 1, Section 229 of
the Criminal Law.

75 Section 953, Civil Law

76 The first case in the Republic of Latvia where a group of persons accused of Part 3, Section 228, Criminal
Law for desecration of graves on the territory of state protected cultural monument received an actual penalty.
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Findings of relevance in the case materials:

Newly found cultural monument. Taking into account the specifics of ar-
chaeological ancient sites, the protection zones of archaeological and cultural
monuments are determined taking into account the possibility of a substance of
cultural and historical value in connection with the specific archaeological and cul-
tural monument [...]. Thus, the destruction of archaeological ancient sites in the
protection zone of an archaeological monument affects the cultural-historical
value (composition) of a particular archaeological cultural monument (ADC Case
materials). Based on the objects found in the protection zone of Asaru ancient
cemetery, a State-protected cultural monument, the NCHB assigned the status of
a newly-found cultural monument to the territory where the illegal activities took
place, and subsequently gave a name to the ancient archaeological site: Asaru
Ancient Cemetery II.

Re-qualification. Due to the fact that the site was not considered a State-pro-
tected cultural monument at the moment of commission of the crime, the offence
was re-qualified from Part 1, Section 229 to Part 3, Section 228 of the Criminal
Law.

Damage assessment. In this case, the NCHB evaluated the damages caused
to the newly-found object - the ancient archaeological site Asaru Ancient Cem-
etery Il — as corresponding to the monetary value of the archaeological objects
found at the archaeological site, equalling EUR 3,235”7 (ADC Case materials).

Decision of the court. All the three accused persons agreed to the extent and
legal qualification of the offence committed, fully acknowledged their guilt of the
criminal offence, signed an agreement regarding an admission of guilt and pun-
ishment with the prosecutor, being given 160 hours of community service each.

Final remarks
Limitations

The research conducted here has several limitations that should be taken into
account. The main limitation relates to the lack of sufficient case law in Latvia that
prevented the authors from undertaking a deeper analysis of the qualification as-
pects and effectiveness of assessment of substantial harm caused to archaeolog-
ical monuments. According to the information available to the authors, this is the
first research in Latvia dedicated to the applicability of Criminal Law norms regu-
lating damage caused to archaeological sites. Therefore, there is an apparent lack
of theoretical and practical foundation. Besides, Section 229." of the Criminal Law

77 The total value of the antiquities was based on the insurance value of equivalent antiquities in the LNMH's
collections when they were transferred to the Moravian Museum (Moravské zemské muzeum) in the Czech
Republic in 2013 (ARC Case Materials).
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is a relatively new norm, so more time is required to test its effectiveness in cases
of illegal actions involving State-owned antiquities.

Conclusions and recommendations

The Latvian legal framework concerning protection of archaeological heritage
against damage and illegal acquisition of antiquities is generally aligned to the
on-the-ground situation (in certain cases it is possible to initiate criminal proceed-
ings, forward them for prosecution and trial), but practical implementation of the
legal norms presents challenges. These challenges include qualification of of-
fences simultaneously under several Sections of the Criminal Law (e.g., desecra-
tion of burials and illegal acquisition of antiquities), aspects of proof (e.g., illegal
acquisition and/or transfer of antiques), damage assessment, and application of
appropriate penalties.

The analysis of criminal case materials and case law shows that no objective
criteria for assessing damage have been introduced, i.e. material value of the
damage caused to ancient burial grounds has been calculated only as an average
insurance value of antiquities typically found in analogous burial grounds, thus
causing the following imperfections:

a) the value of antiquities typically found in analogous burial grounds is not
determinative for all types of ancient burials, and value may therefore vary
depending on the looted burial ground;

b) other losses (e.g., expenses for inspection, documentation, putting in or-
der the archaeological site (at least burial, reburial of mortal remains, etc.),
losses related to impossibility of further research/potential use of the ar-
chaeological site) are not calculated, and no compensation for these is
claimed. Besides, it is not clear, for example, at whose expense the de-
struction caused to the archaeological site is to be remedied, and who is to
put in order for this, while transferring this task to volunteers is unjust. This
makes it possible to conclude that the actual monetary damage is greater
than that determined and claimed in criminal proceedings;

¢) no coefficients are applied to the insurance values of relatively old exhibi-
tions.

Scientific value of the damage caused to ancient burial grounds has been cal-
culated only in terms of the price of analysis of the anthropological material. It
should be noted, however, that not only is anthropological material to be found
in a grave, and therefore morphological and biochemical analyses do not reflect
the whole value of the burial place.
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This indicates that, in order to objectively assess the caused damage in mone-
tary terms, it is necessary to develop and implement damage assessment criteria.
These criteria have to be available and explained to the NCHB, law enforcement
agencies, the prosecutor’s office and the courts. The issue of public availability of
these criteria is also important.

The application of Section 229 of the Criminal Law (destruction or damaging
of a cultural monument) is inextricably linked with the cause of significant damage
to the interests of the State or society. However, the examination of the criminal
case materials and the case law shows that the material damage suffered is not
objectively or exhaustively justified, thus creating difficulties in the application of
the Section itself. Cooperation between the NCHB, law enforcement agencies
and the prosecutor’s office (preferably also the courts) is needed in order to de-
velop and implement basic criteria for establishing significant harm (in non-mon-
etary terms) related to the destruction or damage of cultural monuments.

Approximately 70% of criminal proceedings initiated under Section 229 of the
Criminal Law (destruction or damaging of a cultural monument) have been sus-
pended under Section 400 of the Criminal Procedure Law due to the impossibili-
ty of identifying the offenders. At least in part, this may be caused by the delayed
provision of information to law enforcement agencies about the caused damage
to cultural monuments, which makes it difficult to identify the offenders. Increas-
ing the awareness of the owners of cultural monuments about the need to report
the detected damage as soon as possible, while simultaneously strengthening
the monitoring of the territory, could lead to greater success in the investigation
of the relevant criminal offences. Another important factor would be the higher
priority afforded by law enforcement agencies to investigations of the relevant
offences.

Statistics on the damage detected in archaeological sites show that the most
endangered sites in Latvia are ancient burial grounds (Kairiss, 2020). Thus, it is
reasonable to assume that a significant proportion, if not most, of the antiquities
that are illegally acquired and stored come directly from illegal excavations in
ancient burial grounds. This, combined with the study of court practice, allows
to conclude that a significant proportion of offences against the archaeologi-
cal heritage can be qualified according to several articles of the Criminal Law, if
antiquities have been illegally acquired from cultural monuments (ancient burial
grounds). Obviously, the solution to the issue relates to the clarification and proof
of the circumstances of the illegal acquisition of antiquities. This can be achieved,
at least in part, through appropriate training and awareness-raising among law
enforcement agencies, prosecutors and the courts.
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A study of case law shows that offences in actual (active) burial grounds are
subject to more severe sanctions than offences in ancient burial grounds, al-
though in both cases the desecration of burials (modern or ancient) is at stake.
Besides, in the case of ancient burials, the material damage caused is frequently
greater, with damage also being caused to scientific interest. Obviously, the solu-
tion is to raise awareness among law enforcement agencies, prosecutors and the
courts.

One of the most important factors in preventing and combatting crimes against
cultural heritage is inter-institutional cooperation and exchange of information. If,
for example, controls over items delivered through the postal service were to be
strengthened and law enforcement authorities were informed about prohibited
items, proof of illegal activity related to the transfer of antiquities within the frame-
work of Section 229.! of the Criminal Law would be significantly facilitated. This
indicates a current need for increasing the awareness of the institutions involved,
as well as for providing training on relevant issues. Training and awareness-raising
would allow inter alia the effective sharing of best national and foreign practice in
the aspects of cultural heritage protection (including criminal law).

The facts that indicate unauthorized long-term economic activity in the territo-
ry of archaeological monuments reflect on the one hand the ignorance or lack of
information of the owners of cultural monuments, while on the other the possible
insufficient monitoring of the situation by the responsible institutions. Owners of
land (cultural monuments) may be in a difficult economic situation, so they want to
broaden their economic activities as much as possible. It is likely that this situation
cannot be effectively addressed through bans and restrictions alone, and so a di-
alogue needs to be developed between landowners, responsible public authori-
ties and municipalities, in order to provide appropriate support to landowners and
prevent unauthorized economic activities from affecting archaeological sites. It is
important that the landowners’ perception of archaeological monuments on their
land is changed from that of a burden or hindrance to economic activity to one of
socio-economic opportunity provided by such monuments.

Offences against cultural heritage pose a significant threat to the public in-
terest, not only from a legal and cultural-historical point of view, but also from a
socio-economic point of view. If a castle mound is destroyed, it does not mean
that only a specific castle mound or its direct owner has suffered, as various in-
terests of stakeholders at the local, regional, and even national and global levels
may be affected. These interests can encompass not only economic (e.g., attract-
ing tourists), but also social, symbolic, environmental and other aspects (Kairiss,
2020; Kairiss, Olevska, 2020). An analysis of the case law shows that, at present,
compensation covers only material or scientific damage caused to a specific ar-
chaeological site, but the range of interests affected is wider. In view of the above,
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further research should be carried out, with the aim of extending the concept of
serious harm caused by criminal offences to difficult-to-quantify but important
socio-economic interests.
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Abstract

Both movable and immovable cultural monuments provide opportunities to
meet interests of many stakeholders — their owners and managers, local community,
researchers, tourists, businesses, mass media, heritage institutions, etc., as well as so-
ciety as a whole. Along with aesthetic, symbolic, educational, research, etc., interests,
no less important are the economic ones induced by these monuments’ development
potential.

It is nevertheless widely acknowledged that investment in cultural heritage sites
(including conservation, restoration, maintenance, marketing, ctc.) may outweigh
their direct economic benefits due to inevitable payments and obligations. Thus, the
question arises: what are those factors that restrict and those that facilitate socio-eco-
nomic development of the immovable cultural monument?

Immovable monuments are divided into several typological groups, and the
most numerous in Latvia are architectural monuments. Assuming that the effective-
ness of development may depend on the type of the monument within one group,
this article focuses primarily on manors as relatively numerous architectural monu-
ments characteristic for Latvian regions (parishes) and valuable cultural-historical
objects, representing large tourism potential.

The article, analyzing the situation in Latvia and making international compari-
sons, uses integrated socio-economic and legal approach to the researched issue. It
provides both theoretical and practical insight into the actualities of manors’ devel-
opment potential and possible solutions thereto.

Keywords: cultural heritage, immovable cultural monuments, manors, real estate,
socio-economic development.
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Introduction

Immovable cultural objects’ satisfy a variety of interests of different stake-
holders. While e. g., local communities stand up for preserving indigenous sites
and traditions, municipalities focus on improvement of quality of life and creating
positive image of the area, tourists enjoy the aesthetics of the objects and get to know
cultural-historical information [Brodie 2010: 261]. In a larger context these objects
are used to affirm national identity, promote solidarity and social inclusion [Grefte
2004: 301; Krishnamurthy et al. 2020: 4]. Thus, conviction of the need to preserve
and restore cultural objects reaches far beyond the issue of concern uniquely of the
immediate owners.

Along with symbolic, educational, historical and other non-material interests,
economic interests massively underlie full-scale use of the benefits ensured by cultural
objects [Heritage Europe 2019]. While absence of regular proper maintenance
reduces healthy state of a site, its aesthetic appeal, as well as inevitably negatively
affects its economic profitability [Interviews 4, 7], the object itself nevertheless
remains a subject of taxation, special treatment of heritage authorities and attention
of the society.

While vast variety of stakeholders has economic interests in the prosperity of
cultural sites [Nijkamp, Riganti 2004: 4; Kairiss, Olevska 2020: 51-54], the first to
be under the legal obligation of proper maintenance of and respective investment
therein is the owner. The owner is also solely financially responsible for conservation,
maintenance, renovation and restoration of a cultural monument.

This paper reviews several administrative, legal and economy-related aspects
related to immovable cultural monuments, obligations and limitations of their
owners to use the objects in economic activity as well as issues that restrict or help
the owners in developing socio-economic potential of the cultural property. The
research specifically addresses manors® as far as they:

e form a significant part (more than 7.5%) of architectural heritage which is

the most numerous in Latvia;*

! Cultural objects include inter alia cultural monuments within the meaning of Protec-
tion Law.

* Sec. 24, Protection Law.

3 For the purposes of this article, a manor is an administration building or a complex
of buildings on a land ownership. It usually includes a manor house or a castle/palace, a land
steward’s house, buildings for collecting payments, storing products, etc. [Akad Term)].

* According to the data of Monuments’ Register as of 06.05.2021, there were 3507
architecture objects. The number and proportion of manors is determined by the authors
performing analysis in the public section of the Monuments’ Register (data selection by object
type, €. g. “manor’, in the register is not possible, therefore the selection was made using keyword
search).
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e have significant cultural and historical implication (at least 264 manors are

cultural monuments!);

e form an integral part of Latvia’s cultural history and cultural landscape

(in the past serving also as parish centers), being significantly involved in
economic activities [Interviews 4, 5; LACPM website] and having tourism
potential [Latvia Travel 2021].

The paper focuses on cultural monuments in private (either physical or legal
persons) and municipal property, as far as municipalities take on the role of the
owner in relationship with the state authorities. The paper looks at Latvian situation
compared to the practice of the neighbouring countries and explores factors the
effective use of the cultural object owner’s opportunities depend on.

The above findings then shape an answer whether in the current situation the
cultural monument’s status of the manor facilitates or restricts the owner in unlocking
socio-economic potential of his/her property in Latvia.

This article is not the first attempt to answer the above questions in the Latvian
context. In 2002, a study by the Institute of Economics of the Latvian Academy of
Sciences [IELAS; Karnite 2002] was published, which addressed similar issues in the
wider context of cultural heritage. This study concluded, inter alia, [Karnite 2002:
57-58] that due to restrictions imposed on the economic activities, opportunities
for property modernization, decision-making on one’s property, as well as reasons
related to bureaucracy, corruption and other negative phenomena, there are limited
opportunities to earn income from the owned cultural monument and lower
profitability. It was pointed out that the surveyed owners considered that the benefits
granted by the state were insignificant and did not cover the additional costs arising
from the status of the property — a cultural monument.

For the purposes of the present research, the authors have studied scientific
literature, governmental and news feed information, analysed the existing statutory
requirements in Latvia and abroad providing for rights and obligations of the owners
of cultural objects, reviewed statistical information and reports of supervisory
authorities, municipalities et al. organizations, as well as:

e conducted ten expert interviews with and received additional information

from heads of Latvian and Estonian manors’ associations (LACPM —
96 manors, 89% — cultural monuments?, about 30% are privately owned;
EMA - 106 manors®, 98% — cultural monuments, only private owners*),

! According to the analysis performed in the Monuments’ Register by the authors of the
article.

* LAPCM strategy, p. 11.

3 EMA website.

4Interview 3.
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administration of the LAPHH (10 manors, at least 50% — cultural monu-
ments, only private owners'), chairman of the Board of the Riga Historical
House Association, representatives of the NCHB and municipalities, private
manors owners and researchers;

e received written answers of the head of Lithuanian manors’ association
(64 manors in association, 9% — cultural monuments, about 50% — pri-
vately owned?);

e received five survey responses of private owners — members of the LAPHH.

General description of the situation

According to the available data, there are about 2000 manors and their remains
in Latvia, about 1200 of which are being included in the encyclopedic edition® [Delfi
2021/1; Interview 2]. A significant part of the manors has the status of a cultural
monument (see above).

In Latvia, cultural objects may be owned by the State, local governments, other
public persons as well as private individuals*. Although precise statistical information
on the ownership of cultural monuments is not available,’ information from various
sources makes it possible to assume that most cultural monuments, including
manors [LACPM strategy: 65], are privately owned [Cultural policy guidelines: 5;°
Karnite 2002: 55]. Besides there is a gradual process that publicly owned manors are
transferred to private hands [Interview 4].

According to various sources, from about 50 [Interview 2] to a few hundred
manors in Latvia are in usable condition [LACPM strategy: 7]. Some owners have
invested in the renovation of buildings and use manors for economic activities,
others renovate the buildings in parts by little, while others have not been able to

' LAPHH website.

* Interview 7.

3 Masnovskis 2018; Masnovskis 2019; Masnovskis 2020: The 3 volumes of the encyclopedia
already contain information about 366 manors.

# Section 7, Protection Law.

> NCHB Information — Information on the ownership of the manors - cultural monuments
is not available because the information system “Cultural Monuments Information Management
” is not yet interconnected with the other state information systems that
maintain information on real estate owners (according to information available to the authors,
corresponding content-related and technical work has been started to improve the information
system). Another aspect is related to the fact that cultural monuments could represent complex
objects (e. g., group of constructions related to manor) consisting of a large number of real estate
objects, which have different owners and thus, different parts of one and the same monument can
be owned by the state, municipality, physical persons and legal entities at the same time.

¢ As of the end 0f 2014, 40% of cultural monuments belonged to privae persons, 24.5% — to
the public sector.

System “Mantojums”
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renovate or preserve the buildings, so the buildings gradually fall to decay [LACPM
strategy: 7].

Privately owned manors, in case their condition allow, are mostly used for
economic activities [Interviews 4, 5]. Among other things, it helps to cover part of
the expenses for the maintenance of the manor [Interview 1]. Only in rare cases the
owner of the manor, living in the manor himself/herself, does not use it for economic
activities [Interviews 3, 4, 5, 7].

According to several experts and manors owners [Interviews 4, 5; LAPHH
answers], investments in the restoration and maintenance of manors are very
significant and the investments made are unlikely to pay off even in the long run,
so for private owners of many developed manors, the use of manors in economic
activities is not their main occupation. An important guiding principle is that
owners are interested in cultural history, they want to do something to preserve
cultural heritage and to contribute to it. Similar situation is in Lithuania and Estonia
[Interviews 3, 7].

Private owners of the manors and castles in three Baltic states are predominantly
local citizens [Interviews 3, 4, 7]. This might be caused by certain limitations to
purchase (agricultural) land in rural areas placed on foreigners,' on the other hand
these objects might be mostly evaluated by the local stakeholders who highly rate
cultural and historic values these objects carry along with perceiving economic
potential in their development.?

The development of the manor is also a matter of prestige. Many owners are
young entrepreneurs who want to do something useful for the society. In Latvia,
there is a positive shift in mentality among entrepreneurs: while in the past they
wanted to buy expensive cars, now they aim at developing manors [Interview 5].
This suggests that if the owner wants to develop the manor and use it in economic
activities, he/she should be relatively wealthy in order to make significant investments
and be able to operate at a loss. V. Masnovskis, for example, notes [Interview 2] that
in case the manor’s owner is not wealthy, then it is difficult for him/her to cope with
the necessary expenses and even small crises (e. g., heating boiler accident) can cause
great financial pressure if not a collapse.

! For example, p. 5, part 1, Sec. 29 of Land Privatization Law provides that persons other
than Latvian, EU, EEA, the Swiss Confederation or the Member States” of the OECD citizens
are unable to acquire agricultural and forest land, except for sections in which construction is
intended in conformity with the territorial planning of local government.

* As pointed out by Madliena parish administration, majority of foreign owners were unable
to tidy up their cultural property in the parish, which damaged the aesthetic environment. Part
of the objects was sold. Thus, in summer 2020 private owner — foreign entrepreneur — was selling
a manor (architectural monument of local significance) for 1 EUR with the obligation of a
potential purchaser to invest in reconstruction works [LSM 2020].
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The structure of manor expenses can be conditionally classified into two parts —
initial (renovation) and maintenance expenses (authors’ analysis and Interviews 4, 5).
Certain expenses may be relevant during both the renovation and the maintenance
phases (see Appendix 1).

The analysis performed by the authors and manor associations’ presidents’ survey
[Interviews 3, 4, 7] shows that the most significant types of income from privately
owned manors in Latvia, Estonia and Lithuania' are mainly related to*:

e visiting of a cultural and historical object (visiting of buildings, interiors,

parks, gardens, etc., incl. accompanied by a guide);

e organization of short-term events (e. g. weddings, anniversaries, photo
sessions, corporate events, conferences, seminars, etc.);

e accommodation services, catering services (incl. sale of food / beverages in
the course of public/ private events) and tastings, health improvement
services (e. g., SPA, saunas etc.).

The opinion of experts and manors owners on the advantages and limitations

of the status of a cultural monument is ambiguous. The mentioned key benefits are:

e the status of a cultural monument denotes authenticity and cultural-histori-
cal significance of a cultural object, which, among other things, has a positive
effect on attracting visitors interested in history and culture (including a
dmirers of original (authentic) values) [Interviews 1, 3,4, 5; LAPHH answers].
The status of a cultural monument is also a matter of prestige [LAPHH
answers|;

e only those cultural objects that have the status of a cultural monument can
participate in the most relevant competitions to obtain funding for their
restoration/conservation [Interviews 1, 4, 5S; LAPHH answers].

Key limitations are:

e cultural monument status limits the possibilities to re-plan the premises,
increase the building volume, install modern heating, etc. systems. Comfort
is important for many visitors, but in many cases it cannot be provided at the
appropriate level, taking into account the requirements raised for a cultural
monument [Interview 5; LAPHH answers];

e sometimes the requirements raised for a cultural monument involve
significant financial investment [Interviews 2, 3; LAPHH answers]. For the
list of main legal restrictions applicable to manors as cultural monuments see

Appendix 2.

! The full table “The use of manors in economic activities in the Baltic States” is attached in
Appendix 3.

* LAPHH members informed that all of them provide accommodation service; frequently
provided are also object’s visiting, catering services, organizing public and short-term events, and
related services, e. g. equipment rental and organizing events [LAPHH answers].
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Development factors

The analysis of various information sources allowed to identify a number of factors
that, as national and international practice shows, influence the development oppor-
tunities of the socio-economic potential of manors. Although financial factors have a
significant impact, not all factors are related solely to the availability of financing.

Development vision and strategy

It is generally accepted that in order to unlock socio-economic potential of
the cultural monument there should be a clear vision of its possible development
[Interviews 1, 3, 4, 5]. The absence of such vision results in inability to formulate
the main business area, causing inappropriate allocation of resources and respective
losses in terms of invested money, time and work effort. Development vision and
strategic approach are important for the development of both privately and publicly
(e. g., municipally) owned cultural objects [Interview 9; Kuldiga 2021/1; Engure
2016]. Besides, renovation and adaptation of a cultural monument to the updated
functioning requests approval of the supervising authorities and mutual coordinated
cfforts. Showing a reasoned strategy can increase mutual understanding between
the owner and the public authority that is to approve or support the budget or
the project (thus, e. g., relatively detailed information on the restoration plans has
been requested from the owner of the object in order to receive co-financing for
the renovation/restoration purposes announced, e. g., by Tukums City Council
[ Tukums 2021; Tukums regulations 2021].

Therefore, clear concept and well-established strategy are vital for successful
development of cultural object’s potential, where motivation (making the business
possible) and particular niche (sharpening the business) form the basic elements. It
is important that the clear development concept is prepared before the purchase,
otherwise, as practice shows, its absence, taking into account the amount of work
and significant investments, causes confusion for the owner and influences reckless
use of funding.

The particular niche (or key business area) might be subject to exceptional
monument’s memory elements that constitute a reference (e. g., well-known historical
place), or specific skills or hobbies of the owner, being it, e. g., gastronomy (the object
can become famous for its restaurant), wine/beer making, collecting (e. g., creating
a museum), etc.

The absence of development strategy and motivation leads the object to a
downturn, decreasing interest of potential investors. One of the recent examples of
such deterioration of the site is Bérvircavas manor, architectural monument of local
significance. Due to lack of financial capacity and clear vision the municipality cannot

! Monuments’ Register, https://is.mantojums.lv/5242
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determine the potential function of the building, find investment opportunities or
the owner that would be interested in full concept development and renovation of
the building [Delfi 2021/2]. While there are few solutions available, without vision
and motivation the manor is currently falling to decay.

On the contrary, Kuldiga municipality is one of the examples approving positive
effect of long-term development vision and stated strategic objectives. Thus, having
clear and well-designed documentation and a plan of action, the municipality
was successful in drafting and submission in January 2021 the nomination for
inscription of Kuldiga Old Town on the UNESCO World Heritage List[UNESCO
Nomination 2021; Kuldiga 2021/2].

Financial factors

All the experts and manors owners pointed out that manors require significant
investments, there are difficulties in recovering investments even in the long run
and the owners should be ready to work at a loss [Interviews 1, 3, 4, 5, 7; LAPHH
answers].! The owners (especially the young ones) sometimes do not assess their
financial possibilities and cannot cope with the restoration, maintenance, etc.
expenses. Despite the fact that the owner must have sufficient equity,” financial
support (including state and municipal support), especially taking into account that
the development of manors contributes to the development of the county as a whole,?
facilitates the owners’” motivation to restore and develop their property. Financial
support may take a form of tax reliefs for the heritage owners or direct subsidies to
preserve the cultural object. Tax issues are discussed in greater detail below.

Tax regime
There are no special tax reliefs applicable to owners of cultural monuments in
Latvia* except for real estate tax discounts [Real Estate Tax Law]. Thus, generally,

!In this respect the situation has not substantially improved over the last 20 years. According
to IELAS [Karnite 2002: 37], the largest financial liabilities were for the maintenance and
restoration of cultural monuments. According to the research, this caused difficulties, because
there was no policy on cultural monuments linked to an economic mechanism to reimburse
owners for the costs associated with respect for the public interest.

> Many owners earn income in non-manor business [Interviews 4, 5].

3 For example, in the field of tourism [LAPHH answers; Interviews 3, 7].

*In other European countries, however, income tax deductions and other financial assistance
to owners of old buildings are quite common. Thus, e. g., Germany provides for deduction of the
costs of refurbishment at 9% per annum for eight years and 7% per annum for an additional four
years [Sec. 7i, Income Tax Act DE]. In the Netherlands, up to 1 January 2019, 80% of the costs
of maintenance of the building listed as national monument were in general tax deductible. From
2019 tax deductions are no more applicable, but a subsidy can be requested to cover costs of
renovating monumental buildings [Netherlands 2020]. In France, as a general rule, the assistance
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cultural monuments are exempt from real estate tax, except from residential houses
and land for their maintenance, objects used in economic activity (except cultural
functions) and monuments that are not properly maintained/preserved in accordance
with the requirements for the protection of cultural monuments (hereinafter —
properly preserved).!

The above exemptions are covered by the real estate tax rate* determined by
municipalities in their binding regulations. The Law does not provide for a common
approach to tax reliefs granted to cultural objects by the local governments, therefore
there are different amounts of discounts and different preconditions that should be
met in order to be eligible for such a discount. Thus, in Riga, e. g., the owner of
a cultural monument can receive 25% discount from real estate tax if the object is
properly preserved as well as 50% to 90% based on full restoration of certain parts
of the monument [Riga regulations 2019]. This discount is applicable to buildings
only.? Other Latvian municipalities (e. g., Liepaja, Jelgava, Talsi, Kuldiga)* provide for
different real estate tax discounts (generally from 25% to 90%) depending on certain
preconditions, the most common of which are category of monument protection
(Jelgava, Talsi, Kuldiga), proper preservation (]elgava, Talsi), restoration works and
public access (Jelgava, Kuldiga).

In the opinion of the authors such uneven allotment of tax reliefs places
owners of cultural sites in unequal situations and differenciates the excellency of
the monuments based on their location rather than on their cultural significance
(while according to the Protection Law and basic principles of heritage protection,
the monuments of equal cultural significance should enjoy the same treatment and
level of protection).” Moreover, according to the Real Estate Tax Law, Sec. 3, the

is in the form of tax relief up to 50% of costs is the building is close and 100% if the building is
open to the public [Heritage Europe]. Besides, CE Recommendation 1991, inter alia, provides
for a range of tax reliefs related to conversion and restoration of historic monuments classified as
having a cultural function and belonging to private owners, e. g., deduction from taxable income
of all maintenance and restoration costs of listed heritage buildings

1'Sec. 1, Real Estate Tax Law.

2 The real estate tax rate can be from 0.2 to 3% from the cadastral value of the object [Sec. 3,
Real Estate Tax Law].

3 The tax relief rate for cultural monuments appropriately preserved is decreasing over
time. Thus, according to Riga regulations 2012 (were in force till 30.01.2020) the discount for
buildings corresponding to the same criteria was 50%.

* Liepaja regulations 2017, Jelgava regulations 2015, Talsi regulations 2018, Kuldiga
regulations 2017.

> It should be noted that at the time of writing of the article the draft of the new Cabinet
regulations “Rules for the registration, protection, use and restoration of cultural monuments” is
being reviewed, which annotation, inter alia, provides for delegation to the Cabinet to determine
criteria and characteristics of cultural monuments, according to which real estate tax reliefs or
exemptions are to be applied [Draft of the Cabinet regulations].
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municipality is to publish the respective regulations by 1 November of the pre-
taxation year, thus the tax discount may be comparatively easily changed once a year.

It should be noted that private manor owners [LAPHH answers] either do not
consider the Latvian legal norms related to tax conditions (incl. corporate income
tax, VAT, real estate tax) in the field of manors to be motivating or it is difficult for
them to give an unambiguous answer. Opinions were expressed that no discounts are
applied to certain manors, and it would be necessary to balance the taxes of privately
owned manors with those owned by the state and local governments in order not to
distort the market.

Correlation of cadastral value with the status of cultural monument

and real estate tax

Accordingto the law, cadastral value is the value of a cadastre object’ in monetary
terms, which is specified in accordance with single principles of mass appraisal
on a certain date according to the cadastre data.” Cabinet regulations provide for
unified reduction of 35% from the cadastral value of buildings registered as cultural
monuments of State or local significance, if their physical depreciation exceeds 35%.
This discount is based on the level of restrictions of rights or limitations on economic
activities, evaluating the difference in market price of a building with and without
usage restrictions.’ Thus, it has been statutorily approved that the object with
preservation of less than 65% being a cultural monument imposes limitations of the
rights and restrictions on performance of economic activities, negatively effecting
the market price that is reflected in the amount of cadastral value.*

Cadastral value is used for different statutory purposes,’ including for the
purposes of the administration of the real estate tax.® Respectively, the higher is the
cadastral value of the object, the higher is tax payment of the owner. This approach
in the opinion of the authors may lead to adverse effect on the owner of the cultural
monument expressed in:

! Cadastre object is an immovable property registered in the State Immovable Property
Cadastre Information System as a set of property objects, as well as a land parcel, structure,
building unit and a section of a land parcel (Part 6, Sec. 1, Cadastre Law).

*Part 9, Sec. 1, Cadastre Law.

3 Par. 72, Cadastral Assessment Regulations 2020.

* Cadastral Assessment Regulations 2006 (in force 11.05.2006-21.02.2020) provided for
a reduction of cadastral value of the building by 45%, if the building was registered as a cultural
monument of State significance, or by 35% if the building was registered as a cultural monument
of local significance (par. 112), independently of level of depreciation. From 01.01.2017, the
discount became applicable only to the buildings with physical depreciation of more than 30%.

> Sec. 66, Cadastre Law.

¢ Part 2, Sec. 73, Cadastre Law.
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e the perception of the cultural object as a burden, not a privilege (since
the status of a cultural monument and physical depreciation of the object
decreases the (cadastral) value thereof );

e the realization that investment into the proper management and timely
renovation of the cultural object is not rewarded by public authorites, but on
the contrary, causes increase in tax payments. Some respondents mentioned
that constant increase in cadastral value, leading to the increase in the real
estate tax, demotivates the owners of manors [Interview 1].

As mentioned before, municipalities try to diffuse the impact of taxation load
by introducing real estate tax deductions for the cultural objects located in their
territory. Several experts [Interviews 5, 6] mentioned though that cadastrial value
and the respective real estate tax reliefs are essential development factors for Riga
(since cadastral value is high there), while in the rural area, where land/real estate
is much cheaper (and the cadastral value much lower), the respective correlation
of cadastral value v. real estate tax v. tax reliefs probably is not that substantial for
Manors owners.

Cooperation with public sector

It is widely acknowledged that development of cultural objects, including
manors, is a socially useful activity. The public sector does not have sufficient
resources to effectively manage all cultural heritage objects, therefore, cooperation
between manor developers and public institutions is important both in terms of
preservation and development of manors’ potential.

There is quite strong cooperation of manors owners with NHCB and local
governments — experts and manors owners mostly describe their mutual cooperation
positively [Interviews 4, 5, 8,9, 10; LAPHH answers]. The identified negative aspects
referto thelack of interest of some municipal employees in solvingissues, unwillingness
or inability to understand aspects of cultural heritage development (possibly related
to insufficient staff qualifications) [Interviews 1, 4, 5], bureaucratic obstacles (e. g., in
cooperation with some construction boards) [Interview 5], some distrust on the part
of the business and unpredictability of the situation due to lack of confidence that
the municipal heritage development policy will not change when there is a change
in municipal administration [Interviews 3, 5]. One of the issues to be addressed,
which to some extent affects mutual cooperation and project implementation, is the
clarity regarding the possibility of violating the norms of the Squandering Prevention
Law,! if the value of private property is (potentially) increased. An important aspect
is that in Latvia there is an institution responsible for the preservation of cultural

! For example, Part 1, Part 3, Sec. 10 of the Squandering Prevention Law.
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heritage (NCHB), but there is no institution responsible for the development of
cultural heritage potential, while conservation and development activities are closely
related [Interview 1]. In general, the interviewed experts, representatives of the
municipalities and the NCHB indicated that co-operation (e. g., over the last 10-20
years) has improved. Several experts have mentioned that the general trend is that
NCHB becomes more flexible and helping — often NCHB inspectors help owners
in finding appropriate solutions [Interviews 1, 4].

There is also a stable cooperation between municipalities and the NCHB as well
as between municipalities and NGOs [Interviews 8, 10]. Several identified aspects of
the cooperation are discussed below.

Private sector involvement in the management of public property

The maintenance and development of public property, including cultural objects,
requires significant resources, which rarely are at the disposal of public institutions.
Thus, public-private partnership projects are important, attracting private capital
for the performance of relevant activities and provision of services and sharing
between the public and private partners the risks, investments and benefits related
to the implementation of the project. Although Latvia has a regulatory framework
for public-private partnerships,' PPP projects in the country are not yet sufficiently
developed, e. g., in the period from 2015 to March 2021, only 10 project financial and
economic calculation decisions have been made (all of them relating to infrastructure
projects and not to the cultural field).? Also in Lithuania there are no PPP projects in
the field of cultural heritage [Interview 7]. However, the available information shows
that there is interest in PPP projects in Latvia (both at the state and municipal level),
including development of cultural objects [Brencis 2020]. Interviewed municipal
experts [Interviews 8, 10] mentioned that PPP projects may be relevant, but there
are some risks in their implementation, including not always constructive approach
of the controlling authorities. The development of PPP projects in Latvia is also
hindered by a certain level of unpredictability in the relations between entrepreneurs
and local governments — cooperation can be successfully started, but after the change
of local government administration it may worsen [Interviews 5, 6]. In Estonia, co-
operation between manors owners and municipalities is developing and improving,
although sometimes similar unpredictability problems as in Latvia are observed
[Interview 3].

According to the information of European Investment Bank, from 1990 to0 2021
there have been 87 European PPP projects in the “recreation and culture” sector with

!'See, . g., PPP Legal framework.
2 Decisions CFCA.
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total value of EUR 7.3 B." The overwhelming majority of projects have been realized
by the UK (28 projects) and France (33 projects).”

It is quite common for many countries that private sector is granted the right
to operate and manage the tourism asset and the ownership of the asset remains
in public hands. One of the examples is the Schonbrunn Palace in Vienna, where
concessionaire is responsible for restoring, investing and financing the castle, while
eligible to retain operating revenue from about 3 million tourists per year [Medda
2013: 14-15]. Similar programme is applied by a few leading municipalities of
Russian Federation, which have introduced a special rent programme for cultural
heritage objects. Thus, Saint-Petersburg municipality provides an option to buy
rental rights of the heritage object from the city for the period up to 49 years. The
buyer pays market price for the rights to rent (at the auction) and market rent price
till the end of renovation process, after which he/she is entitled to almost no rent
(1 RUR/m? per year) for the remaining period of the rent with possibility to perform
commercial activity in the object. While the interests of potential buyer are obvious,
the municipality gets restored heritage objects without loosing property rights [Rent
Law of St.-Petersburg’].

Aspects of infrastructure and marketing

Manorsare especially characteristic of rural areas, so the issues of the surrounding
amenities are important. The most popular manors in Latvia are located about 100
km around Riga, which can be explained directly by the more developed access
routes and other infrastructure [Interview 4]. First of all, as noted by the experts and
private owners of manors [Interviews 1, 3, 4, 5; LAPHH answers], this applies to
access communication. If someone wants to visit the manor, then it must be possible
to drive to it (moreover, the manors are often located in places where it is difficult to
get by public transport) — so an orderly road infrastructure is needed. Roads must
not only be constructed but also properly maintained and cleaned. The latter would
largely be a matter of local government competence. Respectively, it is important that
the manor is developed, thus giving a signal that the municipality is worth investing
resources in the driveway, because the possibilities of the public budget are limited
[Interview 3]. Other investments that municipalities can make in infrastructure
development are related to walking, cycling, horseback riding, etc. installation in
the territory of the municipality [Interview 5], as these services are also used by the
guests of the manors.

'EPEC data portal.

2 Ibid.

3 Similar programmes with certain distinctions are in force in Moscow [TASS 2018],
Leningrad region [Kommersant 2021], Permj [Rewizor 2021].
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The socio-economic development of manors is significantly related to advertising
activities, so that domestic and foreign visitors get information about them. Insufh-
cient tourist flows, for example, can be explained by a lack of advertising or an
incorrect advertising strategy [Interview 4]. Experts and private owners of manors
[Interview 1, 3, 4, 5; LAPHH answers] believe that the state and local governments
can provide support' in marketing activities. As the practice of several municipalities
shows, information about manors and the services they offer is regularly included
in tourism guides and other information materials of the counties free of charge.
Guides, maps, etc. production and distribution are good support for business on the
part of municipalities [Interview 5]. Dissemination of such information benefits
the counties themselves, increasing their attractiveness to visitors and promoting
business development. An important issue for public institutions is the promotion
of Latvian manors abroad (e. g., inclusion in foreign guides) and the promotion of
Latvia as a tourist destination [Interview 2; LAPHH answers].

Informational support

For owners of cultural monuments, not only financial supportis often important,
but also different kind of informational support.* The main types of informational
support include:

e consultations regarding renovation, restoration, etc. of a cultural monument®
[Interview 3, 4, 5; LAPHH answers]. Work in this direction is being done
both by the NCHB and by several municipalities (the involvement of
the Latvian Society of Restorers would also be desirable — [Interview 4],*
however, it depends on the capacity of the relevant institutions — it would be
desirable to intensify the relevant activities;

! In many cases local governments do provide such support [for example, Interviews 8, 10].

* Representatives of NCHB confirm the importance of understanding of the owners in
proper preservation of cultural heritage objects [LA 2020].

3 According to the law, the new owner of the cultural monument is to receive instructions
from the NCHB for the use and preservation of the cultural monument, and explanations thereof
[Part 3, Sec. 8, Protection Law]. Failure to follow these instructions may result in administrative
[Secs 32 and 33, Protection Law] and even criminal liability [Part 2, Sec. 229, Criminal Law].
Representatives of NCHB confirm the importance of understanding of the owners in proper
preservation of cultural heritage objects [LA 2020].

