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Why This Work Was Undertaken
Fragmented procurement and assurance arrangements are increasing cost, duplication and delivery risk across the rail sector.

Procurement Duplication Assurance Duplication Delivery Interface Complexity

Repeated submission of equivalent supplier information 
across rail organisations

Limited recognition of transferable capability between rail 
organisations

Different procurement and assurance evidence 
requirements across rail organisations

Duplicate assurance and design review activities across 
project stages

Late redesign and rework driven by unclear review 
boundaries

Repeated compliance checking without proportionate risk 
assessment

Fragmented operator, procuring agency and delivery 
body interfaces

Conflicting stakeholder direction across approval stages

Poor coordination across review and approval functions

↳ Increased procurement cost ↳ Delay and redesign ↳ Coordination and governance risk

SYSTEMIC INTERCONNECTION

These issues are not isolated — governance, procurement and assurance problems are interconnected across operators, 

agencies and networks. Reform targets practical standardisation and proportionate processes.

EVIDENCE BASE

87 industry survey responses

Consultations with operators and agencies

Cross-jurisdictional review of current approaches

Core Message | The current environment contains significant duplication, inconsistent recognition and fragmented governance interfaces that contribute to avoidable cost and redesign.



What We Heard: Procurement and Prequalification
Strong support for reducing duplication and improving transferability across networks

DOMINANT ISSUES SYSTEMIC BARRIERS ACCESS CONSTRAINTS

Duplicate Prequalification

Firms repeatedly prequalify across different rail 
organisations despite equivalent capability

Disproportionate Requirements

Management plan requirements not proportionate to 
procurement stage or project risk

Equivalent Capability Not Recognised

Proven experience on one network routinely discounted 
on another

Non-Standard Management Plan Requirements

Equivalent management systems repeatedly reformatted 
across organisations

Network Experience Barriers

Firms excluded for lacking specific network history 
despite proven capability

Assured Systems Not Readily Recognised

Previously assured or ISO-aligned systems requiring 
resubmission or reinterpretation

Closed Panels

Restrictive panels limit market entry and reduce 
competitive tension

Restrictive Packaging

Bundled contracts prevent smaller or specialist firms 
from competing

Overly Broad Categories

Prequalification categories too generic to distinguish 
specialist capability

REFORM DIRECTION Common baseline procurement requirements with targeted network-specific 
overlays

Strong support for a common baseline framework

Most issues identified relate to fragmentation and duplication rather than genuine technical differences between networks.



Common Baseline Framework: Industry Sentiment

~⅔
of respondents rated the 

framework very or extremely 
useful

O V E R A L L  S U P P O R T

S T R O N G E S T  P E R C E I V E D  B E N E F I T S

78% Reduced time and cost of maintaining multiple prequalification arrangements

78% Reduced duplication of evidence submission across clients and networks

53% Improved ability to bid directly for aligned work

46% Easier entry into new rail networks or jurisdictions

44% Clearer demonstration of supplier capability

K E Y  I M P L E M E N T AT I O N  C O N C E R N S

48% Concern that outcomes may not be consistently relied upon by buyers

47% Concern that buyers may rely on the baseline framework without 
recognising specialist capability

33% Concern that assessment costs could outweigh benefits

44% Concern that the framework may not adequately differentiate capability 
and complexity

Only 2% considered the 
framework not useful

KEY TAKEAWAY|  Industry support for a common baseline framework is strong. Concerns focus primarily on implementation consistency, appropriate recognition of specialist capability and avoiding 

reintroduction of duplication through overlays.

B E N E F I T S  O U T WE I G H  C O N C E R N S

Perceived benefits outweighed implementation concerns. Even the most-cited concern reflected a desire for stronger implementation consistency rather than opposition to the 

framework itself.

Industry support for a common baseline framework is strong — concerns focus primarily on implementation consistency and capability recognition rather than the concept itself.

44% Greater consistency in supplier capability assessment across networks

37% Risk that network-specific overlays would still create duplication



Design Review, Assurance and Redesign
Synthesised from industry survey and stakeholder consultation findings

ROOT CAUSES IMPROVEMENT OPPORTUNITIES

Late operator / asset steward input

Unclear or evolving requirements

Fragmented coordination across teams

Misaligned review timing and design maturity

Conflicting stakeholder direction

Unclear distinction between assurance and redesign

Earlier engagement during design

Clearer acceptance criteria upfront

Risk-based review approaches

Align review timing to design maturity

Separate assurance, configuration control and redesign

FRAGMENTED GOVERNANCE & REVIEW 
INTERFACES

Fragmented governance and poorly timed review create 
cycles of redesign and rework

Late Redesign Rework

Program Delay Unrecoverable Cost

IMPACTS

Most redesign issues stem from timing, coordination and governance behaviours rather than a lack of technical assurance activity.

