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Summary
GOV.UK Verify (Verify) was heralded as a flagship digital programme for government,
but three years after it went live, the programme has not delivered value for money and
members of the public using the system have been hampered by a catalogue of problems,
including difficulty signing up and accessing multiple government services. Verify clearly
demonstrates many of the failings we see all too often on large government projects:
expectations were over-optimistic from the start, key targets have been badly missed and
results simply not delivered.
Only 19 government services have adopted Verify, fewer than half the number expected;
and only 3.9 million people have signed up as Verify users, less than one-sixth of the
forecast 25 million users by 2020. Some of the most vulnerable people using the system—
such as those applying for Universal Credit — are among the worst affected. Despite over
20 internal and external reviews, the Government Digital Service (GDS) and the Cabinet
Office have failed to get the programme on track. Six months after announcing that public
funding would stop in March 2020, GDS and the Cabinet Office have not resolved major
uncertainties about how Verify will operate beyond that date.
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Introduction
GDS, part of the Cabinet Office, created Verify as a cross-government approach to identity
assurance. It was intended to be the default way for people to prove their identities, so
they could securely access online government services, such as claiming tax back and
receiving benefit payments. Verify went live in May 2016, although earlier work to develop
an identity assurance strategy and framework started in 2011. The programme contracts
out verification services to five ‘identity providers’, all private sector companies, who
receive payments based on the number of people they sign up as Verify users. GDS spent
£154 million on Verify and its predecessor programme from April 2011 to September
2018. In October 2018, the Cabinet Office announced that government funding would
stop in March 2020. After this time, GDS intends that the private sector will take over
responsibility for Verify, including for investment to ensure its future delivery.
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Conclusions and recommendations
1.

GDS has failed to meet any of its original performance targets for Verify and
vastly overestimated the benefits it could achieve. GDS set over-optimistic
performance expectations for Verify. It forecast that 25 million people would be
using Verify by 2020, when in fact only 3.9 million were using it as of March 2019
— less than one sixth of the target. GDS also predicted that at least 46 government
services would adopt Verify by March 2018, but at March 2019 only 19 services
were using it to verify people’s identities. Poor performance has directly affected the
level of expected benefits, which are based on anticipated take-up. Compared to its
original estimate of £2.5 billion of benefits over 10 years, GDS is now estimating £366
million of benefits over Verify’s lifetime. Not only is this a striking reduction, we are
also sceptical about the validity of benefits claimed, given that the National Audit
Office could not replicate the benefits using data supplied by GDS. An unknown
amount of costs have been shunted onto other government departments, such as the
costs of reconfiguring their systems to use Verify and additional manual processing
costs for people unable to use Verify.
Recommendation: The Cabinet Office should write to us before the summer recess
setting out the lessons it has learned from the failure of the Verify programme, and
what steps it is taking to prevent similar failures in future.

2.

People using Verify have been badly served by an onerous system that is not fit
for purpose. Only around half of people who attempt to sign up to Verify succeed in
doing so in a single attempt. It is even lower for people trying to apply for Universal
Credit through Verify, since they are often less likely to have the documents required
such as passports. Despite Universal Credit being Verify’s biggest customer, just
38% of Universal Credit claimants can successfully use Verify when applying for
the benefit. As well as being unfit for purpose, this is incurring extra costs for the
taxpayer: the Department for Work & Pensions expects to spend around £40 million
over 10 years on processing applications for Universal Credit manually. In addition,
signing up as a Verify user does not guarantee that people will be able to access the
government service they wanted in the first place. Verify users can be ‘locked out’
if pre-existing data held on them by the service does not match their Verify details.
Recommendations:
GDS should, by the 2019 summer recess, write to us setting what changes are being
made to Verify to better support people claiming Universal Credit.
The Cabinet Office, GDS and Department for Work & Pensions should agree and
set specific targets for the number of people they aim to get applying for Universal
Credit through Verify.

3.

