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Permanent Parlisment Houge.

i Background to the Building of the Present Parlisment

Houge

Part of Walter Burley Griffin's desizn for
Canberra is shown in Fig, 1. The Houses of Parliament
are clearly drawn in as situated on Camp Hill together
with various adminigtrative buildings within the
“Parliamentary Triangle" enclosed by Kings Avenue,
Commonwealth Avenue and Leke Burley Griffin. An
extended triangle is created by Capital Hill (old
name Kurrajong Hill), City Hill and the Australian-
Anmerican Memorial.

The "land axis" is most imporfant in
Griffin's plan and runs between Capital Hill and
Mt. Ainslie, a distance of 2% miles. Both Capital
Hill and Camp Hill have been variously interpreted
as the peak or climax of the parliamentary triangle.
The lake forms the obvious "water axis".

After winning the Canberra design competition
of 1912, Griffin was appointed Federal Capital Director
of Design and Construction. In 1913 he produced a
Report Explanatory which more or less enlarged on his
original scheme. An international competition for
the design of Parliament House itself was launched on
June 30, 1914. The young Commonwealth had no great
confidence in its ability to finance a suitably



impressive building; the competing architects were
advisedto design a shell or core which could be
suitably embellished at a later date. Accommodation
was the prime initial requirement. Although the
competition was revived briefly in 1916, the outbreak
of war in 1914 led to its eventual abandonment.

The next approach to the building of
Parliament House was made in 1921 when the Government
of the day appointé& three senior public servants,

a consulting architect . and a consulting engineer as
members of a Federal Capital Advisory Committee.
Griffin himself refused an invitation to be a member.
The setting up of the Adv1sory Commlttee was a 51gnif—
icant move away from the earlier international approach,
and placed the initiative strongly in administrative
hands. In its first report (July, 1921), the committee
suggested that a temporary Parliament building be
constructed on the land axis but "clear of the site

for the Permanent Parliament House" (Fig. 1.) set
aside by Griffin. Because of outstanding war debts

at that time, a complete full-scale permanent House

was considered too expensive. Such a project had

not even been envisaged in the original design
competition, as mentioned above.

The Advisory Committee was asked by the
Government to establish Canberra "as quickly as
possible and at the minimum of cost". These reouire-
ments, though desirable in themselves, could hardly
be expected to produce an inspiring nucleus for
Canberra as its designer intended. By 1923, the



Department of Works and Railways (well represented

on the Advisory Committee by its Director-General)

had completed a design sketch for a "provisional
Parliament House; this, together with the recommendation
“of building the House just below Camp Hill in front

of Griffin's site, was submitted to the Parliamentary
Standing Committee on Public Works, which then heard

a great deal of evidence from fifty witnesses including
prohinent architects, town planners, surveyors,
engineers and Members of Parliament.

The most contentious issues raised in the
inquiry were:
(1) the Government's failure togreopen its
design competition after the war,

(2)  the recommendation to build a provisional
Parliament House rather than a permanent

nucleus,

(3) the site chosen for it right on Griffin's
main axis.

Apart from the smaller financial outlay
involved, the main advantage seen for the provisional
Parliament House was the simplicity and therefore the
rapidity of its construction.

From some of the evidence, it appears that
there were at the time strong forces against the
site of Canberra for the national capital. Certainly
the war had slowed matters, but the delay in moving
the Australian Parliament to Canberra was fast



becoming intolerable to its advocates in 1923, twenty-
two years after Federation. Many submissions to the
Public Works Committee therefore favoured the rapid
provigsion of accommodation above other considerations.

The Public Works Committee also covered
many aspects of siting of the proposed provisional
and permanent Houses of Parliament with respect to
Griffin's plan. Even at that time (192%), Griffin's
choice of Camp Hill rather than Capital Hill was
questioned by architects as well as others. Those
who saw the building of a provisional edifice as
inevitable suggested two possible sites for it.

One was the Knoll, about one-fifth of a mile north
of Camp Hill. While commanding a fine view, this
site obviously bore no relation to Griffin'’s plan.
Again, although it was suggested the building on the
Knoll could be converted to other uses later on, the
revelation that earthworks associated with such a
building would be expensive caused the final rejection
of the site. It is of interest that the designer of .
the present Parliament House (Government architect
J.S. Murdoch) favoured the Knoll site over the
present site.

!

The lower Camp Hill (present) site was
favoured by members of the Federal Capital Advisory
Committee because it was in harmony with Griffin's
land axis. Differences of opinion arose as to what
should be done with the provisional building. once
the permanent House was erected. One Advisory
Committee member felt that the very placing of a



provisional building on the axis would ensure its
prompt demolition when the time came, while others
claimed on somewhat doubtful evidence that a permanent
House on Camp Hill would be able to overlook the former
House across to Mt. Ainslie. No wonder Griffin
complained:

"To build the provisional building just below
Camp Hill would absolutely destroy the whole
idea of the Government group, which is the
dominating feature of the P=7evral capital;

it would be like filling a front yard full of
outhouses, the walls of which would be the
frontages of thé buildings facing the yard.
It would never bé“pull@d down; history teaches
us that such things are not changed, the
pressure being too great to allow it.
Sentiment would play some »art in preventing
its destruction, but the primary reason would
be econonmy".

So Griffin felt that his chosen site at Camp Hill
would be hindered by the provisional building, itself
unlikely to be removed. He, like most of the other
interested archit;cts of the day, favoured building
a rermanent nucleus which could be completed later.

