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In the complex landscape of the Australian construction industry, the choice of a standard form contract is a critical 

decision that influences risk allocation, project management workflows, and dispute resolution outcomes. Among 

the most enduring and widely utilized frameworks is the AS 2124-1992 General Conditions of Contract.

Published by Standards Australia and developed by Committee OB/3, this suite of documents has remained a

staple for civil engineering, building, electrical, and mechanical engineering projects for over three decades. While

newer standards like the AS 4000 series have been introduced, AS 2124-1992 continues to be preferred by many

government departments and private entities due to its familiar structure and established judicial interpretations.

The Evolution and Significance of AS 2124-1992

The AS 2124-1992 standard was designed to provide a comprehensive set of general conditions suitable for a wide 

variety of engineering and construction projects. It represents an adversarial-style contract where the Principal and 

the Contractor have clearly defined roles, often mediated by an independent third party known as the 

Superintendent. Its longevity is largely attributed to the extensive body of case law that has interpreted its clauses,

providing a level of legal certainty that newer, less-tested contracts may lack.

This contract suite is typically packaged with supporting documents, including:

•  AS 2125-1992: Form of Tender.

•  AS 2127-1992: Form of Formal Instrument of Agreement.

•  AS 2124-1992: The core General Conditions of Contract.

Conceptual Framework: Lump Sum vs. Schedule of Rates

Under AS 2124-1992, the contract price is generally structured as a Lump Sum or based on a Schedule of Rates.

In a Lump Sum arrangement, the Contractor agrees to complete the specified works for a fixed price, bearing the

risk of most cost overruns unless a variation is granted. Conversely, a Schedule of Rates contract allows for

payment based on the actual quantities of work performed, using pre-agreed unit prices, which shifts some of the

quantity risk back to the Principal.

Comparative Analysis: AS 2124-1992 vs. AS 4000-1997

One of the most frequent questions in Australian procurement is the difference between AS 2124 and its

successor, AS 4000. While both were produced by Standards Australia, they reflect different philosophies of

contract administration.



Feature AS 2124-1992 (The Traditional) AS 4000-1997 (The Modern)

Tone and Language Legalistic and adversarial. Plain English and more collaborative.

Superintendent Role Agent of the Principal; must act 
honestly and fairly.

Must act as an assessor and certifier, 
not just an agent.

Time Bars Strict notice requirements (Clause 
35.5).

More flexible, with provisions to 
prevent windfalls.

Extensions of Time (EOT) Focuses on 'relevant events' and 
'delays beyond control'.

Detailed mechanisms for overlapping 
delays.

Dispute Resolution Traditional arbitration and litigation 
focus.

Heavier emphasis on alternative 
dispute resolution (ADR).

While AS 4000 is often considered 'Contractor-friendly' due to its reduced emphasis on strict time-barring and its

requirement for the Superintendent to act reasonably as well as fairly, AS 2124 remains the go-to for Principals who

desire a more rigid, traditional control mechanism over the project lifecycle.

Core Technical Mechanics of AS 2124-1992

1. The Role of the Superintendent

Perhaps the most critical feature of AS 2124 is the Superintendent. Unlike modern 'Project Managers' in some 

international forms, the Superintendent under AS 2124 has a dual personality. On one hand, they are the agent of 

the Principal, acting on their behalf to give instructions. On the other hand, they are required by Clause 23to act

honestly and fairly when certifying payments or determining claims for extensions of time. This 'quasi-judicial' role is

a frequent source of tension, as the Superintendent is typically paid by the Principal but must maintain impartiality

in specific administrative functions.

2. Variation Procedures (Clause 40)

Variations are changes to the scope of work, including additions, omissions, or changes in quality. AS 2124

provides a rigorous framework for managing these changes. The Superintendent has the power to direct variations

at any time before practical completion. The valuation of these variations follows a hierarchy:

1.  Prior Agreement: If the Principal and Contractor agree on the price.

2.  Contract Rates: If rates are provided in the Bill of Quantities or Schedule of Rates.

3.  Pro Rata Rates: Using existing rates as a basis for similar work.

4.  Daywork: Payment for labor and materials if rates are inapplicable.

3. Extension of Time (EOT) and Liquidated Damages (Clause 35)

Time management is governed by the Date for Practical Completion. If the Contractor is delayed by an event

beyond their control (e.g., inclement weather, Principal's breach, or variations), they must submit a notice of delay

within 28 days (or the period specified in the Annexures). Failure to comply with these time bars can result in the

loss of the right to claim an EOT.

If the Contractor fails to reach Practical Completion by the contract date, Liquidated Damages (LDs)apply. These

are pre-estimated damages agreed upon at the start of the contract. The formula for LDs is typically calculated as:

LD Total = (Days of Delay) x (Daily Rate Specified in Annexure Part A)



The Technical Workflow: Processing a Claim

A standard workflow for a Contractor seeking an Extension of Time and associated delay costs under AS

2124-1992 follows a strict procedural path:

Step 1: Notice of Delay

Within the required timeframe (usually 28 days of the delay starting), the Contractor must notify the Superintendent

in writing, detailing the cause and the estimated duration of the delay.

Step 2: Formal Claim

The Contractor submits a detailed claim for EOT. This must include evidence of how the delay affected the Critical 

Pathof the construction program. Non-critical path delays generally do not entitle the Contractor to an EOT for the

Date for Practical Completion.

