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Die Zertifizierungsstelle  
der T-Systems ISS GmbH 

bestätigt hiermit, daß 

CardOS/M4.01A mit Applikation für digitale Signatur 

der 

Siemens AG 
ICN EN TNA, Charles-de-Gaulle Strasse 2-4, 81737 München 

nach den Kriterien für die Bewertung der Sicherheit von Systemen der Informations-
technik (ITSEC) und dem Handbuch für die Bewertung der Sicherheit von Systemen 
der Informationstechnik (ITSEM) gegen spezifische Sicherheitsvorgaben evaluiert 
wurde und folgendes Prüfergebnis erzielte: 

Dieses Zertifikat erfüllt die Bedingungen der Vereinbarung über die gegenseitige Anerkennung von Sicherheitszer-
tifikaten in der Informationstechnik (SOGIS-MRA) vom 03.03.1998 zwischen Deutschland, Finnland, Frankreich, 
Griechenland, Großbritannien, Italien, Niederlande, Norwegen, Portugal, Schweden, Schweiz und Spanien.   
Dieses Zertifikat gilt nur in Verbindung mit dem vollständigen Zertifizierungsreport zur unten angegebenen Regi-
striernummer und für die darin aufgeführten Konfigurationen und Einsatzumgebungen. Die Empfehlungen und Hinweise 
im Zertifizierungsreport sind zu beachten. Die Sicherheitsvorgaben, die Basis der Evaluierung waren, sind im 
Zertifizierungsreport aufgeführt. Die Bewertung der Stärke der zur Ver- und Entschlüsselung geeigneten 
kryptographischen Mechanismen ist von der Anerkennung durch das BSI ausgenommen. Kopien des Zertifikats und 
des Zertifizierungsreports sind beim Auftraggeber und bei der Zertifizierungsstelle erhältlich. 

Registrierungsnummer:  

T-Systems- 

Bonn, den 24.09.2002  

DSZ-ITSEC-04084-2002 Dr. Heinrich Kersten 
Leiter der Zertifizierungstelle 

 

 
 Zertifizierungsstelle der T-Systems ISS GmbH, Rabinstr.8, 53111 Bonn 
� 0228/9841-0, Fax: 0228/9841-60, Internet: www.t-systems-zert.com 

Akkreditiert nach DIN EN 45011 unter DAR-Registriernummer DIT-ZE-005/98 durch DATech e.V. 

 

anerkannt vom 
Bundesamt für Sicherheit in der Informationstechnik 

Deutsches 
IT-Sicherheitszertifikat

 

Sicherheitsfunktionen: Identifikation und Authentisierung, 
Zugriffskontrolle, Protokollauswertung, 
Wiederaufbereitung, Übertragungssicherung 

Vertrauenswürdigkeitsstufe: E4 

Mindeststärke der 
Sicherheitsmechanismen: 
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Abkürzungen 

 

AIS Anwendungshinweise und Interpretationen zum Schema  
(Verfahren des BSI) 

BGBl Bundesgesetzblatt 

BS British Standard 

BSI Bundesamt für Sicherheit in der Informationstechnik 

CC Common Criteria for Information Technology Security Evaluation 

CEM Common Methodology for Information Technology Security Evaluation 

DAR Deutscher Akkreditierungsrat 

DATech Deutsche Akkreditierungsstelle Technik e.V. 

DIN Deutsches Institut für Normung e.V. 

ETR Evaluation Technical Report (Evaluierungsbericht) 

EVG Evaluationsgegenstand 

ISO International Organization for Standardization 

IT Informationstechnik 

ITSEC Information Technology Security Evaluation Criteria (ITSEC) 

ITSEF IT Security Evaluation Facility: Prüflabor  

ITSEM Information Technology Security Evaluation Manual (ITSEM) 

JIL Joint Interpretation Library 

RegTP Regulierungsbehörde für Telekommunikation und Post 
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SigV Signaturverordnung 
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Glossar  

 

Das Glossar erläutert Begriffe aus dem Zertifizierungsschema der T-Systems ISS 
GmbH, erhebt allerdings keinerlei Anspruch auf Vollständigkeit oder Allgemeingültig-
keit. Der Begriff Sicherheit meint hier stets Sicherheit im Kontext der Informationstech-
nik. 

Akkreditierung Von einem Akkreditierungsgeber durchgeführtes Verfahren 
zum Nachweis, daß eine Prüfstelle [bzw. Zertifizierungsstelle] 
den Anforderungen der maßgebenden Norm ISO 17025 [bzw. 
DIN EN 45011] entspricht.  

Audit Verfahren des Sammelns objektiver Nachweise dafür, daß ein 
Prozeß so abläuft wie vorgegeben. 

Bestätigungsstelle Stelle, die mit Anerkennung durch die Regulierungsbehörde für 
Telekommunikation und Post und im Einklang mit SigG und 
SigV Sicherheitsbestätigungen für technische Komponenten 
und für die Umsetzung von Sicherheitskonzepten bei Trust 
Centern (Zertifizierungsdiensteanbietern nach SigG) her-
ausgibt. 

Dienstleistung Hier: Eine von einem Unternehmen angebotene, durch 
Geschäftsprozesse erbrachte und durch Nutzer in Anspruch 
nehmbare Leistung. 

Evaluation Technical 
Report 

Schlußbericht einer Prüfstelle über den Ablauf und die 
Ergebnisse einer Evaluation. 

Evaluations-
gegenstand 

Ein IT-Produkt oder IT-System,das in Verbindung mit seinen 
(Adminstrations- und Benützer-) Handbüchern Gegenstand 
einer Evaluierung ist. 

Evaluationsstufe Stufe der Vertrauenswürdigkeit, die aus einer Evaluierung 
gewonnen wird; Element eines Bewertungssystems in 
Sicherheitskriterien ITSEC / CC; Höhe des Vertrauens, daß der 
EVG seine Sicherheitsvorgaben erfüllt. 

Evaluator Prüfer/in in einer Prüfstelle. 

Evaluierung Prüfung eines IT-Produktes, IT-Systems oder einer IT-Dienstlei-
stung auf der Basis von IT-Sicherheitskriterien. 

Integrität Klassisches Sicherheitsziel: Daten sollen nur von Befugten 
geändert werden können. 

IT-Dienstleistung Dienstleistung, die sich bei ihrer Erbringung auf IT-Systeme 
abstützt. 
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IT-Produkt Software und / oder Hardware, die bei einem Anbieter 
(Hersteller, Vertreiber) erworben werden kann.  

IT-Sicherheits-
management 

Ein Unternehmensprozeß, dessen Ziel die Einrichtung und 
Aufrechterhaltung der (IT-)Sicherheit in einem Unternehmen ist.

IT-System Eine in sich funktionsfähige Kombination von IT-Produkten. 
(ITSEC:) Eine reale Installation von IT-Produkten mit einer 
bekannten Einsatzumgebung. 

Lizenzvereinbarung Vereinbarung zwischen einer Prüfstelle und einer Zertifi-
zierungsstelle � den Ablauf und die Verantwortlichkeiten bei 
einer Evaluierung und Zertifizierung betreffend. 

Meilensteinplan Projekt- / Terminplan für die Durchführung einer Evaluierung 
und Zertifizierung 

Problembericht Bericht einer Prüfstelle an die Zertifizierungsstelle über be-
sondere Probleme bei einer Evaluierung, z.B. die Interpretation 
der Sicherheitskriterien betreffend. 

Produkt-Zertifizierung Zertifizierung von IT-Produkten. 

Prozeß Abfolge vernetzter Tätigkeiten (Prozeßelemente) in einer 
gegebenen Prozeßumgebung � mit dem Gesamtziel, eine 
bestimmte Dienstleistung zu erbringen. 

Prüfbegleitung Verfahren der Zertifizierungsstelle, um die Ordnungsmäßigkeit 
(Kriterienkonformität, einheitliche Vorgehensweise und 
Bewertungen, etc.) einer Evaluierung zu überprüfen.  

Prüfstelle Stelle, die Evaluierungen durchführt (ITSEF).  

Re-Zertifizierung Nach Änderungen am zertifizierten Objekt notwendig werdende 
Zertifizierung der geänderten Version; kann auch bei Wechsel 
von Werkzeugen, Produktions- und Auslieferungsprozessen, 
Sicherheitskriterien erforderlich werden. 

Sicherheitsbestätigung SigG: Eine Bescheinigung, die die Erfüllung von Anforderungen 
des Signaturgesetzes bestätigt. 

Sicherheitsfunktion Funktionen zur Abwehr bestimmter Bedrohungen. 

Sicherheitskriterien Dokument mit Sicherheitsanforderungen an Produkte, Systeme 
und / oder Dienstleistungen und / oder deren Evaluierung.  

Sicherheitsvorgaben Dokument, das einen Satz von Sicherheitsanforderungen and 
Spezifikationen enthält, die als Basis einer Evaluierung eines 
speziellen EVG dienen. 

Sicherheitszertifikat s. Zertifikat 

System-Zertifizierung Zertifizierung von installierten IT-Systemen. 

Trust Center s. Zertifizierungsdiensteanbieter 
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Verfügbarkeit Klassisches Sicherheitsziel: Daten sollen Befugten stets zur 
Verfügung stehen, d.h. nicht von Unbefugten vorenthalten 
werden können oder aufgrund technischer Defekte nicht 
verfügbar sein.  

Vertraulichkeit Klassisches Sicherheitsziel: Daten sollen nur durch Befugte zur 
Kenntnis genommen werden können. 

Zertifikat Zusammenfassende (Kurz-)Darstellung eines Zertifizie-
rungsergebnisses; wird durch die Zertifizierungsstelle aus-
gestellt.  