GDS’s inability to get buy-in from departments ultimately led to Verify’s failure.
GDS failed to develop a product that departments wanted to use, and its later efforts
to increase government usage (for example, by offering Verify to local authorities
and the NHS) floundered. The Cabinet Office Permanent Secretary acknowledged
that GDS did not convince enough departments to adopt Verify to make it work.
HM Revenue & Customs, for example, felt that Verify did not meet its needs, and
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continued to use and develop its own Government Gateway system; only around
4% of its customers use Verify to access its services. We see this as another case of
the Cabinet Office coming unstuck after seeking to impose a central initiative on
unpersuaded departments — shared services being a notorious past example.
Recommendation: The Cabinet Office needs to secure the commitment of
departments to cross-government programmes. In the initial business case for
such programmes, it should outline how it will get buy-in from departments and
other key stakeholders, and what action they will take should departments go
back on their commitments. We expect to see such plans in place when we examine
cross-government programmes in future.
4.

Verify was characterised by poor decision making by the Cabinet Office and GDS,
compounded now by their failure to take proper accountability. The programme
lacked strong leadership and oversight, despite being subjected to over 20 internal
and external reviews. The Cabinet Office Permanent Secretary said he was sorry
the Cabinet Office did not intervene earlier. However, even now, the Cabinet Office
and GDS are not taking proper accountability for the programme’s shortcomings.
The witnesses did not take seriously enough their responsibilities to explain and
account for why the programme failed to meet its original goal of providing a single
identity assurance service across government. They chose instead to emphasise
the work currently being done to develop a wider market for identity verification
services. It is simply not good enough to rewrite the programme’s aims after the
event to try to explain away underperformance. This Committee’s previous report
on accountability for taxpayers’ money makes clear that Accounting Officers have
a primary duty to ensure projects are a good use of public money and consequently
must raise value for money concerns at the appropriate time.
Recommendation: For its projects at risk of failure, the Cabinet Office should
ensure Accounting Officer (AO) assessments are conducted at the proper time.
It should provide us with an update on how many AO assessments have been
undertaken in the last 12 months, and what actions it has taken as a result of
these.

5.

The Cabinet Office and GDS have no meaningful plan for what will happen to
Verify post-2020. Major uncertainties remain about how Verify will operate once
public funding stops in 2020. We are seriously concerned that the assurances the
Cabinet Office gave us for the future were rooted in what, at this stage, are unknowns.
The uncertainties include how the market for verifying people’s identities will
develop and the price that will be charged for verification services. This is not a strong
foundation for the future of a flagship digital programme. There is a clear risk that
government services using Verify could face large and unaffordable cost increases
from 2020 if the market price is significantly higher than the current contract price.
GDS expects the Crown Commercial Service to negotiate an attractive bulk rate
for government with providers. But government is essentially ‘betting’ on a private
sector market emerging that can provide services more cheaply than anything it
could build or buy for itself.
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Recommendation: Alongside its Treasury Minute response, the Cabinet Office
and GDS should write to us by the summer recess setting out the detailed plan for
how Verify’s services will be maintained after 2020, including how government
services using Verify will be protected from unaffordable cost increases.
6.

The Cabinet Office and GDS have not protected taxpayers’ interests in securing
Verify’s intellectual property. Verify’s intellectual property includes the Verify
brand, its public portal and the infrastructure ‘hub’ that links Verify’s users, providers
and government services. The Cabinet Office and GDS seem to have given little
thought to the value of this intellectual property, and how taxpayers’ investment in
it would be recouped should private providers secure substantial profits from Verify
in the future. They have not yet had discussions about what will happen to Verify’s
intellectual property, including whether it will be sold or given to providers.
Recommendation: The Cabinet Office and GDS should take urgent action to clarify
the value of Verify’s intellectual property, to protect the interests of taxpayers.
They should detail this in the plan we have requested by the summer recess.
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1 Performance, costs and benefits
1. On the basis of a report by the Comptroller and Auditor General, we took evidence
from the Cabinet Office and the Government Digital Service (GDS) about accessing public
services through the Government’s Verify digital system.1
2. GDS created Verify with the aim of providing a single identity assurance service
across government. It is designed to allow people to prove their identities so they can
securely access a range of government services online (for example, claiming tax back
or receiving benefit payments). Through Verify’s predecessor, the Identity Assurance
Programme, GDS developed an identity assurance framework in 2012. It then developed
the Verify platform, which went live in May 2016.2
3. The programme contracts out verification services to five ‘identity providers’, all of
which are private sector companies. An individual wanting to access government services
through Verify signs up with one of these providers to create a Verify account and log-in.
The provider checks identifying evidence and documents such as passport and driving
licence before verifying that individual’s identity. Providers are paid based on the number
of people they sign up as Verify users.3
4. GDS spent £154 million on Verify and its predecessor programme from April 2011 to
September 2018. In October 2018, the Cabinet Office announced that government funding
would stop in March 2020. It has capped the amount it will spend on Verify between
October 2018 and March 2020 at £21.5 million. GDS intends that responsibility for Verify
will then pass to the private sector, including responsibility for investment to ensure
Verify’s future delivery. Revised 18-month contracts were signed with five providers in
October 2018 to cover the transition period to March 2020.4