In its Report, the Public Works Committee
more or less left the difficult decisions concerning
siting and permanence to the Government, whith
promptly accepted the cheaper and faster alternative.
Of course in doing this, the Government offered no
final solution to housings Parliament, only delaying



the controversy until the present time.

II, Recent Historvy of Site Deliberations in and out

of Parliament (1955-1973).

The 1955 Report of the Senate Select
Committee on the Development of Canberra contains a
lively history of the Natidnal Capital with many
useful insights still applicable today. Although
the great depression and Second World War had
greatly interfered with Canberra's intended growth,
the Comnittee found it "absurd” that the so-called
Administrative Block "should in 1959 ..... be the
only permanent building in the Governmment triangle™.
Furthermore, there were (and still are) in Canberra
"buildings so unsuited to grace a national capital
that those responsible for them plead as a mitigation
of their offensiveness that they will be screened
from the public gaze by trees, as though the function
of trees were to hide ugliness, not to enhance and
create beauty". Even in 1973, a temporary building
wag erected in Civie.

Although the Senate Committee gave its
full approval to the general principles of Griffin's
plan, it was felt that the site for the permanent
Parliament House should be changed from Camp Hill to
Capital Hill because of the dominance of the latter.
Until the question was resolved, it was requested that
no other development on Capital Hill be initiated. It
was also recommended that the administration and planning
of Canberra be carried out by one Authority rather than
by a multiplicity of Government Departments.



In 1957 a gener:l statement entitled
"The Case for a Permanen: (Parliament) Building"
vas issued by the Preside-% and the Speakzr. They,
like the Senate Committe:z, called for a change of
plans to enable a Parlizs-:nt House to be erected on
Capital Hill. Also in s:—pathy with the Committee,
they strongly emphasised -“he symbolic associations
of a permanent House wit: Australia's heritage of
stable parliamentary govermment. The present
Parliament House was desc-ibed as overcrowded, low
in height, plain and abov: all, designed to be
provisional.

Also in 1957, t=2z controversy over the
respective merits of Camr Iill versuc~ Capital Hill
was further enlarged by t-2z conclusicns of
Sir William Holford, an ezinent British town planner

who had been invited to =ady the siting problem by
the Commonwealth Governme:t. Looking ahead to the
day when the Molonglo Riv:r running through Canberra
would become an ornaments. lake, Holford came out

strongly in favour of a s_te of the edge of the lake

and in line with the mair land axis. His ideas were
set down in a paper entit’2d "Chservations on the
Future Development of Car:srra'. The lakeside site
was accepted by the then -2w NCDC and also by Cabinet
in July 1958.

The next move i+ Parliament 28 to its
permanent housing came iz !'9563%, when thz Iouse of
Representatives created = 3elect Committee t0 examnine
the existing state of acc:amodation. 'Wiithout having



to emphasize need for a monumental or gymbolic

building for Parliament, this Committee stressed

the problem of overcrowding. The need for space

being truly urgent, it was decided to go =zhead

with extensions to the present building. As the
amelioration of extensions would only be short

term, encouragement was given to begin a new

Parliament House regardless of other building operations
on the old one.

Originally the then President,
Sir Alister McMullin, had indicated with the Speaker
in 1957 that Capital Hill was the site of choice;
his "Observations on the Permanent Parllament House of
1965, however, appear to accept the lakeside site as
the final decision.

That the lakeside site was indeed not a
foregone conclusion was made very clear in the House
of Representatives by the then Prime Minister,

Sir Robert Menzies, in 1965, and later in 1967 by

Mr Holt when they agreed to permit a free vote on

the site for members of the Joint Select Committee

on the New and Permanent Parliament House. On advice
by the NCDC, who were still in favour of the lake-
side site and planning accordingly, the Committee
issued a "Snecial Report on the Site" in 1968

which reaffirm2d the lakeside site by a vote of 11 to
3. On being put to the vote in Parliament in 1968,
however, this initial recommendation by the Joint
Committee suffered a rejection by both Houses.
Parliament thus voted against the view of the President,



the Speaker, the Prime Minister (then Mr Gorton),
the Leader of the Opposition (then Mr Whitlam),
eight other Joint Committee members, three separate
Cabinet decisions, and the NCDC, over the site for
Parliament. As to the details of the resolutions
and voting, the House of Representatives recorded
a majority of 11 against the lakeside site, and on
the voices referred a study of Camp Hill versus
Capital Hill back to the Joint Committee. The
Senate was of even firmer opinion, vdting strongly
for Capital Hill with a majority of 36, but consenting
to the Camp/Capital Hill alternatives being returned
to the Committee.
¥ «

By April 1969 the Joint Committee on the
New and Permanent Parliament I'ouse had examined a
study by NCDC of the two remaining sites on the axis
and had completed a new Report in two volumes.
Submissions had been invited from Menmbers of Parliament
and the public, ‘neluding several architects and ftown
planners. The Raport recommended that the present
Parliament House be demolished and that a permanent
House be erected on Camp Hill. This was the site
which the NCDC and many of the architects had favoured.
Two Committee members prepared a dissenting report
which favoured Capital Hill.

Upon referral to Parliament for approval,
there was again failure to reach agreement on the
Committee's recommendations. While the House of
depresentatives accepted the Camv Hill site by a
najority of 9, the Senate refused to rescind its
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earlier preference for Capital Hill and also voted
against a joint meeting of the two Houses to resolve
the matter. The Government intervened at this juncture
by announcing an Executive decision to build on Camp
Hill. On the argument that the siting of Parliament
should be a Parliamentary decision and not an
Executive decision, and also that an appropriations
bill for the building would eventually have to be
passed through both Houses in any case, the Senate
formally declared its disabproval of this intervention.