Zertifizierer Mitarbeiter/in einer Zertifizierungsstelle, die eine Zertifizierung 
durchführt. 

Zertifizierung Unabhängige Bestätigung der Ordnungsmäßigkeit einer 
Evaluierung. Auch Bezeichnung für das Gesamtverfahren 
bestehend aus Evaluierung, Prüfbegleitung und Ausstellung 
von Zertifikaten und Zertifizierungsreports. 

Zertifizierungsdienste-
anbieter 

Stelle, die die Zugehörigkeit von Signaturschlüsseln zu einer 
Person durch ein (elektronisches) Zertifikat bestätigt - im 
Signaturgesetz als �Zertifizierungsdiensteanbieter� bezeichnet. 

Zertifizierungsreport Bericht über Gegenstand, Ablauf und Ergebnis eines Zer-
tifizierungsverfahrens; wird durch die Zertifizierungsstelle 
ausgestellt.  

Zertifizierungsschema Zusammenfassung aller Grundsätze, Regeln und Verfahren 
einer Zertifizierungsstelle. 

Zertifizierungsstelle Stelle, die Zertifizierungen durchführt. 
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Erläuterungen zu den Sicherheitskriterien 

 

Dieses Kapitel gibt einen Überblick über die angewendeten Sicherheitskriterien und 
deren Bewertungsmaßstäbe. Textpassagen innerhalb �...� stellen Zitate aus den ITSEC 
bzw. den ITSEM dar. 

- Grundbegriffe 

Sicherheit ist nach dem Verständnis der ITSEC dann gegeben, wenn ausreichendes 
Vertrauen darin besteht, daß der Evaluationsgegenstand (EVG) seine Sicherheitsziele 
erfüllt. 

Sicherheitsziele setzen sich in der Regel aus Forderungen nach Vertraulichkeit, 
Verfügbarkeit und / oder Integrität von bestimmten Datenobjekten zusammen. Solche 
Sicherheitsziele werden durch den Auftraggeber der Evaluierung festgelegt. 
Normalerweise ist dies bei einem IT-Produkt der Entwickler oder Vertreiber, bei einem 
IT-System der Betreiber.  

Den festgelegten Sicherheitszielen stehen prinzipielle Bedrohungen gegenüber, 
nämlich der Verlust der Vertraulichkeit, der Verlust der Verfügbarkeit, der Verlust der 
Integrität bestimmter Datenobjekte.  

Aus solchen prinzipiellen Bedrohungen werden Angriffe, wenn Subjekte unerlaubt 
Datenobjekte mitlesen oder abhören, Dritten vorenthalten oder unbefugt ändern. 

Sicherheitsfunktionen des EVG sollen solche Angriffe abwehren. 

Es stellen sich dabei zwei Grundfragen: Funktionieren die Sicherheitsfunktionen 
korrekt? Sind die Sicherheitsfunktionen wirksam? 

Vertrauen in die Erfüllung der Sicherheitsziele kann man dann haben, wenn Korrektheit 
und Wirksamkeit geprüft (evaluiert) worden sind. 

- Evaluationsstufen 

Eine Evaluierung kann nur mit begrenztem Aufwand und in begrenzter Zeit durchge-
führt werden. Die mögliche Tiefe einer Evaluierung ist also stets begrenzt. Das An-
gemessenheitsprinzip verbietet es andererseits, bei geringem Sicherheitsbedarf eine 
extrem aufwändige Prüfung durchzuführen; ebenso unangemessen wäre es, bei 
höchstem Sicherheitsbedarf nur �oberflächlich� zu prüfen. 

Es ist deshalb sinnvoll, unterschiedliche Prüftiefen (und damit Prüfaufwände) festzu-
legen: In den ITSEC werden 6 Evaluationsstufen zur Prüfung von Korrektheit und Wirk-
samkeit definiert. E1 bezeichnet die niedrigste, E6 die höchste Stufe. 

Die Vertrauenswürdigkeit eines EVG kann also in diesen Stufen �gemessen� werden. 
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Die folgenden Auszüge aus den ITSEC lassen erkennen, welche Prüfaspekte im 
Rahmen einer Evaluierung behandelt werden und welche Prüftiefe welcher E-Stufe 
entspricht.  

E1 �Auf dieser Stufe müssen für den EVG die Sicherheitsvorgaben und eine 
informelle Beschreibung des Architekturentwurfs vorliegen. Durch funk-
tionale Tests muß nachgewiesen werden, daß der EVG die Anforderungen 
der Sicherheitsvorgaben erfüllt.� 

E2 �Zusätzlich zu den Anforderungen für die Stufe E1 muß hier eine informelle 
Beschreibung des Feinentwurfs vorliegen. Die Aussagekraft der 
funktionalen Tests muß bewertet werden. Ein Konfigurationskontrollsystem 
und ein genehmigtes Distributionsverfahren müssen vorhanden sein.� 

E3 �Zusätzlich zu den Anforderungen für die Stufe E2 müssen der Quellcode 
bzw. die Hardware-Konstruktionszeichnungen, die den Sicherheitsme-
chanismen entsprechen, bewertet werden. Die Aussagekraft der Tests 
dieser Mechanismen muß bewertet werden.� 

E4 �Zusätzlich zu den Anforderungen für die Stufe E3 muß ein formales Si-
cherheitsmodell Teil der Sicherheitsvorgaben sein. Die sicherheitsspezi-
fischen Funktionen, der Architekturentwurf und der Feinentwurf müssen in 
semiformaler Notation vorliegen.� 

E5 �Zusätzlich zu den Anforderungen für die Stufe E4 muß ein enger Zusam-
menhang zwischen dem Feinentwurf und dem Quellcode bzw. den Hard-
ware-Konstruktionszeichnungen bestehen.� 

E6 �Zusätzlich zu den Anforderungen für die Stufe E5 müssen die sicherheits-
spezifischen Funktionen und der Architekturentwurf in einer formalen 
Notation vorliegen, die konsistent mit dem zugrundeliegenden formalen 
Sicherheitsmodell ist." 

In allen E-Stufen müssen darüber hinaus Wirksamkeitsaspekte nach folgendem 
Schema untersucht werden: 

"Die Bewertung der Wirksamkeit erfordert die Betrachtung der folgenden 
Aspekte des EVG: 

a) die Eignung der sicherheitsspezifischen Funktionen des EVG, den in den 
Sicherheitsvorgaben aufgezählten Bedrohungen zu widerstehen; 

b) die Fähigkeit der sicherheitsspezifischen Funktionen und Mechanismen 
des EVG, in einer Weise zusammenzuwirken, daß sie sich gegenseitig 
unterstützen und ein integriertes, wirksames Ganzes bilden; 

c) die Fähigkeit der Sicherheitsmechanismen des EVG, einem direkten Angriff 
zu widerstehen; 
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d) ob bekannte Sicherheitsschwachstellen in der Konstruktion des EVG in der 
Praxis die Sicherheit des EVG kompromittieren können; 

e) daß der EVG nicht in einer Weise konfiguriert werden kann, die unsicher 
ist, aber von der ein Systemverwalter oder ein Endnutzer vernünftigerweise 
glauben könnte, daß sie sicher ist; 

f) ob bekannte Sicherheitsschwachstellen beim Betrieb des EVG in der Pra-
xis die Sicherheit des EVG kompromittieren können." 

- Sicherheitsfunktionen und Sicherheitsmechanismen 

Sicherheitsfunktionen in einem EVG dienen der Abwehr von Bedrohungen.  

Solche Sicherheitsfunktionen können in einer typischen Kombination (�Funktionali-
tätsklasse�) vorkommen. Beispiel: Die Funktionalitätsklasse F-C2 setzt sich aus den 
Funktionen Identifikation und Authentisierung, Zugriffskontrolle, Beweissicherung, 
Protokollauswertung und Wiederaufbereitung zusammen. Diese Klasse ist bei vielen 
kommerziellen Betriebssystemen gegeben. 

Jede Sicherheitsfunktion kann auf unterschiedlichste Weise realisiert werden. Beispiel: 
Die Funktion Identifikation und Authentisierung kann unter anderem durch ein Paßwort-
Verfahren, durch Verwendung von Chipkarten mit Challenge-Response Verfahren oder 
durch biometrische Verfahren realisiert sein. Jede Realisierung dieser Art heißt 
(Sicherheits-)Mechanismus der Sicherheitsfunktion Identifikation und Authentisierung. 
Für andere Sicherheitsfunktionen gilt sinngemäß das gleiche. 

Die Widerstandskraft eines Sicherheitsmechanismus gegenüber direkten Angriffen wird 
als Stärke des Mechanismus bezeichnet. 

In den ITSEM werden zwei Arten von Mechanismen unterschieden: Typ B und Typ A. 

Typ B �Ein Mechanismus vom Typ B ist ein Sicherheitsmechanismus, der bei 
perfekter Konzipierung und Implementierung keine Schwächen aufweist. 
Ein Mechanismus vom Typ B kann als nicht durch einen direkten Angriff 
überwindbar betrachtet werden, gleichgültig, wie groß der Aufwand an 
Ressourcen, Fachkenntnissen und entsprechenden Gelegenheiten ist. ... 
Mechanismen vom Typ B können jedoch durch indirekte Angriffe 
überwunden werden, mit denen sich andere Wirksamkeitsanalysen 
befassen." 