KEY FINDING

Evidence suggests redesign is driven primarily by governance fragmentation, late engagement and poorly aligned review processes rather than gaps in technical assurance capability.



Industry Views on Risk-Based Assurance
Survey synthesis  |  87 industry respondents

S T R O N G E S T  S U P P O R T I MP L E ME N T AT I O N  C O N CE R N S

Proportionate assurance by risk, scope and lifecycle stage

Higher assurance targeted to high-risk scopes only

Separation of assurance and configuration control

Conditional support for organisational self-assurance

Upfront assurance to reduce downstream duplication

Inconsistent interpretation across organisations

Additional compliance burden

Assessment effort and cost disproportionate to risk

Unclear use of assurance outcomes by asset owners

Conflation of assurance with configuration control

KEY INSIGHT | Industry strongly supports proportionate, risk-based assurance — provided it reduces duplication rather than creating additional compliance layers.

R I S K - T I E R E D  AS S U R AN C E  
MO D E L

HIGH RISK

Full independent
assurance

MEDIUM RISK

Targeted assurance review

LOW RISK

Self-assurance / desktop 
verification

▲ Assurance effort ▼ Risk & complexity

90% of respondents rate risk-proportionate assurance as important or very important 

Most respondents were supportive or conditionally supportive of increased upfront assurance where it demonstrably reduced downstream duplication



Cross-Sector Consultation Synthesis
Synthesised themes from stakeholder consultation with operators and agencies ·  Dec 2025 – Apr 2026

STRONG ALIGNMENT MIXED ALIGNMENT COMMON CONCERNS

Standardised management plans

Broad consensus on common structures with network-
specific overlays.

Reducing compliance burden

Widespread support for proportionate, risk-based assurance 
rather than blanket compliance requirements.

Procurement streamlining

Multiple stakeholders acknowledged duplication in 
prequalification processes, with several operators actively 
seeking rationalization.

Common product and services vocabulary

Support for a shared classification with network-specific 
overlays to improve capability transferability.

Risk appetite for reliance models

Some participants identified rework and oversight concerns 
with greater supplier reliance, while others were cautiously 
open to trusted models.

Prequalification platform interoperability

While organisations remain committed to different platforms, 
many identified opportunities for interoperability and reduced 
duplication.

Assurance framework adoption and portability

Consultation feedback highlighted interest in portable 
assurance frameworks, though priorities differ between 
procurement prequalification and delivery assurance.

Interface governance coordination

Multiple stakeholders identified interface governance 
coordination as a barrier, though governance responsibilities 
and resolution pathways remain unclear.

Retained safety accountability

All parties insist network owners must retain ultimate 
accountability — self-assurance cannot displace operator 
due diligence obligations.

Shallow supplier markets

Several organisations highlighted limited supplier market 
depth — reform must avoid further concentrating work 
among incumbents.

Legislative and jurisdictional barriers

Jurisdictional accreditation and licensing requirements were 
identified as potential barriers to mutual recognition across 
states.

Key personnel vs organisational capability

Multiple participants noted assurance often depends on 
individual expertise rather than embedded organisational
systems — a systemic vulnerability.

I M P L I C A T I O N

Broad support exists for reducing duplication and improving proportionality — but organisational priorities and risk appetites differ significantly, requiring a modular and flexible reform approach.



Proposed Reform Model

Network-Specific Overlays

Risk-Tiered Assurance

Common Baseline Prequalification

Audit &
Surveillance

Common baseline prequalification

A single, shared framework of core requirements 

accepted across all networks — reducing duplication for 
suppliers.

Network-specific overlays

Limited, targeted additions only where operational or 
safety conditions genuinely require them.

Risk-tiered assurance

Assurance effort scaled to match the actual risk profile —
proportionate, not uniform.

Audit & surveillance

Ongoing confidence maintained through targeted 
monitoring rather than repeated upfront assessment.

Enhanced assurance recognition

Optional pathway for suppliers seeking differentiated 
recognition beyond baseline.

Limited & targeted

Scales with risk

Core shared framework

Practical reform should focus on layered, proportionate and modular assurance — not a single universal model.

L AY E R E D  AR C H I T E C T U R E S U P P O R T I N G  D E T AI L
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Common Baseline Prequalification Framework
Standardise what is common across networks.

S T A N D A R D I S E D  C O M P O N E N T S K E Y  P R I N C I P L E S

✓ Corporate management systems

✓ Quality, safety & environmental systems

✓ Standard management plan structures

✓ Capability & competency evidence

✓ Experience classifications

✓ Goods & services taxonomy

✓ Delivery experience evidence

✓ Independent certifications & audits

Recognise existing assurance
Accept current certifications and assessments where they meet baseline 
requirements.

Avoid repeated submissions
Eliminate duplication of equivalent information across network applications.

