GDST standard v2.0 review – questions to guide feedback

Technical questions
Please note that the v2.0 standard framework and KDEs have been agreed through the dialogue process and will not be changed until the next standard revision. 
1. Does the v2.0 standard framework make sense? If no, please let us know how this could be made clearer.
2. Do the information requirements for each KDE make sense? If no, please let us know how this could be made clearer.
3. Technical Feasibility
a. Background (for respondents): While the technical components of the Standard remain largely unchanged, re-defining the business steps for certain events will change expected data values and validation logic. We do not anticipate these changes creating technical challenges; however, we want to confirm that no unintended technical issues have been overlooked. We also welcome identification of any technical errors or inconsistencies that may not have been detected in previous versions of the Standard.
b. Question: Is the updated GDST Standard feasible to implement from a technical perspective?
4. Clarity and Usability 
a. Question: Are there any definitions, descriptions, or examples in the updated Standard that you feel could be improved for clarity, accuracy, or usability?
5. Transition Support
a. Question: What resources or guidance should GDST consider providing to support the transition from Version 1.2 to Version 2.0 of the Standard?

Documentation
6. Does the standard document make sense? If no, please let us know how this could be made clearer.

Feasibility of implementation
7. Is 1-year sufficient time to transition using this version (2.0) of the GDST standard? If no, please state your reasons.
8. Do you anticipate any challenges to moving from 1.2 to 2.0? If yes, please state your reasons.
9. How could the GDST support the implementation and uptake of v2.0?



Questions on Specific Components
Aquaculture Event Definitions
Background (for respondents): Previous versions of the GDST Standard defined the following aquaculture-related events:
· Hatchery – Described the harvest of immature seafood (e.g., fingerlings or fry) from a hatchery for transfer to a grow-out operation.
· Farm – Described the harvest of mature seafood from an aquaculture facility for human consumption.
· Feedmill – Described the processing of aquaculture feed.
Because these terms primarily describe locations rather than events, the updated Standard introduces revised event names that more clearly reflect the nature of the activity being recorded:
· Immature Harvest (formerly Hatchery)
· Mature Harvest (formerly Farm)
· Feed Processing (formerly Feedmill)
The following questions seek feedback on these changes:
1. Event Naming and Descriptions 
a. Question: Are the revised event names and descriptions in the Standard draft (Immature Harvest, Mature Harvest, Feed Processing) appropriate, or do they require further revision to accurately reflect real-world aquaculture supply chains?
2. Scope of Harvest Documentation
a. Question: Should the GDST framework require documentation of all harvest activities for seafood products that pass through multiple grow-out operations, rather than only documenting the first (immature) and final (mature) harvest events?
3. Harvest Event Structure
a. Question: Is it necessary to distinguish between two harvest event types (Immature Harvest and Mature Harvest), or could the Standard be simplified by using a single harvest event profile applicable to all aquaculture harvest activities?

Event Type Modelling for Harvest Events
Background (for respondents):
  The GDST Standard has historically supported two EPCIS event types for harvest activities:
· OBJECT-ADD – Used by operations that do not record inputs (e.g., broodstock, immature seafood, feed, antibiotics) prior to harvest.
· TRANSFORMATION – Used by operations that record inputs associated with the harvest.

The updated Standard will not require documentation of feed, antibiotics, or other non-seafood inputs for aquaculture operations. However, GDST is seeking feedback on whether seafood inputs (e.g., broodstock, fingerlings, fry, other immature seafood) should be documented as part of harvest events.
1. Event Type and Input Documentation for Harvest Events
a. Question: Should the GDST Standard continue to allow harvest events to be recorded as either OBJECT-ADD events (no input documentation) or TRANSFORMATION events (with input documentation) at the discretion of supply chain actors? OR, should the Standard require all harvest events to be recorded as TRANSFORMATION events, with a minimum expectation that immature seafood is documented as an input and harvested seafood is documented as an output?