Typ A �Ein Mechanismus vom Typ A ist ein Sicherheitsmechanismus mit einer 
potentiellen Schwachstelle in seinem Algorithmus, seinen Prinzipien oder 
seinen Eigenschaften, aufgrund derer er durch Einsatz ausreichender 
Ressourcen, Fachkenntnisse und entsprechender Gelegenheiten mit einem 
direkten Angriff überwunden werden kann. ... Mechanismen vom Typ A 
bedienen sich häufig eines "Geheimnisses" wie etwa eines Paßwortes oder 
eines kryptographischen Schlüssels.�  
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�Alle Mechanismen vom Typ A ... haben eine Stärke, die dem Aufwand an 
Ressourcen, Fachkenntnissen und Gelegenheiten, zur Gefährdung der 
Sicherheit durch einen direkten Angriff auf den Mechanismus entspricht.� 

Wie wird bei Mechanismen vom Typ A die Stärke definiert? 

�Alle kritischen Sicherheitsmechanismen (d.h. diejenigen, deren Versagen 
eine Sicherheitslücke hervorrufen würde), werden hinsichtlich ihrer 
Fähigkeit bewertet, einem direkten Angriff zu widerstehen. Die Mindest-
stärke jedes kritischen Mechanismus wird entweder als niedrig, mittel oder 
hoch bewertet.� 

niedrig: �Damit die Mindeststärke eines kritischen Mechanismus als niedrig einge-
stuft werden kann, muß erkennbar sein, daß er Schutz gegen zufälliges un-
beabsichtigtes Eindringen bietet, während er durch sachkundige Angreifer 
überwunden werden kann.� 

mittel: �Damit die Mindeststärke eines kritischen Mechanismus als mittel einge-
stuft werden kann, muß erkennbar sein, daß er Schutz gegen Angreifer mit 
beschränkten Gelegenheiten oder Betriebsmitteln bietet.� 

hoch: �Damit die Mindeststärke eines kritischen Mechanismus als hoch eingestuft 
werden kann, muß erkennbar sein, daß er nur von Angreifern überwunden 
werden kann, die über sehr gute Fachkenntnisse, Gelegenheiten und 
Betriebsmittel verfügen, wobei ein solcher erfolgreicher Angriff als nor-
malerweise nicht durchführbar beurteilt wird." 
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1 Antragsteller und Evaluationsgegenstand 

1 Antragsteller der Zertifizierung war die Siemens AG, ICN EN TNA, 
Charles-de-Gaulle Strasse 2-4, 81737 München. 

2 Beantragt wurde ein �Deutsches IT-Sicherheitszertifikat�. 

3 Evaluationsgegenstand (EVG) war �CardOS/M4.01A mit Applikation für 
digitale Signatur, konform mit SigG, SigV und DIN V 66291-1�, im 
Folgenden kurz bezeichnet als: CardOS/M4.01A mit Applikation für digitale 
Signatur. 

4 Der EVG ist ein Chipkarten-Betriebssystem mit Signatur-Anwendung für 
den Infineon SLE66CX322P Chip. 

5 Seitens des Auftraggebers sind Sicherheitsvorgaben für den EVG in 
englischer Sprache bereitgestellt worden. Die Sicherheitsvorgaben, letzte 
Version 2.2 vom 11.09.2002, werden im Anhang wiedergegeben.  

6 Die Sicherheitsvorgaben referenzieren als Prüfkriterien die ITSEC und als 
Evaluationsstufe E4, für die Mindeststärke der Sicherheitsmechanismen 
wird hoch angegeben. 

7 Dem Zertifizierungsverfahren wurde die Registriernummer T-Systems-DSZ-
ITSEC-04084-2002 zugewiesen. 

2 Maßgebende Prüfgrundlagen 

8 Die Evaluierung des EVG erfolgte antragsgemäß gegen die  

- Kriterien für die Bewertung der Sicherheit von Systemen der Informations-
technik (ITSEC) /ITSEC/.  

9 Für die Evaluierung und Zertifizierung waren weiterhin folgende Dokumente 
maßgebend: 

- Handbuch für die Bewertung der Sicherheit von Systemen der Informa-
tionstechnik (ITSEM) /ITSEM/, 

- Joint Interpretation Library /JIL/, 

- Anwendungshinweise und Interpretationen zum Schema, Bundesamt für 
Sicherheit in der Informationstechnik /AIS/, 

- Arbeitsanweisung �Deutsches IT-Sicherheitszertifikat� der T-Systems ISS 
GmbH (gültige Fassung). 
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3 Evaluierung 

10 Die Evaluierung des EVG wurde durch die Siemens AG bei der Prüfstelle 
für IT-Sicherheit der T-Systems ISS GmbH beauftragt.  

11 Die Prüfstelle ist nach ISO 17025 akkreditiert und besitzt eine gültige 
Lizenz der Zertifizierungsstelle und des BSI für das hier vorliegende 
Prüfgebiet. 

12 Die Evaluierung erfolgte im Zertifizierungsschema der T-Systems ISS 
GmbH. 

13 Die Evaluierung wurde durch die Zertifizierungsstelle kriteriengemäß 
begleitet. 

14 Das Ergebnis der Evaluierung ist im Evaluation Technical Report (ETR) 
der Prüfstelle dargestellt. Der ETR trägt die Versionsnummer 2.03 und das 
Datum 23.09.2002.  

15 Die Evaluierung des EVG wurde am 24.09.2002 beendet. 

4 Zertifizierung 

16 Das Zertifizierungsschema der T-Systems ISS GmbH ist auf den 
entsprechenden Web-Seiten der Zertifizierungsstelle veröffentlicht (www.t-
systems-zert.com).  

17 Die Zertifizierungsstelle der T-Systems ISS GmbH arbeitet im Einklang 
mit der DIN EN 45011 und ist im Hinblick auf diese Norm bei der DATech 
e.V. für Prüfungen nach den ITSEC und den Common Criteria akkreditiert 
(DAR-Registriernummer DIT-ZE-005/98). 

18 Die Zertifizierung des EVG erfolgte wie beantragt gemäß Verfahrenstyp 
04: �Deutsches IT-Sicherheitszertifikat�. 

19 Für die Zertifizierung des EVG sind Auflagen und Empfehlungen 
maßgebend; näheres enthält das Kapitel 5. 

20 Eine Kurzfassung der Ergebnisse enthält das Sicherheitszertifikat T-
Systems-DSZ-ITSEC-04084-2002 vom 24.09.2002 auf der Seite 3 dieses 
Zertifizierungsreports. 

21 Das Zertifikat trägt das vom Bundesamt für Sicherheit in der Informations-
technik (BSI) genehmigte Logo [Deutsches IT-Sicherheitszertifikat] und 
wird vom BSI als gleichwertig zu seinen eigenen Zertifikaten anerkannt. 
Das BSI bestätigt vertragsgemäß diese Gleichwertigkeit im internationalen 
Kontext. 
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22 Das Zertifikat und der Zertifizierungsreport sind auf den Web-Seiten 
(www.t-systems-zert.com) der Zertifizierungsstelle veröffentlicht und 
werden in den Broschüren BSI 7148 / 7149 des Bundesamtes für 
Sicherheit in der Informationstechnik (BSI) referenziert.  

23 Hiermit wird bestätigt, daß  

- die am Verfahren beteiligten Evaluatoren und Zertifizierer weder an der 
Entwicklung, dem Vertrieb noch an einer Anwendung des EVG beteiligt 
waren,  

- alle Regeln des Zertifizierungsschemas, des speziellen Verfahrenstyps und 
der maßgebenden Kriterien eingehalten wurden. 

 

 

 Klaus-Werner Schröder   Dr. Heinrich Kersten 

 (Zertifizierer)    (Leiter der Zertifizierungsstelle)
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5 Zusammenfassung der Ergebnisse 

24 Evaluiert wurden die folgenden Konfigurationen des EVG: 

 Der EVG basiert auf der ROM-Maske Version C804 (CardOS/M4.01A); 
diese ist identisch für alle Konfigurationen des EVG. Ebenfalls identisch für 
alle Konfigurationen des EVG ist das Grundgerüst der Signaturapplikation. 
Ferner wird während des Personalisierungsvorgangs ein Service Package 
auf den EVG geladen; auch dieses ist für alle Konfigurationen identisch. 

 Die Konfigurationen des EVG unterscheiden sich in den folgenden 
Punkten: 

 Die Personalisierung kann zentral oder dezentral erfolgen. 

- Im zentralen Fall erfolgt die Personalisierung vollständig im Trust Center 
(Certification Authority); dabei kommt das Personalisierungsscript für die 
zentrale Personalisierung zum Einsatz. 

- Im dezentralen Fall erfolgt eine sogenannte Vorpersonalisierung im 
Trust Center (Certification Authority) mit Hilfe des Vorpersonalisierungs-
scripts. Anschließend vollendet eine lokale Registrierungsstelle (Local 
Registration Authority, LRA) die Personalisierung; diese sogenannte 
Nachpersonalisierung in der LRA wird mit Hilfe des Nachpersonalisie-
rungsscripts ausgeführt. 

 Die personenbezogene Konfiguration des EVG, die für Endkunden 
(Kartenhalter) bestimmt ist, erlaubt nach Authentisierung mittels PIN die 
Erzeugung genau einer elektronischen Signatur. Diese Konfiguration wird 
kurz mit �n = 1� bezeichnet. Gegenstand der Evaluierung waren auch 
Signaturmodule, die zum Einsatz in speziell gesicherten Umgebungen (z.B. 
Trust Center) bestimmt sind und die nach einmaliger PIN-Authentisierung 
die Generierung von mehreren oder unendlich vielen Signaturen erlauben. 
Diese Konfigurationen werden kurz mit �n ≠ 1� bezeichnet. 