By 1970 the Joint Committee had sent a
delegation abroad tc study the parliament houses of
other countries'and had collected tdéether much ué%ful
material on accommodation requirements for a new
Parliament House. Although no external design
features were detailed, an initial floor space approx-
imately three times that of the present Parliament
House was envisaged. Meanwhile a ring road around
Capital Hill to relieve the traffic pressﬁre from the
Woden Valley and elsewhere was being built by the NCDC.

With regard to the Parliament House, an
NCDC feasibility study was circulated in 1973 which
showed in more detail a vossible means of construction
without too much disturbance of the workings of
Parliament. The key element in the proposed scheme
vas that the building be completed on Camp Hill in
stages, a first stage to be finished by 1979. This
would be used in conjunction with the present House
and would consist of offices to serve pressing accormod-
ation requirements of Members and Senators together
with new refreshment rooms. In the second stage, the
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so-called obsolete area at the rear of the present
Parliament House would be demolished. At the ‘final
stage, all of the o0ld building would be removed.
The approximate cost for the new Parliament House
was set at $75 million, the first stage accounting
for $24 million of this.

So far, the reaction of Parliament to this
scheme has been inconclusive. Although the llinister
for Urban and Regional Development, Mr Uren, urged
the House of Representatives to favour the Camp Hill
site, a motion was carried by a majority of 9 merely
to meet jointly with the Senate to decide over the site.
It should be noted that those who voted against naﬁing
specifically Camp Hill in the resolution (Mr Uren's
amendment) were not necessarily voting against Camp
Hill, but may have wished the question to be decided
by a joint meeting of the Representatives and the
Senate.

In response to the reouest of the House of
Representatives for a joint meeting, the Senate declined
by a majority of 22, and reasserted its preference for
Capital Hill. Rather than perpetuate the exchanging
of resolutions between Houses, and to avoid a possibly
precedent-forning joint meeting, the Senate considered
and passed a Bill to declare Capital Hill the site for
the new House, while proclaiming a Parliamentary area
to include Capital Hill, Camp Hill ané the vresent
Parliament House site.

As mentioned above, a clear vote for or
against Capital Hill has not Yeen called for in the



Houge of Representatives recently. The only rscord
is a emell mejority in favour of Caun Hill bacl in
1969. 1If the Senate's Bill Favouring Cepital Hill
is not »nassed in t e House of Representatives, the
position at the end of 20 years active discussion
and planning will remain a stalenate, *

i 6 4 T The Settinz for the Parliamentarv Zone.

A. Nzturel Features

Apart from the splendid bazeldrop of the
Brindabella Ranges, Canberra is intimately linked
with natural features, the most important of which
are 1t Ainslie, Black Hountzin and the ilolonglo R.
Relative to the Brindabellsas, it Ainslie and Black
ountain are really only hills, but are hi~h enough
to catch 2 great deal of moisture fro:x the west.
Consequently, their forests arc rather nore lush
than, say, the poorer ridzes of Queanbeyan. Black
dountain in particular has a highly varieéd flora,
including 40 species of orchids. A main feature of
these nills is that for the nost part they have been-
carefully protected from develcvument. The early
encroachnents on 3laclk iountain (Belconnen Yay and
the suburb of Aranda) will not affect the beauty of
the hills so drasticelly as thg_@ecisions heing madoe
in the last 5 vears ccncerning the 3lack Zountain
Tover, frzevays and other ngw roads. Oritics of

hese developaents clain thet vlonmzrs have vlaced
nore weisht on i medi~te tcehnical ~reblesa then on
the nrorer role for 1t Anulic an? 3lac': .ovntanin.

a8 = gettin~ for the Parliaventndy Priancle, *het

whe

thig agttins is o oricelesg sszet o Janherya ~nd the
A » o T e DI, P71 1T e > e ;
no ~omnent of landseai: o araliis Ere oan cevlace

hills in their no%ive ztote.

12.

e

* A simdilar 3ill has ovw Deen passed - see addendun.



Canital ¥ill is the highest of a numben
of undulations at the foet of Red Hill, althousr it
is only 2bout 150 £t ahove the nresent level of
Lake Burley Griffin. Although it still has some
native trees left on it, Capital Hill by itself is
an insignificant physical or biclogical feature, the
present flagpole being far more conspicuous at a
distance than the hill itself. On the other hand,
a fine lov level view of Canberrs can be had at the
top of Capital Hill.

B. Architecturzl Features.

Griffin's plan for Canberra can be said to
succeed because it slightly formalizes the natural
landscape without trying to subdue it. The scale of
the city is made so wvast that we are struggling to
fill in the spaces 60 years later. In its fully
developed form it demands virtually unlimited re-
sources of building materials, an aggressive and
innovative architectural heritage and a wealthy
nation bent on inpressing itself and the rest of the
world with a prestize capital city. Canberra's
development struggles have arisen mainly because
acceptance of these requirements has been spasmodic.
A fairly long veriod of peace together with cheap
migrant labour in the building industry have been
important factors in Canberra's post war boom. Now,
shortages of building materials and scarcity of
labour once again threaten develovnment.

Over the years, the main design features of
Griffin's plan have been effectively delineated by
roads, bridges and trees if not by buildings. The to

3.