* NCHB specialists, within their capacity, provide relevant consultations free of charge,
including by inspecting the object on site, developing and distributing methodological materials
[Interview 9]. Assistance, includingin cooperation with NCHB, is also provided by municipalities
[Interview 10], e. g. Kuldiga municipality has established a restoration centre where residents can
receive consultations [LV Portals 2014; Interview 8]. From time to time, seminars are organized
(includingfor private owners) on the issues of restoration and preservation of cultural monuments.
NCHB specialists also provide assistance in drafting project applications [Interview 9].
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e raising awareness about funding opportunities (e. g., 4 out of 5 manors
owners — LAPHH members indicated that their awareness of funding
opportunities is at a medium level, 1 - that they are bad [LAPHH answers]).
Municipalities and NCHB do inform about funding opportunities on their
respective websites, but there is no single source of information on funding
opportunities (including EU/foreign funding);

e consultations and awareness raising in legal, tax and other issues. Appropriate
consultations are provided upon request, but according to the information
provided by the private owners of manors [LAPHH answers] there are
questions (especially in the field of construction), in which even construction
boards are not always well-versed (e. g., coordination of construction in
monument protection zones with monument owners). Greater clarity on, for
example, the provisions of the Construction Law (or amendments thereto)
would be desirable, so that both public authorities and businesses can clearly
understand when an architect is needed and when they can outline the work
to be carried out themselves.

Diverse and collaborative services

The development of the socio-economic potential of manors and the attraction
of visitors is significantly related to the developed local cooperation in the provision
of various services and goods — thus the development opportunities of other
businesses not directly related to the manor are also promoted. If the owner of the
manor provides accommodation, etc. services, but his neighbour — a workshop
related to some kind of craft, such as ceramics, or offers wine tasting, etc., then both
service providers and, most importantly, guests win [Interview 4]. If catering services
are provided in the manor, then good cooperation with local (high quality) food and
beverage producers/suppliers is important; there are cases when guests spend the
night in one manor, but are fed in another [Interview 1].

The added value is provided by the combination of manors’ offered services with
rural tourism services (for example, a large part of LACPM manor owners are also
members of the rural tourism association “Lauku Celotajs” - Interview 4).

Public attitude

The attitude of the society towards the cultural heritage, understanding
of it, the desire to know and protect it — these are the key factors in ensuring the
development of the socio-economic potential of not only the manors, but the entire
cultural heritage. If the public knows about and respects cultural heritage, it will not
only increase the rate of manors visiting, but more funding will be available for the
preservation and development of cultural heritage.
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In Latvia, the intellectual society is to be developed, education in the field of
cultural heritage (already from school) should be ensured, and professionals who
know how to provoke interest must be involved in the education process — this
would be a state task in the first place [Interview 2]. It should be noted that activities
in this area are carried out by both municipalities' and NGOs. Thus, e. g, LAPHH
organizes competitions for young people every year where teams travel through
historical properties and prepare something similar to a development business plan;
LAPHH management emphasizes that it is very important that young people are
aware of the importance of Latvia’s cultural history and the place and role of manors
in the heritage [Interview 5].

Public attitude should also change to understand that a quality service cannot
be obtained for free — this applies to both the development of manors and cultural
heritage in general [Interview 4; LAPHH answers].

In this context, the work of many private manors owners in the development
of manors, which, despite the economic disadvantages, is aimed inter alia at the
protection of public interests, is to be welcome. The researcher of Latvian manors
V. Masnovskis pointed out that Latvian manors can be saved by enthusiasts with
financial means [Interview 2]. The owners of the manors themselves, inter alia,
indicated (LAPHH answers, 3 out of 5 respondents) that they develop manors
(despite the fact that the financial benefits that can be obtained from the commercial
use of manors in Latvia do not allow to hope for recovery or recovery within a
reasonable time) because it is important for them to take care of the cultural heritage
and do something useful for the society. This is compliant with the general opinion,
that the more highly people value things for cultural reasons, the more they will be
willing to pay for them [ Throsby 2012: 57].

Development of manors and tourism

Several interviewed experts [Interviews 1, 4, 5, 8, 10] have noted that in Latvia
there is a significant potential for the development of the socio-economic potential
of manors. The development of the aforementioned potential is directly related to
manors’ visitation by interested parties, incl. by domestic and international tourists.
Over the last 20 years there have been significant positive changes in rural, cultural
and other areas of tourism, development of both medium and high-class services,
adoption of the best foreign practices, more personal treatment of guests [Interviews
5, 8, 10]. Public awareness of the importance of manors and relevant recreational
opportunities is gradually increasing [Interview 4], this is also shown by research,?

! See Tukuma muzejs 2021.
2 E.g., Travel Habits LV [2019: 7-8] - the second most visited by nature territories are
cultural and historical places, including manors.
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as well as (possibly due to COVID-19 related international tourism restrictions)
increased demand for qualified service in rural Latvian regions in 2020 [Interview
5]. According to experts [Interviews 1,4, 8, 10], Latvia is still a lesser-known land for
foreign tourists, and important advantages are natural objects, good and affordable
service, diverse offer, well-preserved local traditions and developed cultural life,
short distances, convenient location in Europe, etc. This allows assuming that the
development of manors in Latvia has good opportunities in the context of tourism
development.

Conclusions

Performing analysis of the received information, the authors have come to the
conclusion that the cultural monument status of a manor can be both a facilitatingand
arestricting factor of its development. The benefits of this status, such as greater value
in the eyes of authenticity admirers and greater eligibility for grants, are significantly
reduced by additional obligations, site modification restrictions and financial
investments resulting from the requirements applicable to cultural monuments. The
key moment is to preserve the authenticity of the manor in case of its modification —
so that the cultural and historical value of the object does not decrease as a result
of the performed modifications. The precise definition of the purpose of the use
of the manor and the main audience of visitors, on which the economic use of the
manor is focused, are crucial. In any case, the caring and professional restoration and
maintenance of the manor are important, because restored and well-kept cultural
objects, even without the status of a cultural monument, have cultural and historical
value, are attractive to visitors and can be used effectively for economic activities.

It is important to note that the number of manors as cultural objects does not
increase, but their value, if properly cared for and managed, increases. The status of a
cultural monument in certain circumstances can be decisive within the development
potential of the manor (e. g., if the owner wants to expand the scope of the premises),
but the development opportunities are mostly influenced by other factors.

The most important factors in the development of the socio-economic potential
of manors are related to a clear development vision and original approach (to attract
guests and stand out from similar service providers), availability of sufficient financial
resources (various financial programmes and grants can help) and readiness not to
recover investments even in the long run. It should be noted that the preservation
and development of manors in Latvia is mostly based on wealthy private owners —
enthusiasts who have creative thinking.

Development restricting factors:

e the need for significant financial investment;

e the number of benefits granted by the state and local governments (if the
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manor has the status of a cultural monument) is disproportionately small in
comparison with the restoration and maintenance expenses of the manors
(often revenues from economic use of the manor cover only maintenance
expenses) and legal obligations imposed on manors owners;

e lack of PPP projects in the field of cultural heritage, including in the
field of manors development, in Latvia. The most likely reasons for this
are unpredictability in cooperation between the private sector and local
government, some mutual distrust, local government’s anxiety to violate
Squandering Prevention Law. As a result, many manors do not have a real
owner, they are not restored and used in economic activities, and thus
gradually fall to decay;

e insufhicient public awareness of cultural heritage, as well as the misconception
that a quality cultural service can be provided for free.

Development facilitating factors:

e in the last 20 years, the tourism infrastructure and service in Latvia
have significantly improved, which in turn has a positive impact on the
development opportunities of manors;

e cooperation between manor owners and the public sector (first of all -
NCHB and local government) has been gradually improving over the last
10-20 years. Cooperation is hampered by the fragmentation of manor
ownership (e. g., owners cannot agree on activities, costs, etc.), lack of
public policy in the field of manors preservation and development, as well
as unprofessionalism of some municipal employees. In Latvia, co-operation
in the field of cultural heritage protection is developing between the NCHB
and local governments, as well as between local governments and NGOs.
Several local governments, based on the developed strategic documents,
systematically implement measures for the protection and development
of cultural heritage, thus promoting co-operation, inter alia with private
owners of manors;

e cooperation with other manors / service providers to combine various ser-
vices in the complex offer, cooperation with local suppliers (e. g., to provide
good quality local food, etc.);

e motivation, diligence and increasing professionalism of manors owners.
Many owners develop manors despite economic losses, because often their
motive is not purely economic, but is related to the desire to do something
for the benefit of the society, preserve cultural heritage.

Comparing the obtained results with the IELAS 2002 study [Karnite 2002],

it should be noted that the surveyed presidents of manor associations and private
owners of manors still believe that the amount of tax relief granted is not motivating
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and does not offset the relevant costs of restoration and maintenance. On the
positive side, however, the development opportunities of manors increased due to
the development of tourism and better cooperation both among entreprencurs and
with the public sector.

Recommendations

Manors are a characteristic, immediately visible part of Latvia’s cultural heritage,
which addresses people at once. The development of the socio-economic potential
of manors not only provides income to their owners, but, for example, through
ancillary spending, promotes entreprencurship and the well-being of the population
in the counties. Thus, according to the authors, the development of manors requires
special attention from the involved institutions and the society. Realizing that the
primary concern for privately owned manors lies with their owners, but recognizing
that the preservation and development of cultural heritage is a socially useful activity,
it would be inappropriate not to provide support to manor owners (regardless of their
financial situation) from the state and municipalities (provision of support is also an
important motivating factor). The state and local governments cannot take care of the
renovation and maintenance of all the manors; therefore, the primary solution is the
development of cooperation with manor owners from the non-public sector.

In view of the above and based on the research results, the authors offer the
following recommendations (all of them relate to manors, but can relate also to other
cultural heritage objects):

e todevelop a policy for the conservation and development of manors, taking
into account information provided by stakeholders and certain identified
needs;

e tointroduce a uniform procedure for the application of real estate tax by local
governments (e. g., by setting a minimum tax relief threshold for cultural
monuments, which local governments can increase based on their financial
capabilities) in order to exclude unequal treatment of cultural monuments
owners in different regions of Latvia;

e to detach the cadastral value size from the cultural monument’s depreciation
rate and introduce positive dependence of cadastral value on the restoration
of the object (the better condition of the monument, the higher cadastral
value), thus making a clear perception of a cultural monument as a privilege,
instead of aburden. Simultaneously, it is recommended to develop acomplete
tax policy, letting the owners of restored and well-maintained cultural
monuments to enjoy major tax discounts (e. g., real estate, VAT, income tax).
These changes adopted jointly would motivate the owners to invest into and
justify restoration and preservation of their cultural property;
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taking into account the positive effect of the development of manors on
business development and increase of well-being of the population in the
region, to provide support to manors owners in the field of improvement/
maintenance of public infrastructure (primarily — road infrastructure);
since safeguarding of cultural heritage is socially beneficial, it is recommended
to introduce discounts to monuments owners on inspections/checks targeted
at preservation of cultural monuments;

to create a single website (a section on one of the existing websites of the
institutions), which would contain information on the most important/
larger consultations, seminars, etc. services (e. g., in connection with resto-
ration, legal aspects, etc.), as well as methodological materials for the owners
of cultural monuments, as well as opportunities to attract financing for
restoration and other construction/maintenance works of cultural monu-
ments and objects of cultural and historical significance;

to continue advertising activities of privately-owned cultural objects at the
municipal and state level, paying special attention to advertising activities in
materials and media available to foreign interested parties;

to pay increased attention to the development opportunities of PPP projects
in the field of cultural heritage by collecting and analyzing information on
obstacles to cooperation and, if necessary, developing recommendations for
the development of the corresponding PPP projects;

to identify cultural monuments divided in terms of property rights as soon
as possible and to draw up a plan of measures to ensure their protection and
preservation;

in cooperation with specialists in the field of culture and education, to
develop and implement (starting from the basic education level) studies in
the field of cultural history in order to instil respect for and admiration of
Latvian and world cultural heritage.

Research limitations and future research directions
The main limitations of the study relate to the lack of accurate information

about manors — both with and without the status of a cultural monument. In

the first case, it is related to the ongoing content and technical improvement of

the Monuments’ Register information system, in the second - to the fact that

information about all Latvian manors has not yet been collected. Despite the

fact that information was analyzed in the course of the study, including on the

development of the socio-economic potential of manors in Lithuania and Estonia,

the extrapolation of the results to these countries should be subject to significant

additional research.
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The other major limitations relate to the admissible size of the article, thus
the authors had to back out of detailed reflecting several aspects, e. g., financial
(incl. availability and scope of direct subsidies available to the manors owners) and
administrative (incl. problematics of recording/registration of manors, value groups
of property objects within one cultural monument, mixed ownership of manors’
complexes).

This article is the first in a series of articles intended by the authors on the de-
velopment opportunities of socio-economic potential of Latvian cultural heritage
objects. Given the fact that both economic constraints and socio-economic devel-
opment opportunities may relate differently to different types of cultural heritage,
further research will focus on other heritage objects.
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Appendix 1

The structure of manor expenses

Renovation costs more often include:

Maintenance costs typically include:

architectural and artistic research

utilities’ / management costs

archacological research

outdoor area maintenance and cleaning

engineering inspection / expertise

arrangement of the exposition

development and coordination of construction

documentation

extraction / restoration of objects, e. g.,

for exhibition purposes

performance of construction works on the site

remuneration of employees and involved

specialists

outdoor area dcsign, renovation, improvement

insurance

costs of advertising / marketing services

taxes / fees / permit costs
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Appendix 2

Restrictions on the rights of the owners of cultural monuments
The main restrictions and obligations related to manors as specially protected
real estate objects are:

e State preemptive rights

The owner of a cultural monument of State significance has the right to alienate
the whole monument according to the terms and conditions he/she thinks fit, but the
State has the right of first refusal in the potential deal.' No such rights are applicable

in case of alienation of the monument of local or regional significance.

¢ Division and alienation of a cultural monument

The owner is not allowed to alienate separate parts of one cultural monument or
a complex of monuments, and also to divide or join land if; as a result, preservation
of a cultural monument is endangered.? Prior to alienation of a cultural monument
the owner is to inform NCHB.? There are also certain preconditions to be fulfilled
before realization of the ownership transfer (e. g., inspection of the monument,
if necessary, and receiving of instructions issued by NCHB addressed to the new
owner regarding the use and preservation of the cultural monument).*

¢ Limited possibilities for modification of a cultural monument

Cultural monuments protection system provides for strict limitations on recon-
struction works, which are prescribed by law,> cabinet or municipal regulations, and
instructions issued by NCHB to the new owners of the cultural monuments.® Mod-
ification of a cultural monument or replacement of the original parts thereof with
new parts shall be permitted only if it is the best way to preserve the monument, or if
the cultural and historical value of the monument does not decrease as a result of the
modification.” Restoration of a cultural monument, thus, requires higher quality and
more professional work than an ordinary building [Karnite 2002: 24-25]. Difficulties
are also often related to the fact that modern standards are not adapted to cultural and
historical objects, so, for example, it is important to find a balance between preserving
authenticity and ensuring the energy efficiency of the object [Interview 8].

! Section 8, Protection Law.

* Part 2, Section 8, Protection Law.

3 Part 3, Section 8, Protection Law.

*Ibid.

> For example, Section 3, Protection Law provides for mandatory permission of the NCHB
for any modification of the cultural monuments. General construction regulations 2014 (par.105,
120) provide for mandatory author’s supervision and supervision of the construction work.

¢ Section 20, Protection Law.

7 Section 3, Protection Law.
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There are also certain obligations on informing the NCHB before any con-
struction works begin', ensuring surveying of cultural values in the area of intended
activity?, etc.

Separate regulations are sometimes adopted with regard to particular monu-
ments or complexes thereof. Thus, for instance, Protection of Historic Riga Regula-
tions 2004’ provide that upon performing the maintenance (repair), conservation,
and restoration of culturally and historically unique, very valuable, and valuable
buildings, the volume of the building, the form of its roof, the finish of its facades,
its historically original windows and doors, its construction system and planning,
as well as its culturally and historically valuable interiors and furnishings shall be
preserved.*

¢ Inspections and controls

Real estate objects are subject to a range of protection (e. g., fire prevention
system) and inspection (e.g.,chimneys, ventilation, electroinstallation)’ requirements.
Cultural monuments, as more vulnerable (due to age, construction, materials and
additional cultural historical values) and specially protected objects, are subjects to
more detailed protection recommendations. Thus, NCHB has issued “Advice to
owners of cultural monuments: fire safety in cultural historical buildings’® where it
recommends to build fire barriers, perform fire treatment of wooden surfaces, install
technical fire safety devices, etc.

Besides, certain types of economic activities (e. g., catering) require licenses
and annual, biannual or even more frequent inspections (e. g., food surveillance).”
Predominantly, obtaining of licenses and periodical inspections (for instance,
electroinstallation checks or annual validations of fire extinguishers) are to be paid
by the owner, and, as mentioned by the owners of the manors [Interview 1], these
expenses are comparatively high.

* Restrictions on economic activities

There are no general statutory restrictions in Latvia on the use of cultural
monuments in economic activity, as long as it does not harm the monument or
diminish its historical, scientific and artistic value.?®

! Section 11, Protection Law.

2 Section 22, Protection Law.

3 Protection of Historic Riga Regulations 2004.

# Par. 4, Protection of Historic Riga Regulations 2004.
> Fire safety regulations 2016.

¢ NCHB Fire protection.

7 Rules of food surveillance.

8 Section 19, Protection Law.
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Appendix 3

The use of manors in economic activities in the Baltic States
(the same object can be used for several activities at the same time)

Very significant type | Moderately signifi- | Less significant type Total
Activity Example '.Type of of income cant type of income of income
mcome
LVA | LTU | EST | LVA | LTU | EST | LVA | LTU | EST

Visiting Visiting of buildings, inte- Entrance 3 3 2 8
of a cultural | riors, parks, gardens, etc., incl. fec,
and accompanied by a guide (can service
historical be combined with a museum / fee
object exposition tour)
Organiza- Weddings, anniversaries, photo | Rent, 3 2 2 7
tion of sessions, corporate events, service
short-term conferences, seminars, etc. (incl. fee
events provision of related services:
(organiza- decoration services, furnishing of
tional premises, etc.). Renting / leasing
support) of certain objects (e. g., tea house,

etc.)
Accom- Hotel furnishing, Airbnb, tent Service 3 2 1 6
modation places for rent fee
services
Catering Arranging of pubs, etc. Service 3 2 1 6
services, Cooking according to historical fee
tastings recipes. Beverage / food

tastings. Sale of food / beverages

in the course of public / private

events
Medical and | SPA, functioning of specialized | Service 3 2 1 6
health im- care centres, sauna, etc. services fee
provement
services
Organiza- Festivals, concerts, perfor- Rent, 2 2 1 5
tion of mances, movie evenings, public | service
public celebrations, etc. (incl. provision | fee
events of related services or support for
(organiza- their provision in the course of
tional events)
support)
Arranging Physical or virtual exhibitions, Entrance 2 2 4
of museums | related (e. g., guide) services fee,
/ exposi- service
tions fee
Manufac- Production of local / thematic Payments 2 1 3
ture and sale | souvenirs, production of local for goods
of related (traditional) food products
products (e.g., bread, cheese, beer, etc.),

publication of guides, booklets,

storybooks, etc., issuing gift cards,

etc.
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Seasonal Children, sports, arts, etc. the- Rent fee 2
rent (long- matic camps, etc. (incl.
term rent) provision of related services

or support for their provision

in the course of events)
Educa- Crafts, singing, dancing Service 2
tional (e.g., in historical / ethnographic fee
events, context), traditional way of life,
workshops etc. related classes, workshops,

etc. events
Support for | Rent of premises / territory for | Rent fee
the movie making fictional / documentary
industry movies
Sports activ- | Archery / crossbow shooting, axe | Service
itiesand op- | throwing, knight fights, tourna- | fee
portunities | ments, horseback riding, carriage
for active / sleigh rides, historic boats, etc.
recreation in
the cultural-
historical
context
Creating Installation of watch towers, Entrance
attractive / labyrinths, etc. fee
exploratory
construc-
tions
Imitation Staying in guardroom, etc. Entrance
of reality fee
Related Rent of fishing, boats, bicycles, Rent,
services other inventory and equipment, | service

etc., hunting organization, fee

etc. services

LVA - information provided by the president of Latvian Association of Castles, Palaces and Manors,

Mr. Janis Lazdans

LTU - information provided by the president of Lithuanian Association of Castles and Manors,

Mr. Gintaras Karosas

EST - information provided by the president of Estonian Manor Association, Mr. Andrej Dvorjaninov
The following answers were received from the head of Latvian Association of Private Historic Houses

(only distinct from the ones mentioned in the table are reflected below):

Accommodation services

Very significant type of income (3)

Organization of short-term events

(organizational support)

Very significant type of income (3)

Catering services, tastings

Less significant type of income (1)

Related services

Less significant type of income (1)
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Andris Kairiss
kairiss.andris@gmail.com

Atslegas vardi: kultiras mantojums, arheologiska mantojuma aizsardziba, sociali
ekonomiskie faktori, nelikumigi izrakumi, kultdras objektu bojasana, arheologiskas senlietas

Arheologiska mantojuma aizsardziba un ta sociali ekonomiska potenciala attistiba prasa
holistisku pieeju, sadarbojoties publiskam, privatam un nevalstiskam sektoram, ka ari daZa-
du iesaistito pusu kopdarbibu. ST raksta meérkis ir identificét butiskakos faktorus, kas ietek-
mé arheologiska mantojuma saglabasanu un rada pamatu ta sociali ekonomiskai attistibai.
Pétijuma izmantota tematiskas literatdras, tiesiska ietvara, kriminallietu, dokumentara, sta-
tistiska analize, aptauju un interviju materiali, ka ari kvalitativas kontentanalizes elementi.

levads

Neskatoties uz to, ka Latvija ir saméra ne-
liela valsts, tas arheologiskais mantojums ir
iespaidigs. Latvijas teritorija ir ap 140 vidus-
laiku pilis un to paliekas,! ap 480 pilskalni
un 1245 senkapi,® ka ari simtiem citu ob-
jektu ar arheologisku potencialu. Péc Nacio-
nalas kultiiras mantojuma parvaldes (NKMP)
datiem, uz 2020. gada 7. augustu Kultlras
pieminek|u registra bija ieklauts 7361 nekus-
tamais kultlras piemineklis® un 2520 (jeb
34%) nekustamo pieminek|u bija arheologis-
kie.* Katru gadu atklaj arvien jaunus arheolo-
giskos objektus, pieméram, 2019. gada vien
atklaja 24 pilskalnus.®

Daudzos Latvijas muzejos ir arheologis-
kas kolekcijas, t.sk. tris 2009.-2017. gada
(iznemot 2016. gada) apmeklétakajos Lat-
vijas muzejos (Turaidas muzejrezervats,
Rundales pils muzejs un Rigas véstures un

kugniecibas muzejs).® Péc muzeju apmek-
lejuma uz 100 takst. iedzivotajiem Latvija
2017.gadaienéma 3. vietuun 2018. gada —
2. vietu Eiropa.’

Ta ka arheologiskie objekti ir dala no
kultliras mantojuma objektiem (plasaka no-
ZIimé — no kultliras objektiem), tiem ir tada
pati ekonomiska vértiba ka kultlras manto-
juma objektiem kopuma, t.sk. arl ar izman-
toSanu nesaistita vértiba (non-use value).
Arheologiskiem objektiem ir gan aktivu, gan
precu vértiba.® Precu vértiba attiecas uz sen-
lietu ieglisanu no arheologiskiem objektiem,
galvenokart to pardoSanas nollka. Precu ver-
tibas dé| arheologiskie objekti biezi k|dst par
nelikumigu izrakumu upuriem. Nelikumigi
izrakumi, ar tiem saistita nelikumiga senlietu
iegliSana, arheologisko objektu bojasana un
iznicinasana ne tikai noarda arheologiska ob-
jekta precu vertibu, bet ari bitiski samazina
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ta aktivu vertibu, ka ari samazina vai pat izni-
cina ta ne-ekonomisko (simbolisko, estétisko,
u.c.) vértibu.

Pec NKMP datiem, laikposma no
2011. gada lidz 2020. gada 1. pusgada
beigam Latvija konstatéti 142 postijumu
gadijumi arheologiskajas senvietas, no tiem
113 gadijumi - senkapos.® Lai gan laikpos-
ma no 2016. lidz 2019. gadam registréto
postijumu skaits senvietas batiski samazina-
jas, iespejams Covid-19 pandémijas ietekmé
(iespejams, cerot uz mazak stingru kontroli
no valsts institiciju puses),’® 2020. gada
1. pusgada to skaits pieauga (2. att.). Péc
lekslietu ministrijas Informéacijas centra da-
tiem, 2019. gada ir divkart (salidzinadjuma
ar 2018. gadu - no trim lidz seSiem gadiju-
miem) palielinjies registréto noziedzigo no-
darijumu skaits, kas kvalificeéti péc Kriminal-
likuma 229.! panta (Nelikumigas darbibas
ar valstij piederosam senlietam).!! Tas |auj
pienemt, ka arheologisko objektu postiSana,
senlietu nelikumiga iegiSana un tirdznieciba
valsti joprojam ir aktuals jautajums.

Arheologiskd mantojuma aizsardziba un
ta sociali ekonomiska potenciala attistiba
prasa publiska, privata un nevalstiska sekto-
ra kopdarbibu, ka ari dazadu iesaistito pusu
savstarpéjo sadarbibu. éajé raksta apskatiti
arheologiskd mantojuma sociali ekonomis-
kie raksturojumi, ka ari vairaki faktori, kas
ietekmé ta aizsardzibas efektivitati: informa-
cijas apstrade!? un analize, institdciju, orga-
nizaciju un personu savstarpéja sadarbiba,
informétibas paaugstinaSana un apmaciba.
Pastav ar citi svarigi ietekméjoSie faktori,
pieméram, normativa reguléjuma attistibas
pakape, iesaistito institlciju veiktspéja un
tehniskais nodroSinajums, politiska griba
u.c., tau So faktoru ietekme ir vismaz daléji
korigéjama, veicot pasakumus pirmo tris fak-
toru joma (pieméram, normativa reguléjuma
pilnveidoSana ir bitiski atkariga no piegja-
mas informacijas apstrades un analizes, ka
ar starpinstitliciju sadarbibas), vai Sie faktori
ir saistami ar plaSaka méroga procesiem (pie-

méram, valsts budZeta lidzeklu pieskirSanas
institdciju veiktspéjas stiprinasanai). Arl ar
plasdka meéroga procesiem saistito faktoru
ietekmi var korigét, izmantojot informacijas
apstradi un analizi, sadarbibas attistibu, in-
formétibas paaugstinaSanu un apmacibu.
To apliecina Latvijas pievienoSanads UNES-
CO 1970. gada un UNIDROIT 1995. gada
konvencijam,'® ka ari likumprojekta izstrade
Nikosijas konvencijas!* ratifikacijai, kas ir ne
tikai parlamenta un Ministru kabineta darba
rezultats, bet arl informacijas apkopos$anas
un analizes, iesaistito institlciju un organiza-
ciju sadarbibas®® un starptautiskas pieredzes
apmainas pasakumu TstenoSanas rezultats.!®

Arheologiska mantojuma sociali
ekonomiska vertiba

Kultlras mantojuma aizsardziba ir plasi
analizéta téma, kurai veltitas daudzskaitligas
publikacijas, sabiedriskas domas pétijumi,
juridiska un ekonomiska analize. Pamatjau-
tajums ir — kapéc kultdras mantojums ir
jaaizsarga un jaattista, tadejadi principials
klUst kultdras mantojuma veértibas, no kul-
tlras mantojuma izrietoSo labumu un ta iz-
mantoS$ana iesaistito pusu sociali ekonomisko
intereSu aspekts.

Kultiras un t.sk. arheologiska manto-
juma sociali ekonomiskas vértibas vienota
klasifikacija nav izstradata, tacu saméra
bieZi par pamatu $adai klasifikacijai izman-
to D. Trosbija (David Throsby, dz. 1939)
veikto izpéti.!” D. Trosbijs sadalija kultiras
mantojuma vertibu ekonomiska un kultlras
vertiba un kultlras vértiba izdalija vairakas
apaksSkategorijas. |zmantojot, precizéjot un
paplasinot D. Trosbija klasifikaciju, ST raksta
autors 2020. gada 1. pusgada veica kvali-
tativas kontentanalizes pétijumu, meklgjot
atbildi uz jautajumu “Kadas sociali ekono-
miskas intereses ir iesaistitajam personam
materiala kultlras mantojuma joma?"!®
(I. att.). Intereses, kas attiecas uz materialo
kultGras mantojumu, pilna méra attiecas ari
uz arheologisko mantojumu.
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destruktivas; 1,6
saistita nodarbinatiba, 2.3
biznesa attistiba, 5.4

tunsma attistiba, 6.2

teritorijas attistiba/ dizains, 1.6

.I

ne\egamenakum\ 62

nedefinéta interese, 1.6
mantojuma parvaldibas, 3.9

nedetalizéta interese, 7.8

109
tiesTbu aizsardzibas/

destruktivas, 1.6

konvencionlas, 7.0

ne\egala 23

Ekonomiskas Ar publiskam Zinatniskas/ Simboliskas Socialas Kultdras

(295%)  funkcjamsaisttas  izghtbas (8,6%) (vispariga

interese)

Vasturiskas Vides Kolekciongsanas  Arilgtspéjigu  Arsolidaritati  Armedijiem

(4,6%) atfistbu saisitas saistitas saisttas

1. att. lesaistito pusu intereses materiala kultdras mantojuma joma (procentuals sadalijums)

Avots: autora veikta kontentanalize, 2020.

Pétijums parsvara balstits uz Latvijas un
arzemju literatliras avotiem par arheologiska
mantojuma aizsardzibu.

Analize liecina, ka ekonomiskas intereses
ir parsvara, taCu tas nav viendabigas un liela
méra atkarigas no ieinteresétajam personam.
Komersantus galvenokart interesé biznesa at-
tistiba (kultdras mantojuma izmantoSana ka
apmeklétaju piesaistes un uznéméjdarbibu
veicinoSas vides sastavdala), bet vietéjiem
iedzivotajiem un profesionaliem svariga var
bit nodarbinatiba (pieméram, darbs kultiras
iestades, restauracijas vai saglabasanas dar-
bu veikSana, dazadu pakalpojumu sniegSana
kultiiras iestadem vai objektiem). Ekonomis-
kajam interesém var bat ari nelegals raksturs.
Latvija tadas intereses ir parsvara saistitas ar
nelikumigiem izrakumiem, lai iegtu un par-
dotu senlietas.

Publiskas funkcijas atspogulo sabied-
riskas un institucionalas intereses kultiras
mantojuma aizsardziba (Kultiras ministri-
jas, kultiras mantojuma aizsardzibas iesta-
des funkcijas), kultlras mantojuma objektu
apdraudo$u nodarijumu novérSsana un ap-
karoSana (funkcijas, ko veic tiesibu aizsar-
dzibas iestades, prokuratira, tiesas, ES ies-
tades, starptautiskas organizacijas (UNESCO,
UNIDROIT, ICOM, ICCROM, Interpols, Eiro-

pols, UNODC u.c.), teritorialaja planoSana un
projektéSana, ieklaujot taja kultiiras objektus
(pilsétu attistibas projekti, vésturisko/ kultiras
parku izveidogana utt.). Seit ietilpst arf politis-
kas intereses un resursu pieSkirsana kultdiras
mantojuma aizsardzibai un attistibai.

Gan kustamie, gan nekustamie kultlras
objekti ir zinatniskas izpétes priekSmets un
tos izmanto izglitibas procesa. Zinatniekus
uztrauc postijumi, kas nodariti kultlras (ipa-
Si arheologiskiem) objektiem. Zinatniskas un
izglitibas intereses ir ne tikai specifiskas kul-
tlras/ véstures jomas disciplinas (pieméram,
arheologija), bet, daudzos gadijumos un dau-
dzu iemeslu dé|, tas skar ari citas zinatnes
nozares (kimiju, geografiju, inZeniertehniskas
disciplinas, kriminologiju, ekonomiku, juris-
prudenci u.c.). Kultdras mantojums nodroSi-
na pamatus intensivai un produktivai starp-
disciplinaru zinatnisko pétijumu attistibai.

Simboliskas intereses ir saistitas ar vie-
tejas kopienas, religisko un citu socialo gru-
pu, ka ari visas tautas un globalas kopienas
kultdras identitates un piederibas sajlutas
stiprinaSanu. Tas ieklauj gan vietéjo (lokalo),
gan globalo simbolu — kultlras objektu pie-
meérus. Kultiras objekti apvieno cilvekus un
kalpo ka vietgjie, visas valsts vai pat globalie
simboli (Notre-Dame de Paris, Lielais Kinas
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maris, Kolizejs, Brivibas statuja Nujorka vai
Brivibas piemineklis Riga u.c.). Kultlras pie-
mineklu liela simboliska vértiba ir iemesls,
kapeéc tie nereti klust par mérkiem radikaliem
grupéjumiem, uzskatot, ka simbola iznicina-
$ana vajina to cilvéku nacionalas, kultiiras
vai religiskas identitates saites, kurus Sie gru-
péjumi censas ietekmét.

Socialas intereses ir saistitas ar kultiras
mantojuma lomu sabiedribas stabilitates,
drosibas un saliedétibas veicinasana, veicinot

dazadibu, iecietibu un socidlo ieklausanos
(pieméram, pateicoties citu naciju, etnisko
u.c. socialo grupu kultGras mantojumu uz-
tver8anai un izpratnei). Pateicoties kultiras
mantojuma attistibai, teritorija klust par ve-
lamu dzives un darba vietu. Cita socialo inte-
reSu dimensija ir tradiciju ka dalas no cilvéku
ikdienas darbibam saglabasana.

lesaistito pusu intereSu kategoriju un
apakskategoriju Tss skaidrojums ir sniegts
zemak.

1. tab. lesaistito pusu intereSu materiala kultiras mantojuma joma skaidrojums

Avots: autors, 2020.

Atbilstiba
D.Trosbija
klasifikacijai

Interesu
kategorijas un
apakskategorijas

Iss skaidrojums

Ekonomiska ekonomiska

Ekonomisku labumu giSana, izmantojot iespéjas, ko
sniedz materials kultiras mantojums.

biznesa attistiba | ekonomiska

Vietéjo un lielaku uznémumu darbiba, kas tieSi vai ne-
tieSi saistita ar kultras mantojumu (ar tdrismu saisti-
tas darbibas, édinasana, viesnicas, suveniru razosana,
amatnieciba, ka ari celtnieciba un ar nekustamo ipasu-
mu saistitas darbibas utt.). Biznesa attistiba mantojuma
objekti tiek izmantoti labvéligas vides veidoSanai un ap-
meklétaju piesaistei, un ari lai sekmétu investiciju pie-
saisti vietéjas teritorijas attistibai.

destruktiva

Mantojuma objektu iznicinaSana nekontrolétas pilsétu/
infrastruktdras attistibas dé|, kultdiras objektu iznicinasa-
na vai bojaSana nepareizu, ar ekonomisko attistibu sais-
titu tehnisku risinajumu/ lemumu de| (pieméram, vides
maina, kas nepiecieSama kultliras mantojuma objektu
saglabasanai) vai kultiiras mantojuma konstrukcijas ma-
teridlu izmantoSanu vietéjam vajadzibam, pieméram,
celtniecibai.

nedetalizéta | ekonomiska

interese

Nenoteikta/ nedetalizéta ekonomiska véertiba vai interese.

nelegali ienakumi

Kultiras mantojuma objektu izmantoSana nelikumigu
ienémumu giSanai (arheologisko objektu izlaupiSana/
nelikumigi izrakumi, senlietu/ makslas priekSmetu (zag-
tu vai ar neskaidru izcelsmi) nelikumiga tirdznieciba,
organizétas noziedzibas iesaiste, terorisma finansésana,
nelikumigi ieghitu lidzekl|u legalizéSana, izcelsmes doku-
mentu viltoSana u.c.
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saistita | ekonomiska | lenakumu gisana, stradajot kultiiras mantojuma nozaré
nodarbinatiba (muzejos, arheologiskos izrakumos, veicot restauracijas

/ konservacijas darbus utt.) vai sniedzot pakalpojumus
kultlras objektu parvaldiSana (uzturé$ana u.c.). Sadu
ienakumu gisana ir Tpasi svariga vietéjai sabiedribai (ie-
dzivotajiem). Vietéjo iedzivotaju ekonomiskas intereses
un biznesa attistibas intereses atSkir ekonomiskas darbi-
bas mérogs un regularitate.

tdrisma attistiba

ekonomiska
kulttras

Dazadu iesaistito pusu (ne tikai komersantu) ekonomiska
darbiba, lai attistitu kultdras, religijas, lauku u.c. tirisma

(visparigs potencialu, balstoties galvenokart uz vietéjiem kultiras
koncepts) mantojuma objektiem (kultdras mantojumu izmanto ka
labveligu vidi). Veiktaja analize tarisms tika apskatits no
ekonomiska viedokla (nevis no pasu turistu kultiras un
citu interesu viedokla).
Ar publiskam Publiskas funkcijas materiala kultiras mantojuma joma.
funkcijam saistita
nedefinéta Nenoteiktu/ nedetalizétu publisko funkciju veikSana (vai
parak plass jeédziens, pieméram, institucionalas vai poli-
tiskas intereses).
mantojuma Publisko funkciju veikSana kultliras mantojuma objektu
parvaldiba aizsardziba un attistiba.
tiesibu Publisko funkciju veikSana likumparkapumu novérSanai
alzsardzibas/ un apkaroSanai (ieskaitot tiesibu aktu izstradi, noziedzi-
tiesiska gas darbibas izpéti u.c.) kultiras mantojuma joma.
teritorijas Funkciju veikSana teritorijas un infrastruktlras projekté-
attistiba/ dizains $anas, plano$anas un attistibas jomas, ka ar kultiras
mantojuma dimensijas ieklauSana attiecigajas darbibas.
Zinatniska/ zinatniska Zinatniskas un izglitibas intereses ir cieSi saistitas un
izglitibas autentiska | daudzos gadijumos nav atdalamas, jo zinatniska iesais-
(dajéja te ir ne tikai pétnieciba, bet ari akadémiskaja izglitiba
atbilstiba) un otradi. Viens un tas pats kultlras artefakts var but

gan izpétes priekSmets, gan lekciju vizualais materials.
Kultiras mantojuma attistibas vai aizsardzibas projekti
bieZi skar vai prasa iesaistit ne tikai kultiras mantojuma
specialistus (pétniekus u.c.), bet ari citu jomu zinatnie-
kus, tadéjadi veicinot iesaistito zinatnieku ekonomiskas
intereses un starpdisciplinaro sadarbibu.

Tikai autentiski objekti ir nozimigi kultiras objektu zi-
natniskai izpétei (iznemot, iesp&jams, augstas kvalitates
viltojumus). Salidzinot "autentiskuma" jédziena izmanto-
Sanu informacijas avotos, ieglits secinajums, ka pasrei-
z€jas analizes ietvaros autentiskuma vertiba liela mera
atbilst zinatniskajam interesém.
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Simboliska

konvencionala

simboliska
gariga
(daleji —
sociala)

Kultiras mantojuma objekts var sniegt informaciju, kas
palidz kopienai (lielakai vai mazakai, t.sk. nacijai kopu-
ma), kura Sis objekts atrodas, interpretét kopienas iden-
titati un apliecinat tas kultiras personibu. Péc bitibas
simboliskas intereses ir ciesi saistitas ar socialo interesu
kategoriju, tau $aja analize, ievérojot simbolisko intere-
Su svarigo nozimi, ir no tas atdalitas.

Analizé religiska piekerSanas kultdras objektam ir ieklau-
ta "simboliskas" intereses kategorija, lai gan Trosbijs!® to
ir attiecinajis uz garigo vertibu. Tas tapéc, ka religiskie
objekti netiek uztverti tikai garigi, daudzos gadijumos tie
parstav ticibas simbolus vai izpausmes. Pieméram, Is-
lama fundamentalisti iznicina gan senos, gan misdienu
mantojuma objektus (bieZi vien religiska rakstura), lai
iznicinatu simbolus un ar tiem saistitas atminas.

destruktiva

Kultdras mantojuma objektu iznicinasana religisku un
ideologisku iemeslu dél|, pieméram, ar religisko funda-
mentalismu saistitas darbibas.