 Die Bezeichnung lehnt sich an einen technischen Parameter an, über den 
dieses Verhalten gesteuert wird. In den Fällen n=0 und n=255 können nach 
einmaliger PIN-Authentisierung unendlich viele Signaturen erzeugt werden, 
in allen anderen erlaubten Fällen (1 ≤ n ≤ 254) können genau n Signaturen 
erzeugt werden. Um ein Signaturmodul zu erstellen, ist eine Anpassung der 
Personalisierung erforderlich. Die Personalisierungsstellen werden über 
das anzuwendende Vorgehen informiert und zu besonderer Sorgfalt 
verpflichtet, damit nicht versehentlich Signaturmodule als personenbezo-
gene Karten an Endkunden (Kartenhalter) geliefert werden. 

25 Das Evaluierungsergebnis gilt nur für diese Konfiguration(en) des EVG.  
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26 Entsprechend den Sicherheitsvorgaben und dem Ergebnis der Evaluierung 
besitzt der EVG folgende Sicherheitsfunktionen: 

Identifikation und Authentisierung, Zugriffskontrolle, Protokollauswertung, 
Wiederaufbereitung, Übertragungssicherung  

27 Die Evaluierung hat ergeben, daß der EVG allen Anforderungen der 
Evaluationsstufe E4 der ITSEC genügt, d.h. alle Anforderungen an die 
Korrektheit und Wirksamkeit in dieser Stufe sind erfüllt. Dies sind:  
 
ITSEC E4.1 bis E4.37 für die Korrektheit mit den Phasen  
 
Konstruktion - Entwicklungsprozeß:  
Anforderungen, Architekturentwurf, Feinentwurf, Implementierung  
 
Konstruktion - Entwicklungsumgebung:  
Konfigurationskontrolle, Programmiersprachen und Compiler, Sicherheit 
beim Entwickler  
 
Betrieb - Betriebsdokumentation:  
Benutzerdokumentation, Systemverwalter-Dokumentation  
 
Betrieb - Betriebsumgebung:  
Auslieferung und Konfiguration, Anlauf und Betrieb  
 
ITSEC 3.12 bis 3.37 für die Wirksamkeit mit den Aspekten  
 
Wirksamkeitskriterien - Konstruktion:  
Eignung der Funktionalität, Zusammenwirken der Funktionalität, Stärke der 
Mechanismen, Bewertung der Konstruktionsschwachstellen  
 
Wirksamkeitskriterien - Betrieb:  
Benutzerfreundlichkeit, Bewertung der operationellen Schwachstellen 

28 Hinsichtlich der Sicherheitsmechanismen lautet das Ergebnis der 
Evaluierung: 

 Die folgenden Mechanismen  des EVG sind kritische Mechanismen: alle.  
 
Die folgenden Mechanismen sind vom Typ A und haben eine 
Mindeststärke gemäß der Stufe hoch: M1, M2, M4, M5, M10, M11 (vgl. 
Security Target). 

 Die folgenden Mechanismen sind vom Typ B: alle übrigen.   
Für Mechanismen des Typs B ist gemäß den zugrunde liegenden Kriterien 
keine Mechanismenstärke anzugeben. Im Rahmen der Schwachstellen-
analyse konnte jedoch festgestellt werden, daß selbst unter Zugrundele-
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gung eines Aufwands gemäß der Stufe hoch bei den angenommenen 
Einsatzbedingungen keine ausnutzbare Schwachstelle erkennbar ist.  

29 Die Auslieferung des Produktes erfolgt entsprechend den Angaben des 
Auftraggebers nach folgendem Verfahren: 

 Auslieferung per Kurier 

 Dieses Auslieferungsverfahren entspricht den Vorgaben der nationalen 
Zertifizierungsbehörde für die Stufe E4 der ITSEC. 

30 Folgende Auflagen sind durch den Auftraggeber zu erfüllen: 

1. Das Zertifikat T-Systems-DSZ-ITSEC-04084-2002 und dieser Zertifizie-
rungsreport gelten nur für CardOS/M4.01A mit Applikation für digitale 
Signatur in Verbindung mit der Hardware SLE66CX322P, deren Chip Type 
Identifier �6C� (hexadezimal) ist und die in der Production Line Number 
�2� (für Dresden) hergestellt wurde. 

2. Die für die Anwendung in SigG-konformen elektronischen Signaturen 
geeigneten Kryptomechanismen werden gemäß /SIGV/, Anlage 1, I. 2. 
Algorithmen � Veröffentlichung und Neubestimmung der Eignung im 
Bundesanzeiger veröffentlicht. Nach der gegenwärtig gültigen 
Veröffentlichung (Geeignete Kryptoalgorithmen, 05.07.2001, Bundes-
anzeiger Nr. 158 Seite 18 562, 24. August 2001) sind die im EVG 
implementierten Algorithmen (Hash-Algorithmus SHA-1 und RSA-
Algorithmus mit 1024 bits) bis Ende 2006 geeignet. Die Evaluations-
ergebnisse zur Eignung des EVG entsprechend den Sicherheitszielen SO6 
�Quality of key generation� und SO7 �Provide secure digital signature� sind 
deshalb zunächst bis 2006 gültig und müssen dann überprüft werden. 

3. Eine Re-Evaluierung des EVG wird dann erforderlich, wenn sich neue 
Erkenntnisse über Angriffsmethoden ergeben, welche die vom EVG 
verwendeten kryptographischen und anderen Sicherheitsmechanismen 
betreffen und die erfolgreiche Angriffe auf die Sicherheit des EVG 
wahrscheinlich machen, so dass der Verdacht besteht, dass die 
Mechanismenstärke hoch nicht mehr gewährleistet ist. 

4. Es wird folgendes Verfahren für die Bereitstellung der Hardware 
SLE66CX322P vorgeschrieben: Der Hersteller Siemens AG, ICN EN TNA 
muss Wafer oder Module am Infineon Warehouse in Regensburg 
persönlich abholen. 

5. Bei der Auslieferung der Benutzerdokumentation (s. Security Target) ist 
darauf zu achten, dass sie vollständig ausgeliefert wird.  

31 Folgende zusätzliche Hinweise sind für den sicherheitsgerechten Einsatz 
des EVG zu beachten: 
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1. Sofern CardOS/M4.01A mit Applikation für digitale Signatur, implemen-
tiert auf der Hardware SLE66CX322P, zur Erzeugung qualifizierter elektro-
nischer Signaturen nach dem Signaturgesetz /SigG/ verwendet werden 
soll, muss der Zertifizierungsdiensteanbieter in seinem Sicherheitskonzept 
alle Maßnahmen beschreiben, die für eine sichere Personalisierung erfor-
derlich sind. 

2. Zum Einsatz in besonders gesicherter Umgebung bestimmte Signatur-
module (Konfiguration n ≠ 1) dürfen nicht als personenbezogene EVG 
(Konfiguration n = 1) an Endkunden (Kartenhalter) ausgeliefert werden. Es 
ist die Aufgabe der herausgebenden Stellen bzw. der Zertifizierungs-
diensteanbieter, dies sicherzustellen. 

3. Von den Abläufen der Komplettierung, Initialisierung und Personalisierung 
gemäß der Dokumente CardOS/M4.01A Auslieferung, Generierung und 
Konfiguration und CardOS/M4.01A Dokumentation für Trust Center darf 
nicht abgewichen werden. Diese Abläufe schließen Bedienfehler aus und 
müssen Bestandteil des Sicherheitskonzepts der Zertifizierungsdienste-
anbieter sein. Ebenso dürfen die Personalisierungsscripte nur an den durch 
Kommentare kenntlich gemachten Stellen im Sinne der Kommentare 
angepasst werden. 

4. Die Generierung von Signaturschlüsselpaaren darf nur in sicherer 
Umgebung (innerhalb eines Trust Centers) erfolgen. 

5. Der EVG ist in folgendem Punkt nicht konform zur DIN V 66291-1: Der 
EVG lässt lesenden Zugriff auf das Kartenhalter-Zertifikat C.CH.DS 
(gespeichert im EF_C_CH_DS) stets zu und sichert diesen nicht durch die 
PIN. 

6 Anwendung der Ergebnisse 

32 Die Prozesse der Evaluierung und Zertifizierung werden nach dem Stand 
der Technik durchgeführt, können aber keine absolute Garantie dafür 
geben, daß der EVG frei von Schwachstellen ist. Mit steigender Evalua-
tionsstufe verringert sich allerdings die Wahrscheinlichkeit erheblich, daß 
ausnutzbare Schwachstellen unentdeckt bleiben. 

33 Der Zertifizierungsreport dient dem Auftraggeber als Nachweis der 
durchgeführten Evaluierung und dem Nutzer als eine Grundlage für die 
sichere Nutzung des EVG. 

34 Für die sichere Nutzung des EVG enthalten insbesondere die folgenden 
Stellen im Zertifizierungsreport wichtige Informationen:  

- Kapitel 1: die genaue Produkt- und Versionsbezeichung:   
Zertifikat und Zertifizierungsreport gelten nur für dieses Produkt und diese 
spezielle Version. 
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- Kapitel 5: Angaben zum Auslieferungsverfahren des EVG.  
Andere Auslieferungsverfahren können unter Umständen nicht die für die 
Stufe E4 erforderliche Sicherheit bieten. 

- Kapitel 5: Angaben zu evaluierten Konfigurationen des EVG.  
Der EVG gilt nur in diesen Konfigurationen als zertifiziert. 

- Kapitel 5: Hinweise für den Nutzer des EVG.  
Die Sicherheit bei der Anwendung des EVG kann ggf. nicht mehr gegeben 
sein, wenn diese Hinweise nicht beachtet werden. 