D
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of Capital Hill is cr: of the best places to appreciate
the magnificent Commc:vealth and Kings Avenues as they
converge at the hill _:self. Various geometrical
arguments have been :z:anced as to the exact area
which is enclosed by -2e Parliamentary Triangle. The
triangle which is viswally most apparent has its apex
at Capital Hill, frc- vhich the eye naturally travels
to City Hill on the Z:“t hand side and the Australian-
American Memorial on -2 right hand side. This
triangle is not at 2. apparent from Camp Hill.

The triang_ : is suitably emphasised by trees.
Unfortunately, the ceiirs of Commonwealth Avenue are
either dead or dying :»d will have.to be removed;soon.
The pines of City HiZ.. on the other hand, are healthy
and seem appropriate_- chosen. It should be noted
that the fairly even =irpet of trees breaks dowm the
outline of most builc::zs of three stories or less.
This is why the press:; Parliament House is hidden
from the main avenues :n either side of the land axis.

Both Griff:: and other prominent architects
felt that the buildix:z of the Parliamentary Triangle
should not be designs: in isolation but be made to
integrate harmonious’- with Parliament House. Thusg
G.H. Godsell, one of -:¢ witnesses in the 1923 Public
Works Committee hear:z::s stated that:

"if a competiti:: or the design of the govern-
mental group w:sr: held, you would get the scheme
of one master : 2 for a type of building, and
every structur: whether nodest or ornamental,
would be follc-.:z one line, and you wouls get
a balanced an¢ r—metrical result”.
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K.A. Henderson, another architect, made this comment
in 1923: 3 I

"Canberra must be more th:in a collection of
individual buildings designed hurriedly one
at a time, each for its own purposes".

In 1974 it seems that the fears of 1hese architects
were justified. Always regarded as a provisional
building, the present Parliament House has exerted no
influence over recent Government buildings. Neither
it nor any future Parliament House can now set the
architectural pattern for the Parliamentary Triangle
as it should. Events have'proved that the present
Parliament House (siting and scale, not necessarily
design) was not a vise compromise.

The first of the vermanent buildings to
rise above the trees of the Parliamentary Triangle
was the Administrative building, constructed about
20 years ago. Although fairly dignified at close
quarters, the yellowish stone blocks, the tortuous
roof line and the stark drainpines all help to make
this the most severe Government edifice in the capital.
Unless drastically facelifted with white marble or
even concrete, the Administrative building will always
detract from the Triangle.

The Treasury and National Library are more
recent additions to the mixture of architecture in
the Triargle, and each taken on its own is fairly
effective. Similar provortions and roof shape help
the two builéings to blend satisfactorily.




The next stages in the develoonment of the
Parliamentary Triangle will drasticzlly chanpge its
appearance. There seems to be = rezl danser thet
each nev building will constitutc 2z feature and
together they may present a varied collection of
styles almost like chapters out of a textbool:s of

rchitecture.

Conpared with the Parliamentary Triangle

tself the other main groups of buildings seen Zron
the ton of Capital Hill appear well ordered. Recently,
Pegrum (Ref. 1.) hes criticized some o the nev
commercial buildings in Civic. There is no doubt
that when taken sinzly o8t of the offics blocks
could have been irvroved in some wey; talzen tozether,
however, and with the close-ranze Hzclidron of 3lack
Hountain, the coabinatior of Civiec buildinze -nd City
Hill is visually satisfying, at least sc far. Lilke-
wise, there are critics of the Russell Offices and

those flanring Anzec Parace. Token gingly, they

night be re~arded as »nlain, cven scverao. Buk

becange of their relotionghip with esch other and the
placement of & ornamental (oviece within each ~“rouw

(The Yar 'leroricl and the Austreliazn-Amevican Temorinl),

the aspect by day or Zloodlit by night is ixvressive.

Lake Burley Sriffin 'nd its
develoonents have a considerabls axrc

i

on the Parlizmentary Trisaszle.

Y

1

¢
vrovided by the Fountain snfd the Carillon Pover fluonk

"
he lan? axis. 5Soth the infoomal aslens oo the luke

ane the anell oailins eraft vsing i, oz Sddtiiset fron
larger vesgel sre dnvorbank Fory thie goThenun e of vhs

=

litppet of nastive Governmont Wiuiléiasg,
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The Canberra Hosnital =1so stronzly influences
Lake scenery but is a most unfortunate mixture of styles.

An example of sdditions nmade to the Canberra
scene without reference to vrevious planning is pfovid—
ed by the Blaclk lountain telecorunications tower,
which will soar almost as high asain as Black !Tountain
itself. The tower will initiate new lines of sight
which are quite inappronriate for a Demartment edifice,
quite alien to the lend axis ond demeaning to the
Parliamentary Triangle and all its buildings including

any new Parliament House.

The inability to blend groups of buildihes
is a2ll too comrion in Austrelis, a3 can be denonstratead
by almnost any Australian universitr camnpus. As for a
new Parliament House it must be hoped that the building
can be placed far enough from other Parliamentary
Triangle developzents. It is unthinkable that a new
Paorl jament House should be forced to bllow the design

of vrevious buildings.

IV. The Present Parliament Houge.

The role, if any, of the present Parliament
TTouse following the coupletion of a new House is an
extremely vexine guestion. This section looks at the
present Mouse in isolation, while a later section
discusses the nossible restraints the building misht
have on the fevelopzent of Camp M1ll andé Capital Hill.
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It misht he szid of ..ombers, Senators and
Parliamentaory Staff tha® suthusiasm for the nresent

uge is influenced by the guality and quantity of

O

=
one's own vresent work facilities as ruch as any

other factor. 8Similarly, enthusissm for the vproposed
new Parliament House miz»t “everd on zne's future
wlanned worlk facilities set out so thoroushly in the
1970 revocrt of the Joint Select Cormittee on the llew
and Pernmenent Parliament House. Severe criticisis of
the present building have arisen over (i) lack of space,
(ii) inadequacies of structural design and building
materials, (iii) smallness of scale, (iv) aestletic
grounds.