Sociala

sociala

(dalgji —
simboliska)

Kultdras interpretacija ka vértibas un parlieciba, kas
saista grupas kopa un tadejadi veicina socialo stabilitati
un saliedétibu sabiedriba. Kultlras objekts palidz iden-
tificet grupas vertibas un padara kopienu par pievilcigu
vietu dzivo$anai un darbam. Svariga kultiiras mantojuma
loma ir humanisma un tolerances veicinasana, tadéja-
di sekmejot ieklaujosas sabiedribas attistibu. Analizes
ietvaros tradiciju saglabasana (pieminé$ana), ikdienas
darbibu sasaiste ar kultiras mantojuma vietu/objektu
ieklauta socialo intereSu kategorija.

Kultiras
(vispariga
interese)

kultiras
(visparigs
koncepts)

Estéetiska, gariga un nenoteikta/nedetalizéta kultlras vér-
tiba vai ne-ekonomiskas vértibas. Péc Trosbija domam,?°
kultdras vertibas komponenti athilst estétiskai, simbolis-
kai, garigai, socialai, vésturiskai, autentiskuma un zinat-
niskai vértibai.

Vesturiska

vesturiska

Veéstures izzinaSana, saikne ar pagatni un tagadnes iz-
celsmes noteik$ana, izmantojot kultiiras mantojuma ob-
jektus.

Vides

estetiska
(daléja
atbilstiba)

Kultiras mantojuma objekti ir vides elements. Vides
intereses ir saistitas ar estétisko vértibu, tomeér tas gal-
venokart skar vides aizsardzibas, dizaina un planotas
attistibas jomas, nevis tikai estétisko baudijumu. Vides
intereses ir nozimigas, tapéc tas izdalitas atseviski.

Kolekcionésana

Makslas darbu/ senlietu kolekcionéSana (meklésana,
pirkS§ana vai citada iegiSana, glabasana u.c.), tostarp
zagtu vai nelikumigi iegiitu priekSmetu savaksana.
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konvencionala

Likumigi iegitu priekSmetu kolekcioné$ana. Kolekcio-
nésanu var veikt zinatniskiem, kultQras, ekonomiskiem
un citiem mérkiem, tapéc to nevar strikti saistit ar kon-
krétam interesém (vesturiskam, simboliskam, ekonomis-
kam u.c.).

attistibu saistita

nelikumiga Nelikumigi iegitu priekSmetu kolekcionéSana. Kultiras
priekSmeti var bt zagti, ieglti nelikumigos izrakumos

u.tml.
Ar ilgtspejigu Kultiras mantojums ka vide/ faktors, kas veicina ilgtspée-

jigu attistibu dazadas jomas: ekonomiska, kultdras, soci-
ala u.tml. Ne vienmér var precizi noteikt, uz kuru jomu
attiecas kultiras mantojuma labvéliga ietekme.

Ar solidaritati
saistita

Kultiras mantojums ka labvéliga vide produktivai sadar-
bibai starp pasvaldibu, vietéjo kopienu, NVO un uzné-
méjdarbibas sektoru (pieméram, kopigi projekti kultiras
mantojuma joma). Ar solidaritati saistiti aspekti sava
zina ir socialas vértibas sastavdalas, tomer, nemot véra
to biezu pieminésanu informacijas avotos, tie tika izdaliti
atseviski.

Ar medijiem
saistita

Plassazinas lidzekl|u kultdras, popularzinatnisko, ekono-
misko u.c. intereses: publikaciju, raidijumu, Zurnalistu
izmekléSanas zinojumu u.c. materialu veido$ana kultd-
ras mantojuma joma (vai auditorijas vélme sanemt attie-
cigu informaciju).

Ar kultlras (t.sk. arheologiskd mantoju-
ma) sociali ekonomisko vértibu un dazadu
iesaistito pusu interesem ir saistiti art sociali
ekonomiskie labumi, kas rodas mantojuma
izmantoSanas un parvaldibas rezultata. Pa-
rasti tieSais ekonomiskais efekts no kultiiras
mantojuma objektu parvaldibas nav tik liels,
lai segtu visus ar ta uzturéSanu saistitus iz-
devumus (saglabasanai, restauracijai, uz-
turéSanai, reklamai, izpétei, personala atal-
gojumam u.c.). Tomér, kultiras mantojuma
esamibai ir nozimigs netieSais ekonomiskais
efekts (induceta ietekme?!) — ietekme uz
citam tautsaimniecibas nozarém, kas labve-
ligi ietekmé apdzivotas vietas, teritorijas vai
regiona attistibu. Pieméram, Sv. Pétera bazi-
lika Roma, daudzas lielas katedralés un citos
kultlras piemineklos nav ieejas maksas vai

ta ir pieticiga un nesedz uzturéSanas izmak-
sas — (turklat liela dala apmeklétaju apskata
kultdras objektus no arpuses, tadéjadi ne-
maksajot par ieeju), taCu to inducéta ietekme
uz pilsétu un regionu ekonomisko attistibu
(nemaz nerunajot par simbolisko, socialo un
citu nozimi) ir loti bitiska. TieSa un netieSa
ekonomiska efekta un socialas ietekmes rak-
sturojumi ir sniegti 2. tabula.

Sociali ekonomiskie labumi tiek guti ne
tikai vietéja apvidu vai regiona. Pieméram,
zinatniska potenciala attistibas iespéjas (at-
tistot un popularizéjot kultiras objektu),
ienakumi no zinatniskam publikacijam, zi-
natnieku darbibas un popularzinatniskiem
raidijumiem ir plaSaka méroga ieguvumi.

Lai kultdras mantojuma objektam bdtu
netieSais ekonomiskais efekts (inducéta
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2. tab. Kultdras (t.sk. arheologiskd mantojuma) objekta izmantoSanas un pérvaldibas

sociali ekonomiskie labumi??

Labumi, kas nodroSina
tieSo efektu/ ienakumus

Biletes un citi maksajumi par kultiras mantojuma
izmantosanu vairak darbavietu kultiiras mantojuma objekta

Labumi, kas nodroSina
netieSo efektu/
ienakumus

Vairak apmeklétaju attiecigaja apvidu

Apmeklétaju papildu izdevumi (partikai, precém, naktsmitem
u.c. precém un pakalpojumiem apmeklétajiem)

Attistas saistita uznemejdarbiba

Pieaug vietéjas nodarbinatibas iespéjas

Attistas vietéjas partikas razoSana un amatnieciba

Veicina vietéjo/ regionalo marketingu

Sekme investiciju piesaisti

Lielaki publiskie ienémumi

Samazinas vietéja emigracija (jo ir lielakas nodarbinatibas un
uznémeéjdarbibas iespéjas)

Veicina patikamas vides veidoSanu un kopienas labklajibu

Citi labumi, kuriem ir
sociala ietekme

Informacija un izglitiba

Stiprina nacionalo identitati un droSibu

Veicina socialo ieklauSanu(os) un mazina socialo spriedzi
Stiprina humanismu

leguldijums ieklaujo$as sabiedribas attistiba

ietekme), tam jabat pazistamam, labi uztu-
rétam, un, veicot virkni citu pasakumu, pa-
daritam pievilcigam apmeklétajiem. Tas Tpasi
attiecas uz arheologiskiem objektiem, jo tie
ir atSkirigi péc veida un citiem raditajiem.
Lai gan objektam ir arheologiska pieminekla
statuss, apmeklétajiem, kuriem nav zinatnis-
kas intereses, visticamak pievilcigaka bus vi-
duslaiku pils vai plasaka apjoma pilsdrupas,
neka senkapi, kuri vizuali maz atSkiras no
apkartéeja reljefa. Protams, svariga ir objekta
vésturiska un simboliska nozime (vai saisti-
tais stasta) — ja ir zinams vai pienemts, ka
senkapos ir apglabats kads pazistams vado-
nis vai kareivis, tas var paaugstinat to pievil-
cigumu apmeklétajiem.

Latvija kultdras (t. sk. arheologiskie) pie-
minekli ir gan publiskaja, gan privataja ipa-
Suma.? To sociali ekonomiska potenciala at-
tistiba prasa ieguldijumus un iesaistito pusu
sadarbibu, tadejadi to sniegto iespéju efek-

tivaku izmanto$ana var balstit publiskas un
privatas partneribas attistiba.
lepriekSminétais lauj pienemt, ka kultd-
ras (t.sk. arheologiska) mantojuma objektu
postiSana, iznicinasana vai to sniegto iespéju
neattistiSana (pieméram, objektu pameSana
novarta?*) apdraud ne tikai kultliras mantoju-
ma objektu, bet arl nelauj Tstenot ta netieSo
ekonomisko efektu. Tas negativi ietekme ie-
intereséto pusu (starp kuram ir gan vietejie
iedzlvotaji, gan plaSaka sabiedriba) kultdras,
ekonomiskas un citas intereses.

Informacija par arheologisko
mantojumu apdraudosu
pretlikumigu darbibu

Zinas par nelikumigi iegiitam arheologis-
kam senlietam neparadas oficialas krimina-
las statistikas datos.?® Tas ir tapéc, ka sen-
lietu zadzibas no muzejiem un citam kultlras
institlcijam notiek loti reti, un tieSi kadas
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senlietas iegltas nelikumigu izrakumu gaita

(ja vien tas nav iznemtas no nelikumigas ap-

grozibas, precizi zinot, kur tas iegltas), nav

zinams.

Informacija par nelikumigam darbibam
ar arheologiskam senlietam tiek ieglta, kon-
statejot senlietu nelikumigu tirdzniecibu (pie-
meéram, veicot interneta tirdzniecibas vietnu
monitoringu), vai iznemot senlietas no neliku-
migas apgrozibas,?® ka ari saistiba ar konsta-
tétiem administrativiem parkapumiem?” un,
parsvara, noziedzigiem nodarijumiem,?® kas
kvalificeti pec:

B Kriminallikuma 228. panta (kapa un lika
apganisana) treSas dalas — darbibas, kas
saistitas ar pieminekla, apbedijuma urnas
vai citu uz kapa vai kapa, vai pie apbedi-
juma urnas esosu priekSmetu nolaupisanu
(parsvara arheologiskas senlietas ieglst
senkapos). Jaatzime, ka parsvara noziedzi-
gie nodarijumi, kas kvalificéti péc ST panta,
ir izdariti aktivos kapos (piem., nozogot
kapa apmales u.c. priekSmetus), nevis
senkapos un atseviski izdalit nodarijumus,
kas izdariti senkapos (kultlras pieminek-
los), automatiska reZima nav iespé&jams,?°

B Kriminallikuma 229. panta — nelikumi-
gas darbibas ar valsts aizsardziba esosu
kultdras pieminekli (panta dalas atSkiras
péc veida, kada izdarits nodarijums),

B Kriminallikuma 229.! panta — nelikumi-
gas darbibas ar valstij piederoSam senlie-
tam.

Informacija par konstatétiem postijumiem
(rakumiem) arheologiskajos objektos (parasti
tie ir kultlras pieminekli) tiek parsvara iegita
NKMP péc objektu Tpasnieku, apsaimniekota-
ju un iedzivotaju (objektu apmeklétaju) snieg-
tajam zinam, ka art NKMP teritorialo nodalu
inspektoriem veicot objektu apsekoSanu; retos
gadijumos objekta TpaSnieks par to pazino
Valsts policijai, nevis NKMP3 Ja ir pamats
uzskatit, ka, iesp&jams, izdarits noziedzigs
nodarijums, NKMP sniedz informaciju Valsts
policijai.3t Parsvara attiecigos kriminalproce-
sus virza Valsts policijas Galvenas Kriminalpo-
licijas parvaldes KriminalizmekléSanas parval-
de, jo taja ir vairaki darbinieki, kuri, papildus
citam jomam, ir specializgjusies ar kultiras
mantojumu  saistitu noziedzigo nodarijumu
izmekléSana, tacu dazkart kriminalprocesus
virza Valsts policijas teritorialas parvaldes.*?
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Kriminallikuma pantu dispoziciju atsifréjums:

* 228.panta (Kapa un lika apganiSana) tre$a dala: par Saja panta pirmaja un otraja dala
paredzetam darbibam, ja tas saistitas ar pieminek|a, apbedijuma urnas vai citu uz kapa
vai kapa, vai pie apbedijuma urnas esoSu prieksmetu nolaupisanu. Saja gadijuma nav
precizi zinams, vai nodarijums izdarits senkapos un skar arheologiskas senlietas (parsvara
nodarijumi izdariti aktivos kapos);

229.panta (Nelikumigas darbibas ar valsts aizsardziba esoSu kultiras pieminekli) pirma
dala: valsts aizsardziba esosa kultdras pieminek/a iznicindsana, bojasana vai apganisana, ka
ari valsts aizsardziba esoSa kultdras pieminekla nelikumiga izve$ana arpus Latvijas Repub-
likas vai ta nelikumiga atsavinasana, ja ar to radits batisks kaitéjums valsts vai sabiedribas
interesém; otra dala: valsts aizsardziba esoSa kultiiras pieminekla iznicinaSana, bojasana vai
apgani$ana, ja tas izdarits ar dedzinasanu, spridzinasanu vai citada visparbistama veida vai
ja to izdarijusi personu grupa;

229.1.pants (Nelikumigas darbibas ar valstij piederoSam senlietam): valstij piederosu
senlietu nelikumiga iegSana, glabasana, parvietoSana, parsatiSana, atsavinasana vai
to nelikumiga izvesana arpus Latvijas Republikas. Pants tika ieviests (stajas spéka)
01.01.2018.

44
31
7 3 l Iﬁ o0 33 2 g ¢ 9 2 a i 1
“ A AEE——
228.p.3.d. 229.p.1.d. 229.p.2.d. 229'p. (2018.-2019.)

 Registrétie noziedzigie nodarijumi kopa Aptureti péc KPL 400.panta

W Nosutiti kriminalvajasanai

M Tiesa sanemtas lietas M Tiesa izskatitas lietas

3. att. Noziedzigie nodarijumi, kas skar/ var skart arheologiskos objektus/ senlietas,
2015.-2019. gads (absolatie skait]i; nav ieklauta informacija par prokuroru

prieksrakstiem par sodiem)3*

Ne uz visu konstatéto postijumu pamata
tiek uzsakti kriminalprocesi. Ne visi kriminal-
procesi tiek nodoti kriminalvajasanai un |oti
mazs procents kriminalprocesu nonak lidz iz-
tiesasanai. 2. attéla ir sniegta informacija par
konstatétiem postijumiem arheologiskajos
piemineklos (kopa kops 2011. gada — 147),
3. attéla — zinas par registrétiem noziedzi-
giem nodarijumiem un to virzibu.

Péc Kriminallikuma 228. panta tresas
dalas kvalificé nodarijumus, kas ir izdariti
gan paslaik darbojosos kapos, gan arheolo-
giskajos objektos — senkapos. 3. attéla ir
noradita statistika par visiem nodarijumiem.
Analizéjot lekslietu ministrijas Informacijas
centra publicéjamo statistisko informacijuss,
ir secinams, ka vairakuma gadijumu noda-
rjumi tiek izdariti paslaik darbojoSos kapos.
Kriminallikuma 229.! pants stajas speka
2018.gada 1. janvari, tadejadi attiecigie sta-
tistiskie dati ir pieejami kops ST datuma.

Kriminalprocesa apturéSana (izmekléSa-
na) péc Kriminalprocesa likuma 400. panta
pirmas dalas nozimeé, ka kriminalprocess ir
apturéts, ja ir veiktas nepiecieSamas krimi-
nalprocesualas darbibas un nav izdevies
noskaidrot noziedzigu nodarijumu izdarijuso
personu.3®

Registréto  postijumu  skaita samazi-
najumu, sakot ar 2015. un, it ipasi, —
2016. gadu var skaidrot ar to, ka tiesibu aiz-
sardzibas iestades (pirmamkartam — Valsts
policija) pievers lielaku uzmanibu problémai
(iespgjams, nemot veéra arheologiskajam
mantojumam nodarito postijumu 2014. gada
un 2015. gada sakuma), ka ari Apdraudé-
to Latvijas arheologisko senlietu kataloga®’
ievieSanu un izplatiSanu Latvija un arvalstis
2016. gada vasara®® (tadéjadi celot gan sen-
lietu pircéju, gan pardevéju, gan kontrolgjoSo
iestazu Latvija un arvalstis, gan ari, iespé-
jams, to personu, kas bija iesaistitas senlietu
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nelikumiga iegiSana, taCu neapzinajas savas
darbibas sekas, informétibu par problemu).
Turpmakais registréto postijumu  samazi-
najums, iespéjams, saistits ar 229.! panta
ievieSanu  Kriminallikuma (stajas spéka
2018. gada 1. janvar), ar kuru kriminali-
zetas nelikumigas darbibas ar valstij piede-
roSam senlietdam, ka ari vairakiem kriminal-
procesiem, kas uzsakti péc Si panta, panakot
preventivu efektu.

Vertéjot pretlikumigas darbibas pret ar-
heologisko mantojumu, svarigs ir zaudéjumu
nodariSanas aspekts. Nodaritie zaudéjumi
ietekmé arheologiska objekta sociali ekono-
misko vértibu — gan precu, gan aktivu vér-
tibu. Lai noteiktu, cik lielu kaitéjumu noda-
ra pretlikumigas darbibas pret arheologisko
mantojumu, ir janosaka zaudgjumi. Dazi
zaudéjumi, protams, nav viegli kvantificéja-
mi, pieméram, kultdrvesturiskas informacijas
vai estétisko kvalitaSu zaudéjums, tacu lai
noteiktu problémas meérogu un ietekmi, bez
kvantifikacijas un zaudgjumu noteikSanas
monetara izteiksmé iztikt nevar.®® Tas ari ir
svarigi, lai piedzitu no vainigas personas pie-
nacigu kompensaciju.

Kriminalprocesos, kas skar arheologis-
kos objektus — kultiras pieminek|us, ka
cietuSais (vai vismaz viens no cietuSajiem)
uzstajas valsts, kuru parasti parstav NKMP.
Vairaku kriminalprocesu materialu*® analize
rada, ka kriminalprocesos ka kompensgja-
mos zaudéjumus piesaka materialas vértibas
un zinatniskas veértibas zaudejumus.

Ta ka analizetajos kriminalprocesos bija
apbedijuma vietu postisanas gadijumi, ma-
terialas vertibas zaudéjums noteikts, nemot
véra vidéjo apdroSinasanas vertibu*! arheolo-
giskajam senlietam, kuras tipiski atrod Sadas
apbedijuma vietas (informaciju par apdrosi-
nasanas Vvértibu sniedz Latvijas muzeji, ku-
riem ir arheologisko senlietu kolekcijas un kuri
apdroSina senlietas normativo aktu noteikta-
jos gadijumos).*? Senlietu materiala vértiba ir
pielldzinata to iegliSanas (saskana ar arheolo-
giskas izpétes metodologiju), restauracijas un

glabasanas piemérotos apstaklos izmaksam.
Latvija senlietas nav pirkSanas pardoSanas
priekSmets (iznemot noteiktaja kartiba dek-
larétas senlietas*®), un to tirgus cenas Latvi-
ja nav nosakamas (jo senlietu tirgus Latvija
neeksisté). Aptuvenu senlietu tirgus cenu var
noteikt arvalstis dislocétos izsolu namos un
citas vietas, kur legitimi tirgo senlietas. Ta-
péc senlietu finansialas (materialas) vértibas
noteikSanai izmanto apdroSinasanas vértibu.
Materialo zaudéjumu kompensacijas piepra-
sijuma nav ieklauti arheologiska objekta sa-
kartoSanas (sakopSanas) izdevumi, lai gan
nacionalie normativie akti to pielauj. Viena no
izskatitajam lietam** tiesa uzskatija, ka ta ka
visas senlietas, ko nolaupija vainiga persona,
ir iznemtas, konfiscéjamas un nododamas
Latvijas Nacionalajam véstures muzejam
(t.i., valsts paSuma), kaitéjuma kompensa-
cija nav janosaka.

Par pamatu zinatniskas vértibas zuduma
noteikSanai monetara izteiksmé analizétajos
kriminalprocesos tika nemti izdevumi, kadi
rastos, ja batu notikusi no apbedijuma vietas
potenciali iegistama materiala izpéte (pie-
méram, antropologiska materiala morfologis-
ka un kimiska analize).

Citi zaudéjumi (izdevumi arheologiska ob-
jekta apseko$anai, dokumenté$anai, sakop-
Sanai (vismaz aizrakSanai, mirstigo atlieku
parapbedi$anai u.c.), zaudéjumi arheologis-
ka objekta turpmakai izpétei/ izmantoSanai)
nav aprékinati un nav pieprasita to kompen-
séSana. Tas lauj pienemt, ka nodaritais zau-
dejums monetara izteiksme ir lielaks, neka
noteikts analizéto kriminalprocesu ietvaros.

Latvija tiesu prakse lietas, kas skar ar-
heologiska mantojuma objektu postijumus
un nelikumigas darbibas ar valstij piedero-
sam senlietdm, nav plasa, tacu esoSie pro-
cesi parada, ka nodarito zaudéjumu apmeéru
var grozit kriminalprocesa gaita — sakotnéji
aprékinatos zaudejumus var mainit vai ar
to kompensacijas pieprasijumu var noraidit
tiesvedibas stadija. Lai padaritu efektivaku
gan noziedzigu nodarijumu izmeklé$anu, gan
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kriminalvajasanu, gan tiesvedibu, nodarito
zaudéjumu aprékinam ir jabalstas uz skaidri
definétiem objektiviem zaudéjumu noteiksa-
nas kritérijiem, kas ir zinami gan arheologisko
objektu Tpasniekiem, gan NKMP, gan tiesibu
aizsardzibas, prokuratlras un tiesas iesta-
dem.

Institucionala struktira un
sadarbiba kultiras mantojuma
aizsardziba

Latvija aktivakas valsts institlcijas kul-
taras mantojuma aizsardzibas pret noziedzi-
giem nodarijumiem joma ir NKMP un Valsts

policija. NKMP kultiras mantojuma aizsar-
dziba ir pamatfunkcija, bet Valsts policijai tas
ir viens no daudzajiem izpildamajiem uzde-
vumiem. Bez minétajam ir ari virkne citu ie-
saistito institlciju un organizaciju, kuras taja
vai cita pakapé ir iesaistitas kultliras manto-
juma aizsardziba (3. tabula).

Kultdras mantojuma aizsardziba nav tikai
publisko institliciju funkcija un bez sabiedris-
kas izpratnes un atbalsta (t.sk. no nevalstis-
kam, religiskam un citam organizacijam, ka
ar privata sektora) ta nav iespgjama. Tikai
tad, ja iedzivotaji apzinas kultlras (t.sk. ar-
heologiskd mantojuma) vértibu, ir iespéjams

3. tab. Nacionalas institicijas un organizacijas, kas veic funkcijas/ uzdevumus kultdras

mantojuma aizsardzibas joma*®

Institiicija/ organizacija

Funkcijas/ uzdevumi kultiiras mantojuma aizsardzibas
joma (uzskaittjums nav uzskatams par izsmelo3u)

Latvijas Republikas Saeima

Normativo aktu, t.sk. starptautisko tiesibu aktu
pienemSana/ratifikacija

Ministru kabinets

Normativo aktu pienemsSana, stratégiskie aspekti

Kultiras ministrija
(centralais aparats)

Normativo aktu izstrade/ dazi stratégiskie aspekti

lekSlietu ministrija
(centralais aparats)

Normativo aktu izstrade/ dazi stratégiskie aspekti

Tieslietu ministrija
(centralais aparats)

Normativo aktu izstrade/ atbalsts starptautisko tiesibu
aktu pienemsanai un ratifikacijai

Nacionala kulttras
mantojuma parvalde

lzmeklesanas atbalsts (identificéSana, novéertéSana), mo-
nitoringa veikSana, apmaciba, izpratnes veidoSana un in-
formétibas paaugstinasana, normativo aktu un stratégisko
dokumentu izstrade (prieksSlikumu sniegSana to izstradei)

Valsts policija

IzmekléSana, operativie pasakumi, daliba monitoringa,
starptautiska sadarbiba un informacijas apmaina,
priek$likumi normativo aktu izstradei, preventivais darbs

Valsts ienémumu dienests
(Muita)

Muitas kontrole, operativie pasakumi, starptautiska
sadarbiba un informacijas apmaina

Finansu izlikoSanas
dienests

Noziedzigi iegutu lidzeklu legalizacijas un terorisma
finansé8anas novérSanas aspekti saistiba ar kultlras
priekSmetu nelikumigu iegiiSanu un realizaciju

Latvijas Republikas
prokuratura

Kriminalvajasana, starptautiska sadarbiba un informacijas

apmaina
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Tiesas

Tiesvediba

VAS “Latvijas pasts”

Pasta stijumu kontrole

VAS “Starptautiska
lidosta “Riga"" (DroSibas
departaments)

Bagazas kontrole

Valsts robezsardze

Muitas funkciju veikS8ana dazos muitas punktos/ muitas
atbalsts

Krasta apsardze

Atbalsts zemudens mantojuma aizsardzibai

lekslietu ministrijas
Informacijas centrs

Kriminala/ administrativo parkapumu statistika, tehniskais
atbalsts tiesibu aizsardzibas iestadém, informacijas
sistému izstrade un uzturéSana

Tiesu administracija

Tiesu darba statistika

Valsts administracijas skola

Dazas apmacibas/ informacijas un pieredzes apmainas
pasakumu Tsteno$ana

Muzeji

Dazas apmacibas, izmekléSanas atbalsts (identificéSana,
novertéSana), izpéte

Akademiskas un
pétniecibas jomas
institiicijas (piem., Latvijas
Kultlras akadémija,
Latvijas Universitates
Latvijas vestures institlts)

Apmaciba, izpratnes veido$ana un informétibas
paaugstinasana, izpéte, priek§likumi normativo aktu/
stratégisko dokumentu izstradei

Pasvaldibas

Atbalsts kulttras piemineklu un citu kulttras objektu
apzinasanai, saglabaSanai, apseko$anai, aizsardzibai;
NKMP delegéto funkciju veikSana

Nevalstiskas un
profesionalas organizacijas
(piem., Latvijas Arheologu
biedriba), religiskas un

citas organizacijas

Atbalsts kultaras pieminek|u un citu kulturas objektu
aizsardzibai, sakop$anai, restauracijai un atjauno$anai,
priekSlikumi normativo aktu/ planoSanas dokumentu
izstradei, informétibas paaugstinasana, izpéte

mazinat senlietu nelikumigu iegi$anu un
tirdzniecibu, jo iedzivotaji zino gan par neli-
kumigiem izrakumiem, gan par aizdomigam
personam, kuras, iespéjams, vélas tos veikt,
iedzivotaji neiesaistas apSaubamos senlietu
pirkSanas darijumos, pazino par atrastajam
senlietam, vai, mantojuma saglabasanai no-
dod atrastas senlietas publiskam iestadém.
4. tabula ir paraditi iesaistito puSu biezako
sadarbibas jomu un aspektu pieméri (par-
svara starp publiskam institdcijam, tacu ari

ar privato, nevalstisko sektoru un iedzivota-
jiem). Noraditas jomas un aspekti ir savstar-
péji saistiti, un to dalijums ir nosacits.
Darbo$anas kultdras (un it Tpasi arheolo-
giska) mantojuma aizsardzibas joma prasa
eksperta [imena zinasanas, lai arheologiskas
senlietas (pieméram, stradajot ar iznemtam
senlietam vai veicot kultdras priekSmetu
tirdzniecibas vietnu monitoringu) atpazitu
(nespecialistam tas var dazreiz atgadinat vien
sariiséjoSa metala kaudziti), noteiktu, vai tas
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4. tab. Sadarbibas jomas/ aspekti starp dazadam iesaistitajam pusém

Organiza-
Tehniskie/ toriskie/ ar Kriminal- Ar izpeti/ Socisli
o . - . s L . ociali
metodologis- | informacijas | procesualie, Tiesiskie analizi .
. . . . ekonomiskie
kie apmainu operativie saistitie
saistitie
Kulturas (t.sk. | Monitorings | Operativo Normativa Statistisko Investiciju
arheologisko) | (tieSsaistes pasakumu reguléjuma datu apstra- | piesaiste
priekSmetu tirdzniecibas |istenoSana, |attistiba de, tendencu
identifikacija | platformu, daliba starp- noteik8ana
izsolu namu | tautiskajas
u.c.) operacijas
Kultdras Informacijas | Kultdras Nacionalo Izvértejuma | Marketings,
priekSmetu, |apmaina priekSmetu | normativo veikSana tristu un
nodarito nacionala un |izmantoSanas |aktu prasibu |(normativo apmeklétaju
zaudejumu starptautiska | novér$ana istenoSana aktu, veicamo | piesaiste
novértéSana |limeni un apkaro- aktivitadu
Sana naudas u.c.)
atmazgasana
un terorisma
finanséSana
Viltojumu Apmaciba/ IzmekleSana |Starptautis- | Problematis- | Vietéjas in-
noteikSana pieredzes ko saistibu ko/ risinamo | frastruktiras
apmaina izpilde jautajumu attistiba
identificéSana
Viltotas Informativo | Kriminalvaja- | Stratégisko Risinajumu | Teritorijas
provenances |materialu un |8ana dokumentu | zinatnisks plano$ana un
(apSaubamas | rekomendaci- izstrade pamatojums |dizains
izcelsmes) ju izstrade
identificeSana
Tiestbu Informétibas | Tiesvediba Restitlcija, Ekspertu Kultdras
aizsardzibas | paaugstina- atgrieSana konsultacijas, | objektu
darba metozu |Sana, t.sk. viedokli un konservacija,
pilnveido$ana |publiskas rekomenda- |atjaunoSana
kampanas cijas u.c.

nav pilnigs vai daléjs viltojums, un novertétu.
éajés darbibas tiesibu aizsardzibas iestades
sadarbojas ar NKMP un muzejiem, kuriem ir
arheologiskas kolekcijas.*

Latvijas izcelsmes arheologiskas senlietas
parsvara mégina nelikumigi realizét arvalstis
dislocétas tirdzniecibas platformas vai arval-

stis dislocétiem pircéjiem, pieméram, izman-
tojot socialo tiklu iespéjas. Tapéc ir svarigi is-
tenot starptautisku sadarbibu un informacijas
apmainu, ka arl piedalities starptautiskajas
operacijas, lai iznemtu senlietas no neliku-
migas apgrozibas un aizturétu noziedzigu
nodarijumu izdartajus. Sadas operacijas,
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veiksmigi piedalas ari Valsts policija.*® Ta ka
senlietas biezi parsita uz arzemém, izman-
tojot pasta pakalpojumus, ir svarigi pastipri-
nat VAS “Latvijas pasts” darbinieku veicamo
aizdomigu pasta sutijumu (kuri, iesp&jams,
satur senlietas) kontroli.*?

Informétibas paaugstinasanai gan kon-
troléjoSo, gan kultlras jomas institlciju dar-
biniekiem, gan iedzivotajiem, komersantiem
un citu socialo grupu parstavjiem ir izteikti
starpinstitucionals raksturs. Jau pieminétais
“Apdraudéto Latvijas arheologisko senlietu
katalogs” ir labs piemérs starpinstitucionalai
sadarbibai, kuras gaita Sis materials ticis iz-
stradats. Svarigi ir nepartraukti un planveidigi
paaugstinat informétibu, izplatot informativos
materialus, organizéjot publiskas kampanas,
veicinot sadarbibu starp iedzivotajiem, ne-
valstiskam, religiskam un citam organizaci-
jam, tiesibu aizsardzibas iestadem un NKMP
kultGras mantojuma aizsardzibas joma.

Normativa reguléjuma izstrade un pilnvei-
doSana prasa iesaistito institiciju un organi-
zaciju sadarbibu, ka ari izpétes un analitisko
darbu veikSanu. Labs piemérs starpinstitiiciju
sadarbibai S$aja joma ir grozijumu izstrade
Kriminallikuma, precizéjot 229. pantu (Neli-
kumigas darbibas ar valsts aizsardziba esoSu
kultdras pieminekli) un ievieSot 229.! pantu
(Nelikumigas darbibas ar valstij piederosam
senlietdm).®® Pétnieciskais un analitiskais
darbs ir svarigs ne tikai normativa reguléjuma
izstrade, bet ari, lai parbauditu tiesibu normu
darbibas un institliciju savstarpéjas sadarbi-
bas efektivitati, noteiktu zaudéjumus, kurus
nelikumigas darbibas pret kultiras manto-
jumu nodara tautsaimniecibai, kultiras pie-
mineklu TpaSniekiem noteikto ierobezojumu
sameérigumu u.c. aspektos.

NKMP interneta vietné esosa informacija
atspogulo sadarbibas attistibas nepiecieSa-
mibu, t.sk. saistiba ar Latvijas pievienosanos
starptautiskiem tiesibu aktiem, un kultdras
priekSmetu izmantoSanas novérSanu un ap-
karoSanu naudas atmazgasanas un terorisma
finanséSanas aktivitatés. Pieméram, ir nora-

dits: “2019. gada Latvija ir uzsakti pasaku-
mi, ko rekomende starptautiski principi: celta
Nacionalas kultlras mantojuma parvaldes
kapacitate, ka ari notikusi jaunu profesionalu
piesaistiSana, kas nodarbojas tiesi ar kusta-
ma mantojuma aizsardzibu, sperti pirmie soli
sadarbibai ar tiesibsargajosam institlicijam
plasakas sabiedribas izpratnes veido$anai, ka
ar uzsakts dialogs ar makslas un antikvaro
priekSmetu tirgus dalibniekiem, tai skaita pa-
stavigs interneta vietnu monitorings. Veiktas
art 290 klatienes un neklatienes parbaudes
makslas un antikvaro priekSmetu aprité ie-
saistitajiem.”?! Sada NKMP darbiba neap-
Saubami ir vértéjama pozitivi, taCu Latvijas
atbilstibas nodroSinasanai  starptautiskiem
principiem un sadarbibas attistibai ir jabat
pastavigai un nepartrauktai, jo tikai tad ie-
spéjams panakt kultiras mantojuma aizsar-
dzibas efektivitati ilgtermina.

Ne tikai kultdras (t.sk. arheologiska)
mantojuma aizsardziba, bet ari ta sociali
ekonomiska potenciala attistiba prasa regula-
ru sadarbibu starp daudzam iesaistitam pu-
sém — gan valdibu un pasvaldibam, gan ko-
mersantiem, gan kultdras objektu Tpasniekiem
un vietéjiem iedzivotajiem, gan nevalstiskam
un citam organizacijam, gan specialistiem
dazadas nozarés. Ja nav attistita vietéja in-
frastruktdra un teritorija nav pietiekami popu-
larizéta, nav iespéjams tlristu pieplidums; ja
nav attistita publiska privata partneriba, ir ap-
gratinata investiciju piesaiste; ja nav pienacigi
nodroSinata teritorijas planosana un dizains,
paredzot taja vietu kultiras objektiem, kultd-
ras objekti var pazust apkartéja ainava vai tikt
apdraudeti nekorekti izstradato un istenoto
infrastruktiras projektu ietekmé.

leintereséto puSu sadarbiba balstas tas
koordinacija dazados Iimenos. Kultiiras man-
tojuma aizsardzibai ir izteikti starpinstitucio-
nals raksturs, kas, no vienas puses, ir saistits
ar kultaras pieminek|u un citu objektu apzina-
Sanu, izpéti, saglabasanas nodrosinasanu, no
otras puses, ar pretlikumigu darbibu, kas ap-
draud kultiiras mantojumu, novérSanu un ap-
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karoSanu, no tre$as, — ar mantojuma sociali
ekonomiska potenciala attistibu, kas, iespé-
jams, ir efektivakais l1dzeklis ta aizsardzibai.
Lai gan Kulttras ministrijas un NKMP noliku-
mos ir iek|lautas daZas norades par koordiné-
joSo darbibu,%? paslaik Latvija tomér katras
iestades konkréti veicamie uzdevumi starp-
institliciju sadarbibas koordinacija kultaras
mantojuma aizsardzibas joma nav normativi
reglamentéti, t.sk. nosakot nepiecieSamas in-
formacijas apstradi, institliciju apmacibu, in-
formétibas paaugstinaSanas pasakumus, vei-
cama pétnieciski analitiska darba virzienus
(pieméram, kriminaltiesiska un ekonomiska
joma) u.c. aspektus. Pozitivi ir vertejams tas,
ka Kultaras pieminek|u aizsardzibas nozares
stratégija 2014.-2020. gadam® ka prio-
ritdte ir noteikta “plasa visu intereSu grupu
iesaiste, zinasanas, izpratne un sadarbiba”.
Stratégija ka veicamie uzdevumi ir noteikti ari
$adi: dazadu intereSu parstavju iesaistiSana
kultlras mantojuma saglabasana, zinatnisko
pétijumu un publikaciju veicinasana, kvali-
tativas informacijas, tostarp statistikas datu
apkopos$ana un analize, kultiras mantojuma
popularizacijas un lidzdalibas kampanas par
kultiras pieminek|u praktisku saglabasanu
u.c.5* Tomer lielakoties noraditie uzdevumi ir
visparigi, nav skaidra to istenoSanas kartiba
un sasniedzamais rezultats, nav uzsverts iz-
teikti starpdisciplinarais veicamo uzdevumu
raksturs, maz uzmanibas ir pievérsts sadar-
bibai ar tiesibu aizsardzibas un citam kon-
troléjoSam iestadém, institdciju apmacibas
jautajumiem u.c. aspektiem. Prioritasu is-
tenoSanai paredzétie uzdevumi un darbibas
stratégija nav pietiekami detalizétas, lai varé-
tu konstatet sasniedzamo/ sasniegto rezulta-
tu/ labumu to TstenoSanas gadijuma. Praksg,
tadejadi, ir vérojami holistiskas pieejas trau-
céjumi, tapéc kultlras mantojuma aizsardzi-
bas turpmakas stratégijas izstradé ir janem
vera veicamo pasakumu starpdisciplinarais
un starpinstitucionalais raksturs, iespéjami
janovérs darbibu fragmentarisms, veicamos
pasakumus jadefiné kopa ar citam iesaisti-

tam institlcijam (t.sk. tiesibu aizsardzibas
un citdm kontrolgjosam iestadém), iespgjami
detalizeti, paredzot sasniedzamo rezultatu un
novértéjot pasdkumu istenoSanas ietekmi.

Apmaciba un informétibas
paaugstinasana

2019. gada aptaujas, kas notika maija
un oktobri organizéto macibu ietvaros, tika
aptaujati tiestbu aizsardzibas iestazu, proku-
ratiras, kultliras jomas iestdzu u.c. iestazu
darbinieki. Kopa athildes sniedza 58 respon-
denti. Lielaka dala respondentu, atbildot uz
jautajumu “Kadi, Jasuprat, ir galvenie Skersli
(ja tadi pastav) kultdiras priekSmetu nelegélas
aprites ierobezosanas efektivitates paaugsti-
nasanai?”, noradija, ka tie ir saistiti ar insti-
tlciju zinasanu trikumu, neinformétibu un
izpratnes trikumu (4. att.).%® Aptauju rezul-
tati, identificgjot galvenos $kérs|us, ir lidzigi
2014.-2015. gada péc lidzigas programmas
veiktas aptaujas rezultatiem (salidzinamas
meérkauditorijas respondentiem atbildot uz
§adu pasu jautajumu): pirmaja vieta ir Skérs-
li, kas saistiti ar institlciju zinaSanu trikumu,
neinformétibu un izpratnes trikumu.5 Starp
batiskakajiem $kérSliem gan 2019. gada,
gan 2014.-2015. gada aptaujas ir minéti
ar sabiedribas neinformétiba un neizpratne,
institlciju sadarbibas un informacijas apmai-
nas trukums, normativa reguléjuma nepilni-
bas un sabiedribas vienaldziba.

Tas lauj izdarit secinajumu, ka apmaci-
bai un informétibas ITmena paaugstinasanai
(gan iesaistito institlciju, gan kultlras objek-
tu Tpasnieku, gan citu socialo grupu, tostarp
komersantu) ir btiska, ja ne kritiska nozime
kultliras mantojuma aizsardzibas nodro$ina-
$ana.