- Anhang: Sicherheitsvorgaben zum EVG.  
Hier sind insbesondere die Informationen zur Art der Nutzung des EVG, 
zum Lieferumfang, zu seinen Sicherheitszielen bzw. den betrachteten Be-
drohungen und zur Einsatzumgebung zu beachten. 

35 Falls Anforderungen aus diesem Report nicht eingehalten werden, gilt das 
Evaluationsergebnis nur noch bedingt. In einem solchen Fall ist eine er-
gänzende Analyse erforderlich, um festzustellen, ob und in welchem 
Umfang der EVG auch unter den geänderten Bedingungen noch Sicherheit 
bieten kann. Die Prüfstelle und die Zertifizierungsstelle können bei der 
Analyse unterstützen. 

36 Bei Änderungen an dem EVG, an seinem Auslieferungsverfahren oder 
seiner Einsatzumgebung kann eine Re-Zertifizierung erfolgen. Die 
Ergebnisse solcher nach den Verfahrensregeln der Zertifizierungsstelle 
durchgeführten Re-Zertifizierungen werden in entsprechenden technischen 
Anhängen zu diesem Zertifizierungsreport dokumentiert. 

37 Bei neuen Erkenntnissen über die Sicherheit des EVG können ebenfalls 
technische Anhänge zum Zertifizierungsreport herausgegeben werden.  

38 Den Web Seiten (www.t-systems-zert.com) der Zertifizierungsstelle ist zu 
entnehmen, ob  

- technische Anhänge zu diesem Zertifizierungsreport herausgegeben 
worden sind (die Anhänge werden fortlaufend numeriert: T-Systems-DSZ-
ITSEC-04084-2002/1, .../2,...), 

- neue Versionen des EVG sich in der Evaluierung befinden bzw. bereits 
zertifiziert worden sind.  

 

 

Ende des Zertifizierungsreports zu  T-Systems-DSZ-ITSEC-04084-2002. 
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Change History 

 
Version date Changes 
0.10 08.2000 First Edition CardOS M4.0 based on the Version 0.99 of Tele Trust 

Deutschland 
0.11 31.08.2000 Revision through debis; editorial changes, unused options removed 
0.12 06.10.2000 Revision through Siemens; editorial changes 
0.13 13.10.2000 Revision through debis; editorial changes, some opened questions 
0.14 06.11.2000 Revision through Siemens; change from S-Chip to P-Chip and 

editorial changes 
0.15 8.12.2000 Revision through Siemens and debis, editorial changes 
0.16 19.12.2000 Revision through Siemens and debis: 

• OR1.2 changed, hardware assumptions added 
• IA1.1.1 and IA1.1.2: wording 
• TOE behaviour with security violation flag A redefined 

1.0 15.01.2001 Final revision through Siemens, editorial changes 
1.01 20.03.01 print errors (definition of CAS2) 
1.02 15.01.2002 Update of Table 1, Update of references to SigG and SigV 
1.03 20.02.2002 Footnote to M1: In fact the part of M1 detecting the �Potential 

attacker� is implemented by the mechanismus M7. 
1.04 25.02.2002 Update of Table 1 
1.05 04.03.2002 no temperature sensor on the ICC (AE5.3) 
2.1 08.08.2002 Updates for CardOS/M4.01A with ICC 66CX322P 
2.2 11.09.2002 Added temperature sensor (AE5.3), which exists for ICC 66CX322P  
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1. Product Rationale 

1.1. Product Overview 
CardOS/M4 is a multifunctional smart card operating system supporting active and passive 
data protection. The operating system is designed to meet the most advanced security 
demands. CardOS/M4 complies with the ISO standard family ISO 7816 part 3, 4, 5, 8 and 
9.  
 
CardOS/M4 is designed to meet the requirements of the German Digital Signature Act ([6], 
[7]). 
 
The versatile and feature rich operating system supports rapid application development on 
smart cards. Nearly every function of the operating system can easily be parameterized, 
even after the initial personalization of cards, if required.  
A patented scheme for initialization/personalization provides for cost efficient mass card 
production by card manufacturers.  
 

 
CardOS/M4 Features 

 
General features: 
• CardOS/M4 runs on the Infineon SLE66 chip family. The SLE66CX322P 

chip with embedded security controller for asymmetric cryptography and 
true random number generator has successfully been certified against the 
Common Criteria EAL5+ security requirements [14]. 

• Shielded against all presently known security attacks 
• All commands are compliant with ISO 7816-4, -8 and �9 standards. 
• PC/SC- compliance and CT-API 
• Cleanly structured security architecture and key management 
• Customer and application dependent configurability of card services and 

commands 
• Extensibility of the operating system using loadable software components 

(packages) 
 
File system 
CardOS/M4 offers a dynamic and flexible file system, protected by chip 
specific cryptographic mechanisms: 
• Arbitrary number of files (EFs, DFs)  
• Nesting of DFs limited by memory only 
• Dynamic memory management aids in optimum usage of the available 

EEPROM. 
• Protection against EEPROM defects and power failures 
 
Access control 
• Up to 126 distinct programmer definable access rights 
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• Access rights may be combined with arbitrary Boolean expressions. 
• Any command or data object may be protected with an access condition 

scheme of its own. 
• All security tests and keys are stored as so-called key objects in the DF 

bodies (no reserved file IDs for key- or PIN files). 
• Security structure may be refined incrementally after file creation without 

data loss. 
 
Cryptographic Services 
• Implemented algorithms: RSA 1024 Bit (PKCS#11), SHA-1, , Triple-DES ( 

CBC), DES (ECB, CBC), MAC, Retail-MAC 
• Protection against Differential Fault Analysis (�Bellcore-Attack�) 
• Protection of DES and RSA against SPA1 and DPA2 
• Support of �Command Chaining� following ISO 7816-8 
• Asymmetric key generation �on chip� using the onboard true random 

number generator 
• Digital Signature functions �on chip� 
• Connectivity to external Public Key certification services 
 
Secure Messaging 
• Compatible with ISO 7816-4 
• may be defined for every command and every data object (files, keys) 

independently. 
 

1.2. Identification of TOE 
The integrated circuit card (ICC) contains 

(1) the target of the evaluation (TOE) and 

(2) data of other applications. 

The TOE consists of  

(1) all software residing on the card (executable data including RMS), 

(2) all (non-executable) data used for the SigG application on the ICC. 

The TOE provides functions  

(1) to create the SigG application (including the cardholder specific data ) within the 
card during the initialization and personalization phases in the ICC life cycle, which are 
represented by the administration phase in CardOS, 

(2) to generate digital signatures, 

(3) to provide security for the digital signature generation and 

                                                 
1 Simple Power Analysis 
2 Differential Power Analysis 
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(4) to generate asymmetric key pairs on the ICC. 

Other parts of the TOE software are needed 

(1) to use the SigG application with additional functions which may include signature 
verification, 

(2) to provide specific functions for non-SigG applications which may also reside on the 
card and are different from SigG application, 

(3) to provide other ICC functions which are not specific for the applications.  

The data of the non-SigG applications (i) are stored in directories and files of the ICC, (ii) 
are not executed as code by the TOE and (iii) are not subject of the evaluation.  
 

The TOE is a product.  
 

 

The TOE consists of the following components: 

Table 1: Components of the TOE 
 

No. Type Term Version Date Form of delivery 
1 Software 

(OperatingSystem) 
CardOS M4.01A C804 17.05.2002 loaded in ROM / 

EEPROM 
2 Software 

(Application /  
Data Structure) 

SigG application 2.1 29.07.2002 loaded in 
EEPROM 

3 Documentation CardOS/M4 User�s Manual 1.0 10/2001 Paper form or 
PDF-File 

4 Documentation CardOS/M4 User�s Manual 
- correction sheet 

2.0 06/2002 Paper form or 
PDF-File 

5 Documentation CardOS/M4.01 
Benutzerdokumentation  
für  Kartenhalter 

1.02 27.02.2002 Paper form or 
PDF-File 

6 Documentation CardOS/M4.01A 
Benutzerdokumentation  
für  Kartenhalter 

2.1 08.07.2002 Paper form or 
PDF-File 

7 Documentation CardOS/M4.01 
Benutzerdokumentation  
für  Terminalentwickler 

1.12 27.02.2002 Paper form or 
PDF-File 

8 Documentation CardOS/M4.01A 
Benutzerdokumentation  
für  Terminalentwickler 

2.0 17.06.2002 Paper form or 
PDF-File 

9 Documentation CardOS/M4.01 
Dokumentation für  
Trust Center 

1.02 27.02.2002 Paper form or 
PDF-File 

10 Documentation CardOS/M4.01A 2.0 17.06.2002 Paper form or 
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Dokumentation für Trust 
Center 

PDF-File 

11 Documentation CardOS/M4.01 
Auslieferung, Generierung 
und Konfiguration 

1.1 18.12.2001 Paper form or 
PDF-File 

12 Documentation CardOS/M4.01A 
Auslieferung, Generierung 
und Konfiguration 

2.0 17.06.2002 Paper form or 
PDF-File 

The TOE is running on the Infineon chip SLE66CX322P. The ICC�s hardware is not part 
of the TOE. 
 

CardOS, the first component of  Table 1, contains among others a package with corrections 
of the CardOS system software 

 

1.3. Intended method of use 
The TOE is intended to provide the digital signature function to the legitimate cardholder 
acting as owner of the individual ICC equipped with the signature key of the cardholder in 
accordance with the SigG legislative [6], [7] and the standard [9]. 

The development and manufacturing of the ICC�s software and hardware leads to the ICC 
being ready to be used for a specific purpose (application). The ICC will be loaded with 
the SigG application including cardholder specific data in the personalization phase of the 
ICC. The TOE implements security features to ensure secure personalization of the ICC. 