Performance and departmental buy-in
5. GDS forecast in 2016 that 25 million people would use Verify by 2020 and that at
least 46 government services would adopt Verify by March 2018.5 However, Verify has
underperformed against both of these expectations. At March 2019, 3.9 million users were
signed up to Verify and 19 government services were using it (11 of these services also
provide alternative online options for people to access their services).6 GDS acknowledged
that its original projections were “hopelessly optimistic” and said it had reduced targets
for user volumes as part of its 2018 business case. It told us it was on track to meet these
revised targets.7
6. GDS believes the reason take-up has been so low is because departments did not
develop their online services as quickly as expected and therefore did not need Verify.
The Cabinet Office also recognised that the right incentives did not exist for departments
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

C&AG’s Report, Investigation into Verify, Session 2017–19, HC 1926, 5 March 2019
C&AG’s Report, paras 1.1–1.2
C&AG’s Report, paras 1.3–1.4
C&AG’s Report, paras 2.2, 3.7
C&AG’s Report, para 1.7
Q 87; Government Digital Service, GOV.UK Verify Dashboard webpage, ‘GOV.UK Verify’ for week ending 31
March 2019, accessed 4 April 2019. Available at: www.gov.uk/performance/govuk-verify
Qq 27–30
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to adopt Verify, largely because it was expensive for departments to implement.8 GDS
noted it was easier for new services to incorporate Verify into their systems. There were
compatibility problems when a pre-existing system, such as a tax platform or Universal
Credit, tried to adopt Verify, which led to further work and costs for departments.9
7. Some departments have continued to use and develop alternative ways for people to
access their services online. For example, HMRC did not adopt Verify for all its services,
in part because Verify could not deal with business customers or agents acting on behalf
of others. Instead, HMRC continued to develop and enhance its own system, Government
Gateway. Only around 4% of HMRC customers now use Verify to access its services.10
8. From 2016, GDS pursued several attempts to boost user volumes, such as offering
Verify to local authorities and the NHS. However, no local authority currently uses Verify.11
GDS also introduced a new category of verifications that allowed people’s identities
to be verified to a lower level of assurance (level of assurance 1 or LOA1, rather than
Verify’s standard level of assurance, LOA2), but this too failed to increase user numbers
significantly.12
9. The Cabinet Office acknowledged that it and GDS could not ‘bring the government
market to the table’ and had gone on for too long trying to do this.13 The problems that
GDS and the Cabinet Office faced in getting departments to adopt Verify share many
similarities with other central initiatives we have seen, notably shared services. This
Committee’s 2016 report on shared service centres found that — as with Verify — the
Cabinet Office did not secure sufficient buy-in from departments, did not create an
environment of collaboration among departments, and did not intervene effectively when
things began to go wrong (in part because it could not instruct departments to keep to the
migration timetable).14

Costs and benefits
10. GDS spent a total of £154 million on Verify and its predecessor programme between
April 2011 and September 2018. This was less than GDS had anticipated, and is because the
lower than expected volume of Verify users reduced the amounts payable to providers.15
However, GDS has not attempted to quantify the overall costs of Verify to government
as a whole, and £154 million is likely to underestimate total costs across government.16
Departments have borne the costs of integrating Verify into their online services and
incurred other costs resulting from problems with the Verify system. For example, large
numbers of people applying for Universal Credit have struggled to successfully use Verify.
Consequently the Department for Work & Pensions expects to spend around £40 million
over 10 years on processing applications for Universal Credit manually.17
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