2014.-2016. gada Latvijas Kultiras
akadémija sadarbiba ar Latvijas muzejiem
un NKMP Tstenoja seSas macibas (Cetras
macibas Riga, divas — Daugavpili un Vents-
pill) tiesibu aizsardzibas iestazu darbiniekiem
(Valsts policija, Valsts ienémumu dienests
(Muita), Valsts robezsardze), VAS “Latvijas
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Institaciju zinasanu trakums/ neinformétiba/ neizpratne

Sabiedribas neinformétiba/ neizpratne

Normativa reguléjuma nepilnibas

Cits

Sadarbibas trikums starp nacionalam iestadém

Sabiedribas vienaldziba

Institdciju kapacitates trakums

Atbildigo institlciju neieinteresétiba

4, att. Respondentu summeéto atbilZu (briva teksta komentaru) procentuals sadalijums, atbildot
uz jautajumu “Kadi, Jasuprat, ir galvenie $kérsli (ja tadi pastav) kultdras prieksmetu nelegéalas ap-
rites ierobezZosanas efektivitates paaugstinasanai?”. 08.05.2019. un 08.10.20219. gada veikto

aptauju rezultati

pasts”, NKMP un dazu muzeju darbiniekiem.
2018. gada janvari un decembri Valsts ad-
ministracijas skola sadarbiba ar Interpolu,
UNESCO, UNODC, UNIDROIT, ICCROM, ES
Padomes Pretterorisma koordinatora biroju,
Italijas Karabinieru dienestu, ASV Tieslietu
departamentu, Vacijas Federalo arlietu die-
nestu, Niderlandes Nacionalo policiju u.c.,
tostarp nacionalam institlcijam, organizéja
Riga starptautiskos seminarus par énu eko-
nomikas mazinasanu kultlras priekSmetu
aprites joma. Seminaros piedalijas tiesibu
aizsardzibas iestazu, Latvijas Republikas pro-
kurattras, NKMP, ministriju, Latvijas Repub-
likas Saeimas un citu institlciju parstavji.5’
2018. gada marta sadarbiba starp Valsts
administracijas skolu®® un lItalijas Karabinie-
ru dienestu tika organizétas Latvijas tiesibu
aizsardzibas un NKMP parstavju vairaku
dienu macibas ltalija. Valsts administraci-
jas skola, sadarbiba ar Latvijas Nacionalo
vestures muzeju un ArtLaw.club platformu
2019. gada maija un oktobri organizéja ma-
cibas, piedaloties muzeju, NKMP, Valsts po-
licijas, Valsts ienemumu dienesta (Muita),
Latvijas Republikas Prokuratdras, Kultlras

ministrijas, bibliotéku, arhivu un dazu citu
institdciju parstavjiem.® Kopuma Sajos pa-
sakumos kop$ 2014. gada ir piedalijusies
vairak ka 500 dalibnieki. NKMP ari istenoja
dazas macibas, pieméram, macibas pasta/
muitas darbiniekiem Rigas lidosta ar merki
skaidrot, ka atskirt arheologiskas senlietas.®°

Macibas un pieredzes apmainas pasaku-
mos citu starpa tika apskatiti jautajumi par
arheologisko senlietu identifikaciju, Latvijas
un starptautisko tiesisko reguléjumu, sen-
lietu nelikumigu tirdzniecibu, starpinstitici-
ju sadarbibu, izmantojamiem informacijas
avotiem; sniegts ari visparéjs situacijas rak-
sturojums un identificéti darba virzieni, lai
paaugstinatu kultdras (it TpaSi arheologiska)
mantojuma aizsardzibas efektivitati. Latvijas
Kultras akadémijas un Valsts administraci-
jas skolas Tstenotas macibas mérktiecigi tika
organizetas muzejos, lai macibu dalibniekiem
bltu iespéja praktiski stradat ar arheologis-
kam senlietam (ieverojot noteikumus darba
ar istiem kultdras priekSmetiem) un apska-
tit muzeju kolekcijas. Pozitivi vértéjams, ka
macibas veidojas savstarpéja komunikacija
ne tikai starp lektoriem un auditoriju, bet



LATVIJAS ARHEOLOGISKA MANTOJUMA AIZSARDZIBAS UN SOCIALI EKONOMISKAS ATTISTIBAS

FAKTORI

ar starp dazadu institliciju parstavjiem. Gan
macibu dalibnieku anketéSanas rezultati, gan
macibu gaita uzdotie jautajumi, viedokli un
komentari veicinaja savstarpgjo informacijas
apmainu. Pieméram, daudzi tiesibu aizsar-
dzibas institlciju parstavji noradija, ka maci-
bas ir jasniedz vairak praktiskas informacijas
(iesp&jami balstoties Latvijas pieredzé krimi-
nalprocesu joma) par izmekléSanas metodém
un pieradijumu bazi, tiesibu normu ievieSanu
praksg, ka arl nepiecieSamibu iesaistit ma-
cibas prokurorus un tiesnesus, lai veicinatu
kopigu izpratni noziedzigu nodarijumu pre-
vencija un apkaro$ana. Macibas identificéti
arl vairaki risinamie jautajumi, kas saistiti
ar informétibas paaugstinaSanas un maci-
bu pasakumu veikSanu. Viens no tadiem
jautajumiem ir dazu muzeju nekorekta prak-
se — pienemt davinajuma personu atnestas
senlietas, neparbaudot senlietu izcelsmi un
nepazinojot par tam NKMP, ka ari neinforme-
jot par aizdomigiem piedavajumiem tiesibu
aizsardzibas iestades. No vienas puses, ir
saprotamas muzeju vélmes, darbojoties iero-
beZotu resursu apstaklos, papildinat arheo-
logiskas kolekcijas, veicinat labas attiecibas
ar iedzivotajiem un saglabat senlietas (dazi
muzeju parstavji noradija, ka, atraidot pieda-
vajumu, persona, kas atnesusi senlietas, var
tas izmest vai censties pardot u.tml.), tacu,
no otras puses, $ada riciba ir pretruna liku-
ma normam,®! sekmé apSaubamas izcelsmes
prieckSmetu nonakSanu muzeju kolekcijas,
ka arl netieSi atbalsta nelikumigu izrakumu
veikSanu un negodpratigu metala detektoru
izmantoSanu.®? Dazkart atradéji nodod valstij
(muzejiem) mazak vértigas senlietas, paréjo
paturot sev (iespéjams pardo$anas nolika)®®
vai ar saistot to ar reputacijas glabsanu un
satraukumu par iespéjamo saukSanu pie
atbildibas par Kriminallikuma 229.! panta
parkapumu.5* Godigs senlietas atradéjs ne
tikai informé par atradumu, bet ari pazino,
kura vieta atradums ir izdarits, jo senlietas
atraSanas vietas noteikSana var bt vérti-
gaka par paSu atradumu (pieméram, veicot

izpéti, var tikt atklats jauns kultiras piemi-
neklis). NeapSaubami, sadarbiba ar senlietu
atradéjiem ir jaattista un godpratigie atradgji
jauzslave. Institlcijam ir jameklé un janosa-
ka optimali sadarbibas celi, lai, darbojoties
saskana ar likumu, veicinot arheologiska
mantojuma saglabasanu un izpéti, atbalstot
godigus senlietu atradéjus un véstures en-
tuziastus, nesniegtu atbalstu negodpratigam
personam, kas nodara postijumus arheolo-
giskajam mantojumam, apgana senkapus un
piesavinas sabiedribai piederosas senlietas,
péc tam “uzdavinot” tas valstij. TieSi macibas
un informétibas paaugstindsanas pasakumi,
kuros iesaistami gan institlciju parstavji, gan
plasdka sabiedriba, palidz izstradat efektivu
sadarbibas veidu, veicinot arheologiska man-
tojuma aizsardzibu.

Lai gan macibas piedalijas saméra liels da-
libnieku skaits, nemot véra gan kadru mainibu
institlcijas, gan to, ka salidzinajuma ar citiem
likumparkapumiem, tadi likumparkapumi, kas
apdraud kultiras mantojumu tiek izdariti re-
tak (tatad lielaka dala darbinieku nesastopas
ar tiem ikdiena), tomér jasecina, ka istenoto
pasakumu daudzums un regularitate nav pie-
tiekama, lai saglabatu institlciju darbinieku
zinaSanu limeni $aja joma augsta liment.

Prakse liecina, ka iedzivotaju, komersan-
tu, citu personu, ka ari iesaistito institlciju
informétibas limena paaugstinaSana notiek
parsvara ar informativo materialu palidzibu.%®
Pedéjos gados, izstradati vairaki informativie
materiali, tostarp “Apdraudéto Latvijas arheo-
logisko senlietu katalogs” (latvieSu, anglu un
krievu valoda) un materiali “Kultdras prieks-
metu nelikumigas aprites novérSana", kas ir
domati gan plasakai auditorijai, gan ari spe-
cifiski makslas un antikvaro priekSmetu tirgus
dalibniekiem.®® Btiski ir ne tikai izstradat in-
formativos materialus, bet ari efektivi izplatit
tos mérkauditorijai. Pieméram, “Apdraudéto
Latvijas arheologisko senlietu katalogs” iz-
platits ne tikai Latvijas auditorijai, bet, patei-
coties ta tulkojumam anglu valoda, t.sk. ar
Interpola un UNESCO starpniecibu, tas tika
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izplatits starptautiski, ka ari ieklauts Interpola
Generalsekretariata interneta vietné. Latvijas
izcelsmes arheologiskas senlietas tiek ne-
likumigi tirgotas arzemés, Latviju apmeklé
arvalstu taristi, tapéc ir svarigi, ka informa-
tivie materiali bez latvieSu valodas, bitu
pieejami vismaz vél anglu valoda. Janem
Vvera, ka ne visi potencialie informativo ma-
terialu lietotaji izmanto interneta pakalpoju-
mus, socialos tiklus u.tml. (attalak dislocéto
arheologisko senvietu tuvuma dzivojosam
personam var nebdt interneta pieslégums
vai dators), tapéc ir lietderigi izplatit attieci-
gu informaciju svarigam meérkauditorijam ari
drukata veida.

Janem véra, ka informativie pasakumi
nav saistami tikai ar informativo materialu
izplatiSanu, jo nepastarpinatai savstarpgjai
komunikacijai, skaidrojumu sniegSanai, pla-
§akam atbildém uz mérkauditorijas parstav-
ju uzdotajiem jautajumiem ir neatsverama
nozime.®” Personiskas komunikacijas cela
iedzivotaji, komersanti un citas personas var
uzdot jautajumus vai dalities svariga infor-
macija, kura, iespéjams, nenonaktu atbildi-
go institlciju riciba, ja komunikacija notiktu
tikai ar informacijas neséju starpniecibu.
Ipasi svarigi rikot informativos pasakumus
regionala un pat lokala limeni, tadejadi gan
veicinot tiesibu aizsardzibas/ kontrolgjoSo un
kultGras jomas institlciju savstarpéjo sadar-
bibu, gan sadarbibu ar iedzivotajiem, uzne-
méjiem, kultdras pieminek|u Tpasniekiem un
citam personam. Informativo materialu un
pasakumu saturs var attiekties uz dazadiem
jautajumiem — ko darit, atrodot priekSmetu,
kas lidzigs arheologiskai senlietai, ka rikoties,
pamanot personas, kas veic vai, iesp€jams,
plano veikt nelikumigus izrakumus, ka notiek
informacijas apmaina un savstarpéja palidzi-
ba starp muzejiem un policiju (pieméram, ka
muzeji sniedz informaciju par aizdomigiem
darijumiem vai to méginajumiem un ka poli-
cija iesaka aizsargat muzejus no zadzibam un
citiem likumparkapumiem) u.c. Bez informa-
cijas apmainas par veicamajam darbibam un

sadarbibas shémam, nepastarpinata komuni-
kacija lauj apmainities ar kontaktinformaciju,
kas var bit TpaSi noderiga, ja nepiecieSams
atri rikoties, tacu laika ir maz.

Perspektivs informétibas [imena paaugsti-
nasanas pasakumu virziens ir kultlras (t.sk.
arheologiska) mantojuma objektu sociali eko-
nomiska potenciala attistiba. Svarigi ir veidot
izpratni par to, ka kultdras pieminek|i nav
tikai saimnieciskas darbibas ierobezojums to
Tpasniekiem (ko var nesegt attiecigie nodok|u
atvieglojumi),%® bet tie var sniegt ari ekono-
misko labumu. Informacijas izplatiSana par
veiksmes stastiem, labako praksi kultdras
piemineklu parvaldiba, publiskas privatas
partneribas sniegtam iespgjam, finanséjuma
piesaistes iespéjam u.c. aspektiem var pali-
dzet gan publiskiem, gan privatiem kulttras
piemineklu TpaSniekiem, gan sabiedriskam
organizacijam pardomat to TpaSuma esoSo
objektu attistibas iespéjas, uzsakt izstradat
un istenot projektus, tadejadi veicinot kultd-
ras mantojuma sociali ekonomiska potenciala
efektivu izmantoSanu.

Diskusija un secinajumi

Veiktas izpétes ierobezojumi. Biitiskakais
ierobezojums ir iepriek$éju zinatnisko pétiju-
mu un teorétisko darbu trikums par arheolo-
giskd mantojuma aizsardzibas un ta sociali
ekonomiska potenciala attistibas problemati-
ku Latvija, ka arm empirisko datu nepietieka-
miba. DaZi zinatniskie darbi par minéto tému
izstradati pirms 10-20 gadiem. Kops ta lai-
ka varéja notikt nozimigas izmainas. Eso$aja
publikacija ir mazak atspogulots pasvaldibu,
nevalstisko, profesionalo organizaciju un kul-
tlras pieminek|u TpaSnieku viedoklis, autors
galvenokart ir pievérsies kontroléjoSo institd-
ciju darbibas izpétei, un publikacijai ir ierobe-
Zots apjoms. Sim aspektam ir javelta lielaka
uzmaniba turpmakaja izpété, it ipasi, vértéjot
kultdras mantojuma sociali ekonomiska po-
tenciala attistibas iespgjas.

Secinajumi un priekslikumi. Bitiskakais
faktors arheologiska mantojuma aizsardzi-



LATVIJAS ARHEOLOGISKA MANTOJUMA AIZSARDZIBAS UN SOCIALI EKONOMISKAS ATTISTIBAS

FAKTORI

bas nodrosinasana ir dazadu iesaistito pusu
izpratne par to ka vertibu. Bez sabiedriska
atbalsta kontroléjoSo institiiciju darbibas kul-
tiras mantojuma aizsardzibas joma ir lemtas
neveiksmei. Sabiedriskas izpratnes veicinasa-
nas darbs ir uzsakts, tacu nepiecieSams pla-
$ak attistit informativos pasakumus, skaidro-
jot ne tikai kultliras mantojuma saglabasanas
nepiecieSamibu, bet, apeléjot pie dazadu
iesaistito pusu interesém, labakas prakses
un veiksmes stastiem,®® sasaistit kultiiras
mantojuma aizsardzibas aspektu ar ta sociali
ekonomiska potenciala attistibu.

Kultlras, t.sk. arheologiskda mantojuma
aizsardzibai ir starpdisciplinars un starpinsti-
tlciju raksturs, tadéjadi ta nevar tikt efektivi
nodrosSinata tikai viena resora un jomas (pie-
méram, kultlras) ietvaros, atrauti no citiem
resoriem un jomam (iekslietu, tieslietu u.c.).
Aizsardzibas pasakumiem jabalstas situacijas
analizé un zinatniskaja izpéte, iesaistot iein-
teresétas puses: iedzivotajus, komersantus,
pasvaldibas, nevalstiskas, religiskas un citas
organizacijas, specialistus u.c. Tadgjadi ir vi-
tali svarigi nodroSinat iesaistito institiiciju, or-
ganizaciju un personu darbibas koordinaciju
(t.sk. identificejot risinamos jautajumus da-
7adas jomas: apmaciba, informativas kampa-
nas, zinatniskas izpétes virzieni, kriminalpro-
cesualie un administrativie jautajumi u.c.).
Nav nepiecieSams veidot jaunas institicijas,
kas veiktu $adu darbibas koordinaciju, visti-
camak pietiktu ar to, ka koordinacijas funkci-
jas delegétu kadai no eso$ajam institiicijam,
vai izveidojot starpinstitlciju konsultativu pa-
domi un ieklaujot taja ne tikai kontrolgjoSo
institliciju parstavjus, bet ari socialos partne-
rus, nevalstiskas un profesionalas organiza-
cijas, akadémisko un pétniecisko institlciju
parstavjus. KoordinéSanas procesam ir jabit
nepartrauktam.

Starpinstiticiju sadarbibai ir jabalstas
stingri noteiktos principos. Prakse rada,
ka vislabak savstarpéjo sadarbibu juridiski
nostiprinat (nevis balstit tikai personiskos
kontaktos), katrai sadarbibas pusei apzino-

ties tas veicamas funkcijas un uzdevumus.
Ne mazak svariga ir starptautiskas sa-

darbibas attistiba un stiprinasana, jo Latvija

ir neliela valsts, valsti faktiski nepastav ar-
heologisko senlietu tirgus un prakse rada,
ka Latvijas izcelsmes senlietas parsvara tiek
nelikumigi realizeétas arvalstis vai arvalstu
pircéjiem. Arvalstu institiicijas, it Tpasi ne-
mot vera izplatito informaciju par apdrau-
détdm Latvijas arheologiskam senlietam,
pievérS uzmanibu iznemtiem/ konfiscétiem
artefaktiem, kuriem, iespéjams, ir Latvijas
izcelsme, un informé par tam Latvijas in-
stitiicijas.”®

Izpété noskaidrots, ka, pastavot iespgjam
apstradat un izanalizét dazada veida statis-
tisko informaciju kultdras mantojuma aizsar-
dzibas joma, tas netiek darits planveidigi un
koordinéti, lai gan attiecigo datu analize var
batiski palidzet noteikt risinamos jautajumus
un virzit piegjamos resursus to risinasanai.

Sadi dati, pieméram, attiecas uz:

B registrétiem postijumiem arheologiskajos
piemineklos, kriminalprocesu uzsaksanu,
nodoSanu kriminalvajasanai un iztiesa-
Sanai (péc attiecigajiem Kriminallikuma
pantiem (pieméram, nelikumigas darbi-
bas ar valsts aizsardziba esosSu kultiiras
pieminekli) kvalificeto uzsakto kriminal-
procesu ir daudz, tacu lielaka to dala tiek
apturéta, Iidz kriminalvajasanai nonak
vien nedaudzi un lidz iztiesaSanai — kri-
minalprocesu minimums);

B nodarito ekonomisko zaudéjumu (arheo-
logiskajam mantojumam nodaritie zaudé-
jumi finansiala izteiksme) apmeru. Sada
informacija (kopa ar datiem par kultdrvés-
turiskas un zinatniskas vertibas zudumu)
var t.sk. palidzet celt izpratni par kaitéju-
mu, kas nodarits sabiedribai un tautsaim-
niecibai noziedzigo nodarijumu rezultata.
Janem véra, ka kultiras pieminekli ir ne
tikai to tieSo TpasSnieku ipasums, bet tie
pieder ari sabiedribai un tai ir tiesibas zi-
nat par nodaritiem zaudéjumiem (kaut vai
tikai publiskajam ipaSumam,’! par kuru
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uzturéSanu un saveSanu kartiba iedzivo-
taji maksa nodoklus);

B noteikSanu, vai noziedzigais nodari-
jums, kas kvalificéts péc Kriminallikuma
228. panta (Kapa un [ka apganisana) iz-
darits kultliras piemineklT (senkapos). Lai
iegltu Sos datus automatiskaja rezima
(paslaik to var izdarit vien manuali, kas ir
resursietilpigs process), nepiecieS8ams ie-
klaut attiecigu pazimi lekSlietu ministrijas
Informacijas centra informacijas sistemas.
lesaistito institliciju profesionalas kompe-

tences faktors ir viens no noteicosajiem kultd-

ras mantojuma aizsardzibas nodroSinasana.

Macibu un pieredzes apmainas jomas skar

gan tehniskos, gan organizatoriskos, gan me-

todologiskos, gan it TpaSi — normativos as-
pektus, izmekléSanas metozu un pieradijumu
bazes aspektus. Lai gan Latvijas normativais
reguléjums kultdras mantojuma aizsardzibas
joma ir kopuma progresivs (pilnveidojumi ir
nepiecieSami, tacu ta nav Si raksta téma),
no istenoto macibu dalibniekiem ir sanemti
jautajumi un komentari par vairaku tiesibu
normu ievieSanu praksé. Svarigas macibu
témas ir starpinstitlciju sadarbiba naciona-
la un starptautiska limeni (ta kst arvien
svarigaka, ievérojot Latvijas pievienoSanos
starptautiskam  konvencijam), savstarpéja
informacijas apmaina, sadarbiba ar senlietu
atradéjiem u.c. Macibas un pieredzes apmai-
nas pasakumos ir jaiesaista ne tikai tiesibu
aizsardzibas iestazu darbinieki, bet ari pro-
kurori un tiesnesi, veicinot savstarpgjo dialo-
gu un vienotu izpratni dazados jautajumos.
Macibas, it Tpasi tiesibu aspektu joma, ir
svarigas kultlras jomas iestadem (pieméram,
muzejiem). Liela loma macibu Tsteno$ana
ir NKMP parstavjiem, kuri var sniegt meto-
dologiska rakstura informaciju par nodarito
zaudéjumu aprékinasanu, batisku kaitgjumu

u.c. aspektiem. Macibas ir jaiesaista ne tikai

publisko institliciju darbinieki, bet arr komer-

santi, nevalstisko un profesionalo organiza-
ciju parstavji, kultlras pieminek|u Tpasnieki

u.c. Neatsverama loma ir instittciju un citu

iesaistito pusu foruma iespé&jam, ko piedava
macibas un pieredzes apmainas pasakumi.
Nemot vera kadru mainibu institucijas, ka ari
to faktu, ka salidzinajuma ar citiem likumpar-
kapumiem kultiras mantojumu apdraudosi
likumparkapumi tiek izdariti retak, profesio-
nalo zinaSanu limena noturéSanas nollka
macibas un pieredzes apmainas pasakumus
jaorganizé biezak, tie jabalsta Latvijas un
starptautiskaja prakse, javeido izteikti prak-
tiski un japieaicina to isteno$ana jomas pro-
fesionali, eksperti un pétnieki.

Pateiciba

Autors izsaka pateicibu Nacionalai kultd-
ras mantojuma parvaldei un Valsts policijai
par statistisko datu sniegSanu un So institdciju
parstavjiem par informacijas sniegSanu inter-
viju gaita, Latvijas Republikas Prokuratdrai un
tas parstavim par informacijas sniegSanu in-
terviju gaita, Vidzemes rajona tiesai un Zem-
gales rajona tiesai par atlauju iepazities ar
kriminallietu materialiem, lekslietu ministrijas
Informacijas centram un Tiesu administracijai
par statistisko datu sniegSanu.

Avoti un piezimes

L http://www.ambermarks.com/Piemineklu-
Veidi/VidPilis/_Vidpilis_Tabula.htm.  Sk.
2020. g. 8. aug.

2 Piemineklu saraksts. Nacionalas kultdras
mantojuma parvaldes dati. https://is.man-
tojums.lv. Sk. 2020. g. 8. aug.

3 Ti., kultlras pieminekli Latvijas Republikas
likuma “Par kultiras pieminek|u aizsardzi-
bu” (pienemts 1992. g. 12. febr., spéka
no 1992. g. 10. marta) 2. panta izpratné.
https://likumi.lv/ta/id/72551-par-kultu-
ras-piemineklu-aizsardzibu.

4 Pieminek|u saraksts.., op. cit.

5 Projekts “Latvijas pilskalni”. https://www.
latvijas-pilskalni.lv/jaunatklatie-pilskal-
ni-2019-gada/. Sk. 2020. g. 8. aug.

6 Nacionala muzeju krajuma kopkataloga
dati (arheologiskas kolekcijas ir 32 mu-
zejos). https://www.nmkk.lv/Search/ltem-
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SummaryByCollectionsForm.aspx;  Latvi-
jas muzeju nozime dazadam sabiedribas
mérkgrupam: muzeju un sabiedribas mij-
iedarbiba. Pétijuma rezultatu zinojums.
Riga: Latvijas Kulturas akadémija, 2018,
34. lpp. https://www.km.gov.lv/uploads/
ckeditor/files/Nozares/Muzeji/petijumi/
LKA%20ZPC_Muzeju%20p%C4%93t%-
C4%ABjums%202018.pdf. Sk 2020. g.
8. aug.

Sk. ari Noskaidroti pérn apmeklétakie mu-
zeji. LETA, 2019. g. 15. maijs. https://
www.la.lv/noskaidroti-pern-apmekleta-
kie-muzeji. Sk. 2020. g. 8. aug. Turaidas
muzejrezervats un Rundales pils muzejs ir
apmeklétakie Latvijas muzeji ari 2018. g.
European Group on Museum Statistics
dati. https://www.egmus.eu/nc/en/statis-
tics/complete_data/. Sk. 2020. g. 8. aug.
Ne visas Eiropas valstis sniedza datus.
Brodie N. Archaeological Looting and
Economic Justice. Cultural Heritage Ma-
nagement: A Global Perspective, 2010,
p. 261-277. https://dx.doi.org/10.5744/
florida/9780813034607.003.0021. Sk.
2020. g. 8. aug.

Nacionalas kultiras mantojuma parvaldes
dati sniegti péc A. KairiSa pieprasijuma
2015.-2020. gada.

Piem., atgadinajums par metala detekto-
ru lietoSanas ierobezojumiem. Nacionalas
kultdras mantojuma parvaldes informaci-
ja 2020.g. 30. apr. https://mantojums.
Iv/lv/jaunumi/atgadinajums-detektori/. Sk.
2020. g. 8. aug.

lekslietu ministrijas Informacijas centra
kriminalas statistikas dati. https:/www.
ic.iem.gov.lv/lv/kriminala-statistika. ~ Sk.
2020. g. 8. aug.

Termins “apstrade” Seit un turpmak lietots
péc analogijas ar Eiropas Parlamenta un
Padomes regulas (ES) 2016/679 (2016.
gada 27. aprilis) par fizisku personu aiz-
sardzibu attieciba uz personas datu apstra-
di un $adu datu brivu apriti un ar ko atce|
Direktivu 95/46/EK (Visparigad datu aiz-
sardzibas regula), OV L 119, 4.5.2016.,

13

14

15

1./88. Ipp. 4. panta otraja punkta sniegto
definiciju un attiecas uz jebkuru ar datiem
vai datu kopumiem veikto darbibu vai dar-
bibu kopumu, ko veic ar vai bez automa-
tizetiem lidzekliem: vakSanu, registraciju,
organizéSanu, strukturéSanu, glabasanu,
pielagoSanu vai parveidoSanu, atgsanu,
aplikoS$anu, izmanto$anu, izpausanu, no-
sutot, izplatot vai citadi darot tos pieeja-
mus, saskanoSanu vai kombiné$anu, iero-
bezoSanu, dzéSanu vai iznicinasanu.

“Par 1970. gada 14. novembra —
UNESCO Konvenciju par kultiras prieks-
metu nelikumigas ieveSanas, izveSanas
un TpaSumtiesibu mainas aizliegSanu un
noverSanu”. Latvijas Republikas likums
(pienemts 2018. g. 1. nov.,, spéka no
2018. g. 15. nov.), pievienoSanas kon-
vencijai — 2019. g. 21. janv., konven-
ciju piemeéro no 2019. g. 1. apr.; “Par
1995. gada 24. junija UNIDROIT Kon-
venciju par zagtajiem vai nelikumigi izves-
tajiem kultiras priekSmetiem”. Latvijas
Republikas likums (pienemts 2018. g.
1. nov., spéka no 2018. g. 15. nov.), pie-
vienosanas konvencijai— 2019. g. 8. febr.,
konvenciju pieméro no 2019. g. 1. aug.
“Par Eiropas Padomes Konvenciju par
noziedzigiem nodarijumiem, kas sais-
titi ar kultdras vértibam” (TA-513). Li-
kumprojekts. Atbalstits Ministru kabine-
ta 2020. g. 28. apr. (protokols Nr. 28,
15. paragrafs). Konvencija no Latvijas pu-
ses tika parakstita 2018. g. 22. febr., tacu
ta jaratifice Latvijas Republikas Saeima,
tapéc ir izstradats 1pass likumprojekts.
Piem., lai izvertétu Latvijas normativa re-
gulgjuma atbilstibu “Eiropas Padomes
Konvencijas par noziedzigiem nodariju-
miem, kas saistiti ar kultiras vértibam”
normam, Tieslietu ministrija tika izveidota
darba grupa ar parstavjiem no Kultaras
ministrijas, lekslietu ministrijas, Valsts
policijas, Generalprokuratiras, NKMP,
tiesam un advokatiras. Likumprojekta “Par
Eiropas Padomes Konvenciju par noziedzi-
giem nodarijumiem, kas saistiti ar kultdras
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17

18

vertibam" sakotnéjas ietekmes novérté-
juma zinojums (anotacija), 2020. g. 18.
3. marts.

Piem., 2018. g. 23.-24. janv. Valsts
administracijas skola organizéts “Starp-
tautisks macibu seminars par énu eko-
nomikas izpausmém kultlras priekSmetu
aprites joma”, kas bija saistits ar pievieno-
Sanas UNESCO 1970. gada un UNIDROIT
1995. gada konvencijam un to ievieSa-
nas aspektiem. https://www.vas.gov.v/Iv/
projekta-aktualitates?190. Sk. 2020. g.
22.aug.; 2018.g.11.-12. dec. Valsts ad-
ministracijas skola organizéts starptautisks
macibu un pieredzes apmainas seminars
par énu ekonomikas mazinasanu kulttras
TpaSuma aprites joma, kas bija saistits ar
sagatavo$anos Eiropas Padomes Konven-
cijas par noziedzigiem nodarijumiem, kas
saistiti ar kultdras vértibam, ratifikacijai.
https://www.vas.gov.Iv/Iv/projekta-aktuali-
tates?236. Sk. 2020. g. 22. aug. Abi pa-
sakumi organizéti ESF projekta “Valsts par-
valdes cilvekresursu profesionala pilnveide
korupcijas novérSanas un énu ekonomikas
mazinaSanas joma” (Nr.3.4.2.0/15/1/002)
ietvaros.

Piem., Throsby D. Heritage Economics:
A Conceptual Framework. In Licciardi
G., Amirtahmasebi R. The Economics
of Uniqueness: Investing in Historic City
Cores and Cultural Heritage Assets for
Sustainable Development. Urban Deve-
lopment., Washington, DC: World Bank,
2012, p. 45-74. https://openknowledge.
worldbank.org/handle/10986/12286. Sk.
2020. g. 9. aug.

Kairiss A. Exploring the Research Question
of the PhD thesis. Riga Technical Univer-
sity, 2020. Sk. ari Kairiss A., Olevska I.
(2020). Damage to Archaeological Sites:
Assessment Criteria and Situation in Latvia.
Baltic Journal of Real Estate Economics
and Construction Management, 2020, 8
(1), 51. Ipp. https://content.sciendo.com/
view/journals/bjreecm/8/1/article-p45.xml
Sk. 2020. g. 24. aug. leklauj publikaci-
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24

25

26

ju sarakstu, uz kuram pamatojoties veikts
kontentanalizes pétijums.
Piem., Throsby 2012,
74. Ipp.

Ibid., 45.-74. Ipp.
Piem., Plkis M. Kulturas mantojuma soci-
ala un ekonomiska loma. Petijums, 2011,
15-16 Ipp. https://mantojums.Iv/Iv/petiju-
mi/. Sk. 2020. g. 15. aug.

Par pamatu izmantoti $adi avoti: Brodie,
op. cit. 261-277. Ipp. Pakis 2011, op.
cit. Sk. ari Kairiss A., Olevska |. Damage
to Archaeological Sites: Assessment Crite-
ria and Situation in Latvia. Baltic Journal
of Real Estate Economics and Construc-
tion Management, 2020, 8(1):59. ht-
tps://content.sciendo.com/view/journals/
bjreecm/8/1/article-p45.xml. Sk. 2020. g.
24. aug.

“Par kultiras pieminek|u aizsardzibu”, op.
cit., 7. panta pirma dala.

Piem., Zilgalvis J. Malpils muizas parks
no 18. gadsimta lidz misdienam. Latvi-
jas Zinatpu Akademijas Veéstis. 2020, 74
(1), 6. Spuleniece I. Bitiniece D. Jansone
. Aiziet laudis, aiziet muizas. Laikraksts
Viduskurzemei Kurzemnieks, 2019. g. 28.
okt. https://www.kurzemnieks.v/lai-lauki-
nepaliek-bez-cilv%C4%93kiem/10742-
aiziet-laudis-aiziet-muizas/. Sk. 2020. g.
15. aug.; Kalkiines muizas pils. Visit-
daugavpils.lv. https://www.visitdaugavpils.
Iv/turisma-objekts/kalkunes-muizas-pils/.
Sk. 2020. g. 15. aug.

Kairiss A. Crime Against Cultural Prop-
erty: Finding Solutions. In: Przestepczosé
przeciwko  dziedzictwu  kulturowemu.
Diagnoza, zapobieganie, zwalczanie. Pod
redakcijg Trzcinskiego M., Jakubowskiego
0. Wroclaw: Beta-druk, 2016, p. 63-76;
sk. ar lekSlietu ministrijas Informacijas
centra statistisko informaciju “Zudusie
kultdras priekSmeti”. https://www.ic.iem.
gov.lv/lv/zudusie-kulturas-prieksmeti.
Sk. 2020. g. 15. aug.

Piem., Vebere |. Tris gadu laika polici-
ja atsavinajusi 4000 nelikumigi iegltu

op. cit.,, 4b.-
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27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

kultdrvésturisku priekSmetu. TV3 zinas,
2019. g. 10. dec. https://skaties.lv/zinas/
latvija/tris-gadu-laika-policija-atsavinaju-
si-4000-nelikumigi-iegutu-kulturvesturis-
ku-prieksmetu/. Sk. 2020. g. 15. aug.
Sk. “Par kultaras pieminek|u aizsardzibu”,
op. cit. 7. nodala: “Administrativie par-
kapumi kultdras pieminek|u aizsardzibas
joma un kompetence administrativo par-
kapumu procesa”.

Kriminallikums. Latvijas Republikas li-
kums, pienemts 1998. gada 17. jun,,
speka no 1999. gada 1. apr. https://liku-
mi.lv/ta/id/88966-kriminallikums; sk. ari
lekslietu ministrijas Informacijas centra
statistisko informaciju “Kriminala statisti-
ka", op. cit. Sk. 2020. g. 15. aug.
lekslietu ministrijas Informacijas centra
parstavjia 2020. gada jilija sniegta infor-
macija.

Intervija ar NKMP Arheologijas un vés-
tures dalas vaditaju S. Zirni 2020. g.
28. jdl. (interveja A. Kairiss un I. Olevska).
Piem., Zemgales rajona tiesas lietas
materiali (Lietas arhiva Nr. K73-1745-
19/22, 2019. g. 17. jal.); Valsts polici-
jas parstavju viedoklis, 2020. g. 22. jal.
(intervéja A. KairiSs un I. Olevska)

Valsts  policijas  sniegta  statistiska
informacija (péc A. KairiSa pieprasijuma).
2020. g. 24. jul.

NKMP 2015.-2020. gada sniegta
informacija (péc A. KairiSa pieprasijuma).
Attelu izstradaja A. Kairiss.

Attelu izstradaja A. KairiSs péc lekSlietu
ministrijas Informacijas centra statistis-
kas informacijas “Kriminala statistika”,
op, cit.; lekSlietu ministrijas Informacijas
centra 2020. g. 13. jul. 8. marta sniegtas
informacijas (péc A. KairiSa pieprasijuma),
ka ari Tiesu informacijas sistémas datiem
(Tiesu administracijas sniegtas informaci-
jas péc |. Olevskas pieprasijuma).

lekslietu ministrijas Informacijas centra sta-
tistika par zuduSiem kultdras priekSmetiem.
https://www.ic.iem.gov.lv/Iv/zudusie-kul-
turas-prieksmeti. Sk. 2020. g. 23. aug.

36

37

38

39

40

i

4

42

43

Kriminalprocesa likums. Latvijas Repub-
likas likums, pienemts 21.04.2005, spe-
ka no 01.10.2005. https:/likumi.lv/ta/
id/107820-kriminalprocesa-likums, 400.
pants.

Kairigs A., Sulte A., Zirne S., Liséna E.,
Urtans J. T. Apdraudéto Latvijas arheolo-
gisko senlietu katalogs (publikacijas latvie-
Su, anglu un krievu valoda). Riga: Latvijas
Kultlras akadémija, 2016. https://www.
interpol.int/Crimes/Cultural-heritage-cri-
me/Protecting-cultural-heritage,  https://
Ika.edu.lv/Iv/petnieciba/petijumu-projekti/
akademiskie-petijumu-projekti/,  https://
mantojums.lv/lv/saites/. Sk. 2020. g.
15. aug.

Sk., piem., Kairiss A. Awareness Raising
and Protection of Archaeological Heritage
Culture Crossroads, 2017, vol.11. http://
www.culturecrossroads.lv/pdf/233/en. Sk.
2020. g. 17. aug.

Kairiss A., Olevska . op. cit. Damage to
Archaeological Sites: Assessment Crite-
ria and Situation in Latvia. Baltic Journal
of Real Estate Economics and Construc-
tion Management, vol.8, issue 1. https://
content.sciendo.com/view/journals/bjre-
ecm/8/1/article-p45.xml.  Sk. 2020. g.
24. aug.

Vidzemes rajona tiesas lieta (lietas ar-
hiva Nr. K08-0176-15; 30.11.2015),
Vidzemes rajona tiesas lieta (lietas
arhiva Nr. K71-0249-18/25; 10.04.2018),
Vidzemes apgabaltiesas apelacijas lieta (lietas
arhiva Nr. KA0O5-0099-18/13; 13.12.2018);
Zemgales rajona tiesas lieta (lietas arhiva Nr.
K73-1745-19/22; 17.07.2019).

Sk. Ministru kabineta 2006. g. 21. now.
noteikumu Nr. 956 “Noteikumi par
Nacionalo muzeju krajumu” 90.! punktu
un 6. pielikumu.

Vidzemes rajona tiesas lieta (lietas arhiva
Nr. KO8-0176-15; 30.11.2015), 1. se-
jums, 112. Ip.

“Par kultiras piemineklu aizsardzibu”,
op. cit., 7. panta ceturta dala nosaka, ka
“Arheologiskas senvietas zeme, virs zemes
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44

45

46

47

vai Odenr atrastas senlietas (ar daté&jumu
lldz 17. gadsimtam ieskaitot) pieder val-
stij, un tas glaba publiskie muzeji. Sis
noteikums neattiecas uz senlietam, par
kuram lidz 2013. gada 30. martam per-
sona ir pazinojusi Nacionalajai kultaras
mantojuma parvaldei, ka ari uz senlietam,
kuru likumigu izcelsmi persona ir pieradi-
jusi péc 2013. gada 30. marta un sané-
musi par to Nacionalas kultiras mantoju-
ma parvaldes rakstveida apliecinajumu.”
(pienemts 1992. g. 12. febr., spéka no
1992. g. 10. marta).

Vidzemes apgabaltiesas apelacijas lie-
ta (lietas arhiva Nr. KA05-0099-18/13;
13.12.2018).

Institliciju un organizaciju saraksts nav iz-
smelo8s, noraditas vien bitiskakas funkci-
jas un uzdevumi.

