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The Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry (DAFF) has provided the following general feedback for applicants of the Traceability Grants Program – Round 4.
[bookmark: _Toc230933429]Overview
The grant round opened on Tuesday 13 January 2026, and closed at 11:00PM AEDT on Wednesday 18 February 2026. It was an open competitive grant opportunity, awarding grants totalling $4 million (exclusive of GST), with projects to run across 2025-26 and 2026-27 financial years.
The grant round received 114 eligible applicants with 10 applications selected for funding by the Grant Round Decision Maker. 
The grant round was administered by the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry.
This grant program provides opportunities for successful applicants to contribute to improving traceability for Australian agricultural industries and consumers. The purpose of the program is to support collaborative traceability projects that will assist implementation activities under the National Agricultural Traceability Strategy 2023 to 2033, specifically targeting the following key priority action areas (PAAs):
· PAA2: Align processes and technologies to capture and use data for multiple purposes, such as regulators and feedback to farmers
· PAA5: Support industry to implement interoperable traceability systems
· PAA8: Implement a communication and education campaign to strengthen awareness of agricultural traceability.
There was a strong interest by stakeholders in the grant round and successful applications were of a very high standard. All applications were assessed according to the procedure detailed in the Grant Opportunity Guidelines (GOGs) and the process outlined below. 
This feedback is provided to assist grant applicants to understand what generally comprised a strong application and the content of quality responses to the assessment criteria for this grant opportunity. 
[bookmark: _Toc230933430]Selection Process
DAFF undertook the screening for organisation eligibility and compliance against the requirements outlined in the GOGs. This information was provided to the DAFF delegate for the final decision on whether an application did not meet the eligibility and/or compliance criteria. Ineligible and non-compliant applications did not progress to assessment. 
DAFF then assessed and considered all eligible and compliant applications through an Open Competitive grant process. All assessed applications were considered by the Selection Advisory Panel (the panel) - with oversight from an external probity officer. The panel, established by DAFF was convened to review and recommend applications for funding to the Decision Maker. The panel comprised a chair and two members with expertise and knowledge relevant to the grant round.
The panel assessed applications on merit, based on:
a score against the assessment criteria
the overall objective(s) to be achieved in providing the grant
whether the project provided value with relevant money
the relative value of the grant sought
the extent to which the evidence in the application demonstrated which it would contribute to meeting the outcomes/objectives of the grant program as outlined in the GOGs
the relevant merit of an application compared to other applications with a focus on the objective(s), outcome(s) and overall value for money
the extent to which the applicant demonstrated a commitment to the program
how the grant activities would be applied to other commodities or agricultural industries
the risks, financial, fraud and other, which the applicant or project posed for the department
the risks which the applicant or project posed for the Commonwealth.
Each applicant was required to address the following selection criteria, worth 25 points each:
Criterion 1: Project alignment to the grant program purpose, objectives and outcomes
Criterion 2: Suitability and effectiveness of the project to achieve its outcomes
Criterion 3: Capacity, capability and resources to deliver your project 
Criterion 4: Benefits and opportunities 
Preferred applicants were identified based on the strength of their responses to the selection criterion and their demonstrated ability to meet the grant requirements outlined in the GOGs.
[bookmark: _Toc230933431]Selection Results
The successful organisations provided strong responses to the selection criteria and demonstrated their ability to meet the eligibility requirements outlined in the GOGs. Further detail about what constituted a strong response to each criterion is provided below the general feedback for applicants.
[bookmark: _Toc230933432]General feedback for applicants
Successful applicants demonstrated projects which addressed the grant program objectives, outcomes and selection criteria to a high degree; provided value with relevant money; provided evidence the project outputs could lead to future adoption across multiple agricultural sectors and commodities; and/or demonstrate that it would support the ongoing development, implementation and improvement of agricultural supply chain traceability systems and arrangements for Australian agricultural exports. Successful applicants also provided a detailed proposal, project plan, budget and risk assessment which delivered strong to good responses to all of the assessment criteria, plus provided letters of support from consortium partners.
Unsuccessful applications were determined to have one or more of the following issues:
a lack of clarity on methodology and project activities and/or how the methodology would achieve the desired program outcomes, or the hypothesis lacked credibility and/or had a low prospect of success 
did not sufficiently address, the program objectives and/or outcomes and/or sufficiently align, with the objectives of the consultation draft National Agricultural Traceability Strategy 
proposed a project which is not in alignment with the GOGs
sought an overall project budget which appeared to exceed what would be expected to deliver the project, or fell outside the minimum or maximum limits set out in the GOGs
some elements of the project would duplicate in whole or in part, activities currently funded through another funding source or program
did not provide sufficient information on outcomes which had a cross sector, commodity or supply chain application
outcomes would lead to higher private than public benefit
did not provide supporting evidence which the organisation had the capacity, capability and/or experience to successfully undertake the proposed project
were not considered value for money or innovative enough compared to other projects submitted under the grant round
a lack of demonstrated knowledge and capability for interoperability and related open standards to promote data reuse
a failure to articulate how their project outputs differ from current market alternatives and/or addresses a genuine gap in the market.
Careful editing should be undertaken for future applications to ensure readability and comprehension. A number of submitted applications also provided insufficient detail and in some cases were not thoughtfully put together.
[bookmark: _Toc230933433]Criterion 1
Project alignment to the grant program purpose, objectives and outcomes (25 points)
Applicants had to demonstrate this through identifying:
[bookmark: _Ref445985033][bookmark: _Toc409769171][bookmark: _Toc128567993]the project’s overall aim(s) and why it is important, including how it will align to the identified priority areas for action under the strategy.
which grant round objectives and outcome(s) the project will deliver against and how it will achieve them.
the project’s clear adoption pathway with proven industry and/or government support and/or partnerships and collaboration
how the project will provide education or training to strengthen awareness of agricultural traceability
[bookmark: _Toc228804630]Table 1 Strong application examples for Criterion 1
	Strong applications
	Example