Qq 31, 35, 48, 102
Q 95
Q 95; C&AG’s Report, paras 1.13, 1.18
Qq 57–59
Qq 70, 103; C&AG’s Report, para 1.10
Q 150
Qq 36, 102; Committee of Public Accounts, Shared service centres, Twentieth Report of Session 2016–17, HC 297,
October 2016, Conclusions and recommendations, para 3
Q 30
Qq 38–40; C&AG’s Report, para 2.2
C&AG’s Report, 1.14
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11. The Cabinet Office and GDS told us they regard Verify as successful because claimed
benefits are higher than the costs of the programme. However, they acknowledged that
Verify did not achieve the level of benefits forecast in its original business case.18 In 2016,
Verify’s benefits were estimated to be £2.5 billion over the 10 years from 2016–17 to 2026–
27. GDS now estimates that £366 million of benefits will be achieved between 2012–13 and
2019–20.19
12. The Cabinet Office and GDS believe that the benefit-cost ratio of the programme
is 2.4:1.20 Its calculation includes supposed benefits up to 2019–20, but costs only up
to September 2018. It does not factor in the additional costs that will be incurred until
government funding stops in March 2020. These additional costs could be up to £21.5
million, the amount at which government has capped expenditure on Verify from October
2018 to March 2020.21
13. The National Audit Office was not able to replicate the claimed level of benefits for the
Verify programme from the information that GDS provided.22 For example, the largest
category of GDS’s estimated benefits is avoided building costs, or avoided spending by
departments on building alternative identity verification systems. GDS reported validated
savings of £111 million from 2012–13 to 2014–15 for avoided building costs relating to
Universal Credit, an average of £37 million a year. It has continued to claim the same yearly
amount — £37 million — for avoided building costs from 2015–16 to 2019–20, although
this figure has not been independently audited or validated.23 GDS recognised that such
benefits were difficult to measure, but said they adhered to the normal methodology
approved by the Cabinet Office and HM Treasury.24

User experience
14. We understand that people have often found Verify “clunky” to use and many have
faced problems even signing up with it in the first place.25 GDS assesses the programme’s
performance at verifying people’s identities through a measure called the verification
success rate. This rate measures the proportion of people who can sign up for a Verify
user account, having had their identities successfully confirmed by a provider.26 Only 50%
of people attempting to sign up were able to successfully create a Verify account.27 The
Cabinet Office acknowledged that Verify’s identity checking was perhaps “not to the same
standard” as other checks that take place in government.28
15. Government services using Verify each have different verification success rates. This
is in part because different services require different levels of assurance, with higher levels
of assurance entailing more checks. For example, GDS told us that for the health service
pension, which requires a relatively low level of assurance (LOA1), 95% of users were able
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

Q 30
Qq 29, 37; C&AG’s Report, para 1.18
Qq 29, 37
Q 105; C&AG’s Report, para 3.7
Q106; C&AG’s Report, para 1.19
C&AG’s Report, para 1.20
Q 106
Qq 155–157; Mr P.G. Slater (GVS0001)
C&AG’s Report, para 1.7
Government Digital Service, GOV.UK Verify Dashboard webpage, ‘GOV.UK Verify’ for week ending 31 March
2019, accessed 4 April 2019. Available at: www.gov.uk/performance/govuk-verify
Q 159
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to sign up to Verify on a first attempt. For Verify’s best performing LOA2 services
(which involve a higher level of assurance), GDS told us that successful verifications
are in the range of 70% to 80%.29
16. The success rate for a service also depends on the demographic characteristics of
those using the service. For example, Universal Credit is Verify’s largest customer, but
only 38% of Universal Credit claimants can successfully create a Verify user account. GDS
attributed this low success rate to people on Universal Credit not having strong digital
footprints.30 GDS told us it had recently employed two people from the Department for
Work & Pensions’ Universal Credit team to work with it to improve the verification success
rate for Universal Credit.31
17. Even if people do manage to sign up for a Verify account, this does not mean they
will be able to access the government services they actually want to use. This is because
government services will compare an individual’s Verify details with any pre-existing
data they have on that individual.32 For instance, if someone’s name details do not match,
that person will not be able to access the relevant government service. GDS’s verification
success rate does not measure whether people can get to the government service they want
in the end; it measures only those entering the Verify service and leaving it. GDS told us
it limits its success measure to the parts of the process it has control over to protect users’
privacy.33