The TOE is used to generate the cardholder�s signing key pair (SK.CH.DS, PK.CH.DS)  

 

Card Life Cycle 
 In order to secure the personalization of a CardOS the TOE�s different so-called 

life cycle phases are provided, witch are shown in Figure 1 
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Figure 1: Card Life Cycle Phases and Transitions between them 
 

MANUFACTURING
(34h)

ADMINISTRATION
(20h)

OPERATIONAL
(10h)

PHASE CONTROL
(no AC LCYCLE 

necessary)

PHASE CONTROL 
(AC LCYCLE 
(current DF)

granted)

Life Cycle Phases and 
Commands for Transitions

FORMAT incl. MF
(StartKey)

ERASE FILES
(StartKey)

DEATH
(3Fh)

The administration phase comprises the logical initialization und personalization 
phases. 
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The TOE always �knows� of its current life cycle phase. 
 
Transitions between the life cycle phases are possible using the specified 
commands and system keys. All transitions shown in Figure 1, except the 
transition from the OPERATIONAL to the ADMINISTRATION phase, are 
permanent.  
A permanent transition means that the current life cycle phase is not affected by a 
reset of the ICC.  
 
The transition from the OPERATIONAL to the ADMINISTRATION phase is only 
temporary. After a reset of the ICC the current life cycle phase will be 
OPERATIONAL again. 
 
CardOS uses two system keys, they are 16 bytes (triple-) DES Keys: 
1. StartKey:     To change the Life cycle from Manufacturing to 

      Administration and back,  
2.  LoadPackageKey: To activate the CodePackage. 

 
 

Table 3: Logical initialization and personalization of the SigG Application 
 

Step Phase Action 
1. Manufacturing Card authentication with StartKey 
2. Manufacturing change StartKey 
3. Manufacturing Change life cycle phase to Administration (implicit 

create MF) 
4. Administration Bringing in administrative keys3 
5. Administration Read Serial number 
6. Administration Create file structure 
7. Administration Filling file contents 
8. Administration Load and activate Packages (with PackageLoadKey) 
9. Administration Generate key pair 
10. Administration Read Public Key 
11. Administration write certificates 
12. Administration Delete not needed Packages 
13. Administration Restricting access rights 
14. Administration Change life cycle phase to Operational 
15. Operational Initialization and Personalization is completed. 

When  this life cycle phase has been reached then 
the TOE is issued to the customer. The customer 
cannot switch to any other phase of the TOE. 

 
It�s allowed to initialise and personalise other file structures besides SigG, e.g. 
between the steps 4-5 and 5-6 or between the steps 10-11 or 11-12.  

                                                 
3 e.g. challenge response and secure messaging keys 
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DEATH 
 In this life cycle phase of the TOE all smart card commands except the GET 

DATA command are disabled. Other TOE functionality is blocked irreversibly. 
 

 The life cycle phase DEATH will be reached if one of several special events occur 
in the TOE (EEPROM weakness, filesystem or EEPROM corrupted or potential 
security violation flag has been set (Active Shield)) 

 
Each life cycle phase has a specific command set. 

 

In the operational phase the cardholder uses the TOE by providing it to some IT system, 
which contains the message to which the cardholder wishes to apply a digital signature. 
The TOE and the IT system communicate through an interface device (IFD). Moreover the 
IFD is the human interface to the TOE. 

In this context we distinguish between an �office IFD� and a �public IFD�. They differ in 
environmental usage: An office IFD is located in a certain well-known environment, 
whereas a public IFD is located in an unknown environment. The difference between 
office IFD and public IFD is not visible to the TOE, it is only known to the cardholder 
(CH). The cardholder is assumed to always know, whether he is using the TOE in an 
office IFD or in a public IFD. 

The SigG application must be used with Office IFDs only. During the administration 
phase the TOE may be used at an IFD within a CA/RA. This IFD is not an office IFD; the 
security function will be provided by the secure environment of the CA/RA in this case. 
Since the ICC can contain other applications as well (see above), the ICC may also be used 
with Public IFDs. Since the difference between office IFD and public IFD is not visible to 
the TOE, the TOE cannot prevent the use of the SigG application with Public IFDs; the 
cardholder is responsible for not using the SigG application with Public IFDs. 

In order to use the SigG signature generation the cardholder has to authenticate himself to 
the TOE. The IFD presents the verification data of the cardholder to the TOE. After a 
successful authentication and in dependence of the configuration, the TOE allows to 
generate exactly one digital signature. For special cards (Security model for TrustCenter) 
the TOE allows to generate (i) 1 till n or (ii) an unlimited number of digital signatures.  

The IT system (i) transforms the message text into the hash-value and transmits the hash-
value to the TOE or (ii) transmits the complete message text to be hashed by the TOE (see 
[9]). The TOE calculates the digital signature of the hash-value with the SigG private 
signature key of the cardholder stored in the TOE. The TOE returns the digital signature to 
the IFD. The SigG private signature key of the cardholder never leaves the ICC. 

The ICC may be used as multi-application smart card. In this case an additional application 
may have been loaded on the ICC in the administration phase. But the TOE prevents the 
execution of executable data possibly existing in this additional application. 

The TOE is equipped with a transport PIN that secures the TOE during its delivery to the 
cardholder. The transport PIN has a length of 5 digits. During his first authentication, the 
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cardholder has to enter this transport PIN and to change his operational PIN with a length 
of at least 6 digits; otherwise the authentication will fail4. After the successful 
authentication with the transport PIN this PIN will be blocked forever. The operational PIN 
and PUK can only be used after a successful authentication with the transport PIN. This 
ensures that before the TOE can be used to generate signatures, the operational PIN has to 
be changed. Whenever the PIN is changed in the future, the PIN also has to be at least 6 
digits long. As the transport PIN can be used successfully only once, an accepted first 
authentication ensures that nobody has authenticated before with the transport PIN. In this 
case the cardholder can also be sure that nobody has used the TOE before to generate a 
digital signature. 

The TOE does not support the ISO command TERMINATE CARD USAGE. Instead, (i) 
the expiration of the PUK leads to a state in which the DFSigG is permanently blocked and 
the SigG Application cannot be used any more. Or (ii) if a potential security violation is  
detected (AE5.4) the TOE is blocked as described in SO8. 

1.4. Assumptions about the environment 
Some assumptions about conditions being external to the TOE are made in order to ensure 
the effectiveness of the TOE�s security functions (see Table 4). 

Table 4: Assumptions about the environment 

Id Assumption 

AE1 Life cycle security 

AE2 Integrity and quality of key material 

AE3 SigG compliant use of the TOE 

AE4 Use with SigG compliant IFD 

AE5 Technical assumption about the ICC hardware 

1.4.1. Life cycle security (AE1) 
The TOE is expected in the first place to enforce the security objectives as described in 
section 1.6 within the operational use phase. In order to have the TOE�s security objectives 
effectively fulfilled in operational use, the security of earlier life cycle stages shall be 
relied upon. The following assumption AE1 about the life cycle of the ICC is made (see 
also AE2 in the following sub-section): 

(AE1.1) The security of procedures in (i) the manufacturing phase, (ii) the initialization 
phase and (iii) the personalization phase5 of the ICC life cycle is assured. 

(AE1.2) The personalization facility and the certification authority keep the confidentiality 
of authentication information of TOE users. 

                                                 
4 After the third consecutive unsuccessful authentication attempt with the transport PIN, it will blocked 
irreversibly 
5 The initialisation and the personalisation phase together are called �administration phase� (see Table 3) 
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1.4.2. Integrity and quality of key material (AE2) 
The TOE is used in a public key infrastructure for (i) SigG digital signatures and (ii) SigG 
accredited technical components. The following assumption AE2 about the public key 
infrastructure is made: 

(AE2.1) The environment ensures for the ICC authentication key pair6 

(1)  the cryptographic quality of the key pair and of the cryptographic algorithms, 

(2)  the confidentiality of the private key (see SK.DEPCA.CS_AUT in [9], 
section 97), 

(3) authenticity  of the public key (see PK.DEPCA.CS_AUT in [9], sections 9 
and 18.3) stored in the TOE. 

 

(AE2.2) The environment shall ensure for the SigG signing key pair of the root 
certification authority 

(4) the cryptographic quality of the key pair and of the cryptographic algorithms, 

(5) the confidentiality of the private key (see SK.DEPCA.DS in [9], section 9), 

(6) authenticity (especially origin) of the public key (see PK.DEPCA.DS in [9], 
section 9). 

(AE2.3) The environment ensures for the SigG signing key pair of the certification 
authorities 

(1) the cryptographic quality of the key pair and of the cryptographic algorithms, 

(2) the confidentiality of the private key (see SK.CA.DS in [9], section 3.2), 

(3) authenticity (especially origin) of the public key (see PK.CA.DS in [9], 
sections 9 and 18.3.2) in the certificate C.CA.DS. 

(AE2.4) For the method of use �Generation of cardholders signing key on the ICC� the 
environment ensures authenticity (especially origin) of the public key (see 
PK.CH.DS in [9], annex D) in the certificate C.CH.DS, generated by the 
certification authority for SigG digital signatures. 

1.4.3. SigG compliant use of the TOE (AE3) 
The following assumptions about the SigG compliant use of the TOE are made: 

(AE3.1) The TOE shall be used by the cardholder in accordance with SigG legislative. The 
regulations for the cardholder include at least: 

(1) The cardholder ensures secure storage and handling of the ICC to prevent 
misuse and manipulation of the ICC. 