Support transferability
Enable partial equivalence and portability of prequalification across networks.

Enable direct bidding
Prequalified suppliers gain access to direct bidding opportunities across participating 
networks.

PORTABLE BY DEFAULT

Most procurement and assurance information should be portable across networks unless genuinely 

network-specific.

Common Baseline Prequalification Framework  ·  Shared across all participating networks
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Network-Specific Overlays
Organisations retain control of genuinely network-specific requirements.

COMMON BASELINE
FRAMEWORK

Shared across all
participating networks

Local standards & specifications

Operational rules

Configuration management requirements

Possession planning requirements

Jurisdictional licensing obligations

Asset owner acceptance processes

Local operational interfaces

NETWORK-SPECIFIC OVERLAYS NETWORK-SPECIFIC OVERLAYS

CORE PRINCIPLE
Common where possible, network-specific only where necessary.

Network-Specific Overlays   ·   Only where genuinely required

Overlays should only address areas that are
truly network-specific. The majority of
information should remain common and portable.
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Risk-Based Assurance Model
Assurance effort proportionate to risk, complexity and safety criticality.

HIGH RISK

Intensive Assurance

MEDIUM RISK

Targeted Review

LOW RISK

Audit & Surveillance

C O M P L E X I T Y

Increasing complexity

Increasing safety criticality

Increasing interface complexity

AS S U R A N C E  I N T E N S I T Y

Earlier engagement in design

Greater upfront capability assurance

Reduced duplication for low-risk work

K E Y  P R I N C I P L E S

Assurance effort scaled to risk and complexity —

reduced duplication for low-risk or repeatable work.

Greater reliance on upfront capability assurance with 

earlier engagement during design and planning.

Targeted audit and surveillance activities with clear 

distinction between assurance, configuration control 

and redesign.

Risk-Based Assurance Model · Proportionate and targeted

CORE PRINCIPLE

Assurance should be proportionate, targeted and risk-based rather than uniformly compliance-driven.
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Optional Enhanced Assurance Recognition

C O R E  P A T H W A Y

Common Baseline
Framework

Risk-Based
Assurance Delivery

O P T I O N A L  S U P P L E M E N T A R Y  P A T H W A Y

Enhanced Assurance Recognition

Potentia l  Characterist ics

• Additional audit and surveillance depth

• Defined engineering scope areas

• Increased operator / agency reliance where appropriate

• Voluntary participation

• Applied only where benefits outweigh effort

Not proposed as a universal national accreditation requirement

Core Message
Enhanced assurance recognition may be useful in targeted circumstances but should remain optional and proportionate.

OPTIONAL
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Conditions for Success
Successful reform depends as much on behaviour and governance consistency as framework design itself.

Critical Success Factors  (7) Implementation Risks  (4)

✓ Clear scope and assurance expectations upfront

✓ Consistent application across clients and projects

✓ Procurement reform alongside assurance reform

✓ Strong interface coordination

✓ Earlier engagement during design

✓ Clear governance and review boundaries

✓ Avoidance of duplicate overlays and re-checking

Becoming another compliance layer

Inconsistent interpretation across organisations

Limited reduction in downstream assurance burden

Excessive assessment cost or effort

Core Message | Implementation discipline and governance behaviours will determine whether reform reduces duplication or creates additional complexity.
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Suggested Next Steps
A phased approach to practical reform — from foundational standards through to cross-jurisdictional alignment.

Short-term Medium-term Longer-term

F O U N D AT I O N S T E S T I N G  &  D E V E L O P M E N T M AT U R I T Y  &  AL I G N M E N T

Develop common goods and services taxonomy

Define baseline information requirements

Develop standard management plan structures

Map network-specific overlay requirements

Trial risk-tiered assurance approaches

Test mutual recognition opportunities

Develop procurement guidance

Develop audit & surveillance model

Assess opportunities for enhanced assurance 

recognition

Explore cross-jurisdiction alignment opportunities

Core Message | Reform should proceed incrementally through practical standardisation, governance alignment and targeted assurance improvements.
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Conclusion
Industry consultation confirms clear priorities for practical, proportionate reform.

W H A T  T H E  E V I D E N C E  S H O W S

Standardisation Transferability Risk-Based Assurance Coordination

Strong support for common baseline 

approaches to reduce duplication across 

jurisdictions

Strong support for reducing duplication 

through mutual recognition and portable 

outcomes

Strong support for risk-proportionate 

assurance with earlier engagement and 

clearer review boundaries

Limited support for additional 

compliance-heavy frameworks —

preference for better coordination over 

new layers

Meaningful improvement is more likely to come from:

clearer governance ·  standardised baseline requirements ·  targeted assurance ·  better coordination

than from creating additional assurance layers.

Core Message | The evidence supports practical standardisation and risk-based assurance rather than a single national assurance model.