(i) ILack of space. With a contiaually groving

nunber of worlers and visitors, it cannot be denied
that Parliament House is crowded, even with the nevest
of the extensions completed. Probably by now each
iflember would have his o'n office, but many of these
are small and have no room for private meetings. The
Library, the printing office, the kitchens and the
dining rooms are quite inadeguately housed at »resent,
while certain grouns such as Press representatives and
some typists are particularly diszdvantaged.

(ii) Structure nnd materials. Although lack of

space certainly hinders Parliament House in its pregent
function, recent attacls on the quality of the
construction itself raise the contentious guestion of
whether the building should be demolished. The main
criticisms have been directed at the supnosed tenporary

nature of the building, its age, depredations of vhite
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ants, and so-called "structural unsoundness". A4
nuwaber of exaggerations and inaccuracies having
creot into the debate, a closer lock at the building
materials and their state of v»reservation is
warraated.

The nost recent general survey of Parliament
House to be published iz founéd in the 1969 NCDC
submission "A Conmparative Study of Capital Hill and
the Camp Hill Arca". The survey was carried out by
the then Department of Works and included summaries
of East and West Blocks as well as Parliament House.
Apart from a general lack of space which was even
more severe in 1949 than 1974, detailed inspecticr
of the walls, floors, roofs and windows revealed no
termites and "no major maintenance problems”". For
a building so often derided as temporary, Parlianment
House emerged from the survey as rather well built
for its 42 years. To quote again from the survey.
"the vrovisional Parliament House has stood the test
of time and is considered structurally sound". An
updated report is now in preparation but is not exvect-
ed to reverse the conclusions of 1969. HMHaintenance
costs are indeed ri;in#, but they =re mostly to dc
with items such as air conditioning and electrical
wirina which would have had to be replaced vhatever
building was erected in 1927. These costs are
inevitable and should be dissociates Zror the building
itself. The concent of a Parliament Jdouse whose walls
ané floors sye continuzliy havin- i e ghored un

or renlaced is gquite nisleac iy



Althouzh in 1923 the official estimate of the life
of the House in its present function was fifty years,
the planners rightly calculated this lifetime on the
basis of space considerations not structural consider—
ations ,"Buildings of bhrick and hardwood with a good tile
roof, in such a place asg Canberra, might stand for 500
years", said an architect in 1923 (Ref. 2 v.73), and
no-one would have expected Parliament House to fall
down in 50 years. The word "provisiona." was then as
now a handy compronise term used by the Government and
should not be taken to imply an inferior building
standard. Sinply put, the pregent huilding is of the
very best quality that Australia's post-war econonmy
could afford. Sound materials and good workmanship
have proved themselves in later yearsg. iy

(iii) Segale. Parliament House has bheen described
as "small and poor". This criticism is levelled
mainly at the 1ack.of impressive height of the building
as compared with say, the National Library. together
with the bricks, wood, concrete and stucco exterior
instead of steel, stone and marble. This quickly leads
into a discussion of aesthetics, but it is debatable
whether the traditional argument *hat prestige is
measured by height of the building from ground level
and by the proportion of warble facing should be used
against the present Houss. J.8. Hurdoch, its architect,
may have been astray when he remarted in 1923 that "the
average Australian is such that he would not be any
happier in one of those extrensly claboraie structurcs.
to be Found anyvhere else in the world, than in this

proposed building" (Ref. 2 n.24), but his observation

ct
[P
Q2
ot
]

nevertheless degsrves gone congsidsra
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(iv) Aestheticg. While not architecturally very
exciting in 1974, the present Parliament House is a
solid functional design with softening features such as
the interior courtyards and the ornamnent. The
extensions have been gensitively designed to harmonize

with the original structure while the whole front aspect
is of understated dignity. From a distance, the fact
that the external walls are stucco becomes quite
immaterial. The service area at the rear of the
building is rather cluttered by comparison, although
this is somewhat relieved by two elegaﬁt walkways.

There is no doubt that Parliament House is popular with
vigitors; architects themgelves have been hard put to
criticize the design other than in the terms described
above.

To summarize, Parliament has been lucky to have g
well designed and well constructed building in which
nmost staff and services have been more or less
adequately housed up to now. It is interesting to note
that many newer overseas Parliaments such as those at
Kuala Iunpur, Lagos, New Delhi, Brasilia and Chandigarh
have impresgsive monumental buildings to house their:
Legislative Chambers but relatively ugly inharmonious
office blocks to provide supplementary space some
distance away. Although our present Parliament House
now seems too s&all all round to serve for many more
years in its present function, it is to be hoped that
the building itself will be considered in too good
condition to be demolished. It is verhzus ironical
that at the very time when demolition has been considered
likely and even desirable, public opinion inspired by



the new nationalism has heen =oving sltogether sway fron
destroying buillings simmificart in Augtralian history.
Thus the stated "wvalue" of Porlisment Eouse cslculatved
in 1669 by Commonwealth Valuers as 22 nillion is not
likely to be accepted today by 2 heritage-conscious

nation.

v The Three Sites for g New Parlisnent House

Since 1968, nearly 400 paszay of Fansard have
recorded debates on giting for a new xarllament Eousge.
So many points of view have been expressed on the
subject both in the debates and in the various reports
mentioned earlier that it is difficvlt to deal with
them with any detail here. Although the lakeside site
is no longer under active consideration by Parlisment,
a summary of it is included for comnleteness.