                                                 
6 The current version of the TOE does not support the authentication key pair. 
7 The use of the object in [9] is not consistent. Sometimes RCA is used instead of DEPCA and AUT instead 
of CS_AUT. 
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(2) The cardholder uses the TOE SigG signature generation function only for 
signing data of which the integrity or authenticity shall be assured. 

(3) The cardholder keeps the confidentiality of all PINs and PUKs.  

(4) The cardholder changes the PIN regularly. 

(5) The cardholder knows whether the used IFD is (i) a public IFD or (ii) an 
office IFD. 

(6) The cardholder uses the TOE only with an office IFD. 

(AE3.2) The authority, which issued the cardholder signature certificate and/or the ICC, 
informs the cardholder about these regulations. 

1.4.4. Use with SigG compliant IFD (AE4) 
The SigG regulations require that the TOE shall be used only with SigG compliant 
technical components. The bodies running the technical components are responsible for 
setting up and maintaining appropriate security for the SigG compliant technical 
components. The following assumption AE4 about the use with SigG compliant IFD is 
made: 

(AE4.1) The cardholder shall use the TOE�s SigG application only with SigG compliant 
office IFDs. 

(AE4.2) The environment of the TOE ensures: 

(1) The office IFD is connected to an IT system that sends only messages or 
hash-values of messages to the ICC to which the cardholder wishes to apply a 
digital signature. 

(2) In unlimited signature generation configuration (see section 1.3), remaining 
components of this IT system limit either 

• the number of signatures that can be generated after successful cardholder authentication to a 
fixed number. After this number of signatures has been generated, a renewal of the 
cardholder authentication is necessary before a new digital signature can be generated. 

• or the time within which signatures can be generated. After this time has expired, a renewal 
of the cardholder authentication is necessary before a new digital signature can be generated. 

(3) The office IFD keeps the confidentiality of the cardholder�s authentication 
information (PIN O3 and PUK O4). 

(4) The environment keeps the confidentiality and integrity of the data 
transferred between the office IFD and the ICC.  

(5) If the TOE is in Current Authentication State CAS6 (see section 3.1) and the 
TOE makes this transparent to the office IFD, then the office IFD reacts 
accordingly and makes this state transparent to the user.8 

                                                 
8 This assumption is drawn from SigV, §16 Anforderungen an die technischen Komponenten, paragraph (2), 
sentence 5: �Sicherheitstechnische Veränderungen an den technischen Komponenten müssen für den Nutzer 
erkennbar werden.� 
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(6) If the maximum number of failed authentication attempts allowed for the 
cardholder reference data (PIN O3) or the cardholder reset code (PUK O4) 
has been exceeded and the TOE makes this transparent to the office IFD by 
generating the corresponding error code, then the office IFD reacts 
accordingly and makes this state transparent to the user. 

(AE4.3) If a SigG signature key pair of the cardholder is generated (by the CA/RA) then 
the certification authority has to verify the SigG accreditation of the ICC 
presented by the cardholder. 

1.4.5. Security assumption about the ICC hardware (AE5) 
The following assumptions about the ICC hardware are made: 

(AE5.1) The ICC hardware is tamper resistant. The temper resistance  

(1) protects the TOE against modification and  

(2) ensures the confidentiality of the SigG private signature key of the cardholder 
and the private authentication key stored on the ICC against physical attacks. 

(AE5.2) The ICC hardware implements security mechanisms to prevent or reduce illicit 
information flow due to physically observable characteristics provided by the 
hardware design. 

(AE5.3) The ICC hardware implements mechanisms detecting and reacting to the 
following events: 

• lower or higher clock frequency  (than allowed / specified), 

• lower or higher supply voltage (than allowed / specified), 

• lower or higher temperature (than allowed / specified) 
by generating a continuous reset signal as long as the physical conditions stay out 
of the specified range. 

(AE5.4) The ICC hardware implements security mechanisms which 

(1) detect any physical modification of the Active Shield and  

(2) signal that to the TOE. 

(AE5.5) The ICC hardware ensures that the private signature key does not have to be 
stored (temporarily) in any other place than in the key object within the 
EEPROM. 

1.5. Assumed Threats 
The assumed threats for the TOE are a consequence of the method of use, the environment 
of the TOE and the overall security policy, which is derived from the TOE�s overall 
purpose of being technical component to generate digital signatures compliant with SigG 
legislative and [9]. The fundamental threat is therefore that the cardholder�s signature 
might be generated for a piece of data the cardholder does not want to be signed (by him). 
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The threats are enumerated as Tn.m, where n indicates the number of the subsection in the 
current section and m the number of the threat within this subsection.  

The following Figure 2 depicts the resulting threat scenario assumed for the TOE. Items 
with a dotted borderline are forged or otherwise potentially malicious. Items with a normal 
borderline are �authentic�. 
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Figure 2: Threat Scenario (in case of method of use “Office IFD only”) 

Table 5: Security Threats 

Id Security Threat 

T1 Extraction of the cardholder�s private key 

T2 Misuse of the signature function 

T3 Forged data ascribed to the cardholder  

 

1.5.1. Extraction of the cardholder�s private key (T1) 
The ICC stores the SigG signing key of the cardholder in the TOE. 

(T1.1) The user might try to extract the SigG signing key of the cardholder used 
for digital signatures from the ICC.  

The extraction of the SigG private signature key of the cardholder T1.1 may be 
performed by (i) directly reading the key or (ii) copying the key to other devices 
even if the key is not generally disclosed in the process or (iii) inferring the key by 
analysing the results of computations performed by the ICC or (iv) inferring the key 
by analysing a physical observable. Successful key extraction allows an attacker to 
generate digital signatures ascribed to the cardholder for arbitrary data. 
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(T1.2) The user might try to modify the private key stored in the ICC. 

The modification of the SigG private signature key of the cardholder T1.2 might 
result into a digital signature generated by the TOE, which may not be regarded as 
compliant to SigG legislative any more. 

1.5.2. Misuse of the signature function (T2) 
The TOE generates digital signatures of the cardholder. 

(T2) Somebody might try to misuse the digital signature generation functions without 
permission of the cardholder. 

Somebody taking possession of the ICC may try to impersonate the cardholder. 

1.5.3. Forged data ascribed to the cardholder (T3) 
A message is characterised by (i) the sender, the (ii) designated receiver and (iii) the 
message text. The hash-value is an image of the message text. 

(T3.1) An unauthorised subject might try to modify the message text originating 
from the cardholder without the recipient being able to notice it. 

The message of the cardholder is exposed to modifications not authorised by the 
cardholder. The modification of the message cannot be averted but this may be 
noticed by the recipient of the message. 

(T3.2) An unauthorised subject might claim that a certain message text origins 
from the cardholder without the cardholder being able to deny that. 

The message will be ascribed to the originator indicated in the message. If the 
message is signed by a SigG digital signature, the originator of the message will be 
identified as the owner of the certificate containing the public key matching the 
digital signature. 

1.6. Summary of Security Features 
The following Table 6 identifies the security objectives. The security objectives are 
enumerated as SOn.m where n indicates the number of the subsection in the current section 
and m the number of the security objective within this subsection. Each security objective 
is described later on in a respective subsection by  

• stating the security objective, 

• giving rationales and explaining the relationship to the security threats previously 
presented and 

• indicating the security functionality used to achieve the security objective. 
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Table 6: Security objectives 

Id Security Objective 

SO1 Prevent disclosure, copying or modification of the cardholder�s private key 

SO2 Prevent unauthorised use of the SigG digital signature function 

SO6 Quality of key generation  

SO7 Provide secure digital signatures 

SO8 React to potential security violations 

 

1.6.1.  Prevent disclosure, copying or modification of the cardholder�s private key 
(SO1) 
(SO1) The TOE ensures the confidentiality and the integrity of the SigG private 

signature key of the cardholder stored in the TOE under two aspects: 

(SO1.1) The TOE shall prevent any kind of extraction of the cardholder�s private key 
from the ICC. 

(SO1.2) The TOE shall prevent any kind of modification of the cardholder�s private key 
in the ICC. 

The cardholder intends to protect the integrity of his message while it transits (either over 
space or time) to the intended recipient. It is the TOE�s principal function to generate 
digital signatures for data provided by the IFD and related to the message text. The 
signature enables the recipient to verify the origin and the integrity of the message text. 
The effectiveness of the digital signature mechanisms is based on the confidentiality and 
integrity of the cardholder�s private key. The TOE is intended to be used within the context 
of SigG legislative, which is strict about the confidentiality: the key must never leave the 
signature device and must not be disclosed when used (see [7] §15 (1) Sentence 2).  

This security objective covers threat T1.1 and T1.2 defined in section 1.5.1. 
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The TOE shall implement the security enforcing function AC1 and AC2 described in 
sections 2.2.2 and 2.3.2 to fulfil the security objective SO1. The SEF OR1 described in 
sections 2.2.4 and 0 shall prevent illicit information flow between the SigG application and 
other application embedded on the ICC through temporarily used storage areas. The SEF 
DX1 and DX2 described in section 2.2.5 and 2.3.5 shall prevent disclosing of the SigG 
private signature key of the cardholder in the digital signatures generated by the TOE. The 
secure blocking state of the TOE shall ensure the security of the SigG private signature key 
of the cardholder if a potential attack was detected (see SEF AC3 and AU1 in sections 
2.2.2, 2.2.3, 2.3.2 and 2.3.3). 

1.6.2. Prevent unauthorised use of the SigG digital signature function (SO2) 

(SO2) The TOE shall allow the use of the digital signature function only to the 
cardholder. This security objective has the following aspects9: 

(SO2.1) The TOE shall allow the use of the digital signature function only to the 
cardholder after successful authentication by knowledge. 

