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A Submission to the Standing Committee on Environment and Transport and City 

Services in relation to its inquiry into a Territory Coat of Arms. 

As to whether there should be a Coat of Arms for the Australian Capital Territory (in addition to 
the Canberra City Coat of Arms). 

Several of the submissions already made appear based on the assumption that the 

current City of Canberra Arms are those of the ACT – this is incorrect. The Arms are 

not those of the Territory. Although the Territory has used the Arms, presumably 

because of the lack of a separate grant, as the Committee rightly notes, there are no 

official Territory Arms at present. 

It is entirely appropriate for the ACT to seek its own Coat of Arms (Arms). 

All the Canadian Provinces have individual Arms, as do the Provinces of the Republic 
of South Africa. Thus it is logical that the ACT should have Arms. 

The current Arms are those of the City of Canberra and are appropriate to the City in its 
role as the Seat of Government and are an admirable example of representative 
heraldry, displaying the symbols of Parliamentary Democracy, stressing the 
Commonwealth Parliament’s role as guardian of democracy. They are not, however, 
appropriate to the ACT as a political entity. The ACT therefore needs its own distinctive 
Arms. 

As to what symbols might be included in the design of an ACT Coat of Arms. 

The symbols should be representative of the characteristics of the Territory, and should 
include those already legislated – the Gang-Gang Cockatoo, the Royal Bluebell, and the 
Southern Brush-Tailed Wallaby. 

Other symbolism should be drawn from the geography of the Territory – incorporating 
in some form the rivers (the boundaries of the ACT were fixed in the main by drainage 
basin boundaries), the nearby mountains or perhaps open grassland plains – reflecting 
the original European designation of the “Limestone Plains”. 

There should be representation of our indigenous heritage, be it in art form or as a 
motto for the Territory. 

Some aspect of the Arms should be carried over into a new flag as the present one is 
very ’busy’ and is heraldically incorrect as it omits the crest. 



There are some internationally recognised ‘conventions’ of heraldry and these are 
the accepted components of Arms. Arms generally comprise the following: 
 

 A Crest (sometimes surmounting a helmet) possibly the Gang-Gang 
 

 The Shield on which the main imagery is displayed (which should reflect the 
ACT) 

 
 Supporters – Possibly the Wallabies 

 
 The Field or Compartment – on which the Shield rests – this should include the 

floral emblem. 
 

 A motto – ideally an indigenous one. 
 

The Arms should be simple, elegant and artistic, and distinctly representative of the 
Territory. 
 
 
 
The last grant of Arms to an Australian Territory was to the Northern Territory in 1978. 
It is a very good use of the conventional designs of heraldry and depicts Australian and 
Territory themes very well, as does the matching flag. It is the only State or Territory 
Arms to incorporate indigenous symbols. 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 



When a broad agreement is reached on a design for the Arms it is recommended that 

a good heraldic artist be commissioned to produce a design that meets the broad 

requirements before final approval. 

 

At present, the authority for grants of Arms in Australia is the College of Heralds in 

London, who act on behalf of the Earl Marshall who in turn acts for the Queen. In 

the twenty-first century and after 118 years as an independent member of the 

Commonwealth of Nations, it is submitted that the time has come to seek a new 

approval mechanism reflective of Australia’s independent national status. Canada 

sought the ‘patriation’ of the Authority to grant Arms from the Queen and this was 

granted by Letters Patent from the Queen, with the result that Canberra – like South 

Africa – has its own heraldic authority. In Canada, all Arms are granted by the 

Governor-General via the Canadian Heraldry Authority. I believe that Australia 

should do likewise, and it is recommended that the ACT Government brings this to 

the attention of the Commonwealth Government. It would be very appropriate for 

the ACT to be the first recipient of Arms from such an authority! 
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