A, The Lakegide Site

The advantages of this site are discussed at
length in "The Development of the Central Area of
Canberra including Aspects Related to the New Parliament
House" (an NCDC report, 1967). It was considered that
any large building near the lake wouléd be very obvious
and very central, that is, if one considers Parkes
Place, the lake, the National Library and the future
High Court as central. Of course. it could be argued
that wherever Parliament Houze is built, that area is
made central automatically.

In the lakeside scheme, the vresent Parlisnent
Houge would not need to be demolished, but would becone
a conference centre close to some new administrative
buildings erected on Camp Hill. There are severzl well
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knovm examnples of buildings designed for Parliaments or
international assemblies which are situated on water-
fronts (Palais des Nations, Geneva; United Vations,

New York; Houses of Parliament, London; Parliament House,
Ottawa). It can be said that a lakeside Parliament House
is not only physically close to the National Library and
other buildings having service facilities, but that the
site symbolises a Parliament "down among the people”.

On the other hand, not only would the lakeside House be
difficult to harmonize with the clagsic National Library
and the contemporary High Court so cloke by, but the land
axis would be chopped in half, thus spoiling the import-
ant visual link between Mt. Ainslie and Anzac Parade

at one end and the present Parliament House and Capital
Hill at the other. Furthermore, the magnificent view
from the front steps of Parliament House would be

blocked out.

Probably the main reason for Parliament's
rejection of the lakeside was that the site was too low
relative to surrounding administrative buildings. It
was felt undesgirable that administrators should look
down on Parliament House from Camp Hill. The lakeside
gsite is extremely prominent but is not the focus point
of the Parliamentary Triangle. The real focus is
either on Camp Hill or Capital Hill.

|

B Camp Hill versu ital Hill

Canberra is indeed fortunate in having the
Juxury of choosing between such fine sites as Camp and
Capital Hill, since both are spacious by world standards
and both are highly integrated into the plan of the
city. Although innumerable arguments have been raised
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favouring one or the other sites, from the ability of
elderly Senators to ascend Capital Hill to its proximity
to heaven, the following are proposed as the most
significant considerations, although not necessarily in
order of importance:

(i) use or demolition of the present Parliament
House,

(ii) comparison of aspects from and towards
the two sites,

(iii) the wisdom of deviating from Griffin's plan,
and

(iv) function for Capital Hill:if Camp Hill is
chosen.

These will now be examined further.

(i) Use or demolition of the pregent Parliament
House. As has been outlined previously, the present
Parliament House is structurally sound, well designed,
although small for its present function, and popular
with visitors. Since 1923, architects have had to
realize the possibility as did Griffin that the building
would gather historical associations with time, making
it difficult to pull down after the projected fifty
years or so.

Parliament House may well be considered more
important today than the disadvantage of blocking the
land axis. Somehow the new Parliament House must
accomnodate the old building. Naturally, Parliament House



could more readily be demolished if it were an eye-sore,

or if gsited with no relationship to the Parliamentary
Trianzle. It has been suggested that the best long-term
use for the present Parliament House would be as a
HNational Iusewn, especially as no firm plans for such an
institution in Canberra have ezmerged. HMaterial on

display could emphasize peace~time exploitz of Australians,
as a contrast to the exhibits at the Australian VYar

ITemmorial.

If the present Parliszment House is considered
worthy of bheing saved, an alternative future for it other
than simply as 2 musewn may be derived from the NCDC
feasibility study of 1973 ("The MNew and Permsnent Parlia-
ment House"). IFf the scheme described in the stully were
to be brought to the second stage only, but with the
Camp Hill buildings not necegsarily including new
chambers, and designed to harmonize with the old building,
the urgently needed dining rooms, committee rooms and
office space would be »rovided at lesser cost than a
completely new building. he advantages of this idea
are that the obsolete and unattractive rear section cf
Parliament House would be removed, yet the respected
and historical front aspect would remain. Portions of
the old building could be used for displays (that is, to
a greater extent thac at vresent), with the chambers
retained in use.

Since the general consensus of Pariiament seems

to favour a completely new House within the next twenty

years, its placement on Camy IIil]l would mezn zhat the

3 m .

nresent House would te denmolished, There is sone dig-

Y
i s

agreenent over the compatibility or otherwise of a new
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House on Capital Hill and the present House; +this con-
veniently leads us into the next section.

(ii) Comparison of ects from and towards the tw
sites. To continue, there is no reason to prafer Capital
Hill as a means of saving the present Parliament House
if the latter also unacceptably blocks the view from
Capital Hill. From the present ground level of Capital
Hill, the House cannot be said to intrude unpleasantly
on the land axis and could be obscured even more by
careful planting on Camp Hill. To pefﬁit the erection
of a large building or buildings totalling about one
nillion square feet of floor space, it is clear that
Capital Hill will have to be lowered a few feet in order
to accommodate the foundations. Just how many feet
depends on the final design. A plan making good use of
the present contours of Capitval Hill will not lower the
aspect so far that the present Parliament House can be
an obstruction. It has sometimes been remarked that the
24 mile land axis is too long; while the present House
gstands, the axis is already broken down satisfactorily.