Piem., Galgala L., Feldmanis K. Privat-
persona muzejam nodod Baldoné atras-
tas 17. gadsimta monétas. RE! Kultdras
zinas, 2020. g. 18. aug. https:/www.
Ism.lv/raksts/kultura/kulturtelpa/privat-
persona-muzejam-nodod-baldone-atras-
tas-17-gadsimta-monetas.a370915/. Sk.
2020. g. 20. aug.; Ambote S. Mantracu
postijumiem verSoties plaSuma, mudina
racéjus sodit bargak. LSM.LV, 2015. g.
15. sept. https://www.lsm.lv/raksts/zinas/
zinu-analize/mantracu-postijumiem-ver-
soties-plasuma-mudina-racejus-sodit-bar-
gak.al45047/. Sk. 2020. g. 20. aug;
Valsts policija Daugavpili  konfiscéjusi
ievérojamu skaitu arheologisko prieks-
metu. Diena, 2018. g. 1. febr. https://
www.diena.lv/raksts/latvija/kriminalzinas/
valsts-policija-daugavpili-konfiscejusi-ie-
verojamu-skaitu-arheologisko-prieksme-
tu-14190190. Sk. 2020. g. 20. aug.
Piem., Orupe A. Melnos arheologus grib
bremzet ar bargakiem sodiem. NRA.
LV, 2016. g. 6. dec. https://nra.lv/latvi-
ja/193683-melnos-arheologus-grib-brem-
zet-ar-bargakiem-sodiem.htm. Sk. 2020. g.
20. aug.; Kriminalprocesu materiali: Vi-
dzemes rajona tiesas lieta (lietas arhiva

48

49

50

51

Nr. KO8-0176-15; 30.11.2015.), Vid-
zemes rajona tiesas lieta (lietas arhiva
Nr.  K71-0249-18/25; 10.04.2018),
Zemgales rajona tiesas lieta (lietas arhiva
Nr. K73-1745-19/22; 17.07.2019).

101 arrested and 19,000 stolen arte-
facts recovered in international crack-
down on art trafficking. Interpol, 2020. g.
6.maija.  https://www.interpol.int/News-
and-Events/News/2020/101-arrested-
and-19-000-stolen-artefacts-recovered-
in-international-crackdown-on-art-traffic-
king?fbclid=IwAROhdOBNEfro7 _
weRJvPsm7NgAnPhxq4ZD-12¢95
nA55MwweyKbrMba XU. Sk. 2020. g.
20. aug.

“Par kultiras piemineklu aizsardzibu”, op.
cit, 3! pants, 4. pants; Latvijas Republikas
likuma “Pasta likums” (pienemts 2009. g.
4.jln., spéka no 2009. g. 3.jdl.) 24. panta
pirmas dalas 4. punkts; Ministru kabineta
2016. g. 20. dec. noteikumu Nr. 846 “No-
teikumi par kultiras piemineklu, taja skai-
ta valstij piederoso senlietu, makslas un
antikvaro priekSmetu izveSanu no Latvijas
un ieveSanu Latvija” (spéka no 2017. g.
1. janv.) 4. un 5. punkts; VAS “Latvi-
jas pasts” informacija “Aizliegts sutit”.
https://pasts.|v/Iv/privatpersonam/noderi-
gi/aizliegts_sutit/. Sk. 2020. g. 20. aug.
Informacija par pasta satijumu kontroles
nepiecieSamibu pasta iestadés saistiba
ar senlietu (vai tam lidzigu priekSmetu)
parsitiSanu, ka ari procediras izstradi/
ievieSanu, ka pasta darbinieki pazino par
aizdomigiem sutijumiem, ir sanemta arl
no Latvijas Republikas prokuratlras par-
stavjia — prokurora intervijas 2020. g.
21. aug.; interveja A. Kairiss.
“Kriminallikums”, op. cit. 229. un 229.!
pants (grozijumi stajas speka 2018. g.
1. janv.).

Informés par cinu pret kultiras prieks-
metu nelegalu apriti. NKMP, 2019. g.
4. dec. https://mantojums.Iv/Ilv/jaunumi/
cina-pret-nelegalu-kulturas-prieksme-
tu-apriti/. Sk. 2020. g. 20. aug.
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52

53

54
55

56
57

AtseviSkas funkcijas un uzdevumi ir pare-
dzeti Ministru kabineta 2003. g. 29. apr.
noteikumos Nr. 241 “Kultdras ministrijas
nolikums” (speka no 2003. g. 14. mai-
ja) un Ministru kabineta 2004. g. 9. nov.
noteikumos Nr. 916 “Nacionala kultdras
mantojuma parvaldes nolikums” (spéka no
2004. g. 13. nov.), taCu tie ir visparigi un
nav strikti saistami ar starpinstitlciju sa-
darbibas koordinaciju kultiras mantojuma
aizsardzibas joma.

Kultdrpolitikas pamatnostadnes 2014.—-
2020. gadam ,Radosa Latvija”. Kultlras
piemineklu aizsardzibas nozares stratégi-
ja. Apstiprinata 2015. g. 20. nov., 4. Ipp.
https://mantojums.|v/Iv/attistibas-planosa-
nas-dokumenti/. Sk. 2020. g. 20. aug.
Ibid, 13.-14.Ip.

Aptauja veikta Valsts administracijas sko-
las, Latvijas Nacionala vestures muzeja
un ArtLaw.club platformas organizéto ma-
cibu ietvaros (Riga, Latvijas Nacionala-
ja vestures muzeja 2019. g. 8. maija un
8. okt.). Kopa atbildes sniedza 58 respon-
denti (muzeji — 18, NKMP — 11, Valsts
policija — 9, Valsts ienémumu dienests
(Muita) — 9, Latvijas Republikas Prokura-
tara — 4, Kultdras ministrija — 2, biblio-
tekas — 2, arhivi — 1, Latvijas Zvérinatu
notaru padome — 1, Latvijas Universitates
Latvijas Vestures institits — 1). Atbilde
“Cits” ieklauj: pasaZieru personiskas baga-
Zas kontroles trikums uz iekSgjas robezas;
briva pre¢u kustiba ES ietvaros; birokratiska
rakstura Skersli; makslas dileru tirgl nav
vienojosas organizacijas; komersantu neie-
saistiSana kultliras mantojuma aizsardziba;
iespéja netraucéti nelegali tirgot Interneta
vidé; nepietiekama starptautiska sadarbiba;
nav valsts atlidzibas mehanisma par kultd-
ras priekSmetu nodoSanu valstij, ja persona
tos ieglst. Aptauju veica un rezultatus ap-
kopoja A. Kairiss un I. Olevska.

Sk. Kairiss 2017, op. cit., 28.-29. Ipp.
2018. g. 23.-24. janv. Valsts administra-
cijas skola organizéts “Starptautisks maci-
bu seminars par énu ekonomikas izpaus-

58

59

60

61

62

63

mém kultdras priekSmetu aprites joma”.
https://www.vas.gov.lv/Iv/projekta-ak-
tualitates?190. Sk. 2020. g. 22. aug;
2018. g. 11.-12. dec. Valsts administra-
cijas skola organizéts starptautisks macibu
un pieredzes apmainas seminars par enu
ekonomikas mazinasanu kultiiras Tpasu-
ma aprites joma. https://www.vas.gov.Iv/
Iv/projekta-aktualitates?236. Sk. 2020. g.
22. aug. Abi pasakumi organizéti ESF pro-
jekta “Valsts parvaldes cilvékresursu pro-
fesionala pilnveide korupcijas novérSanas
un énu ekonomikas mazinasanas joma”
(Nr.3.4.2.0/15/1/002) ietvaros.

Pasakums  organizéts ESF  projekta
“Valsts parvaldes cilvékresursu profe-
sionala pilnveide korupcijas novérsanas
un énu ekonomikas mazinasanas joma”
(Nr.3.4.2.0/15/1/002) ietvaros.

Valsts administracijas skolas, Latvijas Na-
cionala vestures muzeja un ArtLaw.club
platformas organizetas macibas (Riga, Lat-
vijas Nacionalaja véstures muzeja (2019. g.
8. maija un 8. okt.).

Intervija ar NKMP Arheologijas un vés-
tures dalas vaditaju S. Zimni, 2020. g.
28. jal. (intervéja A. Kairiss un I. Olevska).
“Par kultiras piemineklu aizsardzibu”, op.
cit. 17. panta (Jaunatklato kultGras piemi-
neklu aizsardziba) otra dala: “Par objek-
tiem, kuri atrasti zemé, virs zemes, udent,
blves vai to dalas un atliekas un kuriem
varétu bat vesturiska, zinatniska, maksli-
nieciska vai citada kulttras vertiba, ka ari
par to atraSanas vietu un apstakliem atra-
dejs nekavéjoties, bet ne velak ka piecu
dienu laika rakstveida pazino Nacionalajai
kultdras mantojuma parvaldei.”

Sk. piem., informaciju par Rumanijas mu-
zeju praksi lidziga joma: Ganciu |., Heritage
for Sale! The Role of Museums in Promo-
ting Metal Detecting and Looting in Roma-
nia. Heritage. 2018 (1): 437-452. https://
www.mdpi.com/2571-9408/1/2/29. Sk.
2020. g. 22. aug.).

Piem., Spride V. Priekules novada atrod
lielu romieSu naudas depozitu. LA.LV,
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2015. g. 29. janv. https://www.la.lv/lai-
migs-ieguvums-sarezgitos-apstaklos.  Sk.
2020. g. 22. aug.

“Kriminallikums”, op. cit. 229.! pants (Ne-
likumigas darbibas ar valstij piedero$am
senlietam): “Par valstij piederoSu senlietu
nelikumigu iegiSanu, glabasanu, parvieto-
Sanu, parsatiSanu, atsavinasanu vai par to
nelikumigu izveSanu arpus Latvijas Repub-
likas — soda ar brivibas atnemsanu uz lai-
ku lidz vienam gadam vai ar islaicigu brivi-
bas atnemsanu, vai ar piespiedu darbu, vai
ar naudas sodu.” Sk. ari: Brikmane E. Ka
rkoties, ja atrasta vértiga senlieta. LV por-
tals, 2018. g. 8. maijs. https://lvportals.
Iv/skaidrojumi/295381-ka-rikoties-ja-at-
rasta-vertiga-senlieta-2018. Sk. 2020. g.
22. aug.).

Laiku pa laikam notiek ari klatienes pasa-
kumi, piem., 2019. g. 30. okt. Finansu iz-
likoSanas dienests sadarbiba ar NKMP un
Izlozu un azartspélu uzraudzibas inspek-
ciju organizéja seminaru komersantiem
(Noziedzigi iegutu lidzek|u legalizacijas un
terorisma un proliferacijas finansésanas
novérSanas likuma subjektiem) par risku
novértéjumiem noziedzigi iegitu lidzek|u
legalizacijas, terorisma un proliferacijas fi-
nansé$anas novérSanas joma.
Informativais materials "Kultlras prieks-
metu nelikumigas aprites novérSana".
Nacionala kultiras mantojuma parval-
de, 2019. https:/mantojums.lv/media/
uploads/dokumenti/vkpai_rekomendaci-
jas/kulturas_prieksmetu_ievesanas_iz-
vesanas_noteikumi.pdf. Sk 2020. g.

Par autoru
Andris Kairi$s ieguvis magistra gradu sociologija Latvijas Universitaté (2002) un diplomu
publiskajas tiesibas Latvijas Policijas akadémija (2006). Kop$ 2019. gada vin$ ir PhD oec.
kandidats Rigas Tehniskaja universitate.
Paslaik vin$ ir nacionala ESF projekta vaditajs korupcijas un énu ekonomikas mazinasanas
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-

22. aug.; Informativais materials "Kultaras
priekSmetu nelikumigas aprites novérsa-
na". Padomi makslas un antikvaro prieks-
metu tirgus dalibniekiem. Nacionala kul-
taras mantojuma parvalde, 2019. https:
//mantojums.lv/media/uploads/dokumenti/
vkpai_rekomendacijas/padomi_tirgus_da-
libniekiem_par_nelikumigas_kp_aprites_
noversanu.pdf. Sk. 2020. g. 22. aug.
Seit, protams, ir janem véra reala situacija,
piem., Covid-19 izplatiSanas novérSanas
pasakumu ietvaros klatienes sanaksmes ir
paklautas ierobezojumiem

Piem., (pétijuma vad. Dr. R.Karnite).
Kultdras pieminekju ipasnieku attiek-
sme pret kultdras piemineklu statusu ka
apgratinajumu. Riga: Latvijas Zinatnu
akadéemijas Ekonomikas institats, 2002,
57.-58. Ipp. https://www.km.gov.lv/
uploads/ckeditor/files/kultura_timekli/Kul-
turas_piemineklu_statuss LZA El.pdf. Sk.
2020. g. 22. aug.

Piem., Bormane A. Kura pirma — Grobina
vai Kuldiga? Ka Latvijas pilsétam un ob-
jektiem veicas cela uz UNESCO pasaules
mantojuma sarakstu. LA.LV, 2019. g.
28. aug. https://www.la.lv/ieausties-unes-
co-vertibu-tikla. Sk. 2020. g. 22. aug.
Piem., EU CULTNET (Neoficials tiesib-
aizsardzibas iestazu un zinatibas tikls
kultdras pre€u joma) sanaksmes gaita
sniegtd informacija. Rumanija, Bukareste,
2019. g. 3.-4. apr.

Kultdrpolitikas pamatnostadnes, op. cit.,
8. Ip. — 24,5% kultlras pieminek|u pie-
der valstij un pasvaldibam. Sk. 2020. g.
20. aug.

joma, ar plasu pieredzi tiesibaizsardzibas joma, ka ari jurisprudencé un muzeju joma. Vin$

ir vairaku nacionalu un starptautisku pétijumu un tiesibu aizsardzibas projektu autors un
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vaditajs. Vina pétnieciskas intereses: materiala kultlras mantojuma aizsardzibas juridiskie, kri-
minologiskie un socialekonomiskie aspekti, kultlras mantojuma potenciala attistiba. Publika-
ciju (publicetas Latvija un arvalstis) autors par kultliras mantojuma aizsardzibas risinajumiem
un tiesibaizsardzibas jautajumiem.

Andris ir Eiropas Arheologu asociacijas kultliras materialu nelikumigas tirdzniecibas novér-
Sanas komitejas priek$sédétaja vietnieks un Latvijas Arheologu biedribas biedrs.
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Summary

Keywords: cultural heritage, protection of archaeological heritage, socio-economic factors,
illegal excavations, damage to cultural objects, antiquities

Protection of archaeological heritage and development of its socio-economic potential require
a holistic approach, involving the public, private, and non-governmental sectors, as well as
cooperation among various stakeholders. The aim of this article is to identify the most im-
portant factors that affect the preservation of the archaeological heritage and form the basis
for its socio-economic development. The study uses thematic literature, analysis of the legal
framework, criminal cases, documents and statistics, survey and interview materials, as well
as elements of qualitative content analysis.
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Abstract. The aim of the article is to reflect the necessity of introducing
objective criteria in articulating monetary value of the damage caused to
archaeological sites (immovable cultural monuments) as a result of illegal
activities. The research focuses on the damage assessment criteria and resulting
diminishment of economic value that are used in several countries, as well as
examines the key interests and stakeholders in damage assessment process and
outcome. It further describes the corresponding situation in Latvia, determines
the existing challenges and proposes the basis for improvement in administrative
and legal procedures. Methods applied in the research are literature review, legal
framework and documentary analysis, statistical analysis and elements of
qualitative content analysis. International intercomparisons have been made
consulting with foreign experts. The assay is mostly done from legal and socio-
economic point of view. The results of the research could be used for the
purposes of amending legal regulation and damage assessment mechanisms.

Keywords: Archaeological heritage, cultural heritage, cultural monuments,
damage assessment, looting, socio-economic values.

INTRODUCTION

Despite the fact that Latvia is a relatively small country, its cultural and
historical heritage (including archaeological heritage) is quite rich. As of 18 May
2020, according to the information of the NCHB (SPCMR), there were 7361
immovable cultural monuments! in the SPCMR, while 2520 (or 34 %) of
immovable monuments were archaeological.

From 2012 up to the first half of 2019 there have been fixed 135 occurrences
of damage caused to archaeological sites as a result of illegal activities (Table 9,
No. 8). Although data on illegally acquired archaeological antiquities are not listed
in Latvia’s official criminal statistics (Kairiss, 2016), the study (Nagle, 2016)
revealed that, e.g., in 2014 a significant number of antiquities of the Latvian origin
were illegally acquired and sold abroad. Even though the number of cases where

* According to Section 1 of Protection Law LV (Table 6, No. 15): Cultural monuments are a part
of the cultural and historical heritage - cultural and historical landscapes and individual
territories (ancient burial sites, cemeteries, parks, places of historical events and the activities of
famous persons), as well as individual graves, groups of buildings and individual buildings, works
of art, facilities and articles with historical, scientific, artistic or other cultural value and the
preservation of which for future generations is in conformity with the interests of the State and
people of Latvia, as well as international interests.

©2020 Andris Kairiss, Irina Olevska.
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damage is caused to archaeological sites has decreased since 2016, the statistics?
gives leave to make a conclusion that evaluation of the damage caused to
archaeological heritage is a topical issue, which needs to be analysed and discussed:
between 2017 and 2019 14 cases of destruction, damaging or desecration of a
cultural monument were registered and there were also 251 registered cases of
desecration of graves® (Information centre of the Ministry of Interior of the
Republic of Latvia, 2019).

Every cultural heritage site is important, whether it is a recognized world
heritage site or a site of local significance. Each such a site has cultural, social and
other value for the state and society that cannot always be quantified and expressed
in monetary terms. However, damage to archaeological heritage sites must be
remedied and the site restored as far as possible, so the damage determination from
a financial point of view is imperative. Monetary valuation should be transparent
and clear to realise how many resources it will take from the society to restore an
object and possibly return its lost cultural, social and other values. That is why the
determination of damage should be made on the basis of predefined objective
criteria. This directly leads to the question of the economic value of cultural
heritage, to which some of this article will be devoted.

The protection of cultural heritage is based on the recognition of its value in the
society and the conviction of the need to preserve it. However, the looting of
archaeological heritage through illegal excavations, the illicit trade in antiquities,
and the damaging and destruction of archaeological sites show that the protection
of cultural heritage must also be based on strict principles and the rule of law. Legal
acts inter alia introduce procedural clarity by promoting a uniform approach and
objectivity, which is essential, in particular, in the damage assessment process. It is
not possible to regulate all aspects in detail by law, so as practice shows several
countries have also introduced methodologies for assessing damage to cultural
heritage sites (e.g., Lithuania, Moldova, etc.).

Judicial and legislative developments of the recent time lead to the currently
developing international public policy over culture-sensitive cases and legislation.
Having observed insufficiency in a sound and effective approach to culture-related
cases throughout the field, this transnational public policy stems from the principles
contained in the international legal regulation (e.g., Table 7, No. 1-3) as well as the
instruments crafted by other stakeholders and moves to formation of a lex culturalis
(Chechi, 2017/2018) — the aggregate of tailored rules aimed at bringing the
uniqueness of cultural property to the fore. The need for such rules is especially
obvious in the fields where national and international regulation is lacking. This
insufficiency or even lack of a reliable approach to economically quantifying the

2 1t should be taken into account that statistical information provided by the NCHPB, the State
Police and the Information Centre of the Ministry of the Interior does not coincide, see, e.g.,
(Kairiss, 2017).

3 Since the most frequently looted archaeological monuments are ancient burial places, it should be
taken into account that at least part of these offences are qualified on the basis of other sections of
the Criminal Law (Table 6, No. 10), e.g., Section 228, Part 3 (desecration of graves, funerary urns
or interred or uninterred corpses related to stealing of a monument or funerary urn, or other objects
placed on or in a grave or at a funerary urn). As an example, please see VRC judgement 2018
(Table 8, No. 9); ADC judgement 2015 (Table 8, No. 1).
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cultural value of the damage caused and the liability for having caused it (Rodriguez
Temifio, 2019) is universally observed over assessing damage caused by harmful
human acts to archaeological heritage objects. However, as it will be explored
below, credibility of such quantification is detrimental for the outcome of the
corresponding court cases and asserting liability (McAllister & McManamon,
2007)

In the scientific literature, damage to archeological objects is mostly considered
from the point of view of criminal law, as well as from the point of view of the
value of illegally acquired archeological antiquities and lost scientific knowledge.
The damage caused to immovable archeological objects is mostly viewed from the
point of view of their loss of cultural and social value. Less attention is paid to
quantifiable economic damage to the site itself and to the quantifiable socio-
economic consequences of the damage, although recent events related to the
damage and destruction of cultural heritage sites of the global importance, as well
as case law* clearly demonstrate the importance and need for such an analysis.

Despite the fact that damage to cultural objects is often related to the imposition
of fines (as a kind of punishment) on the offender, in this article the authors do not
analyse the aspect of punishment, focusing on the assessment of damage to the
cultural object itself.

The aim of this paper is to lay a foundation for the necessity of the objective
assessment criteria of the damage caused by illegal human intervention to
immovable archaeological objects. While basically analysing the situation in
Latvia, this paper also briefly observes corresponding assessment criteria applied
in several European Union member states and Eastern European countries — non-
EU member states.’

To reach the aim, the following tasks have been set during the research:

- to demonstrate why the assessment of the damage caused by illegal
human intervention to immovable archaeological objects and the use of
the corresponding assessment criteria are important;

- toindicate the main assessment criteria used,;

- to analyse legal and other related aspects regarding damage assessment
in Latvia;

- to indicate existing challenges regarding efficiency of the damage
assessment in Latvia, and provide major recommendations.

For the purposes of the present research, apart from scientific literature on the
subject, the authors have analysed the existing methodologies and guidelines on
criteria and conditions for evaluation of cultural heritage assets, statutory
requirements for monetary evaluation of cultural monuments, most common
valuation methods of immovable archaeological objects (e.g., scientific articles,
damage assessment reports, explanations and clarifications provided by

4 For instance, see the Prosecutor v. Ahmad Al Fagi Al Mahdi (Table 8, No. 8)

5 From January to May 2020 the authors addressed cultural heritage protection institutions and
experts of 25 countries (incl. 24 member states of the European Union) with the questions of
existence of statutory rules over and applicability of damage assessment criteria to cultural
heritage sites. 7 countries responded. The obtained information is referred to in the article along
with the links to respective legal regulations and other materials.
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representatives of public institutions responsible for damage assessment throughout
Europe), reports of supervisory authorities, as well as available statistical data on
Latvian cultural monuments, types of damage done to them, criminal and court
statistics in Latvia regarding illegal actions against cultural heritage objects.

Up to the authors’ knowledge there has been no research made in Latvia with
regard to assessment of the damage caused to archaeological heritage; therefore,
this article is probably the first step in trying to seize the point of the matter.

1. DAMAGE ASSESSMENT: WHY AND HOW SHOULD IT BE DONE?

Economic Value of Immovable Cultural Monuments

From the economical point of view, cultural heritage (or “goods”), like
environmental heritage, represents typically public goods characterised by the non-
rival consumption (Navrud, 2005) and the non-use value (Navrud, 2005; Tuan,
Navrud, 2008). At the same time, cultural objects possess certain distinctive
features, such as historical dimension, uniqueness and often the abiotic nature
(Nijkamp, 2012). Therefore, market-based valuation approaches are not applicable
to non-use values of cultural heritage assets. Several other methods are used most
frequently to measure this kind of values (based on New Zealand Institute of
Economic Research, 2018; Nijkamp, 2012; Rypkema, 2012):

Stated Preference Method, based on responses to hypothetical questions,
allows singling out both the current and potential values of particular sites.
One type of the stated preference method is contingent valuation, where
respondents are asked to respond on the willingness to pay for or
willingness to accept (with compensation) the presented outcome. Some
limitations of this evaluation method lie in possible overstating of non-use
values of the objects, reflecting present values combined with bequest
values®, as well as difference between stated willingness to pay and
willingness to accept, as paying has a limit caused by income availability
while receiving has not.

The other type of stated preference method is a choice modelling technique
where respondents are presented with a range of discrete alternatives from
which respondents are asked to choose their most preferred alternative.
Travel Cost Method, which evaluates the costs a person who wants to pay
for visiting a particular site. The limitations of this method include
complexity of a precise analysis in case of multipurpose trips (when the
tourist intends to visit multiple heritage objects), estimation of the role of
social externalities (company or group of people the tourist is travelling
with) and opportunity costs (value of time of a tourist).

Hedonic Price Method, which identifies the internal and external values of
a particular site and the contribution of each component to the overall value
of the site.

& Bequest value (or bequest earnings) is value people put on preserving particular good for the
future generations (see, for instance, Gisselman et al., 2017).
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As archaeological sites are part of cultural heritage objects, they are fully
subject to the same economic value as cultural heritage sites in general, incl. also
non-use value. Archaeological sites, however, have a specific feature that is
applicable to them to a large extent: they have not only asset but also commodity
value (Brodie, 2010). Commodity value refers to the acquisition of antiquities from
archaeological sites primarily for the purpose of selling them. Due to the
commodity value of archaeological sites, they often become victims of illegal
excavations. lllegal excavations, the accompanying illegal acquisition of antiquities
and the destruction of an archaeological site not only deplete the commaodity value
of the site, but definitely affect its asset value negatively, as well as reduce or
destroy its non-economic value (symbolic, aesthetic, etc.).

Monetary estimation of the non-use values could be done just approximately.
Taking into account the historic, cultural, symbolic and other functions of cultural
heritage, for many people, cultural heritage sites seem invaluable, and the very
question of valuing them in monetary terms may sound somewhat blasphemous.
For example, how can the loss of the Amber Room, for example, be assessed in
financial terms, as the entire humanity lost part of its history and culture? On the
other hand, if all cultural heritage sites are priceless, the question of relativity arises,
e.g., if all ancient burials are priceless, is the loss of the Great Pyramid of Cheops
comparable to the loss of an ancient burial where some unknown warriors or
farmers were buried? Is the loss of any spearhead from the Roman Empire times
comparable to the loss of the Lance of Longinus? If all such objects are already
invaluable, then it is as if all these objects should not be valued, because they are
equivalent in terms of value. Is the value of a unigque object “more invaluable” than
the value of another, less unique object? Is this why we have a concept of cultural
monuments and world heritage sites? Why, then, are there auctions where famous
works of art and also antiquities are valued in financial terms?

Let us try to find an answer to the question of monetary assessment usefulness
by looking at both the scope of the damage assessment and the stakeholders who
may need it.

1.2. Fields of Application and the Stakeholders

The need for a monetary assessment of damage to archaeological sites stems
directly from the socio-economic interests of several groups of private and non-
governmental stakeholders, the functions of public institutions and the public (e.g.,
taxpayers’) right to information:

- restoration of the object (e.g., in Latvia conservation, maintenance, repair
and restoration of a cultural monument are to be performed by the owner
(possessor) of the cultural monument at his own expense;’
the relevant funds may then be recovered from the guilty person.

- performing transactions with archaeological objects, for instance, purchase-
sale (e.g., calculating the difference between the price of the damaged object
and the non-damaged object), investments, rent, mortgage;

- insurance (e.g., payment of insurance premiums);

" In accordance with Section 24, Partl of Protection Law LV (Table 6, No. 15)
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- economic use of the object, for instance, setting the entrance fee to the
object (e.g., it can be changed if part of the object is not available for
viewing due to damage);

- the legal qualification of the offense committed. For instance, in Latvia, a
person might be subject to criminal liability for destruction, damaging or
desecration of a cultural monument protected by the state if he / she caused
substantial harm to the interests of the state or the public.® The substantiality
of harm caused to the cultural monument primarily depends on the property
loss expressed in monetary terms.® In the UK legal system, the financial loss
resulting from damage to heritage objects, affects the classification
(categories which reflect varying degrees of seriousness with appropriate
sentences for each level thereof) of the damage caused (Table 5, No. 8) and
the applicable penalty;

- determining the extent of civil liability. In determining civil liability, one
should consider the value of the principal property, its appurtenances, the
detriment indirectly caused by the loss having taken place and lost profits'®,
which is supposed to be determined, inter alia, in monetary terms;

- providing evidence in court proceedings. The credibility of the
archaeological resource damage assessment, e.g., directly affects the
outcome of the corresponding criminal or civil cases and the penalties
imposed (McAllister & McManamon, 2007);

- management of archaeological objects, urban and regional development
needs, resource allocation (e.g., Table 5, No. 9);

- evaluation of capital resources and change of the value thereof;

- accountability of responsible public institutions for publicly owned cultural
objects (e.g., European Commission, Eurostat, 2017; Table 5, No. 9). This
obligation corresponds, for example, to the public (e.g. taxpayers’) right to
information on the use of the public budget.*

Interests of different stakeholders towards the cultural heritage can be
conditionally classified into interests of economic nature and the ones that lie
beyond a strictly financial calculus and might include the so-called intangible factor
and non-material significance (for instance, symbolic, spiritual, aesthetic, sense of
belonging, etc).

The range of stakeholders, whose interests are affected by the changes in the
cultural objects, is broad. There are, e.g., those who trade in it, those who study it,
those who collect it, and those who have a religious, ethnic, or other attachment to
it (Brodie, 2010). If we look from the territorial perspective, cultural heritage assets
always carry a high degree of local specificity (Nijkamp, 2012) or values shared
among residents of a certain area; therefore, the first to be affected are the owners

8 Section 229 of the Criminal Law LV (Table 6, No. 10)

% Section 23 of the Criminal Law Enforcement Act (Table 6, No. 19). Liability for a criminal
offence causing substantial harm applies if 1) property loss equals or exceeds five minimum
monthly wages + other interests protected by law have been threatened; 2) property loss equals or
exceeds 10 minimum monthly wages; 3) other interests protected by law have been significantly
threatened.

10 Sections 1779, 1786, Civil Law LV (Table 6, No. 8)

11 SCS AD judgement SKA-917/2019 (Table 8, No. 7)

50



Baltic Journal of Real Estate Economics and Construction Management

2020/8

of the assets and different dimensions of the local community. Since involvement
of multiple stakeholders in maintenance of cultural assets usually increases value
and improves the effectiveness of implementing new solutions (Dieck, 2017), there
are also socio-economic interests of different stakeholders concerned. Besides, in
certain cases cultural assets embed values shared on a much broader scale, inter
alia, universally (Nijkamp, Riganti, 2004), so the range of affected stakeholders
expands.

Table 1 provides the non-exhaustive list of stakeholders whose economic
interests might be affected by changes or damage caused to the cultural heritage
objects and who would be interested in monetary assessment of the archaeological
object and/or damage done to it. Also some public sector stakeholders whose
functions concern protection of cultural heritage or development of socioeconomic
potential thereof are included in the table.

Table 1. Examples of Stakeholders and their Economic Interests in Immovable
Heritage Objects (Cultural Monuments)

(developed by the authors; for economic interests and functions the authors partially used A. Kairiss’
qualitative content analysis of socio-economic interests in the field of tangible cultural heritage'?)

Examples of interest/ public institution’s function
Stakeholders
. Monetary assessment of the whole object
Economic -
and/ or damages done to it
Owners of the Whole object®: conservation,
cultural maintenance, repair and restoration of an
ggfgﬁge(me Purchase/sale, lease, mortgage, object, insurance needs
ovdner could investment, imposing entrance fee, Damages: conservation/restoration of
other commercial activity 1Es:
be, e.g., state, an object; insurance needs
municipality,
private entity)

12 Qualitative analysis is based on: Amineddoleh (2013); Throsby (2012); Blundo, Ferrari, del
Hoyo, Riccardi, Muifiaa (2018); Brodie (2010); Brodie, Contreras (2012); Cerra, Plank,
Lysandrou, Tian (2016); Dalmas, Geronimi, Noél, Tsang, Jessy (2015); Dans, Gonzalez (2019); de
Beer, Boogaard (2017); Ganciu (2018); Gill (2016); Greenland, Marrone, Topcuoglu,
Vorderstrasse (2019); Li, Krishnamurthy, Roders, Wesemael (2020); Martins (2016); Mendes
(2016); Munzi, Zocchi (2017); Pukis (2011); Suarez-Mansilla (2018); Munarim, Ghisi (2016); van
Oers (2015).

13j.e., assessment of monetary value of all the cultural monument before the damage has been
done to it or the remaining value after the damage. Please see the next chapter for clarification of
the concept.
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Local Involvement in tourism related Whole object (if in public property):
community economic activities (e.g., production of | assessment of the value of public (e.g.,
(inhabitants, souvenirs, local food, crafts etc.); work | municipal) property;
NGOs) on heritage sites (e.g., legitimate
excavations), museums etc.; Damage: providing financial assistance
(directly or through fund-raising) in
conservation/restoration of cultural
monuments etc.
Local Commercial activities (founding Whole objects and damage: Providing
community private museums, organising guided financial assistance (e.g., in the
(entrepreneurs) | tours; catering, hotels and souvenir framework of corporate social
production business development; responsibility) in conservation/
organising events in the locations of restoration of cultural monuments etc.
cultural objects (festivals, celebrations
etc.))
Local Local/ regional development plans, Whole object (if owns): the owners
municipality attraction of funds/specialists for interests, as well as inclusion of the
preservation of cultural heritage, object in local/ regional development
participation in public-private planning etc.; accountability before the
partnerships for reconstruction and local or broader community regarding
development, increase in cultural maintenance of the public property;
tourism/ promoting favourable
travelling environment, preoccupancy Damage: (if owns) the owner’s interests;
of local inhabitants/ development of (if s/he does not own but objects are
business opportunities and maintenance | within administrative territory) providing
of commercial activities financial assistance (directly or through
fund-raising) in conservation/ restoration
of cultural monuments etc.
Visitors Indirectly: to conveniently get better Damage: to make donations for
service (e.g., better recreation, cultural, | conservation/ restoration of cultural
religious and other needs coverage) for | objects
less money
Attraction of visitors, researchers and
Cultural scholars; general development of the | Damage: providing financial assistance
institutions local area; as a result; attraction of (through fund-raising) in conservation/
(museums etc.) | additional funds for promotion and restoration of cultural monuments etc.

supplementing of the collection,
scientific research, publications etc.

Academic and
scientific
organisations,
individual
researchers

Job related interests, getting income
through projects and publications etc.

Whole objects and damage: Statistical
data on whole objects and damage in
order to make economic, legal,
criminological and other research
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Heritage Management and maintenance of Whole objects and damage: assessment
protection cultural heritage resources of damage done; financing conservation/
agencies restoration of cultural monuments;
accountability before the local or broader
community regarding maintenance of the
public property
Law Prevention and combating offences Whole objects and damage: proper
enforc_ement concerning cultural heritage objects qgall_flcatlon (assessment of d_ar_nage}
agencies, within the framework of administrative
Prosecutor’s and criminal proceedings; assessment of
Offices possible wasting of public assets in case
of sale, lease etc.
Raising social responsibility and
Courts confidence in the due process of law; | Whole objects and damage: well-
as a result: offence prevention and grounded, justified decision-making
raising social awareness regarding compensations for the harm
caused to cultural property and related
interests
National/ Budgetary issues, tax and levy aspects; | Whole object (e.g., publicly owned):
regional development and monitoring of estimating role of cultural heritage
planning/ infrastructure development projects at objects in national/ regional development
supervisory the national level, taking into account planning etc.; estimating capital asset
authorities the socio-economic potential of cultural | value of publicly owned (cultural)
(e.q., heritage; promoting sustainable property; accountability before the
ministries, development and favorable travelling inhabitants (tax payers) regarding
planning environment maintenance of the public property;
centres etc.)
Damage: providing financial assistance
(directly or through fund-raising) in
conservation/ restoration of cultural
monuments etc.
Insurance Insurance related needs Whole objects and damage: calculation
companies of insurance premiums/ payouts
Real estate Transfer of ownership over historic Whole objects and damage: assessing the
companies sites, calculation of price premiums for | price of the real estate and the changes
listed monuments, assessing the value | thereof
of cultural heritage objects
Private and Commercial activities; participation Whole objects and damage: assessment
public (financing) in development projects; of investment risks and profit; assessment
investors and promoting competitive advantage and of development projects; providing

financial assistance (e.g., in the
framework of corporate social
responsibility, international financial aid,
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sponsors (e.g., | strategy of further exploitation of the development and other programmes) in
World Bank) heritage resource conservation/ restoration of cultural

monuments etc.
Mass media Journalistic activities, publications Whole objects and damage: thematic
concerning cultural heritage, local, articles, journalist investigations (.g.,
regional and national development public sector and soueta_l Ios_ses asa
projects, socio-economic role of result of the dami_ige, estimating valug
cultural heritage etc., objective report | and costs of public sector property, direct
and evaluation of the situation and indirect income generated by public
cultural heritage objects (e.g., assessing
the profit of maintaining it within the
public sector etc.)

Promoting quality of life and

Society in standard of living through society’s Whole object (if in public property):

general development in larger business assessment of the value of public

(country or opportunities (e.g., management of property;

broader level) | cultural heritage significantly impacts
development in other fields, e.g., Damage: providing financial assistance
catering and hotels), scientific and (directly or through fund-raising) in
educational potential, creating job conservation/restoration of cultural
opportunities etc. monuments etc.

As can be seen in Table 1, stakeholders’ interests in the monetary assessment
of the whole object or only the losses incurred can be related to business, investment
and development planning aspects, conservation and restoration needs of the object,
corporate social responsibility and donations for restoration, the usefulness of
knowledge how the public sector manages cultural property, etc. The degree of
accuracy of the monetary assessment varies for different stakeholders, e.g., it is
undoubtedly high for insurance companies and litigation, but may be approximate
if citizens or NGOs collect donations for the restoration purposes.

The aforementioned allows assuming that the monetary assessment of damage
is useful, so the question arises: what should it be based on, i.e., what criteria should
be used to make the assessment more objective?

1.3. Damage Assessment Aspects and Criteria

Economic Evaluation of the Whole Cultural Monument

As it is shown above, there are several approaches to evaluate economic value
of cultural objects. While there are some aspects that cannot be rendered in
monetary terms, objective economic evaluation is of utmost importance in ensuring
basic functionality of public authorities. It works out, for instance, in proper
heritage management (optimal allocation of resources for preservation and
development of a cultural object and the area in the vicinity), recording of public
property (securing transparency and financial sustainability), determining the
diminishment of value (difference between “before” and “after” values of cultural
assets, which have been damaged).
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Within the framework of the research, the authors have analysed 12 countries’
approaches to evaluation of cultural heritage sites. The results show that methods
used by countries to assess economic value of cultural monuments differ
substantially. Most countries differentiate cultural monuments based on their non-
monetary significance and/or category affiliation (e.g., Latvia,** Lithuania,’®
Finland,*® Estonia,’” Germany,'® Cyprus'®) and do not provide for standard
procedures of economic evaluation of cultural monuments for any assessment
purposes (transaction, lease, insurance, mortgage, investment, liquidity, cadastral,
etc.). Despite the view that benefits of evaluation of heritage assets outweigh the
arguments against it (European Commission, Eurostat, 2017), the most common
reason for avoidance of articulating monetary value invoked by the countries is
perception of “inestimable value” of heritage objects (e.g., Estonia?®) and lack of
administrative capability/ resources (Sweden,?* Latvia??).

However, few countries, like Russia®® and Ukraine,?* in their turn, have
statutory approved methodologies on general monetary evaluation rules of cultural
monuments, providing for different calculation methods depending on the purpose
of evaluation (including, e.g., insurance, lease, sale, privatization, urban
development, determination of the effect of cultural object on the cost
characteristics of the environment, mandatory buyout, re-evaluation of key (capital)
property for accounting purposes, etc.). With regard to the archaeological
monuments, in Ukraine (Table 5, No. 5) there is a special formula for monetary
value assessment using ratios depending on the archaeological group, cultural
value, degree of preservation, rarity of the monument, its place in ancient history,
the size of the land.?®

While some countries, mentioned above, provide for assessment of economic
value of the whole cultural monuments before any damage is caused to them (initial

14 Section 14, Protection Law LV (Table 6, No. 14) Cultural monuments, in conformity with their
historical, scientific, artistic or other cultural value, are classified into cultural monuments of state,
regional and local significance.