Step 3: Superintendent’s Assessment

The Superintendent must assess the claim and grant a 'reasonable' extension of time. If the Superintendent fails to

assess the claim within a reasonable time, it may lead to a dispute or, in some modified versions of the contract, a

'deemed' rejection or acceptance.

Step 4: Delay Costs

Under Clause 36, if the delay is caused by the Principal or their agents, the Contractor may be entitled to delay

costs. This is distinct from the EOT itself, which only grants more time; Clause 36 grants the money associated with

that time.

Risk Allocation Matrix in AS 2124-1992

Understanding who bears which risk is fundamental to successful contract administration. AS 2124-1992 allocates

risk based on the principle that the party best able to control the risk should bear it, though the 'adversarial' nature

often shifts more operational risk to the Contractor.



Risk Category Responsible Party Contract Reference

Latent Conditions Principal (via Variation) Clause 12

Site Access Principal Clause 27

Design Errors (Traditional) Principal (Superintendent) Clause 14

Workplace Health & Safety Contractor (Principal Contractor) Clause 15

Subcontractor Default Contractor Clause 9

Legislative Changes Principal (if after tender) Clause 14.1

Latent Conditions (Clause 12)

A 'Latent Condition' refers to physical conditions on the site or its surroundings, including artificial obstructions,

which an experienced contractor would not have reasonably anticipated at the time of tendering. When such a

condition is encountered, the Contractor must notify the Superintendent immediately. If the condition is verified, the

Contractor is entitled to the extra costs incurred (valued as a variation) and a potential EOT.

Payment and Security Mechanisms

AS 2124-1992 incorporates robust protections for payment through progress certificates. The Contractor submits a

payment claim at the intervals specified in the Annexures. The Superintendent then has 14 days to issue a

payment certificate, which the Principal must pay within the timeframe set out in the contract (often 14 or 28 days).

Security and Retention (Clause 5)

To ensure the Contractor performs their obligations, the Principal typically holds Security. This is often in the form

of:

•  Retention Monies: A percentage (usually 5-10%) withheld from progress payments until a cap is reached.

•  Bank Guarantees: Unconditional undertakings from a financial institution.

The standard practice under AS 2124 is for the Principal to hold 5% of the contract sum as security. Half is usually 

released upon Practical Completion, and the remaining half is released after the Defects Liability Period(often

12 months) has expired and all defects have been rectified.

Defects and Practical Completion

Practical Completionis the stage where the works are fit for their intended use, even if minor omissions or defects

exist. Achieving Practical Completion is a massive milestone because:

1.  It stops the accrual of Liquidated Damages.

2.  It triggers the release of the first half of the security.

3.  It transfers the risk of loss or damage from the Contractor back to the Principal.

4.  It marks the start of the Defects Liability Period.

During the Defects Liability Period, the Contractor is required to return to the site to fix any defects identified by the

Superintendent. Failure to do so allows the Principal to engage others to perform the work and deduct the costs

from the remaining security.



Common Pitfalls and Troubleshooting

Despite its widespread use, AS 2124-1992 presents several operational challenges that can lead to litigation if not

managed correctly.

1. Time Bar Rigidity

Many contractors fail to realize that Clause 35.5 is a 'condition precedent.' If the 28-day notice window is missed, 

the Contractor may lose their right to an EOT, even if the Principal caused the delay. This is known as the 

Prevention Principle, and while courts sometimes intervene, the contract's literal wording is often upheld.

2. Superintendent Bias

While the contract requires the Superintendent to act fairly, they are often an employee of the Principal (e.g., an in-

house engineer). If the Superintendent is seen as a 'rubber stamp' for the Principal's decisions, it can lead to claims

of breach of contract against the Principal for failing to ensure the Superintendent acts as required by Clause 23.

3. Incomplete Annexures

The Annexures (Part A) are the heart of the contract, where specific project data like LD rates, security

percentages, and insurance requirements are listed. Ambiguities or blanks in the Annexures can lead to significant

legal disputes regarding the parties' original intentions.

Strategic Implementation for Stakeholders

For a Principal, using AS 2124 provides a high degree of control and a well-understood framework. It is advisable 

to use 'Special Conditions' to update the 1992 text to account for modern legislation, such as the Building and 

Construction Industry Security of Payment Act, which was enacted long after AS 2124 was drafted. These

Special Conditions should also address modern concerns like GST, data privacy, and modern slavery reporting.

For a Contractor, the key to surviving an AS 2124 contract is administrative discipline. This means keeping

rigorous daily site diaries, issuing notices the moment a delay is suspected, and ensuring that all instructions from

the Superintendent are received in writing. Because the contract is adversarial, the paper trail is the Contractor’s

primary defense against liquidated damages and unpaid variations.

As the construction industry continues to evolve towards more collaborative 'Alliance' or 'Integrated Project

Delivery' (IPD) models, the AS 2124-1992 standard remains a testament to the durability of traditional risk-transfer

contracting. Its focus on clear lines of authority, structured payment cycles, and defined milestones ensures that it

will remain a cornerstone of Australian construction law for the foreseeable future. Stakeholders who master its

technical nuances are better positioned to deliver projects on time, within budget, and with minimized legal

exposure.
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