29
30
31
32
33

Q 95. For more details on the requirements for different levels of assurance, see C&AG’s Report, Appendix Two.
Q 95
Qq 153–54
C&AG’s Report, para 1.17
Q 93
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2 Decision making and Verify’s future
Decision making
18. The Cabinet Office and GDS have shown a lack of strong leadership and oversight
at key points of the Verify programme. The Cabinet Office Permanent Secretary told us
that he could not remember if he was concentrating on Verify’s business case in 2015,
but did intervene heavily throughout 2016 as it became clear that the programme was
underperforming. However, he acknowledged that he might have been “a bit late” in
intervening – possibly six months too late.34
19. The Cabinet Office’s interventions included changing Verify’s leadership in 2016 and
commissioning several reviews of the programme. There have been over 20 internal and
external reviews of Verify in total, many of which sought to identify the problems leading
to low take-up.35 One key internal review was carried out after Nic Harrison became the
Senior Responsible Owner (SRO) in October 2016. His review concluded that Verify was
unlikely to deliver in its current form. This assessment came only a month after the 2016
business case had been signed off by HM Treasury, and six months after contracts had
been signed with additional providers.36
20. In October 2018, following Verify’s numerous reviews (including a highly critical one
from the Infrastructure and Projects Authority), the Cabinet Office and HM Treasury
decided to stop government funding in March 2020. They also announced plans to pass
responsibilities for Verify to the private sector.37 GDS is now focused on helping develop
a market for identity verification services that spans both public and private sectors, in
preparation for Verify’s planned transition to the private sector.38 The Cabinet Office
Permanent Secretary told us he believes the programme is now on the right track: “Now
we have set it in the best way we can, and that is, in some senses, why I am sorry that we
did not intervene earlier, frankly”.39

Accountability
21. Verify’s leaders demonstrated a poor understanding of accountability for the
programme. Throughout our evidence session, all three witnesses — the Accounting
Officer, the current Director General and the former SRO — blamed the over-optimism of
their predecessors in setting Verify’s original targets too high.40 It is true that the original
projections predate all the individual witnesses’ time on the programme. However, as
Verify’s leaders, the witnesses have an important responsibility to explain and account for
what went wrong with the programme beyond their individual roles in it.
22. The witnesses also ran the risk of rewriting the aims of the programme after the
event. The Cabinet Office and GDS now emphasise the role of Verify in creating a
market for digital identity services, with a range of private sector providers and a set of
34
35
36
37
38
39
40

Qq 44–48
C&AG’s Report, para 3.4
Qq 49–52, 60
C&AG’s Report, paras 3.4, 3.7
Qq 129, 132, 143; C&AG’s Report, para 3.10
Q 150
Qq 30, 55, 99, 107, 149
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internationally-recognised identity standards.41 The Cabinet Office Permanent Secretary
told us this focus on the development of the market is now the priority,42 rather than the
programme’s original aim of providing a common verification service across government.
However, GDS’s own strategic objectives for Verify include the crucial aim of achieving
mass adoption of the service, which we noted is far from being achieved.43
23. This Committee reported on accountability for taxpayers’ money in 2016, including
accountability for major projects and programmes such as Verify. That report noted that
since 2014, SROs have been directly accountable to Parliament for project implementation,
although Accounting Officers (AOs) retain overall responsibility for projects and the
spending involved.44 As part of their responsibilities to account for departmental spending,
AOs must satisfy themselves that projects and other initiatives are a good use of taxpayers’
money and are on track. Where an AO has concerns about a project’s value for money or
its feasibility, we recommended that he or she should seek an AO assessment: a document
that enables the AO to systematically evaluate potential concerns about the use of public
money.45 We are not aware of any AO assessment being sought for the Verify programme.

Verify’s future
24. The Verify programme will change significantly after March 2020, when current
contracts end and government funding stops. GDS’s intention is that the private sector
will take over responsibility for Verify at this point. GDS told us that it and the Crown
Commercial Service are currently in negotiations with providers about the successor
programme after March 2020.46 From discussions with providers so far, GDS was confident
that providers have ambitious plans and will keep investing in Verify.47 GDS envisages
that Verify will vastly increase its user numbers through expansion to the private sector. It
told us that over 90% of citizens’ use of identity is in the private sector, so it believes access
to this bigger market means Verify’s strategic objective of mass adoption can and will be
achieved.48
25. However, there are several uncertainties about how Verify will operate in future, with
major implications for government services using Verify. These include how the market
for verifying people’s identities will develop and the price that will be set for verification
services.49 Government services using Verify could face large cost increases if the market
price is significantly higher than the current contract price — although the Cabinet
Office and GDS expect the opposite to occur and costs to become cheaper for government
in future. GDS said it and the Crown Commercial Service would renegotiate costs to
government for verification services after March 2020. It was optimistic that a competitive
mass market of providers would emerge, from which government could get a good deal
through negotiating a bulk rate for government services.50 The former Verify SRO told
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50