15 part 3, Article 3, Protection Law LT (Table 6, No. 16) (distinction of immovable cultural
heritage according to the nature or combination of valuable characteristics that determine its
significance)

16 Chapter 1, Section 2, Protection Law FI (Table 6, No. 2) (what forms solid ancient remains)

17 Section 10, Protection Law EE, (Table 6, No. 12) (Prerequisites for State Protection)

18 For instance, Article 1, BayDSchG (Table 6, No. 4)

19 Section 6, Protection Law CY (Table 6, No. 3) (declaration of ancient monuments based on
historic, architectural, traditional, artistic or archaeological interest)

20 Raie S., director general of the National Heritage Board of Estonia (Table 9, No. 5)

21 Barkin M., legal advisor, Swedish National Heritage Board (Table 9, No. 2)

22 See, for instance, AR 2018 (Table 4, No. 5)

23 Methodology RUS (Table 5, No. 4)

24 Methodology UKR (Table 5, No. 5)

% Methodology UKR (Table 5, No. 5), pars. 9 & 10, a cost method is used to evaluate the
monetary value of archaeological sites, as the basis of which are costs of work on archaeological
research on those sites
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evaluation), few others (e.g., Sweden,?® Germany,?’ Spain?®) provide for an overall
evaluation of the sites after the damage was caused to them. The applicability of
this approach may be illustrated by the example. For instance, if someone drives a
bulldozer to the park of the castle complex, causing irreparable damage to centuries-
old trees and original sculptures in the park, the trees and sculptures can be replaced,
but both the park and the entire castle complex will never be of the same
authenticity again. Thus, it is logical that a cultural monument (the whole object) is
assigned both the original cultural and historical value (initial or “before” value)
and the loss of the respective value (“after” value), for example, as a result of some
illegal activities. This supports the view that evaluation (and re-evaluation or
assessment of decrease in the overall value) of the whole site is useful and absence
of any in the tandem of “before-after” values precludes the possibility to assess the
diminished value of the whole monument. As it is generally recognised, the
significance of a heritage asset can be understood only when the harm caused to the
whole asset can properly be assessed (Table 5, No. 3).

Another approach followed by some countries (e.g., Cyprus®) is the overall
evaluation of loss caused to the site (the whole cultural object) as a result of illegal
activities in percentage terms, so that the diminishment of value is expressed in
percental, but not in monetary equivalent.

As it will be shown further, there is a very general regulation in Latvia regarding
both — initial evaluation of the cultural monument and re-evaluation thereof after
the damage was caused. The situation in Latvia is going to be analysed in greater
detail further.

Economic Evaluation of the Damage Caused to Cultural Monument

Economic literature provides some of general methods that might be used to

assess damage caused to cultural monuments, inter alia:

- Compensation method. According to this method, in case the cultural
monument is damaged, the financial compensation of the loss caused to this
object is estimated by assessing the costs of restoration/repair. One of the
major limitations to this method is that it predefines substitutability of the
object concerned, which is hardly the case for exclusive or unique cultural
objects (Nijkamp, 2012). Moreover, using this method for assessment of
damage caused to the cultural monument by itself (apart from the others)
may warp the judgement on the total amount of losses caused, since if a
cultural monument is damaged, it is likely to reduce the cultural and
historical value of the entire cultural object. This impairment may be
related, for example, to the use of non-original materials, sketches and
construction techniques in renovation work, etc., since part of the total

2% Barkin M., legal advisor, Swedish National Heritage Board (Table 9, No. 5)

27 Gohner W.K., assessor iuris, Chief Legal Officer Bavarian State Conservation Office (Table 9,
No. 4)

2 Rodriguez Temifio 1., representative of Carmona Archaeological Site, Ministry of Culture and
Historical Heritage, Junta de Andalucia, Spain (Table 9, No. 6)

2 Department of Antiquities, Ministry of Transport, Communication and Works, Republic of
Cyprus (Table 9, No. 3)
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value of the property may be irreversibly lost when the original material is
altered or replicated (Mourato & Mazzanti, 2002, p. 54). If we refer to the
example of bulldozer in the castle complex, mentioned above, it is seen that
compensation for damage by paying for materials, work, expertise,
replanting trees and replacing sculptures does not fully compensate for the
damage, as the whole cultural monument has lost part of its original cultural
identity and become less valuable.
- Lost Information Method. According to this method, the total sum of the
assessed values of all the small samples of various monuments is calculated
(for more details, see Rodriguez Temifio, 2019). If we consider that the
economic damage should be assessed by looking at the (present) value of
lost benefits (Dosi, 2001), the lost information method might give us a more
or less objective result. It should be noted that by contrast with the
compensation method, the lost information method tries to cover all the
“lost information”, including a decrease in an archaeological value (due to
loss of research material), loss of income from tourists (if the site is open to
the public) and other aspects targeting at the “all-included” report.®
The lost information method (at least in terms of overall number of stolen
antiquities) has been used by NCHB in assessing the amount of damage caused to
ancient burial fields. For instance, in case of VRC as of 2018%, it is stated that “as
indicated in the calculation of the loss of the cultural and historical value of the
cultural monument, in 1983, 92 antiquities were obtained from 6 burial sites in the
archaeological excavations carried out in the ancient cemeteries of Asari”. Based
on this information, “the representative of [NCHB], with regard to the number of
items indicated as being stolen from the ancient cemeteries of Asari, indicated that
the 91 antiquities listed in the list of stolen property were an adequate amount of
antiquities that could be excavated from the 6 ancient cemeteries ”.
Apart from the above mentioned, scientific literature (Rodrigues Temifo, 2019)
provides an indicative formula to calculate the value of damage of the
archaeological site:

Vd = (Cexc +X Pbb +X Gconser/rest) XX (lsensl + |sen52 + |sens3 ),

where:
Vg — is the total value of the damage;
Cexc — is the cost of the archaeological intervention that would have been
necessary to record and document the totally or partially destroyed site;
> Ppb — is the sum of the price that could be fetched for the movable and
immovable objects that can definitely be identified on the site;
¥ Geonserirest — 1S the cost of the conservation and restoration of movable and
immovable objects from or in the damaged area; and
% (lsensit+lsens2t+lsenss...) — is the sensitivity index of the site in question,
expressed as a coefficient.

%0 Rodriguez Temifio 1., representative of Carmona Archaeological Site, Ministry of Culture and
Historical Heritage, Junta de Andalucia, Spain (personal communication, Table 9, No. 6)
31 VVRC judgement 2018 (Table 8, No. 9)
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Assessing cultural monuments and defining their cultural significance can be
highly subjective (Manders, Van Tilburg & Staniforth, 2012). It is, therefore, of
utmost importance for damage assessment criteria to be predefined, transparent and
known to the public, while for the authorities to be legal and consistent in their
implementation. This forms an integral part of the principle of legal certainty which
includes clarity of norms, legal accuracy and public awareness of the requirements
of norms.*?

While only few countries of those analysed within the framework of the
research provide for overall evaluation of cultural monuments (e.g., economic
evaluation before damage has been caused thereto and evaluation of the whole
monument after the caused damage), the absolute majority evaluates the costs
associated with damage done. However, an approach of the countries to damage
assessment is far from homogeneous both in form and in substance. Out of 12
countries analysed by the authors, only two (Lithuania®® and Moldova®) have
approved statutory requirements related to damage assessment. Others use model
damage assessment documents (e.g., Finland), compile reports on a case-by-case
basis (e.g., Cyprus®®) or rely on internal documentation (most probably that public
access to these documents is not provided). This seems to be also a case of Latvia,
since national legal acts provide just for general assessment directions, but the
information on particular assessment criteria is not publicly available.

Evaluation of Socio-Economic Components of Damage Caused to the
Cultural Monuments

Cultural monuments are the most directly perceivable part of the cultural
heritage with the greatest added value (Latvian Academy of Sciences Economic
Institute, 2002). Apart from investment attractiveness,® it is the existence or
absence of cultural heritage that determines the tourism potential of the whole area,
which in turn creates related economic benefits of workspaces, markets for goods
and services, and the resulting taxes in state and municipal budgets (Latvian
Academy of Sciences Economic Institute, 2002). Therefore, the negative effect
caused to socio-economic potential of the area by the damage done to a cultural
monument should not be underestimated.

32 For substance of the principle of legal certainty see CC judgement No. 2010-02-01 (Table 8,
No. 2), Osipova, 2017; Rezevska, 2016; For the rights of information see Information Law LV
(Table 6, No. 11), part 3, Section 2 “Information shall be accessible to the public in all cases, when
this Law does not specify otherwise”; SCS AD judgement SKA-917/2019 (Table 8, No. 7)

33 Methodology LT (Table 5, No. 7)

3 Methodology MOL (Table 5, No. 6)

3 Department of Antiquities, Ministry of Transport, Communication and Works, Republic of
Cyprus (Table 9, No. 3)

% The influence prestige associated with owning old mansions-monuments can be traced from
information on the cost of ownership in countries with a developed market for the sale of
monument buildings. For example, in England, the Czech Republic, and the USA, on average, the
unit costs of monument buildings exceed the cost of analogues by 130-140 percent (Jaskevich,
2009). It is reasonable to assume the value premium is driven by four categories of explanations:
heritage, neighbourhood characteristics, proximity, and public policy (Rypkema, 2012).
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Table 2 provides the (non-exhaustive) list of socio-economic benefits, which
might be taken into account when articulating the overall damage/loss caused to
cultural monuments.

Table 2. Socio-Economic Benefits of Use/Management of Cultural Monuments®’

Benefits, ensuring - tickets and other payments for use of cultural heritage
direct effect/ income - more workplaces at the heritage object/ site

- more visitors to the area

Benefits, ensuring - ancillary spending (food, goods, accommodation etc. for visitors)

indirect effect/ income - developing related businesses

- developing local food and crafts

- facilitating local/ regional marketing

- increase in investment capabilities

- higher public revenues

- reducing local emigration (e.g., owing to employment and
entrepreneurial opportunities)

- facilitating pleasant and secure environment, wealthy community

- Information and education

Other benefits, having - Promoting national identity and security

social impact - Facilitating social inclusion & reducing social tension
- Strengthening humanism

- Contributing to the development of inclusive society

While an absolute majority of the analysed countries evaluate current costs
associated with damage assessment, most of the countries do not evaluate socio-
economic components or the losses related to impossibility/diminishment of further
use of the objects as a result of the caused damage (e.g., Cyprus,*® the Netherlands,
Moldova®). In Estonia, only the loss of scientific data or the loss of the possibility
of future research is evaluated®. In Germany, unearned tourism income, loss of an
unidentified source of scientific data, education and training and determination of
the positive effect of the object over its environment can be evaluated within the
general procedures provided for in Civil and Criminal Codes, not inside the
administrative cultural heritage protection level.*> The latter criteria —
determination of the positive effect of the object over its environment — is also
provided for in the evaluation methodology of Russia (Table 5, No. 4); however, it
relates to the overall evaluation of the cultural monument and might be mentioned
as one of the design values in appraisal assignment.

37 As a basis, the authors used Brodie, 2010, Pkis, 2011

38 Department of Antiquities, Ministry of Transport, Communication and Works, Republic of
Cyprus (Table 9, No. 3)

39 Aten N., inspector, Government Information and Heritage Inspectorate (Table 9, No. 1)

40 Methodology MOL (Table 5, No. 6)

4l Raie S., director general of the National Heritage Board of Estonia (Table 9, No. 5)

42 Gohner W K., assessor iuris, Chief Legal Officer Bavarian State Conservation Office (Table 9,
No. 4)
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Out of the mentioned socio-economic components, in Latvia, unearned tourism
income might be requested under the auspices of Civil Law as lost profit.*3
However, up to the authors’ knowledge, this criterion has never been evaluated or

reviewed by the court.

The list of all the three mentioned types of assessment criteria (“before” and
“after” evaluation of the cultural monument, damage-related costs and socio-
economic components) used by the countries in assessing damage caused to cultural
monuments is provided in Table 3 below (either provided for in legal acts,
confirmed by respective experts or determined based on the analysis of the publicly
available information).

Table 3. Examples of Components for Assessment of Damage Done to Cultural
Monuments

Basic component

Type of assessment

Cyprus

Estonia

Finland

Germany

Latvia

Lithuania

Moldova

The Netherlands

Russia

Spain

Sweden

Ukraine

Financial evaluation of
the whole cultural
object

Evaluation of the
whole object in
monetary terms
before damage is
caused (initial
evaluation) for
transaction, lease,
insurance,
mortgage,
investment,
liquidity, cadastral,
treasure finds’
value, etc.
assessment purposes

Evaluation of the
whole object in
monetary terms
after damage is
caused (post factum
evaluation)

Costs associated with
damage caused

Evaluation of costs
associated with
damage caused
that may include:

Costs for drafting
restoration/repair
project
documentation

Costs of restoration
and repair

43 Section 1786, Civil Law LV (Table 6, No. 7)

60



Baltic Journal of Real Estate Economics and Construction Management

2020/8

Measures to reduce
consequential loss;
emergency
restoration

Change of
cultural/archaeologi | Y [ Y | Y| Y | Y| - |N|N|Y|Y|-|-
cal value

Costs for
archaeological
research to
document the
monument;
additional expertise
and studies (e.g.,
work in archives,
with historical
records, outsourced
conservation/restora
tion specialists, etc.)

Loss of intangible
part of the asset

Evaluation losses
related to

the object

impossibility/diminish
ment of further use of

Unearned tourism
income (for the time
of repairing/after
that)

Loss of an
unidentified source
of scientific data NIY|-]Y|IN|Y|[NIN|-|Y|-]|-
and education and
training

Determination of
positive effect of the

N . N|{N|-]Y|IN|-|N|N|Y[Y]|-]|-
object over its
environment
Designations used in the Table 3:
“Y” — yes, “N” — no, “~” — no information available

Comments and sources of information for Table 3:

Cyprus

There are no specific documents or standard procedure for damage assessment of
archaeological sites in Cyprus. When such cases arise, specific archaeological and conservation
reports are compiled on a case-by-case basis. Mainly inherent cultural value and cost of
conservation are taken into account. The decrease in the overall evaluation of the whole
monument might be expressed in a percentage rate, but not in monetary terms (Department of
Antiquities, Ministry of Transport, Communication and Works, Republic of Cyprus, personal
communication (Table 9, No. 3); Protection Law CY (Table 6, No. 3)

Estonia

The cost for drafting restoration/repair project documentation is taken into account for damage
assessment purposes, but it is not included in the basis for punishment (Raie S., personal
communication (Table 9, No. 5); Protection Law EE (Table 6, No. 13); Penal Code EE (Table
6, No. 20)

Finland

Protection Law FI (Table 6, No. 2); Criminal Code FI (Table 6, No. 9)
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Germany

The damage evaluation process is done in Germany mainly under Civil and Criminal Code
aspects, not inside the administrative protection level (Géhner W.K., personal communication
(Table 9, No. 4); Civil Code GE (Table 6, No. 7))

Latvia:

Protection Law LV (Table 6, No. 15); Civil Law LV (Table 6, No. 8); VRC judgement 2018
(Table 8. No. 9)

Lithuania

Protection Law LT (Table 6, No. 17); Methodology LT (Table 5, No. 7)

Moldova

Methodology MOL (Table 5, No. 6)

The Netherlands

The information provided relate to the cultural monuments of archaeological nature only (Aten
N., personal communication (Table 9, No. 1))

Russia

Methodology RUS (Table 5, No. 4); Evaluation standard No. 2 RUS (Table 5, No. 1);
Evaluation standard No.7 RUS (Table 5, No. 2); Evaluation Law RUS (Table 6, No. 11)

Spain

Rodriguez Temifio 1., personal communication (Table 9, No. 6)

Sweden

Barkin M., personal communication (Table 9, No. 2); Protection Law SE (Table 6, No. 14)
Ukraine

Evaluation of the whole object in monetary terms after damage is caused is mentioned in the
Methodology UKR for insurance claim statement purposes (Table 5, No. 5)

2. SITUATION IN LATVIA

Looting of archaeological sites in Latvia is a comparatively frequent
phenomenon, which (at least most notable cases) consistently attracts attention of
mass media.** Series of the very significant cases of damage caused to
archaeological sites in Latvia occurred at the beginning of 2015, when several
ancient cemeteries and more than 600 individual graves were looted in the Eastern
part of the country (TVNET, 2015). One of the most recent looting activities was
reported in April 2020, when more than 100 pits were detected in an ancient
cemetery of state significance (National Cultural Heritage Board, 2020). It is worth
mentioning that the attitude of local mass media towards illegal diggers is
predominantly negative and usually does not glorify their activities.*> Emphasising
the damage done in the course of illegal excavations, mass media contribute to
facilitating a negative social attitude to looting archaeological sites with the purpose
of obtaining and selling antiquities.

Available statistical data show that out of all archaeological monuments,
ancient burial places followed by the hillforts are particularly vulnerable to the risk
of looting (Kairiss, 2017). That is why some calculations regarding possible
commodity value or more precise the loss of scientific value of burial places
attempted to be made. According to information of 2015, the average value of one
middle or late Iron Age tomb inventory was assessed to be around 2 700 EUR and
the loss of the scientific value of the burial averaged around 480 EUR (Latvijas

4 Valmieras zinas, 2019; Skaties.lv, 2018; IR, 2016
45 Opposed to practice of mass media in some other countries, for instance, Romania, where media
is contributing to the popularization of this activity, see Ganciu, 2018
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Avize, 2015). It is however unclear which exactly criteria were used to make such
a calculation. It is also not clear whether these numbers compensate the diminished
value of the monument as a whole or relate just to damage done to the individual
graves.

Trying to shed more light on the situation in Latvia, we should take a look at
the legal regime currently in force in the country.

Legal Regime

In Latvia, cultural objects that form part of the cultural and historical heritage,
according to the umbrella law — Protection Law LV, are subject to special protection
and are called cultural monuments. The term equally refers to movable and
immovable objects with historical, scientific, artistic or other cultural value,
preservation of which is in conformity with the interests of the Latvian state, the
people and international interests.*® The overall cultural heritage protection regime
is determined by Protection Law LV, corresponding legal regulations and
regulatory acts.

While technically the mentioned legal regime provides for the whole cultural
and historical evaluation of the cultural monuments both before and after the
damage has been caused to them, as well as for evaluation of costs associated
directly with the damage, as will be shown further in the text, the legal provisions
appear to be quite general and declaratory in nature. There are no officially
approved, more or less detailed predefined criteria for articulating neither value of
the monuments nor damage assessment costs.

Failure to ensure precise economic valuation of monuments presumably gives
rise to two blocks of consequences:

- without knowledge of the initial value of those cultural monuments that are
in the public domain (before any damage has been caused to them), it is
impossible to conclude what significance it represents as a resource (e.g.,
European Commission, Eurostat, 2017) for the state or people of Latvia.
Thus, there appears the risk of suboptimal allocation of resources in the
sector, investment failure, and continuous degradation of the cultural assets
(Mourato & Mazzanti, 2002). It should be mentioned that SPCMR, which
agglomerates all the cultural monuments enjoying the Latvian state
protection and maintained by the NCHB, does not integrate the information
about ownership rights of the listed cultural monuments. Therefore, neither
the state itself, nor the society is aware of the quantity and quality of publicly
owned cultural objects (in fact — capital resources). The inadmissibility of
such a situation in connection with the lack of accounting of various
resources belonging to the public sector has been repeatedly pointed out in
the audit reports by the State Audit Office. Analysing the situation with the
accounting of state-owned minerals, the State Audit Office, for example,
indicates (Table 4, No. 7; p. 3): “In a situation where not all assets are listed

46 Section 1, Protection Law LV (Table 6, No. 15)
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and their value is not estimated, the risk of their fraudulent misuse
increases”;*

while Protection Law LV imposes on the cultural monuments’ owner a
range of obligations to preserve and protect the monument,*® the amount of
damage to a cultural monument caused by its owner’s actions or omissions
can hardly be assessed, since there is no point of initial reference from

which the damage is to be calculated.

Failure to ensure clearly defined damage assessment criteria, in its turn,:

limits (or even precludes) the possibility to hold an offender to account
within administrative, criminal (where applicability of legal norm is
predominantly based on the harm caused to the monument expressed in
monetary terms*®) or civil procedure and determine the imposed penalties
or compensation of losses;

does not provide for overall calculation of losses in case of double or
multiple designation of cultural objects. It should be mentioned here that
the SPCMR does not identify which cultural monument, if any,
simultaneously is designated as another protected asset (for example, forms
part of the national inventory of museum, archive or library). Multiple
designations are a common feature for heritage asset. For sites with multiple
designations, it is necessary to consider and understand all of the
designations and the heritage interest that is being protected (Table 5,
No. 3).

The legal analysis provided below determines the existing challenges in the
currently applicable norms of the Latvian law and their practical implementation.

Value Determination of Cultural Monuments in Latvia

According to Section 28 of the Protection Law LV, the cultural and historical
value may be determined for each cultural monument to which harm has been
caused. It shall be carried out by the National Heritage Board. Compensation for
damage caused to a cultural monument shall be calculated in conformity with the

cultural and historical value determined for such cultural monument.>
The first sentence of the Section is for several reasons ambiguous, e.g.:
- cultural and historical value is not clearly defined;
- the words “may be” presume ambivalent reading;

47 The member of the Council and director of the Fourth Audit Department of the State Audit

Office (Ms. Inga Vilka) in the personal communication (19 May 2020) indicated that the State

Audit Office adheres to such a position with regard to all inspection and accounting of all the

public sector owned resources, including in relation to cultural heritage objects (Table 9, No. 7)

8 For instance, obligation to ensure exploration before any construction works, perform
conservation and restoration works, etc.
49 Section 229, Criminal Law LV (Table 6, No. 10)

%0 The term cultural and historical value of a cultural monument is defined in par. 59 of Cabinet
Regulation LV No. 474 (Table 6, No. 5), as an assessment of a cultural monument, which includes
the sum of the material, historical, scientific, cultural, aesthetic and market (international market

of art and antique objects) value thereof.
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- attribution of determination of value only to damaged cultural
monuments contradicts the other rules of the Protection Law LV and
corresponding legal regulations.

Cultural and Historical Value

The term cultural and historical value of a cultural monument is defined in
Par. 59 of Cabinet Regulation LVL No. 474 (Table 6, No. 5), as an assessment of a
cultural monument, which includes the sum of the material, historical, scientific,
cultural, aesthetic and market (international market of art and antique objects) value
thereof. The Protection Law LV (Table 6, No. 15), in its turn, apart from the
mentioned six components (e.g., material, historical, scientific, cultural, aesthetic
and market value) provides for other types of values common to cultural
monuments, including artistic, architectonic, archaeological, ethnographic value
(these values are to be recorded and researched for cultural objects of value to lay
claim to inclusion in the list of state protected cultural monuments).>! From the
regulation it is unclear (or more precisely, non-defined) whether and to what extent
those valuation characteristics should be included in the determination of cultural
and historical value of cultural monuments.

Ambivalent Wording

To explain this ambiguity, the evolution of the norm should be presented. Initial
wording of the first sentence (from the year of adoption, 1992, till the only
substantial changes in 2018) of Section 28 of Protection Law LV is as follows: the
cultural and historical value may be determined for each cultural monument.? The
words “may be” are vague from the legal point of view. Depending on the stress
the user made when reading, one could understand this norm as providing
imperative determination of value to any cultural monument while the other might
consider it as admitting absence of such determination. Therefore, it was not clear
whether the owner of the cultural monument (as well as potential buyer or seller
thereof) was entitled to evaluation of its (current or potential) property.>® The
amendments, introduced in the Section in 2018, supplemented the clause by
attributing possible determination of value only to those cultural monuments to
which harm has been caused, leaving the ambiguity of words “may be”, discussed
above, untouched, and therefore unsolved.

51 Section 12, Protection Law LV (Table 6, No. 15)

52 Section 28, Protection Law LV (Table 6, No. 15), statutory wording in force till 12 June 2018
(included).

53 Cultural monuments that form part of the larger real estate object are not generally singled out in
the Land Book Registry as a separate object that is material in value, but are perceived as
encumbrance. According to the Restricted Territories Law (Table 6, No. 16), territories of the state
protected cultural monuments are considered restricted territories, therefore by their very existence
impose restriction on the property rights of the owner, who is obliged to corroborate this restriction
in the Land Register (where it is reflected in section “Property rights that encumber real estate”).
This concept of a cultural monument as a burden, and not an opportunity, might deprive it (at least
in the conscience of possessors) of its potential value.
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Valuation of Damaged Cultural Monuments Only

According to the annotation of the amendments mentioned above (Annotation
to Protection Law LV 2018 (Table 6, No. 1)), determining the cultural and historical
value of all cultural monuments in monetary terms was considered by the initiators
of the amendments useless and, from the point of view of administrative capacity,
unfeasible. Each of the mentioned arguments invites for a discussion.

Uselessness. The suggested uselessness of determining the cultural and
historical value, provided for in the annotation, appears to be doubtful. The
initiators of the legal amendments excuse themselves by referring to complexity of
the value determination process, variability of the value of a cultural monument in
the course of time and influence from the open market in Europe (Annotation to
Protection Law LV 2018 (Table 6, No. 1)). It should be noted that the head of
NCHB (Dambis, 2019) personally points out that the most important for the list of
protected cultural monuments is, inter alia, sufficiently identified and defined
cultural and historical value, therefore confirming the necessity of articulating the
value. The same perception had been expressed in annual work reports of NCHB
up to and including 2016 (Table 4, No. 1-3), where the objectives of the inspection
of cultural monuments included as a first criterion assessment of values and the
objectives of drafting inspection documents included as a first criterion
documenting of cultural and historical values. These objectives are no more there
in ARs of 2017 and later.

Moreover, in accordance with par. 90 of Cabinet Regulation LV No. 956, all
insured museum objects must be valued in monetary terms (according to market
value or utilitarian value and cultural and historical value of the object).> In view
of the above, by analogy, it is not clear why the relevant immovable cultural
monuments are not valued (since at least two of the aspects — complexity of the
value determination process and variability of the value of object in the course of
time — are common for both categories: museum objects and cultural monuments).

Unfeasibility. Lack of administrative capacity has been manifoldly mentioned
in the ARs of the NCHB.5® Significant amount of information to be specified and
the need of additional voluminous research for value assessment purposes, in
conjunction with insufficient funding (Dambis, 2019), causing subsequent lack of
capacity, most probably laid the basis for assumed unfeasibility of value assessment
of undamaged cultural monuments. While issues of administrative capacity are
predominantly outside the scope of competence of the authors, it has been noted by
the State Audit Office that most probably at least part of the respective functions of
the NCHB might be delegated to municipalities, which in their turn might increase
administrative capacity of the NCHB (Table 4, No. 6; p. 6).%¢

Conflict of legal norms. Attribution of value determination only to damaged
cultural monuments contradicts the other rules of the same Protection Law LV and

54 Appendix 6 of Cabinet Regulation LV No. 956 (Table 6, No. 6)

5 AR 2018 (Table 4, No. 5), AR 2017 (Table 4, No. 4), AR 2016 (Table 4, No. 3)

%6 According to the Audit Report 2016 (Table 4, No. 4), if the NCHB delegated part of its tasks in
the field of protection of immovable cultural monuments of local significance to local
governments, as it is admitted by law, then it could direct its administrative resources to perform
other tasks.
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corresponding legal regulations. For instance, according to existing legal rules,
historical, scientific, artistic, architectonic, archaeological, ethnographic or other
cultural value should be determined and recorded appraising eligibility of cultural
objects to inclusion in the list of state protected cultural monuments,® prior to
developing a restoration or reconstruction design of a cultural monument,® etc.

Taking into account the abovementioned, it is desirable to review the wording
of Section 28 of the Protection Law LV in order to broaden the scope of the norm
to cover the initial evaluation of cultural monuments and unambiguously determine
the cases and procedure thereof, since a legal norm, which is formulated in a vague,
incomprehensible, linguistically insufficient and uncertain way, loses its purpose
(SC AD judgement SKA-555/2012 (Table 8, No. 4)).

Damage Assessment Criteria

As mentioned above, evaluation of damage caused to cultural monuments
expressed monetarily directly affects the outcome of imposed penalties in criminal
procedures and compensation of losses in civil claims.

Criminal procedure. Under Section 229 of Criminal Law LV rules, a person
might be subject to criminal liability for destruction, damaging or desecration of a
cultural monument protected by the state if he / she caused substantial harm to the
interests of the state or the public. The substantiality of harm caused to the cultural
monument primarily depends on the property loss expressed in monetary terms.>®

According to the CA statistics (Court Administration, Court work data portal,
n. d.), over the past 5 years there have been just a few court cases based on Section
229 of Criminal Law LV and no clarification of the Supreme Court on the
applicability and substance of the norm. It is therefore unclear how the object of the
criminal offence is established, how the damage amount might be confuted or
objected, how and which exactly threatened interests lay basis for applicability of
this regulation. As an example, one of 2018 court cases® might be mentioned.
There, the court dismissed the claim for compensation without evaluating damage
done to the cultural monument, but only the value of looted antiquities. The court
stated that NCHB submitted a claim for compensation of damage in the amount of
17 784.47 EUR. Given that all the looted archaeological antiquities were to be
confiscated and transferred to the state, compensation for damage could not be
determined. In the same case the court terminated criminal proceedings based on
Section 229 of Criminal Law LV, because the indictment did not state that by
damaging the cultural monument [...] protected by the state, the [accused person]
caused significant damage to the state or public interests and in what way this
significant damage was expressed. The aforementioned leads to the conclusion that

57 Section 12, Protection Law LV (Table 6, No. 15)

%8 par. 21 of Cabinet Regulation LV No. 474 (Table 6, No. 5)

%9 Section 23, Criminal Law Enforcement Act (Table 6, No. 19), see footnote 9.
8 VVRC judgement 2018 (Table 8, No. 9)
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the reasons for such a court decision might include insufficient evidence of damage
caused to cultural monument and unobjective/improper assessment thereof.5!

It should be noted that in comparison with the mentioned Section 229, the norm
on intentional destruction of and damage to property,®? not specifically addressing
cultural monuments, was broadly analysed. According to the established case law,
the object of the criminal offense is the damaged or destroyed property or the
damaged or destroyed part of the property, if it is possible to separate it and assess
it separately. Compensation for damage consists of the value of the object of the
crime and the costs of restoration.®® Therefore, looking at damage to cultural
monuments by analogy with the damaged or destroyed property, it is crucial to
determine and objectively evaluate the subject matter of the criminal offence to be
able to articulate compensation and restoration costs. In any case it should be
understood that cultural monuments possess distinctive qualities (values), so
analogy cannot be applied fully and without reservations.

Civil procedure. Par. 59 of Cabinet Regulation LV No. 474 states that a
person, who has caused damages to a cultural monument or has illegally modified
the cultural and historical environment in the territory of the cultural monument or
in the protection zone thereof shall renovate the cultural monument and the
environment to the previous condition. If renovation is not possible, the persons
referred to shall compensate the losses in accordance with the procedures specified
by the Civil Procedure Law.

Compensation of losses to the victim is the main civil remedy available against
consequences of the infringement. Its purpose is to ensure that the situation which
would have existed in the absence of the infringement has been restored as fully as
possible (Torgans, 2006). According to the Civil Law LV, a loss which has already
arisen may be a diminution of the victim’s present property or a decrease in his or
her anticipated profits.®* Section 1792 of Civil Law LV, in its turn, states that if a
claim for compensation of losses has arisen [...] from acts which are of themselves
illegal, then the loss valuation shall correspond to the value of the subject-matter
at the time the loss was occasioned.

Therefore, the subject-matter or the damaged object should be properly
determined and precisely assessed in order to justify a claim for compensation of
losses. This rule is equally applicable to the claims for compensation of lost profits,
where there should be no doubt [...] that such detriment resulted, directly or
indirectly, from the act or failure to act which caused the loss.®

As mentioned above, there are no officially adopted criteria for assessment of
damage caused to cultural monuments in Latvia.

61 The same conclusion may be drawn from the CA statistics, according to which only two persons
were convicted based on Criminal Law LV Section 229 and only five persons based on the
Criminal Law LV Section 228, part 3 (see footnote 3) from 2016 to 2020 (CA statistics 2010).

62 Section185, Criminal Law LV (Table 6, No. 10)

83 See, for instance, SCS CD decision SKK-408/2018 (Table 8, No. 4); SCS CD decision SKK —
194/2011 (Table 8, No. 5); Court practice, 2014 (Table 8, No. 3).

64 Section 1772, Civil Law LV (Table 6, No. 8)

8 Section 1787, Civil Law LV (Table 6, No. 8)
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Conservation of Cultural Monuments

According to Part 1 of Section 24 of Protection Law LV ‘“conservation,
maintenance, renovation and restoration of a cultural monument shall be
performed by the owner (possessor) of the cultural monument at his or her own
expense”. This rule does not differentiate the cases of damage caused to cultural
monuments by the owner himself and by illegal activities of third parties,
independently of the status of the owner (whether it is a private or public person).
In case of damage caused by third parties, the owner is eligible for compensation
of losses directly from the offender through legal action, which might take quite
long time (perhaps a year or more) till the court decision comes into force. Besides,
it should be noted that in cases of damage caused to archaeological sites (for
instance, as a result of illegal digging activities) the offender is often very hard to
identify and prove the link between the offender and damage caused. In these cases,
it is important to understand who is responsible for conservation of the damaged
cultural monument during the time period until the offender is charged or, if the
perpetrator is not identified, after the damage has been caused to the monuments.

Civil Law LV provides for the general clause of responsibility of a reasonably
prudent and careful owner.®® If we read it in conjunction with Section 24 of
Protection Law LV it might seem that the owner is the one that should be obliged
to perform conservation, at least emergency conservation in cases of damage caused
to the monument, since the illegal activities have been made on his owned real
property. The level (or limits) of reasonableness and prudence of the owner, up to
the authors® knowledge, has not been interpreted by the courts or explained by the
authorities. The potential solutions, like fencing the territory, insuring the
monument,®” etc., especially for the cultural monuments that do not generate
income to the owner, in practice can be very burdensome.

In order to further figure out who bears the obligation of conservation of the
damaged cultural monument, the Protection Law LV in Section 24 provides for the
following:

- The state should allocate budget to the surveying of cultural values,
research, and other measures related to the preservation of cultural
monuments, upon proposal of the National Cultural Heritage Board. This is
the general rule that does not provide directly for the cases of emergency
conservation in cases of damage caused by illegal activities of the third
parties; therefore, the exact procedure (whether the owner is the one to
initiate the procedure, on what basis the NCHB draft does its proposal, what
are the other terms and conditions of the procedure) is unclear;

- The National Heritage Board shall prepare a draft programme for the
conservation and restoration of cultural monuments [...] and in accordance
with open tendering procedures, allocate funds to conservation and
restoration of such cultural monuments of state and regional significance
which are available for public viewing. This rule gives the right to the owner

% Section 1646, Civil Law LV (Table 6, No. 8)
87 Insurance companies in Latvia usually do not insure separately archaeological cultural
monuments.
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of the damaged cultural monument to pretend (in an open tender) for the
funds to conserve the damaged monument; however, only in cases when this
monument is available for public viewing, which is not always the case. The
exact procedure is equally unclear.

- Funds from local government budgets shall be allocated for the
conservation and restoration of such cultural monuments of regional and
local significance which are available for public viewing and may be
allocated for the conservation and restoration of the cultural monuments of
state significance which are available for public viewing. In this case again
the right to pretend for funds is only for the monuments open to public, the
exact procedure is not determined, and, from the practical point of view, the
availability of funds in possession of local government might also be not
enough.

From conducting the legal analysis, it can be concluded that there are no
predefined exact procedures for financing and emergency conservation of cultural
monuments damaged as a result of illegal actions of third parties. As practice shows,
in some cases the conservation (putting in order) of the dama ged cultural
monuments takes place four or even more years after the incident.®®

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Limitations of the research. The conducted research has several limitations
that should be taken into account. The main limitation relates to the sufficient lack
of case law in Latvia and restricted access to case materials that prevented the
authors from a deeper analysis of the qualification aspects, the reasons for so limited
number of court cases in comparison with a large number of registered offences
related to destruction, damaging or desecration of cultural monuments. Therefore,
the research on situation in Latvia was based solely on the analysis of legal
regulation, publicly available data on court decisions statistics and reports.

The other limitation related to comprehension of the research topic from both
theoretical and what is more important — practical point of view, was presented by
the lack of prior research studies on the topic of damage assessment criteria for
archaeological sites in the European countries in general and in Latvia in particular.
The only two available studies on the perception of cultural monuments and the
socio-economic role of tangible cultural heritage in Latvia, while being subject-
specific, are of 2002 (Latvian Academy of Sciences Economic Institute, 2002) and
2011 (Pakis, 2011).

Conclusions. The analysis shows that the interests of many stakeholders are
significantly related to the monetary assessment of the archaeological sites
themselves and / or the damage caused to them. In a number of cases, the
assessment of losses in monetary terms is also determined by law. Thus, while
acknowledging that some components of cultural monument value (e.g. symbolic,
sacred, cultural identities, etc.) are not quantifiable, there is usefulness and, where

% Latvijas Avize, 2019; Lrtv.lv, 2019
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appropriate, a necessity for a monetary assessment of both the objects themselves
and the damage caused to them.

It should be noted that the administrative capacity of the institutions that carry
out the relevant assessment is an important factor that largely determines the
possibility of carrying out the assessment of cultural monuments. The question of
the monetary valuation of all immovable cultural monuments (prior to the damage)
is likely to be guided by the principle of utility in assessing whether the cost of
valuation will not outweigh its benefits. The monetary valuation of publicly owned
cultural monuments should also be viewed from another angle —as it is significantly
related to the management of public property and the development of its socio-
economic potential, valuation of public capital assets, accountability to the public,
etc., then monetary valuation both before and after the damage is essential.

National approaches and practices for evaluation of immovable cultural
(archaeological) monuments and the damage caused to them differ. Monetary
valuation of the entire object, prior to the damage, is generally not performed. In
only a few countries there is a monetary valuation of an entire object performed
after the object has been damaged. In the majority of the countries examined, an
assessment of the damage to the cultural monument is carried out and, in most cases,
it also includes a monetary assessment of the various costs involved in restoring the
cultural monument. In certain cases, the principles of evaluation, with varying
degrees of detail, are set out in legislation. Some countries have developed detailed
damage assessment methodologies and appropriate damage calculation formulas.
In most of the countries examined, external or internal regulation lays down more
or less precise criteria for assessing damage. It should be noted that with some rare
exceptions, the assessment does not take into account the socio-economic impact
of the loss on the future use of the cultural monument and the potential income (e.g.,
development of cultural tourism, etc.). Insufficient consideration of the indirect
economic effects (benefits) produced by cultural monuments in the assessment of
losses is an important aspect that requires further analysis from both a socio-
economic and legal point of view.

The need for clear, transparent and objective criteria for the assessment of
damage to cultural monuments stems both from the legal requirements and case
law, as well as from the stakeholders’ legitimate expectation that public authorities
do so objectively, honoring the need for uniformity and resource efficiency in their
work.

Recommendations. When describing the situation in Latvia, it should be noted
that the existing regulatory framework regarding the assessment of damage caused
to cultural monuments, the restoration of damaged cultural monuments and
determination of liability should be improved. This applies to:

- stipulating clear criteria according to which the assessment of the caused

damage shall be performed, incl. in monetary terms (respectively Protection
Law LV (Table 6, No. 15) and Regulations No. 474 (Table 6, No. 5); if the
legal act does not provide for the necessary level, then developing and
publishing the damage assessment methodology would be beneficial);

- since assessment of cultural and historical value after the damage caused by

itself (without existent initial evaluation of the cultural monument) does not
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clearly show the diminishment of value or the amount of losses caused by
the damage, amending the vague provision in Section 28 of the Protection
Law LV (Table 6, No. 15), determining that damage assessment (not
cultural and historical value) shall be performed for all cultural monuments,
regardless of their property rights and stipulating particular procedures
thereof. The results of the current research could also contribute to
considering possible steps in broadening the scope of the norm to cover the
initial evaluation of cultural monuments (or at least, providing for certain
cases of required evaluation in order to harmonise the legal norms);

- establishment of clear procedures for the financing and emergency
conservation of cultural monuments damaged as a result of illegal actions
of third parties. It is necessary to determine the rules, terms and procedures
for the restoration of damaged cultural monuments, the procedure for
financing these works, especially in the event that the perpetrators have not
been identified or the court proceedings (and, consequently, compensation
for damage) are lengthy. It would also be useful to develop methodological
materials for the owners of cultural monuments regarding the action to be
taken in determining the damage caused to the monument by third parties;

- advisability to draft clarification of the Supreme Court and developing

doctrine on the applicability and substance of Article 229 of the Criminal
Law (Table 6, No. 10), establishing the object of the criminal offence, how
the damage amount should be confuted or objected, how and which exactly
threatened interests lay the basis for applicability of this regulation.