No one denies that Capital Hill dceminates
Camp Hill. From Capital Hill. a 360° panorama
including both close and distant mountains. the lake,
Civic, Russell Offices, Anzac Parade and Commonwealih
and Kings Avendés is obtained. The Avenues are par-
ticularly important for they define the Parliamentary
Triangle, they converge impressively on the site, and
they offer people using them an unobstructed view of any
building on Capital Hill. Ia fact no matter whal modes
of transport evolve, the Avenuves ars more ‘likely to
command a higher density of peorle than the parlks and
open spaces. From this it could be argued that views



A TYm ' oy F [ - P -1 D g Jpe, P s - 1 o~ e e e
of Perliguentl tiouss from noat uyY SOEGh [5erVa whitar Shnp
e RS e 1 PR, i i o ows AN W
fron points aione the leénd siig. Yosh o Peiderens
T

L .

Housge o Capital Rill might aov o vidible Tyor

i

Place, for exemuvle, is not nece gerily very relszvant,

Taran with the present Parliament Houszss removed,
the outlicok from Camp Hill is formal and restricred.
From grouad (that is, visitor) level, only a limited
conception of the Parlismentary Trianzle can be oblained
becavse of trees and inftervening buildings. Thus thiere
is nothing about the HCDC srtist's impressicn of the
Camp Hill outlook (as shown following p. %5, "A
Comperative Study of Capitsel Hill and the Camp Hill
Area", 1969) that even suggests that a triengle is the
basic design. This emphasizes the dangers of relying
too much on small scale models which are of necessity
viewved from the eguivalent of a2 thousand feet up. At
Camp Hill, removal of the mature street trees would not
help the outlook very much, whereas the body of the
Parlismentary Triangle will be much more obvious from
Capital Hill when some of its trees are removed. This
is because Capital Hill has height as well ag ali round
views in itg favour; just how much levelling for found-
ations will be necessary would depend on the deszign.
Levelling would also be necesgsary at Camp Hill so that
the relative heights of the twe sites will remain about

the same. X

Just as the aspect from Camp Hill is
and too close to the Paxliamentary Triangle for the
Triangle to be comprehended, a2 Purlisment House on Canp
111l will not apnear as a focus of Triangle buildings
from any angle excevt along the land axis and (inevit-
ably) from a thousand feet up. Por example, a Porlig-—
ment House on Camp Hill would hoid little nore
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significance from the main Avenues than the presgent
Parliament House. The new building would have to be
truly large to overcome perspective and appear above the
Hational Library and the Treasury from Commonwealth
Avenue. As more and more buildings were erected in the
Triangle, the Parliament would become relatively less
gignificant.

To sum up, whereas the Capital Hill site is
physically removed from the body of the Parliamentary
Triangle, it has many visual links with the Triangle;
by contrast, Camp Hill is cloge to other Triangle
Buildings but its aspect is too close to comprehend the
Triangle. Superimposed on the peak of the Triangle 150
feet above Lake Burley Griffin, Capital Hill is hgrdly
"remote" as some of its opponents have claimed. A site
on top of Black Mountain or Mt. Ainslie would seem to
fit this description more appropriately.

(iii) Deviation from Griffin'g plan, and (iv)
Functi for Capital Hill., Griffin always insisted
that Parliament House should be situated on Camp Hill
and it can be argued that his wishes should be carried
out. Having accepted that the broad outlines of the city
plan are excellent for their own worth rather than being
simply Griffin's, in 1974 all alternatives must be
examined on their own merits. Over the years, buildings
such as the Lodge and the Governor-General's residence
have not been sited where Griffin wanted them, nor is
there any reason to regret this. DMaybe the least desir-
able of Griffin's ideas today is the provision of a
Watergate site (see Fig. 1)! His sketch of the aspect
along the land axis to Capital Hill (Fig. 1) shows a
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Place, for examule, is nobt asceuznpeily very relavant.

Ywvan with the present FParliament Houso renoved,
the outlook from Camp Hill iz formal and restricted.
Prom ground (that is, vigitor) level, ohly 2 limived
conception of the Parlismentory Trisvzle can be obtained
becauvse of trees and intervening buildings. Thus there
igs nothinz about the HCDC srtist's imvression of the
Caump Hill cutlook (as shown folleowing p. 35, "i
Comparative Study of Capital Hill and the Camp Hill
Area", 1969) that even suggests that a triangle is the
basic design. This emphasizes the dangers of relying
too much on small scale models which are of necessity
viewed from the eguivalent of a2 thousand feet up. At
Camp Hill, removal of the mature street trees would not
help the outlook very much, whereas the vody of the
Parlienentary Triangle vwill be much more obvious from
Capital Hill when some of its trees are removed. This
is because Capital Hill has height ag well as ali round
views in its favour; just how much levelling for found-
ations will be necesszry would depend on the deszign.
Lievelling would also be necessary at Camp Hill so that
the relative heights of the two sites will remain about

the same. !

Just as the aspect from Camp Hill is too low
and too close to the Parliaumentary Trisngle for the
Triangle to be comprehended, o Purlisment House on Canp
IMill will not appear as a focus of Trianglg buildings
from any angle except along “he land axis aid (inevit-
ably) from a thousand feet up. For example, 2 Parlia-
ment House on Camp Hill would hoid little nore
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significance from the main Avenues than the present
Parliament House. The new building would have to be
truly large to overcome perspective and appear above the
Hational Library and the Treasury from Commonwealth
Avenue. As more and more buildings were erected in the
Triangle, the Parliament would become relatively less

gignificant.