	Clearly described the project’s overall aims, identified why they were important, and how the project would align to the National Agricultural Traceability Strategy and various frameworks.
	Strong responses demonstrated how their project’s overall aim(s) would reduce barriers to adoption of traceability technology and increase regulatory compliance capability, aligning with the strategy.
They clearly provided:
a list of project aim(s) and identification of why they were important, including impacts on affected stakeholders, a particular commodity, or what the broader impact would be.
clear identification of how the project’s aim(s) would align with the objectives of the strategy.

	Clearly identified which grant program objectives and outcomes(s) the project would deliver against and described how it would achieve them.
	Strong responses outlined a clear methodology and required resources to achieve the relevant program objectives and outcomes.
They clearly provided:
a proposal which identified relevant grant program objectives and outcomes, with strong articulation of the different aspects of the project, and clear and achievable outcomes.
a proposal which clearly articulated activities, risks and methodology.

	Clearly described the project’s adoption pathway, with proven support from industry and/or government partnerships or collaboration.
	Strong responses showcased a strategic, partnership-driven pathway to adoption.
They clearly demonstrated:
· an actionable, well-defined and direct line of sight from project completion to adoption.
· proven, collaborative support from industry stakeholders and government bodies.

	Demonstrated how the project would provide education or training in order to strengthen awareness of agricultural traceability.
	Strong responses demonstrated how their project would help strengthen awareness of agricultural traceability.
They clearly demonstrated:
· a proposal which would strengthen education and training initiatives to improve knowledge about, and develop, resources that promote and support, traceability standards and policies.
· how their project would design tailored education campaigns that clearly and simply communicate traceability benefits to each part of the supply chain.


[bookmark: _Toc230933434]Criterion 2
Suitability and effectiveness of the project to achieve its outcomes (25 points)
When addressing this criterion, applicants also had to clearly identify:
the activities they will undertake including how, where and when they will occur
partnership(s) and collaboration in the project, for example across industry, scientific organisations; cooperative research centres; state, territory or local governments; corporate Commonwealth entities; universities; or, public and private research organisations
how the proposed methodology(ies) or approach(es) to undertaking the project activities will assist with achieving the project’s outcome(s) and how progress towards achieving the project’s outcome(s) will be measured
potential risks to the success of the project (i.e. cyber security risks, intellectual property protection) and how these are to be managed or mitigated
[bookmark: _Toc228804631]Table 2 Strong application examples for Criterion 2
	Strong applications
	Example

	Clearly described how, where and when project activities would be undertaken, as well as who would be involved.
	Strong responses clearly articulated project phases and activities.
They demonstrated:
how all proposed activities would be undertaken across the project timeframe.
identification of risk points and allowance of slippage time.
any partnerships or collaboration involved in the project.

	Clearly described how their proposed methodology(ies) or approach(es) would assist with achieving the project’s aim(s).
	Strong responses clearly outlined the project’s aim(s) and how they would achieve the desired program outcomes through the proposed methodology(ies).
They provided:
a suitable methodology and cross-disciplinary approach.
sufficient details in their methodology(ies) to assess the feasibility of the project and identification of how it would achieve the project’s aim(s).
a well-designed project proposal which appeared achievable based on the clear method.

	Demonstrated how they would manage or mitigate potential risks toward project outcome(s).
	Strong responses identified potential risks to the success of their projects and outlined how these would be managed or mitigated.
They clearly provided:
a well-articulated description of the project’s potential risks.
appropriate processes and strategies to manage and mitigate the project’s potential risks.