This article provides a general analysis of the situation, existing and potential
solutions in the field of damage assessment of cultural (archaeological) monuments,
taking into account both the scope and the thematic limitations. For a deeper
understanding and analysis of the problem, more focused socio-economic and legal
research should be carried out, studying the practice of courts, law enforcement and
cultural heritage protection institutions (incl., e.g., composition of damage
assessment reports, and practical implementation of emergency conservation of the
damaged cultural monuments), as well as analysing the current issues of
stakeholders and their solutions. Researching foreign practice has a lot of potential,
thus, taking into account the national specifics, it might help in moving towards the
introduction of internationally recognised criteria for damage assessment caused to
archaeological heritage sites.
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CoE 2017
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Criminal Code FI
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Criminal Law LV

Criminal Law
Enforcement Act
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No.2 RUS

Evaluation standard
No.7 RUS

Information Law
LV
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LZAEI

Aliuiksne District Court (one of the district courts of Latvia)

Annotation to the draft law on amendments to the Law of the
Republic of Latvia On Protection of Cultural Monuments as of 2018

Annual work report of the State Inspection for Heritage Protection
(from 2018 National Cultural Heritage Board)

Audit Report of the Latvian State Audit Office
Bavarian Monument Protection Act, Federal Republic of Germany
Court Administration of the Republic of Latvia

Cabinet Regulation No. 474 of the Republic of Latvia, Regulations
Regarding the Registration, Protection, Utilisation and Restoration of
Cultural Monuments and the Granting of the Status of an
Environment-Degrading Object

Cabinet Regulation No. 956 of the Republic of Latvia, Regulations
Regarding the National Holdings of Museums

Constitutional Court of the Republic of Latvia
Civil Code of Germany
Civil Law of the Republic of Latvia

Ministry of Culture of the Republic of Latvia, order on State
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Convention on Offences relating to Cultural Property, Council of
Europe, as of 3 May 2017

Latvian court practice in criminal cases on destruction and damaging
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Criminal Code of the Republic of Finland (39/1889)

Law on the Approcal and Entry into force of the Criminal Code of
the Republic of Lithuania

Criminal Law of the Republic of Latvia

Law On the Procedures for the Coming into Force and Application of
the Criminal Law of the Republic of Latvia

EPSAS issue paper on the accounting treatment of heritage assets
Federaljnij zakon Ob ocenochnoj dejateljnosti v Rossijskoj Federacii

Federaljnij standart ocenki «Celj ocenki i vidi stoimosti (FSO Ne2)»
(Federal Evaluation Standard “Purpose of Evaluation and Types of
Value”)

Federaljnij standart ocenki «Ocenka nedvizhimosti (FSO Ne 7)»
(Federal Evaluation Standard “Evaluation of Real Estate”)

Freedom of Information Law of the Republic of Latvia

International Criminal Court

Latvijas Zinatnu akadémijas Ekonomikas institita p&tijums “Kultiiras
piemineklu Tpasnieku attieksme pret kultras piemineklu statusu ka
apgritindjumu” (Research of the Economic Institute of the Latvian
Academy of Sciences “Attitude of Cultural Monument Owners
toward the Status of Cultural Monuments as a Burden™)
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Methodology LT

Methodology MOL

Methodology RUS

Methodology UKR

NCHB

NGO

Penal Code EE
Protection Law CY
Protection Law EE
Protection Law FI
Protection Law LT

Protection Law LV
Protection Law SE

Restricted
Territories Law

SCS
SCS AD

SCSCD
SC Guideline
SPCMR

Stat
TNZR

TNZ
UNESCO 1972
UNIDROIT 1995

VRC

Order: approval of the description of the method of restoration of
damaged immovable cultural property and of the procedure for
determining the amount of loss (Republic of Lithuania)

Metodologija po finansovoj ocenke usherba, nanesjonnogo
postrojennomu kulturnomu naslediju (istoricheskim pamjatnikam),

(Methodology on financial evaluation of damage caused to built
cultural heritage (historic monuments))(Republic of Moldova)

Metodicheskie rekomendacii po ocenke objektov nedvizhimosti,
otnesjonnih v ustanovlennom porjadke k objektam kulturnogo
nasledija, (Metholodological recommendations on evaluation of real
estate objects, designated according to the rules as objects of cultural
heritage) (Russian Federation)

Metodika groshovoj ocinki pamjatok (Methodology of financial
evaluation of monuments) (Republic of Ukraine)

National Cultural Heritage Board of the Republic of Latvia
Non-governmental organisation

Penal Code of the Republic of Estonia

Antiquities Law of the Republic of Cyprus

Heritage Conservation Act of the Republic of Estonia
Antiquities Act (295/1963) of the Republic of Finland

Law on Protection of the Immovable Cultural Heritage of the
Republic of Lithuania

Law of the Republic of Latvia On Protection of Cultural Monuments
Historic Environment Act of the Kingdom of Sweden

Law of the Republic of Latvia on the Information System of
Restricted Territories

Supreme Court Senate of the Republic of Latvia

Department of Administrative Cases of the Supreme Court Senate of
the Republic of Latvia

Department of Criminal Cases of the Supreme Court Senate of the
Republic of Latvia

Theft Offences: Definitive Guideline (for courts in England and
Wales), Sentencing Council

State Protected Cultural Monuments Register of the Republic of
Latvia

Statistics

New Zealand Institute of Economic Research. What’s the use of non-
use values? Non-Use Values and the Investment Statement

Treasury of New Zealand, Valuation Guidance for Cultural and
Heritage Assets

Convention concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and
Natural Heritage, UNESCO, as of 16 November 1972

Convention on Stolen or Illegally Exported Cultural Objects,
UNDROIT, as of 24 June 1995

Vidzeme Regional Court (one of the regional courts of the Republic
of Latvia)
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(viewed 12.05.2020.)
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National Cultural Heritage Board), retrieved from:
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(viewed 12.05.2020.)
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(viewed 12.05.2020.)

State Audit office audit report Nr.2.4.1-15/2015 as of 22.07.2016, Vai Latvija planota un
stenota kultiiras piemineklu aizsardzibas politika nodro§ina to saglabasanu? retrieved

from http://www.Irvk.gov.lv/uploads/reviziju-zinojumi/2015/2.4.1-
15_2015/20.pielikums-revizijas-zinojums_km_22072016_ewp.pdf (viewed
12.05.2020.)

State Audit office audit report Nr. 2.4.1-38/2019 as of 26.11.2019, Zemkopibas ministrijas
darbiba valstij piederoso derigo izraktenu apsaimnickoSana? retrieved from
http://lwww.Irvk.gov.lv/revizija/zemkopibas-ministrijas-darbiba-valstij-piederoso-
derigo-izraktenu-apsaimniekosana/ (viewed 19.05.2020.)

Table 5. National Methodologies, Standards and Guidelines

Federaljnij standart ocenki «Celj ocenki i vidi stoimosti (FSO Ne2)», Ministerstvo
Ekonomicheskogo Razvitija | Torgovli Rossijskoj Federacii, as of 20.05.2015,
retrieved  from http://www.ocenchik.ru/docsf/2230-cel-ocenki-vidy-stoimosti-
fso2.html (viewed 12.05.2020.)

Federaljnij standart ocenki «Ocenka nedvizhimosti (FSO Ne 7)», Ministerstvo
Ekonomicheskogo Razvitija | Torgovli Rossijskoj Federacii as of 25.09.2014,
retrieved from http://www.ocenchik.ru/docs/1961-standart-ocenki-nedvizhimosti-
fso7-prikaz611.html (viewed 12.05.2020.)

Guidelines for Sentencers: Heritage Crime, Historic England, February 2017,
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/heritage-crime-guidance-
sentencers/heag054a-guidance-for-sentencers/ (viewed 12.05.2020.)

Metodicheskie rekomendacii po ocenke objektov nedvizhimosti, otnesjonnih v
ustanovlennom porjadke k objektam kulturnogo nasledija, 2015, odobreni k
primeneniju Sovetom po ocenochnoj dejateljnosti 23.06.2015., Rossijskaja Federacija,
retrieved  from:  https://rulaws.ru/acts/Metodicheskie-rekomendatsii-po-otsenke-
obektov-nedvizhimosti,-otnesennyh-v-ustanovlennom-poryadke-k-obe-solt-
bucacgca/ (viewed 12.05.2020.)

Metodika groshovoj ocinki pamjatok, Cabinet Ministriv Ukraini, September 26, 2002 N
1447, retrieved from https://zakon.rada.gov.ua/laws/show/1447-2002-
%D0%BF?lang=uk (viewed 12.05.2020.)
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naslediju (istoricheskim pamjatnikam), Prikaz Ministerstva Kulturi Respubliki
Moldova, 12.12.2014, Ne306, retrieved from:
http://base.spinform.ru/show_doc.fwx?rgn=73719 (viewed 12.05.2020.)

Order: approval of the description of the method of restoration of damages immovable
cultural property and of the procedure for determining the amount of loss, Republic of
Lithuania, 2006 July 12 No. To-315, retrieved from: https://e-
seimas.Irs.It/portal/legal Act/It/ TAD/TAIS.280889/asr (viewed 12.05.2020.)

Sentencing Council, Theft Offences: Definitive Guideline (for courts in England and
Wales), February 2016, retrieved from:
https://www.sentencingcouncil.org.uk/publications/item/theft-offences-definitive-
guideline/ (viewed 12.05.2020.)

Treasury of New Zealand, Valuation Guidance for Cultural and Heritage Assets, as of 29
November 2002, retrieved from: https://treasury.govt.nz/publications/guide/valuation-
guidance-cultural-and-heritage-assets-html (viewed 18.05.2020.)

Table 6. National Legal Acts

Annotation to Protection Law LV — annotation to the draft law on amendments to the Law
of the Republic of Latvia On Protection of Cultural Monuments as of 2018, retrieved
from
https://titania.saeima.lv/LI1VS12/Saeimal1VVS12.nsf/0/ABOCESEBID95A897C2258
227003088547 (viewed 12.05.2020.)

Antiquities Act (295/1963) of the Republic of Finland, as of 17.06.1963, retrieved from:
https://www.finlex.fi/en/laki/kaannokset/1963/en19630295?search%5Btype%5D=pik
a&search%5Bkieli%5D%5B0%5D=en&search%5Bpika%5D=Antiquities%20Act
(viewed 12.05.2020.)

Antiquities Law  of the Republic  of  Cyprus, retrieved from:
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ation/Cyprus/antiquitieslaw.pdf (viewed 12.05.2020.)

Bavarian Monument Protection Act (BayDSchG), as of June 25, 1973, retrieved from:
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Abstract

Significant amount of illegal excavations and information regarding Internet
trade of protected artifacts, the number of criminal cases and other violations
strongly implies that Latvian archaeological heritage is endangered. The detailed
situation unfortunately is not precisely known since correspondent statistical data
are not being processed and analysed on regular basis.

Different methods are being used in order to reduce illegal obtainment and
trade of antiquities, however, it is usually hard to find relatively efficient and at the
same time fast solution.

One of practical solutions to the problem has to do with enhancing awareness
of different audiences involved. Thus, after six months of hard work, the Catalogue
of Endangered Latvian Archaeological Artefacts was published in June 2016.

The analysis of national situation regarding protection of archaeological
artifacts, combined with survey of controlling institutions as well as study of foreign
information sources allowed for some conclusions at the broader level:

* awareness-raising activities seem to be necessary and valuable as legislative
acts do not contain all the information needed for different audiences.
Awareness raising achieved by information dissemination concerning
protected archaeological artifacts and related issues seems to be accelerated
comparing to other possible solutions;

* understanding the factors that push to wrongdoing or influence abstention
from it in the context of current political and socio-economic situation is
probably the key aspect for facilitating protection of cultural heritage;

* the combination of informational, legal, law enforcement, analytical,
coordination, organization and mutual cooperation activities is important
for more effective protection.
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Introduction

Three offenders have been convicted for damaging and looting of ancient
burial ground by one of Latvian district courts in the end of 2015 [ADC 2015].
This event perhaps would not be considered so significant if it had not been the
first time when criminal liability was applied and real punishment was given for
such an offence committed in Latvia [Ambote 2015]. The case was even called
as “the historical judgement” [LETA 2015] [Ambote 2015] and representative of
the State police revealed that “... there was not any success for holding the looters
criminally liable until then. It was the first time in 2015 when there was a success”
[Krauze 2017].

Beyond doubts it is positive that the work of the law enforcement succeeded,
although an “uncomfortable” question arises, because situation logic requires the
answer: Why is this the first case in 25 years? Why did the national archaeological
heritage turn out to be so vulnerable?

This article is not intended for detailed and all-round study of the situation,
analysing all the possible factors that influence protection of the archaeological
heritage. Basic attention in the article is focused on awareness of both inhabitants
and institutions controlling the turnover of cultural objects (hereinafter — controlling
institutions)' regarding necessity for protection of cultural (archaeological) heritage
as well as possible factor of unawareness to vulnerability of the heritage.

The information used in the article was available to the author as of March
2017.

Facts and numbers

While the problem of illegal excavations has been officially noted already in
2011 [UNESCO 2011: 3], Latvian crime statistics do not contain data on the
illegal obtainment of archaeological artifacts [Kairiss 2016: 64—65]. Despite a
significant amount of illegal excavations (especially in the ancient burial places), it
is not precisely known which archaeological artifacts have been illegally obtained
and no archaeological artifacts have been seized during their transport out of the
country. Controlling institutions in most cases receive information regarding the

! Institutions more or less engaged in control of turnover of cultural objects (e.g. preven-
tion and fight against offences involving cultural objects and/or the identification of illegal
dealing in cultural objects), e.g. the State Police, State Inspection for Heritage Protection, units
of State Revenue Service etc.
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illegal turnover of protected Latvian archaeological artifacts' from Internet trading
websites (e.g., eBay.com). Publicly available information regarding the Internet
trade in antiquities must lead to the assumption that volume of illegal trade of
protected Latvian archaeological artifacts on the Internet is large.” Damage to
archaeological heritage often caused by the finders of ancient objects is considered
to be one of factors endangering cultural heritage in the framework of SWOT
analysis conducted by the State Inspection for Heritage Protection (hereinafter —
SIfHP) for cultural monuments protection sector [SIfHP 2015, 2: 10].

According to SIfHP data [SIfHP 2015, 1; 2016, 2] from 2011 until June 2016
the following damage cases have been registered in Latvian archaeological sites:?

* ancient burial places: 109 cases, proportion in the total amount of damage

cases about 83%;

e hillforts: 18 cases, about 14%;

e other sites: 5 cases, about 3%.

According to the State Police data [Police 2016] from 2014 until June 2016,
26 criminal proceedings have been started, qualified according to section 229
“Destruction of and Damage to Cultural Monuments” and 228 “Desecration of
graves and corpses” of the Criminal Law* and related to criminal offences against
cultural monuments.

Besides criminal offences, administrative violations are also being committed.
Furthermore, large number of illegal excavations in archacological sites had been
recognized, but did not lead to any criminal proceedings or administrative violation
procedure [SIfHP 2015, 1].

Damage done in financial terms, according to initial estimates (to be exact in
the court proceedings), in 2011-2014 was about 3.06 million EUR, in January —
March 2015 only — about 3.4 million EUR [SIfHP 2015, 1].

It should be noted that there is no precise statistics regarding looting of and
damage done to archaeological sites in Latvia. It could be explained by qualification
of offences as well as organizational issues and responsibility aspects of institutions
concerned: at least a part of offences involving cultural monuments, such as
ancient burial grounds, is being qualified not by the section 229 (Destruction of

! Law of the Republic of Latvia “On Protection of Cultural Monuments”. According to
Paragraph 4 of Section 7 “... Antiquities found in archaeological sites in the ground, above the
ground or in water (dated until the 17" century included) shall belong to the State, and they
shall be stored by public museums. ...”

? E.g. in September 2014 there were about 30 traders openly (illegally) selling protected
Latvian archaeological artifacts on eBay.com

3 According to SIfHP information, data on damage done from 2015 to the end of the first
half of 2016 could be specified.

4 Law of the Republic of Latvia “Criminal Law”.
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and Damage to Cultural Monuments), but by the section 228 of the Criminal
Law (Desecration of graves and corpses), incl. the aforementioned “historical
judgement” adopted at the end of 2015 [Sprade 2016]". The ofhcial statistics [IC
2017] does not differentiate an offence by the place of occurance, either an ancient
burial ground (in most cases related to illegal obtainment of artifacts), or modern
cemetery (often related to act of vandalism, theft of grave equipment etc. objects).
Without special inquiry it is impossible to conclude from the official statistics
where exactly the offence has been committed — in the ancient burial place or
modern cemetery. Official statistics [IC 2017] [CIS 2017] confirm that level of
criminal offences related to desecration of graves and corpses is consistently steady
in Latvia. In average, in a year there are 49 criminal offences related to stealing of a
monument or funerary urn, or other objects placed on or in a grave or at a funerary
urn (year 2011 to 2016).
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Figurel. Desecration of graves and corpses associated with stealing’
(Raw data source: [IC 2017] [CIS 2017]).

" In this case at the moment of commitment of the offence the place of illegal excava-
tion, in legal terms, represented protection zone of cultural monument “Asaru ancient burial
ground” and not the ancient burial ground itself.

? Law of the Republic of Latvia “Criminal Law”. Paragraph three of Section 228. Desecra-
tion of graves, funerary urns or interred or uninterred corpses (also if committed by a group of
persons pursuant to prior agreement), if such acts are associated with stealing of a monument
or funerary urn, or other objects placed on or in a grave or at a funerary urn.
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At the same time, offences qualified according to section 229 (Destruction of
and Damage to Cultural Monuments) of the Criminal Law practically do not get

into the courts of first instance, see Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Destruction of and Damage to Cultural Monuments.'

(Raw data source: [IC 2017] [CIS 2017]).

Section 89 of Latvian Administrative Violations Code provides for liability
for breach of cultural monument protection rules,” although there are several rules
that a person could break and considered liable according to the above-mentioned
section. According to the law “On Protection of Cultural Monuments™ the finder
within five days shall notify the SIfHP in writing regarding the objects which
might have historical, scientific, artistic, or other cultural value (i.e. also about
the archaeological artifacts), as well as the location and conditions of the find.
Section 89 of Latvian Administrative Violations Code provides for administrative
liability for non-declaration of archeological finds, although without going into
specifics of an administrative violation it is not possible to conclude whether

! Law of the Republic of Latvia “Criminal Law”. Section 229. Destruction of and Damage
to Cultural Monuments.

? Law of the Republic of Latvia “Latvian Administrative Violations Code”.

3 Law of the Republic of Latvia “On Protection of Cultural Monuments”. Paragraph 2 of
Section 17.
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administrative liability has been applied specifically for the mentioned violation
or breach of any other cultural monument protection rule. On 13 June 2016 a
draft law' was submitted to the Saeima (Parliament) of the Republic of Latvia. It
proposes transferring of administrative liability for violation of cultural monument
protection rules to the law “On Protection of Cultural Monuments”. It seems
that the draft law brings more clarity, including administrative liability for non-
declaration of the archaeological artifact (defining it as illegal keeping of the artifact
that belongs to the state).

At the moment, no institution in the country is primarily responsible for
processing of statistical data on violations of law related to cultural heritage. The
corresponding data are published just from time to time, e.g. on the basis of mass
media or researchers’ request.” Despite significant destruction and looting of
archaeological sites in 2015, there is not any reflection on that and no statistical
information on associated damage has been included in the 2015 public report
of the SIfHP [SIfHP 2016, 1]. Statistical information on destruction and looting
of archaeological sites is not included on the SIfHP website either. Sometimes,
statistical data with regard to offences against cultural monuments given by the
representatives of the SIfHP differ from one another. For example, information
given in the journal “77” in June 2016 [Nagle 2016] regarding criminal proceedings
started in 2015 (19 proceedings) does not correspond to information given during
the news release by Latvian Independent Television dated 23 July 2016 [Brikmane
2016] regarding criminal proceedings started in 2015 (22 proceedings). The
aforementioned data do not correspond with data given by the State Police [Police
2016], which has informed that 8 criminal proceedings have been started regarding
damaging and looting of archaeological monuments in 2015 (representative of the
State Police informed? that information given did not contain data on those offences

! Draft law “Amendment of the law “On Protection of Cultural Monuments”™ No 604/
Lp12 submitted to the Parhament of the Republic of Latvia (2016). Avallable hetp://titania.

Bras+ 1em1nek%C4%BCu+alzsardz%C4%ABbu &SearchMax= O&SearchOrder 4 (viewed
20.03.2017.)

% Also norms prescribed in the law of the Republic of Latvia “State Administration Struc-
ture Law” should be taken into account, e.g. paragraph 7 of section 10 (Principles of State

«

Administration) states: “...(7) The duty of State administration is to inform the public of its
activities. This especially applies to that section of the public and to those private persons whose
rights or lawful interests are or may be affected by the implemented or planned activities. ...”.
Aspects of damaging, destroying and looting of cultural heritage are probably quite important,
so the institutions involved should inform the public on their own initiative.

3 State police explanation provided on 22 August 2016 according to request of A. Kairiss,
invited researcher of the Latvian Academy of Culture.
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against cultural monuments, that have been qualified as hooligan actions, since
they were not related to looting of the artifacts). The fact that no institution in the
country is primarily responsible for processing and analysis of the aforementioned
statistical data' demonstrates lack of uniform approach to processing of such data
and assessing situation in the country. One of the tasks included in the Strategy
for cultural monuments protection sector for 20142020, offers, however, a ray of
hope: “qualitative information, including statistical data gathering and analysis” is
mentioned there [SIfHP 2015, 2: 14, 20 sub-point 2.2.6.]. Probably this task is
related also to data processing and analysis on violations of law related to cultural
heritage.

Development of Latvian solutions

In order to understand where we are, where we were, and where we probably
want to be, it seems important to observe the development of Latvian solutions
regarding prevention and combating offences involving cultural objects. The
situation in greater detail has been described in the article dedicated to development
of the corresponding solutions [Kairiss 2015]. Here, in this publication, just the
most important facts have been summarized.

Most probably no significant study of cultural property thefts has been
conducted in Latvia before 2008. So, the situation was more or less like the “happy
ignorance”.

In 2008 analysts of the Information Centre of Ministry of the Interior
noticed significant disproportion between number of stolen and recovered cultural
objects, lack of quality regarding cultural objects identification data and a number
of technical problems regarding data processing on cultural objects in the law
enforcement sector. Studying available information on thefts of cultural objects,
the analysts have come to the primary conclusion: there was a lack of co-operation
between law enforcement and private owners/holders of cultural objects. The main
problem had to do with lack of timely received qualitative information.

So, the list of inadequacies has been developed. Briefly speaking, the
imperfections were of methodological, technical and organizational nature. On
the basis of the conducted study, the international project has been carried out,

' E.g. the corresponding function or task is not directly mentioned in the Cabinet of Min-
isters of the Republic of Latvia regulation No 916, adopted on 9 November 2004, “By-law of
the State Inspection for Heritage Protection”; probably it can be concluded from more general
functions of the institution, e.g. subpoint 2.1.: “2. The Inspection shall have the following
functions: 2.1. to implement the protection of cultural monuments; ...”; however, no one of
the institution’s tasks listed in the legal act does not directly correspond to data processing and
analysis.
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implementing modern information processing and exchange solutions. Developed
solutions included also publicly available free of charge electronic services for
description and verification of status of cultural objects.'

It should be taken into account, however, that since 2011-2012 the electronic
services have not been advertised or otherwise significantly promoted, so despite a
very hopeful start, their usage has decreased dramatically. Besides, amount of data
publication and data updating in the framework of electronic service “Detection of
the status of cultural object” [IC 2011] has decreased largely, most probably due to
certain ignorance of the electronic service from the part of institutions concerned.

It turned out, however, that technical solutions alone could not help to resolve
the issue. Analysis conducted in 2012-2015 by researchers of Latvian Academy of
Culture revealed several aspects to be addressed in order to improve the situation
(for more detailed information see [Kairiss 2016: 73—74]). Table 1 summarizes
data on historical development of the corresponding solutions.

Table 1. Latvian solutions regarding prevention and combating offences
involving cultural objects

Prior to 2008 2008-2009 2009-2011 2012-2016
Happy ignorance The revelation “Deus ex machina” The revelation IT
No data — Increasing crime Methodology The percentage of
no problem! against cultural for description of recovered cultural
property and cultural objects objects remained
negligible amount very low
of recovered objects Improvement of
law enforcement Aspects to be
Blames and excuses information system addressed:
and data exchange « awareness
The start of analysis » knowledge
Creation of public * cooperation
electronic services « coordination
+ legal regulation

The aforementioned aspects have been largely affirmed also in the framework
of the survey of controlling institutions in 2014-2015.

! See, e.g. ICOM International Observatory on Illicit Traflic in Cultural Goods. Lat-
via. Information Centre. Available: http://obs-traffic. museum/information-centre?search api
views_fulltext (viewed 12.03.2017.)

? E.g. the last publicly available record regarding stolen/lost cultural object in the elec-
tronic service is dated by 9 September 2014. Available: http://www.ic.iem.gov.lv/ko status/
index.php (viewed 12.03.2017.)
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Survey of representatives of controlling institutions

In the framework of research project “Improvement of solutions for reducing
illegal turnover of cultural objects in Latvia” implemented by Latvian Academy
of Culture, training for representatives of controlling institutions was organized
in 2014-2015 regarding identification of cultural historic objects and the related
issues. The training was implemented in Daugavpils, Ventspils and Riga (3
trainings in Riga) and the total number of participants has reached 222 officers
and employees of the State Police, State Revenue Service (customs), State Border
Guard, SIfHP, SJC “Latvijas Pasts” (Latvian postal service), as well as employees
of some museums. The objective of training was related to providing of basic
knowledge about those cultural historic objects more often illegally obtained or
traded, so officers or employees can assess the situation and involve cultural field
professionals to support controlling institutions as soon as possible.

In the course of the training, using one and the same programme, participants’
surveys (5 in total) on cultural objects protection and illegal turnover issues were
conducted.! The total number of respondents reached 180, representing 81.1%
of the training participants. The most significant part of respondents constituted
officers/employees of the State police, State Revenue Service (customs) and State
Border Guard (about 92% in total). In terms of work experience the most part
represented persons with 6 to 20 years of work experience (59.4% in total). This
publication reflects respondents’ answers just to some of the questions.

The absolute majority of respondents — 82.7% (or 148) — indicated that they
consider illegal turnover of cultural objects as actual issue to be resolved.

According to respondents’ opinion (137 answers given to the open question
(possible responses were not pre-formulated in the questionnaire)) the main
barriers to more effective reduction of illegal turnover of cultural objects are as
follows (more significant — first):

1. insufhicient knowledge/awareness of personnel of officers/employees (e.g.

cultural objects identification issues, value estimation), lack of training;

2. lack of cooperation and information sharing between institutions concerned
at national and international level, insufficient information exchange,
complications in identification of stolen property (including ineffective use
of information systems, insufficient registration and therefore identification
of cultural objects);

! The survey has been conducted and results summarized by Andris Kairiss, invited re-
searcher of Latvian Academy of Culture. Latvian Academy of Culture provided some technical
support in implementation of the survey.
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. insufficient/ineffective legal regulation (e.g. to hold perpetrators account-

able; non-licensing of usage of metal detectors), insufficient experience in
application of law;

. insufficient awareness and apathy of the public (also in connection with

economic situation in the country);

. lack of financial and other resources of controlling institutions;
. lack of information in the field of practical limitation of illegal turnover

of cultural objects (e.g. methods for prevention of illegal transportation,
supporting documents and forgeries thereof);

insufficient control of cultural objects during border control procedures,
open internal borders in the EU (lack of control);

. lack of experts and specialists;
. lack of information regarding protected objects/sites (e.g. archaeological

sites);

10. illegal trade on the Internet and other barriers.

Respondents have given comments, noting that they are most interested in the

following aspects which correlate with the aforementioned barriers:

1.

W

detailed characteristics and identification of different cultural objects (in
particular — icons, numismatics, phaleristics, paintings, weapons, archaeo-
logical artifacts);

aspects of forgery of cultural objects;

. aspects of provenance and age identification of cultural objects;

characteristics of illegal actions involving cultural objects (modus operand;),
e.g. illegal market, illegal trade networks and transportation channels,
thefts from religious sites, illegal obtainment and transportation out of the
country, illegal turnover of different kinds of cultural objects and preven-
tion/combating thereof;

. schemes (algorithms) of actions and flow of information in different situa-

tions (e.g. where and how to verify data on cultural object (e.g. information
systems), whom to contact);

. legal regulation and aspects of practical application thereof (e.g. restrictions

of turnover and export; supporting documents, prevention of legalization,
proof issues, punishment);
mutual cooperation between institutions concerned.
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Awareness aspect

The awareness of institutions concerned and general public plays significant
role among factors and barriers, affecting the reduction of illegal turnover of
cultural objects (including archaeological artifacts), defined by both researchers of
Latvian Academy of Culture and participants of the survey.

Presumably those persons consciously involved in damaging and looting
of archaeological sites, illegal trade of artifacts and other illegal activities do not
understand social economic consequences of their actions, see, e.g. [Brodie 2010],'
although they are quite well informed about the illegal nature of their actions and
are able to identify archaeological artifacts at least in general [LSM 2016].

According to one of classic criminology theories — the routine activity theory
[Cohen, Felson 1979] — the offence is committed when the likely offender meets
the potential target in the absence of the capable guard. If there is certain clarity
regarding the potential target as such — in our case it is archaeological artifact or
site, then the question regarding the likely offender and the capable guard is not
so unambiguous. Probably one and the same person could take both the offender’s
or guard’s role or remain indifferent (e.g. doing nothing while seeing someone
damaging archaeological site), not taking any side. It seems that the aspect of
awareness and the related comprehension is of significant importance for choosing
the particular role.

Analysing the situation on a broader scale, one most probably should agree with
assumption that nowadays moral considerations should be increasingly attributed
to the buyers of antiquities since they have option to choose in comparison with
those artifact finders who are very poor, see e.g. [Brodie, Doole, Watson 2000:
25]. Making an assumption about social economic context’s influence to the
option to choose, it should be noted that the situation in contemporary Latvia,
although it should be improved [OECD 2016], is not so dramatic (there is no
famine or war etc.), that illegal obtainment and trade of archaeological artifacts is
related to resource gathering for survival. The aforementioned is also confirmed
by international welfare indexes, e.g. Legatum Prosperity Index [Legatum 2017].
According to this index Latvia is ranked number 37 (out of 149 countries) by all
indicators and number 34 by the economic quality indicator in 2016.

For simplicity, we can observe a case when an archaeological artifact has already
been obtained (e.g. as a result of illegal excavation) and reached a potential buyer’s

sight.

! E.g. short-term economic gain for persons involved in illegal obtainment of archacologi-
cal artifacts causes significant long-term social economic losses at least at local and regional
level.
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It seems that the potential buyer would try to answer at least some questions
before making decision on purchase of concrete object. Probably the most
significant aspects to be clarified (besides price) related to whether the particular
object is an archaeological artifact as such and, if it at least seemingly is, then which
culture and time period does it belong to.

It is doubtful that the potential buyer would immediately ask (at least to
himself) a question of whether the particular object is an object of trade in terms
of law. Furthermore, it is even more doubtful taking into account the fact that
corresponding indications (e.g. regarding requirements of relevant international or
national legal acts, imposing restrictions on turnover of these objects) are not always
presented on the trading websites [Brodie 2015: 12, 18]. In reality identification
of archaeological artifacts is quite complicated as most people are not familiar with
them (e.g. if the artifacts look like a piece of rusty metal or fragment of a stone)
or are able to differentiate archaeological artifacts from remakes or fakes as there
is large number of fakes in the antiquities market [Brodie 2015: 11-12] [Yates
2015: 35] [Seif 2015: 73]. The sellers, taking into account insufficient knowledge
of the potential buyers and high demand for particular artifacts, could mislead the
buyers, e.g. representing Baltic tribes’ artifacts as Viking artifacts [Nagle 2016].

Since archaeological artifacts are not weapons, narcotic substances or other
objects characterized by well-known turnover restrictions, the potential buyer
might be unaware that the sale of these items may be illegal. In order to give rise
to suspicion that the artifact is traded illegally, it should be identified as protected
object (the potential target). At this stage we can also face one of the common
misconceptions — if something is stated in the law (i.e. that archaeological artifacts
are under protection), then it is considered to be crystal clear and self-evident.
Unfortunately, practice shows that even many law enforcement professionals have
no sufficient knowledge to identify protected archaeological artifacts, e.g. chief
of the Criminal Investigation Board of the State Police noted that there are no
experts in the police who would be able to identify whether the found objects are
considered to be archaeological artifacts, that is why the police cooperates with
the SIfHP [Helmane 2016]. Situation could be even more complicated taking
into account that the potential buyers are often interested in those archaeological
artifacts having turnover restrictions imposed by national legal acts of their country
of origin (i.e. other than the country of residence of the buyer), and the restrictions
may apply to artifacts of certain age only.!

'E.g. according to Section 7 of the “Law On Protection of Cultural Monuments” only
those antiquities dated until the 17" century included shall belong to the state and be stored
by public museums.
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Possible consequences of non-identification of archaeological artifact are, for
example, buying it as unprotected object (e.g. without checking the provenance,
requesting exportation license etc.) and non-reporting of the accidental find to
heritage protection authorities.

Therefore, unawareness and not only the malice could influence the support of
illegal activities and damaging the archaeological heritage.

Let us assume that the archaeological object has been identified as protected.
Where does the identification of the protected object lead us to? Are some of us
going to remain more or less indifferent and behave as “likely offenders”, and the
others are going to become “capable guardians”? There are probably 3 basic options:

¢ indifference. Despite publicly available information on destruction and
looting of archaeological sites as well as huge number of artifacts with
doubtful provenance [UNESCO 2015], it does not abstain many buyers
from corresponding purchases. The volume of trade on the Internet
allows for assumption that many buyers are not embarrassed with the
fact that a large amount of archacological artifacts is characterized with
doubtful provenance or represents fakes [Brodie 2015: 18]. Probably the
“indifferent” buyers do not worry about damage done to cultural heritage
or assume that many other persons who sold and bought artifacts with
doubtful provenance, have not been held responsible for their actions, so
there is no ground to worry about the possible consequences;

e fear of liability. It could work in some cases when a person fears to become
a partner in crime if he or she doesn’t inform controlling institutions about
the breach of law. More frequently it is related to fear of damaged reputation
if a person buys stolen (or illegally obtained) objects. It is logical to suppose
that at least in some cases fear of liability can help the likely offender to
abstain from wrongdoing. Nevertheless, fear of liability most probably
would have limited efliciency if a person is not internally convinced of
inadmissibility of certain actions;

* understanding the value. Understanding the value of a protected object,
phenomenon or interest is powerful positive stimulus no matter whether we
talk about human life, health or cultural historic value of an archaeological
artifact. The key element here is conventional understanding of the value:
e.g. it is much more likely that everyone would rather immediately protect
child from abuse than archaeological site or artifact from looting and
illegal trade. Sometimes attention is drawn not so much to the protection
of archaeological artifacts, but to the conditions of illegal obtainment
of the artifacts. In cases of ancient burial grounds looting, there is often
sharp reaction in mass media news and readers’ comments regarding the
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disturbing of peace of the dead, lack of respect for ancestors etc. Those
people who understand the cultural historic value of archaeological artifacts
and are internally convinced of necessity to protect cultural heritage, are
the most “capable guardians”. Even more — if we feel respect to and pride
of the object, it is much more likely that we would do our best to protect it.
An example of it could be protection of artifacts/artworks we associate with
the nation or consider as significant part of the world cultural heritage.
There are also cases in Latvia when local inhabitants unite to protect the
archaeological heritage and possibly reduce actions of the looters [Vilcane 2013].

Awareness raising

Theoretically there could be a hope that inhabitants would raise their level
of awareness themselves, reading legal acts and looking for information regarding
protection of cultural heritage. In some cases it is true, although taking into account
threats to archaeological heritage worldwide, it should be assumed that large part
of individuals is not particularly active in the field of protection of archaeological
heritage even if the threats relate to their own countries or districts of domicile. The
importantaspect is that there is a lot of information regarding Latvian archaeological
heritage, although it is largely connected with issues of archaeology, research of
historical and other aspects, i.e. both general public and controlling (non-cultural)
institutions lack concentrated information in the context of identification and
protection of archaeological artifacts.

Taking into account the aforementioned and remembering the words of
Aeschylus that “a wise person does not know much, but knows what is necessary”,
in order to raise the awareness of inhabitants as well as institutions and organiza-
tions concerned regarding protected Latvian archaeological artifacts, a small group
of Latvian cultural institutions’ representatives, under the guidance of Latvian
Academy of Culture, started to develop Catalogue of Endangered Latvian Archaeo-
logical Artefacts (hereinafter — the Catalogue) in the end of 2015 [Kairiss, Sulte,
Zirne, Laséna, Urtans 2016].

It took Latvian Academy of Culture, National History Museum of Latvia
and SIfHP about 6 months of concentrated work to create the Catalogue. The
Catalogue has been developed with some consultative support of several controlling
institutions.

The Catalogue is designed to aid in the identification of those Latvian archaeo-
logical artifacts, which are more frequently acquired illegally, illegally traded and
exported outside the territory of Latvia. It includes only the types of artifacts that
are most threatened by illegal obtainment and trade, as well as more commonly
found in Latvia. Individual archaeological artifacts shown and described in the
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Catalogue are legitimately held in the National History Museum of Latvia collec-
tions and have been included in it for illustrative purposes.

The idea of such a catalogue is not very original, ICOM, for example, created
so called Red Lists catalogues and database, also containing images and descriptions
of artifacts legitimately held in museums.! Latvian Catalogue differs from ICOM
publications with more information included both in terms of number of objects
and detailed descriptions as well as with sample of exportation permit, images and
descriptions of objects before and after restoration.

Detection of the most endangered artifacts has been done by studying content
of several tens of websites offering for sale the artifacts of Latvian origin.

The Catalogue is available free of charge in Latvian, English and Russian. It
can be downloaded freely from several national and foreign websites, including one
of Interpol General Secretariat.” It is intended for use by many national, foreign
and international target groups, e.g.:

* controlling institutions (e.g. police, customs, Interpol),

* cultural institutions (e.g. museums, ICOM, UNESCO),

* traders, actual and potential buyers of cultural objects,

* non-governmental organizations, universities and schools,

* individuals interested in history, tourists,

* other audiences.

The main task of the Catalogue is to raise awareness, that is why besides
information on archaeological artifacts, it contains legal and practical information
on protection issues. It includes the following parts:

* description of the current situation,

* legal information,

* recommendations regarding activities:

— intended for prevention and detection of illegal turnover of the artifacts,
— in case of detection (suspicion) of illegal turnover of the artifacts,

* descriptions and images of artifacts,

* characteristics and images of artifacts before and after the restoration,

¢ filled-in sample of the exportation permit,

* contact information of controlling institutions,

* contact information of museums providing consultations on archaeological

artifacts.

' ICOM. Red List catalogues and data base. Available: http://icom.museum/programmes/
fighting-illicit-traffic/red-list/ (viewed 23.03.2017.)