To sum up, whereas the Capital Hill site is
physically removed from the body of the Parliamentary
Triangle, it has many visual links with the Triangle;
by contrast, Camp Hill is close to other Triangle
Buildings but its aspect is too close to comprehend the
Triangle. Superimposed on the peak of the Triangle 150
feet above Lake Burley Griffin, Capital Hill is hgrdly
"remote" as gome of its opponents have claimed. A site
on top of Black Mountain or Mt. Ainslie would seem to
fit this description more appropriately.

(iii) Deviation from Griffin's plan, and (iv)
Fu io r Capital Hill. Griffin always insisted

that Parliament House should be situated on Camp Hill
and it can be argued that his wishes should be carried
out. Having accepted that the broad outlines of the city
plan are excellent for their own worth rather than being
simply Griffin's, in 1974 all alternatives must be
examined on their owvn merits. Over the years, buildings
such as the Lodge and the Governor-General's residence
have not been sited where Griffin wanted them, nor is
there any reason to regret this. Maybe the least desir-
able of Griffin's ideas today is the provision of a
Watergate site (see Fig. 1)! His sketch of the aspect
along the land axis to Capital Hill (Fig. 1) shows 2
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long low Parliarient House at virtually the same level as
the administrative buildings (that is, the House is on
Camp Fill). Parliament House is shown completely
dominated by a buge Capitol building something like a
Thai tenple rising from Capital Hill. 1In 1969, the
Joint Select Committee on the New and Permanent Parlia-
nent House strongly disagreed that any building should
overshadow Parliament House. The Committee seens to
have missed Griffin's original concept that Capital Hill
should be the site of the dominating architectural
element. If one accepts that Parliament House and nct

& "Capitol" should be dominant, then Capital Hill

should be the site for the Touse. No one ever seens

to have criticized Griffin's Capitol for being tco
isolated or rewote. Actually, Griffin weakened his

case for Parliament House on Camp Hill by changing his
mind about the role of Capital Hill. Owver the years.

it hag been suggested ag a place for povular assentvly
and festivities, a ceremonial »nlace, a site for comuenor-
ative or national gardens, "just a flagpole", steps and
stairs, eultural centre, archives. museum of peace, art
gallery, architectural shaft, Capitol or administrative

building.

Of course, there are those who feel that
Parliament does not deserve to occupy the most excifing
building site in Canberra. This 1s not always stated
on aesthetic grouvands, wut from a deep seated feeling
that Capital Hill is "toc zood I¢r the politicians"
and should be a "place of the neonle". Ilr, X. Johnson,
late of the NCDC, rather scatbin:ly referg tc a 2arlia-
nent Mouse on Capital Hall =a a "Versailles of 1l roi
soleil, isolated and sel ir a cowanding oosition at

the centre of all axes. where suns can wost sasily be
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mounted to control the mob" (Canberra Tines, 23/8/73).
Apart from the extremely generous numbers of parks,
gardens and lookouts already provided exclusively for
the people in Canberra, it nust again be asked: if
Parliament is not worthy of the dominant site, what
superior function doeg merit the site?

Other site considerations are not as
important as the four listed above., It was once
thought, for example, that Capital Hill was nore
exposed to the weather than Camp Hill. The Jeoint
Committee of 1969 found that Camp Hill offered no
advantage in this respect, and further discussion is
therefore unwarranted. Members of Parliament are
accustomed to chauffeur driven cars, so that a further
objection to Capital Hill as impractically remote is
not really sustainable. Small electric cars :may be ihe
prevailing future mode of transport, however. It has
also been said that without close support of administ-
rative buildings the Parliament will appear insignific-
ant on Capital Hill. The answer to this prchblem is to
have a Parliament House with only a few floors su that
the net ground area covered will b»e large. The floor
arec has been envisaged as greater than twice that of
the National Library. Alternatively, the Parliament
could itself be, composed of several closely matching
buildings as suggested by J.S. IMurdoch in 1923
(Reference 2, plans no. 7, 8). The latter schene
might usefully preserve most of the contours of Capital
HiX¥1.

uch time has besn spest debating the relaiive

arezs of the rival sites. If Bast and Yesi Blochks were



to be renoved, there :1s ¢ rers0 W Lelierg
Hill is inferior in thig regucet, esnaonisily angh: OLgre
seos facilities arve studiel. lore importani, but not
gregtly so, is the sassriion thet Unpital Fill ig
difficult *to plan, poth uith ve«pect o wehiculzr access
and the need to have the huildiiy; atiractive Iron mony
angles. The Ring Road is often cited &3 2 najor obztacle
to further develooment on Capital Hill. In "A Compara-
tive Btudy of Capitsl Hill and the Czmp Hill Ares",
however, the NCDC gstates on ». 21 that:

"Supplementary vehicle access hag been nrovided

by internal roads from hoth State Cirecle and

the Ring Road. These internzl roads can easily

be zdjusted to enter the building site at =

variety of positions and levels".

Again, in the Joint Committee's 1969 Report. the ICIC

claimed that:

"It is the Commission's considered view that the
Ring Road does not create 2 degign impedinent o
a new and permanent Parlisment House on Capital
Hill and, in fact, the provosed traffic systen
best fits into the parliamentary environment"
(p. 32).

On p.30 is found the following:

"In dealing with the alternztive sites it should
be noted immediately that 2 brozd cost apvrec-
iation leads one to the conclusion that a
decision in favour of eitner gite should not be
influenced by costs. They are hroadly of the
same order for both sites".



This leaves the question of difficulty of desigaing the building
on Capital Hill. Griifin pointed out these difficulties Lut felt
that they could be overcome if the sile were finally chosen.

We czn only trust the architect to be challenged by the site and
leave it with him,
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