[bookmark: _Toc230933435]Criterion 3
Capacity, capability and resources to deliver your project (25 points)
In addressing this criterion, applicants had to clearly demonstrate:
their organisation’s ability to deliver the outcomes, their track record (if any) in delivering similar projects, and access to (and availability of) personnel with the right skills and experience relevant to the project
the specific partner(s) involved in the project (i.e. industry, scientific organisations; cooperative research centres; state, territory or local governments; corporate Commonwealth entities; universities; public and private research organisations) and how they will engage with them to inform the project and/or the activities they will undertake to support achieving project outcome(s)
how they will pro-actively manage and monitor their project, including taking responsibility for oversight
how they will pro-actively monitor and manage risks for grant activities.
[bookmark: _Toc228804632]Table 3 Strong application examples for Criterion 3
	Strong applications
	Example

	Described how the organisation would deliver the outcomes and demonstrate their track record in delivering similar projects, and their access to personnel with the right skills and experience.
	Strong responses identified the organisation’s capability and experience in research and development together with its capacity to deliver outcomes.
They clearly demonstrated:
the project could be taken from concept to implementation through their access to personnel with the right skills and experience.
experience through providing details of previous work or research of similar outcomes and budget.
Identification of relevant stakeholders who could fill any organisational gaps in knowledge or experience.

	Demonstrated how they engaged with specific partners to inform the project and/or the activities they will undertake to support achieving project outcome(s).
	Strong responses demonstrated appropriate industry engagement and partner support in their projects. 
They provided: 
a clear description of how stakeholders would support achieving the desired project outcome(s), including letters of support from consortium partners and other stakeholders.
identification of the right partners to be involved to ensure the project approach was feasible.
an outline of how relationships would be built beyond their direct network to ensure the project’s success.

	Demonstrated how the organisation would manage and monitor the project effectively, including taking responsibility for oversight, and managing risk for grant activities.
	Strong responses demonstrated the organisation’s capability to implement, manage and monitor a government funded project and outlined appropriate governance structures.
They demonstrated:
how their proposal used an established platform for their project’s administration and governance.
strong articulation of different aspects of the project.
how the governance structure would engage with risk.
how the project would be governed including relevant partners or consortium partners.


[bookmark: _Toc230933436]Criterion 4
Benefits and opportunities (25 points)
Applicants had to demonstrate this through identifying: 
how the funding requested is proportionate to the aim(s) of their project as well as any future financial or private benefit(s) that may accrue from delivering on the project
any co-contributions by their organisation or participatory partner(s) in the project (including financial and in-kind contributions)
how their project outcomes could be applied across other agricultural sectors or the supply chain in the future to reduce barriers to adoption of agricultural traceability and support regulatory and commercial compliance capability. This should include adoption and extension opportunities of any research, pilots, or trials and how deliverables will be shared or made available
the long-term quantitative and/or qualitative benefits that their grant activities will deliver to industry and Australian agriculture.
[bookmark: _Toc228804633]Table 4 Strong application examples for Criterion 4
	Strong applications
	Example

	Demonstrated how the funding requested was proportionate to the aim(s) of the project.
	Strong responses demonstrated how the requested funding amount was appropriate for the project scope and activities.
They provided:
a well-articulated budget clearly connected to project activities.
budget figures which were considered appropriate to the cost and implementation of the project activities.

	Described future financial or private benefit(s) which would be realised from delivering the project.
	Strong responses described gains which may accrue from the project. 
They clearly described:
parts of the project which would provide benefit beyond the participating organisations and how those benefits might be shared.
how their project outcomes might be implemented across the agricultural supply chain.

	Listed any co‑contributions by their organisation or participatory partner(s) in the project.
	Strong responses listed any co-contributions.
They clearly provided:
details of partner(s) who would contribute to the cost of their projects and the extent of their contribution.
details of project partners’ additional support through cash and/or in-kind contributions which would add value to the delivery of the project.

	Described how the project outcomes could be adopted for use and how it could be expanded across different agricultural commodities and products.
	Strong responses demonstrated how their projects could be adopted and scaled.
They clearly outlined:
that the regulatory technology solution underpinning their project would be interoperable with other systems.
an education component extending to other industries, and engagement with stakeholders from other agricultural sectors beyond the project’s initial phases.

	Described their project’s long-term benefits to industry and Australian agriculture.
	Strong responses demonstrated how their project would contribute to the development of innovative and practicable proposals to address known data gaps for Australian agriculture.
They clearly provided:  
a proposal that was an innovative yet appropriate use of technology in agricultural traceability.
a proposal that had a wide application across commodities other than its targeted commodity.
evidence that the public benefit outweighed the private benefit, and evidence that the project would strengthen sector-wide interoperability.
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