% Interpol. Works of art. Available: https://www.interpol.int/Crime-areas/Works-of-art/
Works-of-art (viewed 23.03.2017.)
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Using law enforcement, cultural and academic institutions channels, the
Catalogue in just several days has been distributed to large number of national,
foreign and international controlling institutions, as well as number of cultural,
academic and research institutions, also NGOs. The Catalogue has been included
in the websites of several national and foreign institutions and organizations, social
networks, as well as promoted in mass media, thus facilitating its availability to
general public.

It seems that the benefits of the Catalogue usage are self-explanatory, however,
besides detection of the most endangered kinds of artifacts and improving awareness
of different audiences in both Latvia and abroad, it also increases capabilities for
prevention and combating offences against archaeological heritage and cooperation
between different institutions, organizations and persons concerned. At the same
time the Catalogue performs kind of preventive function, e.g. informing about
negative consequences of destruction of cultural heritage and liability for illegal
transfer of property rights and sale of artifacts, illegal transportation and sending
artifacts by mail. One of the positive effects is probably related to decreasing of
motivation for making illegal digs in Latvian archaeological sites and illegal trade of
Latvian archaeological artifacts. Possible positive influence of the Catalogue could
be confirmed e.g. by the fact that since August — November 2016' the amount
of Latvian archaeological artifacts traded by eBay (there is a suspicion that large
proportion of traded artifacts is considered to be protected and they are traded
illegally) tends to decrease substantially. The eBay, for sure is not the only one
(although probably the largest one) trading platform for archaeological artifacts,
and the illegal trade could also be influenced by activity of the law enforcement
agencies. To some extent the illegal trade can be affected also by the cyclicality
of obtainment and trade of the artifacts, e.g. it is more complicated to make
excavations in winter time as the soil is firm, so the artifacts are more difficult to
extract.”

It is important to mention that many sellers of archaeological artifacts know-
ingly restrict (using corresponding technical options) Latvian users from seeing
full information on archaeological artifacts traded by eBay. Therefore, one and the
same eBay webpage view from Latvia and, e.g. the USA significantly differs. The
webpage available for the US located users contains much more information on
archaeological artifacts on sale. Probably this kind of restriction is used to prevent

! The catalogue was made publicly available at the end of June 2016. eBay webpage was
viewed in August 2016 (total number of antiquities located in Latvia) and then in November
2016 (number of “Viking” antiquities located in Latvia).

? Cold weather does not always discourage the looters since large-scale illegal excavations
in Latvia have been made in January—March 2015.
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Latvian controlling institutions from undisturbed observance of the corresponding
information. The other related reason could concern the size of the antiquity mar-
ket, since the US market is much bigger than the Latvian one.
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2000 — . Website view from Latvia
D Website view from the USA
1500 —
1000 —
703
500 |—
_311 290
30 | 17 | 12 | 26
0
November 2016 January 2017 February 2017 March 2017
Figure 3. Latvian archaeological artifacts on eBay.’
Further steps

It should be understood that awareness raising itself is most probably not
enough to ensure protection of the archacological heritage; moreover, there
will always be individuals who for one or another reason would continue their
illegal actions regarding damaging archaeological sites and looting possibilities of

! The total number of objects in the corresponding webpage of eBay (for November 2016,
January, February and March 2017: Antiques > Antiquities > Viking > Located in Latvia) is
indicated. Information on eBay webpage has been viewed from Latvia and the USA on one and
the same webpage on one and the same date. Most objects according to their appearance and
sometimes according to description provided relate to protected Latvian archaeological artifacts
(moreover — all the Viking age artifacts are considered to be protected in Latvia since according
to law, turnover restrictions apply to artifacts dated until the 17" century inclusive). On 10
August 2016 the total number of Latvian antiquities (most of them were indicated as “Viking”)
on eBay (Antiques > Antiquities > Located in Latvia) was 154 (website view from Latvia) and
2430 (website view from the USA). It is complicated to count the precise number of artifacts
traded in particular month since the number changes every day — that is why just the general
tendency can be determined.
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tracing history. Remembering that justice without force is powerless' and taking into
account different factors affecting efficiency of protection of cultural heritage, it
should be agreed that the combination of activities, including informational, law
enforcement, legal, analytical, coordination, organization and cooperation is of
true power. The activities involve:

* raising of understanding of cultural heritage’s importance,

* raising of public awareness regarding cultural property protection,

* coordination of actions of controlling institutions,

* better co-operation between controlling and cultural institutions,

* developing of international cooperation (especially between controlling
institutions),

* training for controlling institutions,

* involvement of NGOs and other related organizations,

e improvement of legal regulation,

* research activities, e.g. analysis of cases of unlawful obtaining and trade of
archaeological artifacts,

* reducing opportunities of illegal trade of archaeological artifacts,

* developing practical recommendations for landowners, as well as owners/
holders of archaeological artifacts.

Protecting archaeological heritage, we both respect the ancestors and think
about the next generations. Taking this into consideration we probably can well
adapt famous quote regarding protection of natural heritage to protection of
archaeological and other cultural heritage: we have not taken over cultural heritage
[from our ancestors — we have only borrowed it from our children.

Abbreviations used

ADC - Alaksne District Court (one of the district courts in Latvia)
CIS — Courts Information System
IC — Information Centre of the Ministry of the Interior

LEGATUM - Legatum Institute

LETA - Latvian national information agency “LETA”

LSM  — news portal “Latvijas sabiedriskie mediji” (“Public broadcasting of Latvia”)
OECD - The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development

Police  — State police of Latvia

SIfHP  — State Inspection for Heritage Protection of Latvia

! Justice without force is powerless; force without justice is tyrannical. Quote of Blaise
Pascal (Pensées, 1660).
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Andris Kairiss

KULTURAS PRIEKSMETU NELIKUMIGAS APRITES MAZINASANA:
PER ASPERA AD ASTRA

Kultaras priek§metu' nelegalas aprites novérsanas un apkarosanas aktualitati
Latvija apliecina gan statistikas dati par prettiesiski atsavinatiem (parsvara — nozag-
tiem?) kultaras priek§metiem, gan konstatétie nelikumigu izrakumu gadijumi un
dati par arheologisko senlietu nelikumigu tirdzniecibu interneta vide.

Kops 2008. gada tika veikti vairaki pasakumi, lai samazinatu kultaras prieks-
metu nelikumigu apriti un veicinatu Latvijas kultiiras mantojuma aizsardzibu. Saja
raksta ir sniegts iss veikto aktivita$u, to pamatojuma un rezultativitates apraksts.

Skaitli un fakti

Laika posma no 2010. gada lidz 2013. gada beigam Latvija izdaritas 295 kul-
taras prickSmetu zadzibas, tikusi nozagti vai zudusi 1245 kultaras priek$meti.?

Jaatzimé, ka kvalitativakas statistiskas informacijas par nelikumigi atsavina-
tiem kultiras priekSmetiem apstrade tika uzsakta 2010.-2011. gada saistiba ar
nacionalas mekléjama ipasuma informacijas sistémas (Integrétas iekslietu infor-
macijas sistémas apakssistémas “Mantu meklésana”) butisku saturisku un tehnisku
pilnveidosanu, ka ari attiecigas statistiskas informacijas kvalitates kontroles pastip-
rinasanu.

Janem véra, ka statistiskas informacijas kvalitate joprojam nav tada limeni, lai
varétu izdarit viennozimigus secindgjumus par kultaras prieck§metu nelikumigas atsa-
vinasanas tendencém, jo ir konstatéti gadijumi, kad kultaras prieksmetu nelikumiga
atsavina$ana un atgi$ana nav registréta informacijas sistéma. levérojot registracijas

' Seit un turpmaik jédziens “kultiras priek§meti” nozimé pricksmetus, kuriem no religiska vai
sekuldrd viedokla ir arheologiska, ar aizvésturi saistita, vésturiska, literara, makslas vai zindtniska
vértiba (sk., piem., UNIDROIT Konvenciju par zagtajiem vai nelikumigi izvestajiem kultaras
prick$metiem (Roma, 1995. gada 24. janijs)).

? Piem., no 2010. lidz 2013. g. zadzibas veidoja 96% no visiem nelikumigas atsavinasanas
gadijumiem. 2010.-2013. gada ir registréti ari dazi laupiSanas, piesavinasanas un krapsanas
gadijumi — Latvijas Republikas lekslietu ministrijas Informacijas centra dati.

? Latvijas Republikas Iekslietu ministrijas Informacijas centra dati.
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2. att. Latvija no 2010. lidz 2013. gadam nelikumigi atsavinato kultiras
priek$metu veidi' (péc Iekslietu ministrijas Informacijas centra datiem).

! Kultaras priek§meta veids “kolekcija” Seit attiecas uz tadu priek§metu grupu, kas tika
pretlikumigi atsavinati visi kopa, tacu precizs prick§metu skaits katra kolekcija nav zinams.
2010.-2013. g. pretlikumigi atsavinatas 2 pastmarku, 2 pogu (viena kolekcija bija ari monétas)
kolekcijas un viena Faberzé olu kolekeija.
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nepilnibas un latentas noziedzibas apjomu, var pienemt, ka kultaras prick$metu
nelikumigas atsavinasanas apjoms, ka ari noziedzigu nodarijumu pret kultaras
prick$metiem skaits oficialaja statistiskaja informacija, ir mazaks, neka tas ir isteniba.

2010.-2012. gada statistisko informaciju butiski ietekméja liels vésturisko ro-
taslietu un faleristikas priek§metu apjoms, kas tikusi nozagti dazu noziedzigu no-
darfjumu rezultata, pieméram, 2010. gada tika nozagtas 58 vésturiskas rotaslietas,
2011. gada — 200 faleristikas priek$meti, 2012. gada — 61 faleristikas prieksmets.

levérojot to, ka faleristikas priek$meti tika prettiesiski atsavinati vien dazos
noziedzigos nodarfjumos (278 priek$meti atsavinati 7 nodarijumu rezultata —
sk. 2. att.), secinams, ka ikonu un gleznu zadzibas ir Latvijai raksturigakais nozie-
dziga nodarijuma veids saistiba ar kultiiras priek$metiem: pieméram, 2010.-2013.
gada pret ikonam veikts 81 nodarijums (no 19 lidz 26 nodarijumiem gada), pret
gleznam — 77 nodarfjumi (no 8 lidz 28 nodarijumiem gada).' Pieejama statistiska
informacija lauj izdarit secinajumu, ka noziedzigu nodarijumu apjoms pret iko-
nam un gleznam Latvija ir relativi noturigs, piem., noziedzigu nodarijumu skaits
pret ikonam 2010. gada bija 19, 2011 gada — 20, 2012. gada — 25, 2013. gada —
17 un 2014. gada 9 ménesos — 13.7

Latvijas kriminalaja statistika nav ieklauti dati par arheologisko senlietu ne-
likumigu ieg@sanu, jo, neraugoties uz nelikumigu izrakumu (ipasi — senkapos)

3

ievérojamo daudzumu?, nav precizi zinams, kadas tiesi arheologiskas senlietas tika

prettiesiski iegiitas, ka ari nebija konstatéta arheologisko senlietu pretlikumiga iz-
ve$ana no valsts. Kultiiras priek§metu apriti kontroléjosas iestades* parsvara sanem
informaciju par Latvija aizsargajamo arheologisko senlietu’ nelikumigu apriti no
interneta tirdzniecibas vietném (pieméram, eBay.com). Pieejama informacija lauj
secinat, ka Latvija aizsargajamo arheologisko senlietu nelikumigas tirdzniecibas
apjoms interneta vidé ir iespaidigs.®

! Latvijas Republikas Iekslietu ministrijas Informacijas centra dati.

* Turpat.

> “Melnie arheologi” klist aizvien bezkaunigiki. Pieejams: http://www.Ism.lv/lv/raksts/
latvija/zinas/melnie-arheologi-kljust-aizvien-bezkauniigaki.a84076/ (skatits 20.05.2015.) Sen-
kapu apganisana Latgale kfuvusi nekontroléjama. Pieejams: htep://www.lsm.Iv/lv/raksts/latvija/
zinas/senkapu-apganisana-latgale-kluvusi-nekontrolejama.a120230/ (skatits 20.05.2015.)

# Testades, kuras taja vai cita limeni ir iesaistitas kultiras priek§metu aprites kontrolé
(likumparkapumu pret kulttras priekSmetiem novérsanas un apkaro$anas aktivitatés un/vai
kultiras priek§metu nelikumigas aprites identificé$ana), piem., Valsts policija, Valsts kultiras
piemineklu aizsardzibas inspekcija, Valsts ienémumu dienesta struktirvienibas u. c.

> Arheologisko senlietu aprite ir speciali reglamentéta, un, saskana ar likuma “Par kultaras
piemineklu aizsardzibu” 7. pantu: “...arheologiskas senvietas zemé, virs zemes vai Gdeni atrastas
senlietas (ar datéjumu lidz 17. gadsimtam ieskaitot) pieder valstij, un tas glaba publiskie muzeji...”

¢ Pieméram, 2014. gada septembri tika konstatéti ap 30 eBay.com pardevéji, kuri atklati
tirgoja Latvija aizsargajamas arheologiskas senlietas.
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3. att. Nodarfjumu pret kultaras priek§metiem ipatsvars Latvijas regionos
no 2010. lidz 2013. gadam (péc Iekslietu ministrijas Informacijas centra datiem).

Ta vai cita regiona ipatsvaram nodarfjumu veik$ana pret kultaras priek$metiem
nav tiesi jakorelé ar regiona ipatsvaru nelikumigi atsavinato kultaras priek$metu
kopskaita, jo, atkariba no kultiras priek§meta veida, salidzinosi mazaka nodari-
jumu skaita ietvaros var tikt nelikumigi atsavinats lielaks kultaras priek$metu skaits
(pieméram, tas raksturigi nelielu priekSmetu (monétas, faleristikas priek$meti)
zidzibam).

Lielaks nelikumigi atsavinato kultiiras priekSmetu apjoms var bat saistits ar
noziedznieku interesu loka esoso kultaras priek§metu lielaku koncentraciju (piemeé-
ram, Latgales regiona ir lielakas iespéjas, ka iedzivotaju ipasuma/valdijuma ir ikonas),
ka ari ar noziedzigo nodarijumu pret ipasumu izplatibu konkrétaja regiona (Latvija
kultiiras priek§meti no privatam rezidencém ne vienmeér tiek nozagti tadu ipasuma
zadzibu gaita, kuras ir koncentrétas tikai uz kultaras priek§metiem; kultaras prieks-
meti biezi tiek zagti kopa ar citam materialam vértibam).

Latvija vairak neka puse nodarfjumu pret kultairas priek$metiem tiek izdariti
un kultaras priek$meti parsvara (vairak neka 63% no 2010. lidz 2013. gadam) tiek
nozagti iedzivotaju dzivesvietas, t. i., dzivoklos un privatmajas, tacu ir pietieckami
izplatiti ari nodarfjumi — kultaras priekSmetu zadzibas — baznicas' un kapsétas,

! Jaatzimé, ka péc Iekslietu ministrijas Informacijas centra datiem 2014. gada 1. pusgada
nodarijumi pret kultairas priek§metiem un kultairas prieck§metu nelikumiga atsavinasana diev-
namos netika registréta.



KULTURAS PRIEKSMETU NELIKUMIGAS APRITES MAZINASANA: PER ASPERA AD ASTRA 65

ka ari ar kultras priek$metiem tie$i nesaistitas iestadés un uzpémumos (piem.,
veikalos, kafejnicas, slimnicas, birojos, viesnicas u. c.). Noziedzigi nodarijumi
pret kultaras priek§metiem iedzivotaju dzives vietas, visticamak, ir saistiti ar to,
ka kultaras priek$meti biezi tiek nelikumigi atsavinati kopa ar citam materialam
vértibam, kuras ir noziedznieku primaraja interesu loka.

Interesanti atzimét, ka Latvija ir salidzino$i maz nodarijumu pret kultaras
priek$metiem iestadés, uznémumos un objektos, kas tiesi saistiti ar $adu prick$metu
glabasanu/eksponésanu (pieméram, makslas salonos un galerijas, izstazu telpas,
muzejos, makslas kratuvés, makslinieku darbnicas u. c.). lespéjams, tas ir saistits
ar $o iestazu un uznémumu salidzinosi labaku aizsardzibu pret nesankcionétu
ieklasanu un kultaras priek§metu zadzibam (apsardzes sistémas, videonovérosana,
dezurantu klatbatne u. tml.).

50
47,8%

40

| | Dislokacijas ipatsvars nodarijumu kopskaita

32,2% [J pislokacijas Tpatsvars prettiesiski atsavinato prieksmetu kopskaita

20,3%

153%  14,9%

4,6%
2 3,7%

1,5% 7% 2,0% ’_‘ 2,0% 1.0%
! x et (A Y

Dzivoklis Privatmaja Kapséta Baznica Ar kultaras Artelpa Vasarnica Ar kultaras Citas
prieksmetiem prieksmetiem dislokacijas
tiesi nesaistitas tiesi saistitas
iestades, iestades,
uznemumi uznémumi,
objekti

4. att. Nodarijumu pret kultiras prick$metiem dislokacijas Latvija
no 2010. lidz 2013. gadam (péc Iekslietu ministrijas Informacijas centra datiem).

Pirmie secinajumi

Kultaras priek$metu prettiesiska atsavinasana un nelikumiga aprite acimredzot
vienmér pastavéjusi (pieméram, kapenu izlaupisana Senaja Egipté) un vienmér pa-
stavés. Cits jautajums — kads ir prettiesiskas atsavinasanas un nelikumigas aprites
mérogs konkréta teritorija un konkréta laika, un ko var darit, lai problémas mérogu
iespéjami mazinatu?
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Lidz 2008. gadam Latvijas tiesibu aizsardzibas sektora nebija veikta kultaras
priek$metu nelikumigas atsavinasanas aspektu mérktieciga izpéte, tadéjadi nebija
arl ievérojamu méginajumu risinat $o problému, jo pati probléma nemaz nebija
identificéta. Seit, protams, ir janem véra tas fakts, ka tiesibu aizsardzibas sektors
konkrétaja valsti/regiona parasti loti jutigi reagé uz sabiedrisko viedokli un iegulda
lielakus resursus tadu noziedzigu nodarijumu novér$anai un apkaro$anai, kurus
sabiedriba uzskata par bistamakiem un nopietnakiem. lespéjams, minéta iemesla
dél Italija, Francija un citas valstis sen ir izveidotas specialas tiesibu aizsardzibas
struktarvienibas (vai atseviski amati) kultaras mantojuma aizsardzibai, tacu Latvija
tadu struktarvienibu vai amatu nav. Apgalvojums, ka “vipiem drosi vien ir vairik
kultiras vértibu, tapéc Sis vértibas bitu pastiprindti jaaizsargd’ , neiztur kritiku. Ja
jau kulttiras vértibu kada valsti tieSam ir proporcionali mazak, tad tas ari batu
krietni labak jaaizsarga (citadi tas vispar var zust), turklat Latvija kultaras vértibu
nebat nav tik maz (pieméram, 2014. gada beigam Latvija bija registréti 8765
valsts un vietéjas nozimes kultiiras pieminekli, t. sk. 1553 kustamie pieminekli’,
tacu kultaras priekSmetu, kuriem, iespéjams, ir lidziga vértiba, bet nav pieskirts
kultaras pieminekla statuss, ir daudzkart vairak).

Més dzivojam informacijas tehnologiju laikmeta. Sa laikmeta neatnemama
sastavdala ir dazadas darbibas jomas izmantojamas informacijas sistémas, kuras liela
méra, mums redzama vai neredzama veida, palidz sakartot masdienu komplekso
pasauli. Informacijas sistémas, protams, tiek izmantotas ari tiesibu aizsardzibas
sektora, pieméram, noziedzigu nodarfjumu un ar tiem saistito datu registracijai.
Informacijas sistémam ir svariga ipasiba — tas nekad un neko neaizmirst. Jadoma, ka
tiesi §is sistému Ipasibas dé| tas bija tikai laika jautajums, kad tiks veikta statistisko
datu analize par noziedzigiem nodarijumiem pret kultiras priek§metiem. Skiet
likumsakarigi ir tas, ka So datu analizi veica drizak tehniskas (nevis izmeklésanas)
iestades — Iekslietu ministrijas Informacijas centra — parstavji, jo nacionala
mekléjama ipaSuma informacijas sistéma (Integrétas iekslietu informacijas sistémas
apakssistéma “Mantu meklésana”) bija $is iestades parzina, un iestadé tika akeivi
veikts analitiskais darbs informacijas sistému tehniskai un saturiskai pilnveidosanai.

Veiktas analizes dati nebija iepriecinosi. Tika konstatéts kvalitativas statistiskas
informacijas trakums par kultairas prick§metu nelikumigu atsavinasanu (pirmam
kartam tapéc, ka nevaréja isti noteikt, vai attiecigais nozagtais priekSmets vispar ir
kultaras priek$mets). Pieejama statistika demonstréja, ka noziedzigu nodarfjumu
tendences pret kultaras priekSmetiem ir pieaugosas, tacu kultaras priek$metu at-
guisanas procents ir niecigs (vélak savaktie dati paradija, ka laika posma no 2000.
gada lidz 2011. gada maijam tika prettiesiski atsavinati 2418 kultaras priek$meti,

! Valsts kultaras piemineklu aizsardzibas inspekcijas dati. Pieejami: http://www.manto

jums.lv/?cat=579&lang=lv (skatits 20.05.2015.)
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taCu atglti no tiem vien 24, t. i., mazak neka 1%). Pat taja gadijuma, ja kultaras
priek$mets tiktu atrasts vai iznemts, ta identifikacija parsvara nebutu iespéjama, jo
informacijas sistéma faktiski neeksisté zagto kultaras priekSmetu apraksti un foto-
attéli (kultaras priekSmetus parasti nevar identificét péc tadam konvencionalam
pazimém ka marka, modelis, sérijas numurs u. c., jo, ar retiem iznémumiem, kul-
tiras prieksmeti ir unikali).

Lai identificétu problémas iespéjamos iemeslus, tika uzsakta diskusija ar tie-
sibu aizsardzibas iestazu parstavjiem un kultaras priekSmetu ipasniekiem/valdi-
tajiem (pieméram, religisko organizaciju parstavjiem). Diskusijas gaita tika atklati
sadi fakei:

*  Valsts policijas parstavji norada:

o kultaras priek$metu ipasnieki/valditaji nesniedz prettiesiski atsavi-
nato kultaras priek§metu identificéjoso informaciju (aprakstus un foto-
attélus), tadéjadi nav zinams, kadi kultaras prieksmeti izsludinami
meklésana un ka tos identificét;

o kultaras priek$metu ipasnieki/valditaji biezi sniedz informaciju par no-
ziedzigiem nodarijumiem novéloti, tadéjadi bautiski apgratinot izmekle-
$anas veiksanu un zagto kultaras priek$metu atgtisanu;

e kultaras priek§metu Ipasnieki/valditaji:

O biezi parmet tiesibu aizsardzibas iestadém (parsvara — Valsts policijai)
nevélésanos un/vai neprasmi izmeklét noziedzigus nodarijumus pret
kultaras priek$metiem;

0 norada, ka nav pietickami informéti par kultras prick$metu aprakstu
un fotoattélu veidosanas nepieciesamibu;

o atzist, ka nepietiek praktiskas informacijas par kultaras priek§metu
aprakstu un fotoattélu veidosanu;

O secina, ka parstavamajas organizacijas biezi trukst cilvéku, kas spétu
izveidot kultaras priek$metu aprakstus un fotoattélus (tacu uzticét $o
darbu nepazistamam vai mazpazistamam personam ir riskanti, jo $is
personas var but negodpratigas).

Tadgjadi izveidojas noslégtais aplis: nav kultiiras prieksmeta identificéjosas infor-
mdcijas — nav zindms, konkréti kadu kultiras priekSmetu meklét. Pat prieksmeta atra-
Sanasliznemsanas gadijuma to nevar identificét un atdot ipasniekam/valditajam.

Tehniskie risinajumi
Nemot véra konstatétos faktus un veicot situacijas padzilinatu analizi, tika
apzinati $adi trakumi:
* prettiesiski atsavinato, ka ari atrasto/iznemto kultairas priek§metu identifi-
cgjosas informacijas (aprakstu un fotoattélu) trakums;
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* metodologiskas informacijas trikums par dazadu kultaras priek$metu
veidu apraksta un fotoattélu veidosanu;

 attiecigo riku trokums kultaras priek$metu apraksta veido$anai un sa-
glabasanai;

* tehniska rakstura nepilnibas saistiba ar datu apstradi par zagtiem/zudu-
Siem/iznemtiem/atrastiem kultaras priek$metiem;

* nepietickami attistita nacionalas informacijas par mekléjamiem kultaras
priek§metiem nodo$ana Interpola datu bazei “Stolen Works of Art” (starp-
tautiskajai meklésanai);

* iespéju trikums komersantiem (pieméram, antikvariatiem) un citam
ieinteresétam personam iegtit informaciju par kultaras priek$meta aktualo
statusu (par to, ka priek§mets ir meklésana);

* iespgju trukums kultiras priek$§metu ipasniekiem/valditajiem un citam
ieinteresétam personam iegut informaciju par meklésana izsludinata kul-
taras priek§meta iznemsanu vai atraganu (ja to vai citu iemeslu dé| tiesibu
aizsardzibas iestade priek$metu nav identificjusi un atgriezusi ipasnie-
kam/valditajam).

No 2009. lidz 2011. gadam, piesaistot Eiropas Savienibas finanséjumu, tika
istenots starptautisks projekts “Zagto un zuduso kultaras vértibu uzskaites piln-
veidosana kultaras vértibu kontrabandas novérsanai un apkaro$anai”. Projekts tika
istenots lekslietu ministrijas Informacijas centra vadiba, ar daudzu Latvijas un
arvalstu iestazu un organizaciju konsultativo atbalstu. Ta ietvaros:

e tika izstradata metodika kultaras priek$metu standartizétu aprakstu un
fotoattélu veidosanai (izstradaja Latvijas kultaras/tiesibu aizsardzibas ies-
tazu ekspertu/specialistu grupa). Metodika tika pilniba partulkota anglu
valoda, dalgji — krievu valoda. Kultaras prieksmeti tika iedaliti grupas un
apakigrupis (pieméram, grupa “lerodi” un 2 apakigrupas — “Saujamieroci”
un “Aukstie iero¢i’; grupa “Mébeles” utt.), un katra grupa/apaksgrupa ie-
tilpstoo priek$metu aprakstam un fotoattélu sagatavosanai tika izveidota
attieciga metodika. Jaatzimé, ka metodika parsvara ir domata nespecialis-
tiem (parasti profesionaliem — kolekcionariem, muzejiem u. tml. iestadém
un organizacijam jau ir profesionali izveidoti attiecigi apraksti un foto-
ateeli). Ta acskiras no profesionalu izmantojamam metodikam ar mazaku
detalizaciju un lielaku uzsvaru uz priek$meta identifikaciju. No plasi zina-
mas “Object-ID” metodikas' ta atskiras ar dazadu kultaras priek§metu veidu

' Object-ID metodika. Available: http://archives.icom.museum/objectid/index.html
(viewed 20.05.2015.), sk. arl Legal and Practical Measures Against Illicit Trafficking in Cultural
Property. UNESCO Handbook, 2006. Pp. 17-25. Available: http://archives.icom.museum/
object/publications.html (viewed 20.05.2015.) un Thornes, Robin with Dorrell, Peter and Lie,
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raksturojoso pazimju akcenté$anu un precizaku aprakstamo parametru
noteik§anu (“Object-ID”metodikai ir visparigaks raksturs), ka ari netiek
apstradata potenciali bistama informacija (pieméram, aprakstot kultiras
priek$metu, netiek prasits noradit ta atrasanas vietu, apraksta sastaditaja
datus (biezi sakrit ar priek$meta ipasnieka/valditaja datiem) un kontakt-
informaciju, jo $adi dati, nonakot negodpratigu personu riciba, var tikt
izmantoti noziedziga nodarfjuma plano$ana un izdariSana);

* veica Integrétas iekslietu informacijas sistémas apakssistémas “Mantu mek-
lésana” tehnisko un saturisko pilnveidosanu un pielagosanu kultaras prieks-
metu datu apstradei. Pirms pilnveidosanas kultaras priek§metu datus varéja
ievadit sistéma vien briva vienlaidu teksta veida, kas butiski apgratinaja
datu apstrades procesu;

e ieviesa ekspluatacija bezmaksas publiskos elektroniskos pakalpojumus
(pieejami interneta latvie$u, anglu un krievu valoda):

o “kultaras objekta apraksta veidosana” nodro$ina iespéjas standartizéta
veida aprakstit kultoras priek$metus un pievienot to fotoattélus.!
Pakalpojums pieejams www.ic.iem.gov.lv/ko (pieejama ari bezsaistes

versija). [zmantojot elektronisko pakalpojumu (tiessaistes vai bezsaistes
versiju, t. 1., saglabajot programmataru sava datora), kultaras prick$meta
ipasnieks/valditajs (pakalpojuma lietotajs) saglaba priek$meta datus
(pieméram, identificéjosos datus) tikai sava datora/informacijas neséja.
Jaatzimé, ka netiek apstradatas zinas par kultaras priek$meta vértibu,
atrasanas vietu un jebkada veida personas dati (pieméram, ipasnieka/
valditaja), jo $adi dati, nonakot negodpratigo personu riciba, var tikt
izmantoti noziedziga nodarfjuma planosana un izdari$ana. Dazi kul-
taras priek$metu ipasnieki/valditaji satraucas arl par to (lai gan visi
dati tiek saglabati tikai pasa ipasnieka/valditaja datora vai informacijas
neséja un bez vina starpniecibas fiziski nevar nonakt jebkadu iestazu
vai personu riciba), ka $adus datus var izmantot valsts iestades, pie-
méram, saistiba ar nodoklu vai materialas labklajibas vértésanas jau-
tajumiem);

Henry. Introduction to Object ID. Guidelines for Making Records that Describe Art, Antiques,
and Antiquities. The J. Paul Getty Trust, 1999. Available: http://archives.icom.museum/
objectid/guide/guide index.html (viewed 20.05.2015.)

! Jaatzimé, ka elektroniskais pakalpojums un izstradata kultaras priekSmetu apraksta un
fotoattélu veidoSanas metodika tikusi pozitivi raksturoti ari Eiropas Komisijas pasitita un
starptautiskas pétnieku grupas 2011. gada veikta pétijuma “Study on preventing and fighting
illicit trafficking in cultural goods in the European Union”. Final report. [S.1.]:2011. Available:

htep://ec.europa.cu/home-affairs/doc_centre/crime/docs/Report%20Trafficking%20in%20
cultural%20go0ds%20EN.pdf (viewed 21.05.2015.)
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0 “kultiiras objekta statusa noteik$ana’ nodro$ina iespéjas konstatét,
vai kultaras priek$mets ir zagts/zudis/ta meklésana ir partraukta vai
priekSmets ir atrasts/iznemts. Dati elektroniskaja pakalpojuma nonak
no Integrétas iekslietu informacijas sistémas apakssistémas “Mantu
meklésana” ar nosacijumu, ka meklésana izsludinata kultaras prieks-
meta datu publicé$anai piekrit kriminalprocesa virzitajs, priek$meta
ipasnieks/valditajs un ka ir pievienots vismaz viens priek$meta fotoat-
téls. Pakalpojums pieejams: www.ic.iem.gov.lv/ko status;

* tika attistita informacijas apmaina par mekléjamiem kultaras priekSme-
tiem ar Interpola “Stolen Works of Art” datu bazi (pieméram, lidz 2011.
gadam Interpolam bija sniegti dati vien par pieciem Latvija meklésana
izsludinatiem kultaras priek§metiem).

Tadeéjadi, pateicoties tehnisko un metodologisko inovaciju ieviesanai, tika no-

drosinatas optimalas informacijas plasmas iespéjas, veicinot noziedzigu nodari-
jumu pret kultaras priekSmetiem novér$anu un apkarosanu.

Neraugoties uz attiecigu tehnisko risinajumu ieviesanu, laika posma no 2011.
gada janija lidz 2013. gada sakumam tika konstatéti tikai dazi uzlabojumi:

 kvalitativaka statistika,

* uzlabota informacijas apmaina ar Interpola “Stolen Works of Art” datu bazi
(pateicoties sadarbibai ar Interpolu, tika veicinata dazu kultaras prieks-
metu atgusana),

* neliels datu kvalitates pieaugums (vairak/labaki priekSmetu apraksti un
fotoattéli).

Nelikumigi atsavinato kultaras priek§metu atgiisanas procents, neraugoties uz
tehnisko risinajumu ieviesanu, palika loti zems. Jaatzimé ari, ka 2012. gada tika
nodarits batisks kaitéjums Latvijas sakralajam mantojumam — Latgalé vien tika
aplaupiti 23 dievnami, nozogot ievérojamu ikonu daudzumu.'

Risinajumu mekléjot

Lai noteiktu un izpétitu faktorus, kas ietekmé likumparkapumu pret kultaras
priek§metiem novér$anas un apkarosanas efektivitati, 2013. gada rudeni Latvijas
Kultaras akadémijas Zinatniskas pétniecibas centrs uzsaka pétnieciska projekta
“Risinajumu pilnveide kultaras objektu nelegalas aprites mazinasanai Latvija” iste-
nosanu. Projektu atbalsta Valsts Kultarkapitala fonds un Valsts kultaras piemi-
neklu aizsardzibas inspekcija.

' Nozagto kultiarvésturisko vértibu atgriesana likumigajiem ipasniekiem. Valsts policija.
Pieejams: heep://www.vp.gov.lv/?id=5008&aid=51 (skatits 20.05.2015.)
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Pamata pienémums’, kas tika izdarits, izstradajot projekta pieteikumu, bija

saistits ar kultaras priek§metu saméra augsto paklautibu zadzibas riskam un zemo

atgisanas rezultativitati, kam célonis varétu bat:

kultaras priek$metu ipasnieku/valditaju nepietickama informétiba par ne-
piecie$amibu un iespéjam nodrosinat kultaras priek$metu identificgjosu
informaciju, zina$anu trakums par kulttras prick$metu aizsardzibas jau-
tajumiem, darbibam attiecigas situacijas (pieméram, konstatéjot kulttras
priek$meta zadzibu) un sadarbibas iespéjam ar kontroléjosam iestadém;
nepietickama sadarbiba starp kultaras jomas un tiesibaizsardzibas iesta-
dém, kontroléjoso iestazu darbinieku zinasanu nepietickamiba par dazadu
iesaistito iestazu darbibam un informacijas apmainu konkrétajas situaci-
jas (pieméram, konstatéta zadziba, konstatéti nelikumigi rakumi arheo-
logiskajos objektos, konstatéta kultiiras prieksmeta nelikumiga izvesana
no Latvijas u. c.), ka arT nepietickama sadarbiba (savstarpéja informacijas
apmaina) ar kultaras priek§metu ipasniekiem/valditajiem.

Lai gan pétnieciska projekta istenosana vél turpinas, ir gits apstiprinajums

sakotnéji izdaritajam pienémumam, ka arl noteikti citi risinamie jautajumi:

nepieciesama kontroléjoso iestazu darbinieku?® zinasanu limena cel$ana

par:

o kultaras priek$metu apriti (t. sk. prettiesiski iegtito kultairas priek$metu
realizacijas un transportésanas kanaliem);

o kultaras priek$metu identifikaciju (pieméram, raksturigakiem arheolo-
gisko senlietu veidiem, senlietu at$kiribam no atdarinajumiem, ikonu
raksturojumiem un Ipatnibam u. c.);

o kultaras priekSmetu apriti un kultaras mantojuma jomu reguléjosiem
normativajiem aktiem;

o starptautiskas sadarbibas jautajumiem;

nepieciesama grozijumu veik$ana vairakos normativos aktos, lai likum-

parkapéji nevarétu izmantot normativo aktu nepilnibas, veicot vai turpi-

not prettiesiskas darbibas un izvairoties no atbildibas par izdaritam pret-
tiesiskam darbibam;

nepieciesams pastiprinat sadarbibu/informacijas apmainu starp tiesibu aiz-

sardzibas un kultiras jomas iestadém, pieméram, kultaras priek$metu

identifikacijas un vértibas noteiksanas jautajumos;

! Abstrahéjoties no globaliem sociali ekonomiskiem faktoriem, kuriem ari ir ietekme uz
kulttiras priek$§metu nelegalas aprites mérogu un intensitati.
% Parsvara neattiecas uz Valsts kulttras piemineklu aizsardzibas inspekeijas darbiniekiem.
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* nepiecieSams ierobezot prettiesiski iegiito arheologisko senlietu tirdznie-
cibu interneta vidé, pieméram, attistot un pastiprinot sadarbibu ar inter-
neta tirdzniecibas vietnu administraciju un arvalstu tiesibu aizsardzibas
iestadém.

Jautajumu risinasanas nolaka projekta ietvaros tiek sagatavots pasreizéjas situa-
cijas apraksts, saistito normativo aktu un dokumentu izvértéjums, rekomendacijas
par iespéjamiem papildu/alternativiem risinajumiem. Tiek izstradatas ari attiecigas
rokasgramatas kultaras priek$metu Ipasniekiem/valditajiem un kontroléjoso iestazu
darbiniekiem. 2014. gada marta un aprili, ar Valsts kultairas pieminek]u aizsardzibas
inspekcijas, Daugavpils Novadpétniecibas un makslas muzeja un Ventspils muzeja
atbalstu, Daugavpili un Ventspili tika organizétas kontrolgjoso iestazu darbinieku
praktiskas apmacibas arheologisko senlietu identifikacija. Apmacibu gaita tika
sniegta informacija ari par pastavo$iem un attistamiem risindgjumiem un juridis-
kiem jautajumiem kultairas prick§metu nelegalas aprites novérsanas un apkarosanas
joma.

Jaatzimé, ka visu noradito jautajumu risinasana nebus iespéjama vai efektiva,
ja kulttiras priek§metu nelegalas aprites novér$ana un apkarosana netiks noteikta
un uzskatita par prioritati (ne tikai kontrolgjoso iestazu, bet ari sabiedribas skati-
juma).

Raugoties nakotné, visbutiskakie risinamie jautajumi attiecas uz:

 kultdras mantojuma svariguma izpratnes veicinasanu sabiedriba,

* informétibas par kultiras priek$metu aizsardzibas jautajumiem limena
celsanu sabiedriba,

* kontroléjoso iestazu darbibu koordinacijas veicinasanu,

* normativa regulégjuma pilnveidosanu,

* nevalstisko organizaciju, citu attiecigo organizaciju un personu iesaistes
veicinasanu kultiiras mantojuma aizsardziba,

* kultaras priek$metu prettiesiskas atsavinasanas gadijumu zinatnisku izpéti,

* arheologisko senlietu prettiesiskas iegiiSanas un tirdzniecibas ierobezosanu,

* kontroléjoso iestazu darbinieku apmacibu.
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DIMINISHING OF TRAFFICKING OF CULTURAL OBJECTS
PER ASPERA AD ASTRA

Abstract

Statistical data establish that prevention and combating of trafficking of
cultural objects call for special attention in Latvia. Thefts of icons and paintings are
characteristic of Latvia, as well as acquisition of architectural artefacts from illegal
excavations. Cultural objects are frequently illegally obtained from private residences,
churches and cemeteries. Despite technical and managerial improvements in the work
of law enforcement bodies by 2009-2011, the level of illegal acquisition of cultural
objects still remains high, while the number of recovered objects is minimal. Research
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data reveal that a solution of the situation is closely connected with strengthening of
exchange of cooperation/information among the monitoring bodies, as well as among
the monitoring bodies, owners/possessors of cultural objects and culture institutions.
Greater attention should be paid to raising/enhancement of knowledge of the staff
of the monitoring bodies and owners/possessors of cultural objects, development of
international cooperation and the improvement of the legal framework.

Keywords: protection of cultural objects, crime against cultural heritage, theft of
cultural objects, a description of a cultural object.
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