Minutes VC-Subcommittee June 30*" 2025

Discussion about the need/ not need of identifiers

- The wallet’s key is already an identifier. The VCs are issued to the specific wallet from which the
holder requests the VCs using the wallet’s key as verifier in the transaction between the holder’s
wallet and the issuer. The wallet’s key is included in the information set of the VCs visible for instance
for the verifier.

Possible problems with multiple sets of VCs and for VCs with a high assurance level (i. e. diplomas,
identity VCs).

- A reissuing of identity to the same wallet/ holder key should not be allowed: risk of swapping
identity in the diploma for instance.

- All VCs are always statements at a moment of time. Binding the VCs to wallets’ identifiers leads to
risks related to the VCs expiration (i. e. affiliation VCs).

- Wallet recovery after lost of device is more difficult than in case of replacement of device. In this
last case, the wallet holder key can be used. But, moving the whole wallet to another device being
used in parallel is forbidden. The keys are linked to one unique device.

- We have a new situation with wallets regarding identifiers. To prevent the risk of losing VCs and
identity when the device is lost, the VCs should not be bind to the wallet’s identifiers, but to the
issuer or to the edu-ID.

- Protocols for VCs issuance: ensure not to allow pre-authorisation flow to prevent abuse being
already authenticated.

- Differentiate between long-term and short-term VCs connected to specific use cases.

- The aim is to provide a schema for VCs considering which attributes might be relevant. Taking into
account the different use cases to be aware of the reasons to include/exclude specific attributes.

Next steps:
- Decision about the name “edulD credential”. Poll voting

- Include the need of identifiers/attributes in the different use cases (with examples):
https://docs.google.com/document/d/152DGfVfAbel)V18fmHyUvOdhk-CyC4MH9HP5r3Pg-
YLo/edit?tab=t.0.



