
 
 

 

Procurement and Assurance Reform Summary Brief 
Feedback and Proposed Direction towards a common baseline pre-qualification 

and risk-based assurance 

Purpose 

This brief summarises industry feedback on procurement and assurance reform and proposes a practical, 
staged reform direction to reduce duplication, improve supplier transferability and strengthen 
coordination across rail networks. 

It supports consultation with jurisdictions, operators, network owners, procuring agencies, delivery 
agencies and industry on whether there is in-principle support to progress a model based on: 

• common baseline prequalification;  
• limited network-specific overlays;  
• risk-tiered assurance;  
• targeted audit and surveillance; and  
• optional enhanced assurance recognition. 

The proposed direction is not intended to create a single national assurance accreditation scheme or 
lower existing standards. Its purpose is to reduce repeated assessment of equivalent information, 
recognise existing supplier capability and assurance where appropriate, and align assurance effort with 
risk, scope and delivery context. 

Background 

Rail procurement and assurance arrangements remain fragmented across operators, agencies and 
networks. This creates repeated supplier submissions, inconsistent recognition of equivalent capability, 
duplicated assurance activity and complex governance interfaces between procuring agencies, operators, 
delivery bodies and asset stewards. 

This work draws on 87 industry survey responses, consultation with operators and agencies, and a cross-
jurisdictional review of current approaches. The evidence indicates that current arrangements increase 
procurement cost, contribute to delay and redesign, and create governance and coordination risks. 

The work builds on earlier 2025 feasibility work by ARA, Austroads and Hadron Group on a potential 
National Prequalification Scheme for rail infrastructure. That work responded to contractor feedback 
about inconsistent prequalification systems, duplicated applications, administrative burden and limited 
sharing of contractor performance data. 

A March 2025 workshop with rail infrastructure and transport agencies considered service coverage, 
assessment standards and implementation options, including Austroads and APCC national schemes, 
TfNSW TAO, ARTC Contractor Compliance Scheme and the UK Railway Industry Supplier Qualification 
Scheme. TfNSW TAO was identified at that time as the strongest potential foundation, subject to risks 
relating to jurisdictional divergence and additional compliance burden. 



 
 

 

In October 2025, rail agencies supported further exploration of a nationally aligned TAO-based approach. 
Subsequent ARA consultation broadened the evidence base across operators, procurers, delivery 
agencies and the supply chain, including feedback on prequalification, transferability, design review, 
assurance, self-assured delivery models and targeted or tiered assurance approaches. 

The proposed direction has therefore evolved from consideration of a single nationally aligned TAO-style 
model toward a broader, more flexible approach focused on common baseline prequalification, portability 
of supplier capability evidence, proportionate risk-based assurance and optional enhanced assurance 
recognition pathways. 

This recognises that participating jurisdictions and operators have different operating environments, 
governance structures and risk appetites. It also recognises that mature assurance models already 
operating within some jurisdictions, including TfNSW’s TAO, may continue to provide value within their 
existing delivery environments and may support future recognition and portability arrangements where 
appropriate. 

The focus of the proposed reform direction is therefore not the creation of a single mandatory national 
accreditation framework, but reducing unnecessary duplication, improving transferability of supplier 
capability and aligning assurance effort with delivery risk and complexity. 

Key findings 

Industry feedback shows strong support for reducing duplication in prequalification and improving 
transferability of supplier capability across networks. Respondents identified repeated prequalification, 
disproportionate management plan requirements, non-recognition of proven capability, closed panels, 
restrictive packaging and overly broad capability categories as key issues. 

Survey findings also show strong support for a common baseline framework. Around two-thirds of 
respondents rated such a framework as very or extremely useful, while only 2 per cent considered it not 
useful. The strongest perceived benefits were reduced time and cost, less duplication of evidence 
submission, improved ability to bid directly for aligned work and clearer demonstration of supplier 
capability. 

The assurance and redesign findings indicate that redesign is commonly driven by governance 
fragmentation, late operator or asset steward input, unclear requirements, conflicting stakeholder 
direction and poorly timed review processes. This suggests that redesign is less a result of inadequate 
technical assurance capability and more a result of unclear review boundaries, late engagement and 
fragmented decision-making. 

Attachment A provides the full feedback results from the Engineering Services and Supply Survey.  

Proposed reform model 

The proposed model has five core elements: 

1. A common baseline prequalification framework would standardise core supplier information and 
management system requirements across participating networks. It should be portable by default 
and recognise existing certifications and assessments where they meet baseline requirements. 



 
 

 

2. limited network-specific overlays would allow organisations to retain requirements that are 
genuinely network-specific. The principle should be common where possible and network-specific 
only where necessary and justified. 

3. Risk-tiered assurance would scale assurance effort according to risk, complexity, safety criticality 
and interface complexity, rather than applying uniform compliance requirements across all 
suppliers and scopes. 

4. Targeted audit and surveillance would maintain confidence in supplier capability and delivery 
performance without requiring repeated upfront assessment of the same information. 

5. Optional enhanced assurance recognition could provide a supplementary pathway for targeted 
circumstances where additional recognition creates clear value. It should be voluntary, 
proportionate and not operate as a universal national accreditation requirement. 

TfNSW’s TAO is not proposed as a mandatory national assurance model. However, aspects of mature 
assurance frameworks already operating within jurisdictions, including TAO, may help inform elements of 
future reform, particularly in relation to capability recognition, structured assurance delegation and 
portability of existing evidence. 

The evidence from consultation indicates strongest support for a model centred on common baseline 
prequalification, proportionate risk-based assurance, targeted audit and surveillance, and reduced 
duplication of equivalent supplier assurance activities. Optional enhanced assurance recognition 
pathways may still provide value in some delivery environments where the benefits outweigh 
implementation and compliance costs. 

Attachment B is the full outline of the proposed Procurement and Assurance Reform Stawman direction 
based on feedback.  

Next steps 

The ARA seeks to validate the proposed reform direction with stakeholders and test whether jurisdictions 
and network operators will provide in-principle support for a common baseline and risk-based assurance 
approach. 

If several networks and jurisdictions provide in-principle support, next steps would be to address: 

• common baseline prequalification; standardised management plan structures;  
• a shared goods and services taxonomy; limited network-specific overlays;  
• risk-tiered assurance and targeted audit; surveillance arrangements;  
• implementation constraints, including legal, operational, safety, governance, commercial and 

systems-related issues; and 
• identify where network-specific requirements are genuinely required and where mutual recognition 

may be feasible. 

Recommendation 

The evidence supports a practical, staged reform pathway focused on standardisation, transferability, risk-
based assurance and better coordination. The strongest opportunity is not to create another assurance 
layer, but to reduce avoidable duplication, improve recognition of supplier capability and align assurance 
effort with actual risk. 



 
 

 

Attachments: 

A. Feedback on prequalification and assurance survey 
B. Procurement and Assurance Reform – Feedback and Strawman Direction report 

 