Qq 32–33, 104
Q 150
Qq 29–31, 123–124
Committee of Public Accounts, Accountability to Parliament for taxpayers’ money, Thirty-ninth Report of
Session 2015–16, HC 732, May 2016, para 21
Committee of Public Accounts, Accountability to Parliament for taxpayers’ money, Thirty-ninth Report of
Session 2015–16, HC 732, May 2016, Conclusions and recommendations, paras 3–4
Q 122
Q 114
Qq 113, 123–124
C&AG’s Report, para 3.8
Qq 126, 136
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us “this is a bet on the mass market emerging… We are making the judgment that what
we see in the private sector is the emergence of a private sector market for ID. That will
become cheaper than anything that Government can build for itself or buy for itself in
perpetuity”.51

Intellectual property
26. Government’s intellectual property in Verify includes the GOV.UK Verify brand
(which is registered as a trade mark), its public portal and the infrastructure ‘hub’ that
links Verify’s users, providers and government services. Providers own other intellectual
property relating to the systems used to verify people’s identities, as they have each invested
in developing their own verification systems.52 GDS also said that government owns the
identity standards it has developed, which are published and available to all.53
27. The witnesses did not indicate the value of government’s stake in Verify’s intellectual
property, or how taxpayers’ investment in it would be recouped if private sector providers
secure profits from its commercial use in the future. The Cabinet Office told us it was
not aware of any actions that had been taken to protect government’s interest in Verify’s
intellectual property.54 The witnesses did advise that the arrangements under which
Verify would be spun off to the private sector have not been finalised. GDS said it was
still possible that government could seek to generate revenue from the commercial use of
its intellectual property, such as from charging for the use of Verify’s brand, although it
had not had any discussions on this yet.55 The lack of thought given so far to protecting
Verify’s intellectual property clearly illustrates what we said in our January 2019 report
on the Whole of Government Accounts: “Government has a long way to go to harness the
benefits of public sector intangible assets such as intellectual property and maximise the
return it gets from these assets”.56

51
52
53
54
55
56

Qq 137–138
Qq 119–120
Qq 170–171
Q 119
Qq 120, 172–173
Committee of Public Accounts, Whole of Government Accounts, Seventy-fourth Report of Session 2017–19, HC
464, January 2019, Conclusions and recommendations, para 4
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Formal Minutes
Wednesday 1 May 2019
Members present:
Meg Hillier, in the Chair
Douglas Chapman

Layla Moran

Sir Geoffrey Clifton-Brown

Anne Marie Morris

Caroline Flint

Anne-Marie Trevelyan

Nigel Mills
Draft Report (Accessing public services through the Government’s Verify digital system),
proposed by the Chair, brought up and read.
Ordered, That the draft Report be read a second time, paragraph by paragraph.
Paragraphs 1 to 27 read and agreed to.
Introduction agreed to.
Conclusions and recommendations agreed to.
Summary agreed to.
Resolved, That the Report be the Ninety-fifth of the Committee to the House.
Ordered, That the Chair make the Report to the House.
Ordered, That embargoed copies of the Report be made available, in accordance with the
provisions of Standing Order No. 134.
[Adjourned till Wednesday 8 May at 2:00pm
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Witnesses
The following witnesses gave evidence. Transcripts can be viewed on the inquiry publications
page of the Committee’s website.

Monday 18 March 2019
John Manzoni, Permanent Secretary, Kevin Cunnington, Director General,
Government Digital Service, and Nic Harrison, Former Director Service
Design and Assurance, Government Digital Service, Cabinet Office

Q1–174
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Published written evidence
The following written evidence was received and can be viewed on the inquiry publications
page of the Committee’s website.
GVS numbers are generated by the evidence processing system and so may not be complete.
1

Slater, PG (GVS0001)

2

Thibeau, Open Identity Exchange Don (GVS0003)

3

Yoti (GVS0002)
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