(SO2.2) Successive authentication failures will be interpreted as an attempted 
unauthorised access by the TOE and will disable the signature function. 

(SO2.3) The authentication data are stored in the TOE and shall not be disclosed. 

 

This security objective counters the threat T2 (section 1.5.2). 

To use the SigG application the cardholder has to authenticate by knowledge (by 
presenting a PIN).  

The TOE implements the security enforcing functions IA1, IA2, IA3 and IA4 as well as 
AC1 described in sections 2.2.1, 2.3.1, 2.2.2 and 2.3.2 to fulfil the security objective SO2. 
Authentication failures are being made apparent to the cardholder through the security 
enforcing function AU1 described in section 2.2.3. The secure blocking state10 of the 
TOE shall ensure the security of the SigG signature function if a potential security 
violation (see (SO8.1) below) has been detected (see SEF AC3 and AU1 in sections 2.2.2, 
2.2.3, 2.3.2 and 2.3.3). 

1.6.3. Quality of key generation (SO6)  
The TOE shall fulfil the following security objective concerning the quality of key material 
generated by the TOE: 

(SO6) Any key material generated by the TOE shall bear a strong cryptographic quality. 
The cryptographic quality is characterised as follows: 

                                                 
9 The security objective SO2 corresponds to [7]  §15 (1) Sentence 1 and 3 and (2) 1. a) and b), requiring 
authentication of the cardholder for access to functions using the SigG private signature key of the 
cardholder. 
10 See Glossary for the definition. 
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(1) If private keys are generated either in the personalization phase or in 
operational use phase by means of the TOE then this process shall be 
performed in a confidential way. 

(2) The private keys generated by the TOE shall be unique with a very high 
probability and cryptographically strong. 

(3) It shall be impossible to calculate the private key from the public key. 

The key pair shall be generated by appropriate algorithms and parameters according to [7] 
Anlage 1, Abschnitt I Nr. 2 (see [9]). The cryptographic quality for the ICC device 
authentication key pair is necessary to ensure the cryptographic strength of the mutual 
device authentication, see [9]. 

The security objective SO6 counters the threat T3 ensuring a precondition11 for the 
cryptographic strength of the digital signature (see also [8]). 

The TOE implements the security enforcing function DX1 described in sections 2.2.5 and 
2.3.5 to fulfil the security objective SO6 by means of generation of secure SigG signature 
key pairs. The appropriate reaction of the TOE shall prevent misuse of this SEF if a 
potential attack has been detected (see SEF AC3 in section 2.2.2). 

 

1.6.4. Provide secure digital signatures (SO7) 
The principal security objective of the TOE is the generation of secure SigG digital 
signatures (SO7)12. 

(SO7.1) The TOE provides a function to generate a SigG digital signature for the data 
presented by the IFD using the SigG private signature key of the cardholder stored 
in the TOE.  

(SO7.2) The function to generate a SigG digital signature works in a manner that other 
individuals not possessing the SigG private signature key of the cardholder cannot 
generate the signature.  

In general SO7.2 relates to a cryptoanalytic attack against a signed message independently 
of the TOE and addresses the cryptographic strength of the signing function of the TOE 
(see [8]). 

The data presented by the IFD and to be signed are (i) the hash-value of the message text 
or (ii) the complete message text to be hashed by the TOE (see [9], section 14). 

This is the principal security objective of the TOE directly countering the threat T3. 

The TOE implements the security enforcing function DX2 described in sections 2.2.5 and 
2.3.5 to fulfil the security objective SO7 generating secure digital signatures. The 

                                                 
11 Cryptographically weak key material involves danger for the strength of the digital signature. 
12 The security objective SO7 is drawn from [7] §15 (1) Sentence 4. The requirement of [7]  §15 (1) Sentence 
4 that the cardholder�s secret key cannot be derived from the signature is a sub-case of SO1.1 because the 
signature is a part of the TOE�s output. 
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appropriate reaction of the TOE shall ensure the security of SigG signature generation if a 
potential attack was detected (see SEF AC3 and AU1 in sections 2.2.2, 2.2.3, 2.3.2 and 
2.3.3). 

1.6.5. React to potential security violations (SO8) 
The TOE fulfils the following security objective SO813: 

(SO8.1) The TOE detects a potential security violation, which is identified by the TOE 
itself. 
 
For this TOE, a potential security violation is defined in the following way: 
 
Somebody is trying to use the TOE when a potential security violation flag is set 
(see Glossary). 

(SO8.2) If a potential security violation is detected then  

(1) the TOE has already reached a secure blocking state (see Glossary) by  
(i) disabling all functionalities of the SigG Application (security violation 
flag A is set)14 or  
(ii) disabling all functionalities of the ICC, with the exception of sending the 
ATR and the command �Get Data�. 

(2) the secure blocking state is made apparent to the user. The blocked TOE 
will send an appropriate Return Code to the IFD. 

The security objective SO8 counters the threats T1 to T3 in case of detected potential 
security violation  

The TOE implements the security enforcing functions IA1.3, AC3 and AU1 described in 
sections 2.2.1, 2.3.1, 2.2.2, 2.2.3, 2.3.2 and 2.3.3 to fulfil the security objective SO8. 

 

SO8 is fulfilled independently from and complements (AE5.3). If the ICC hardware detects 
any abnormal physical condition and prevents the execution of the TOE by the reset signal 
(see (AE5.3)(1)), than the SO8 is also fulfilled because this is a secure state of the ICC 
discernible by the cardholder. 

 

                                                 
13 The security objective SO8 is drawn from [7] §15 (4). 
14 Only the command Get Data is still executable referring to the DFSigG 
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2. Security Functions 

2.1. Definitions and Global Substitutions 
Note: The names of processes, objects, access-types and security-relevant-events will be 
presented in bold face in a chapter when introduced and explained for the first time. They 
are printed italic when referred to outside of tables to point out the keywords to the reader. 
The definitions of the terms are collected in the glossary (see section 8). 

2.1.1. Subjects 
The IFD presents as technical process the outside world beyond the interface of the ICC 
and thus the TOE. The IFD is generally expected to access data and services of the ICC on 
behalf of and as intended by the human user. Moreover the IT-system used by the human 
user acts on behalf of and as intended by the human user. In the point of view of the TOE�s 
security policy the outside world is a combination of two types of subjects: (i) the human 
users and (ii) the IT-systems. The subjects S1 Cardholder, S2 Somebody and S7 Potential 
attacker represent human users. The subject S3 IFD represents an IT system. The outside 
world is represented by a pair { } { }37,2,1),( SSSStu ×∈ . The term �Anybody� is introduced 
for the set of the two subjects S1 and S2 to make some descriptions easy. 

The TOE is aware of the subjects identified in the following table. 

Table 7: Subjects 

Id Subject 

S1 Cardholder 

S2 Somebody 

S3 IFD 

S7 Potential attacker  

Subject S1 Cardholder  
In the operational phase the subject S1 Cardholder is a human user, for whom the SigG 
application of the TOE is personalised.  

The cardholder is the only person in legitimate possession of the verification data (PIN and 
PUK) matching the reference data stored for authentication by knowledge for the SigG 
application of the TOE in the operational phase (see (AE3.1)). 

The cardholder is the legitimate owner of a specific ICC running the TOE and of the SigG 
signature key pair of the cardholder stored in the TOE.  

Subject S2 Somebody 
The subject S2 Somebody is any human user of the ICC different from the subject S1 
Cardholder and S7 Potential attacker, i.e. (i) not being in legitimate possession of the 
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verification data (PIN and PUK) defined for the cardholder15 and (ii) using the TOE not 
being in the secure blocking state. The subject S2 may be in legitimate possession of other 
verification data or be able to provide the biometrical characteristics to generate such 
authentication data for a non-SigG application on the ICC. 

Subject S3 IFD  
The subject S3 IFD is an interface device connected to the ICC, which (i) doesn�t have 
initiated mutual device authentication according to [9], section 18, or (ii) is not a SigG 
accredited IFD (see definition in the glossary, section 8). The subject S3 IFD may be an 
office IFD or an arbitrary public IFD connected to the ICC. 

Subject S7 Potential attacker 
The subject S7 Potential attacker is an arbitrary subject (among others a human user) 
trying to use the TOE in the secure blocking state (e.g. after a potential security violation is 
detected, see SO8, CAS6 and SRE10 for details). 

2.1.2. Security-relevant-events 
A security-relevant-event depends on (i) commands presented by the IFD to the TOE, (ii) 
command data presented by the IFD to the TOE, (iii) data concerning security relevant 
events persistently stored in TOE and (iv) events signalled by the ICC hardware to the 
TOE (see AE5). 

The security-relevant-events given in the following Table 8 are recognised by the TOE. 

Table 8: Security-relevant-events 

Id Security-relevant-event 

SRE1 Resetting of the ICC 

SRE2 Deactivation of the ICC 

SRE3 Opening of the SigG application 

SRE4 Closing of the SigG application 

SRE5 Successful cardholder authentication 

SRE6 Cardholder authentication failure 

SRE7 Repeated authentication failure 

SRE8 Authentication expiration 

SRE10 Potential security violation occurred  

SRE11 Cardholder authenticated by reset code 

SRE12 Cardholder authentication by reset code failed 
 

                                                 
15 i.e. the authentication data that Somebody S2 will provide to the TOE will not match the reference data 
stored in the TOE. 
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Security-relevant-event SRE1 Resetting of the ICC 

The SRE1 �Resetting of the ICC” is defined as security relevant event when the (i) ICC 
is powered up by inserting the ICC into a suitable IFD (�activation�) or (ii) a hardware 
reset signal is given to the ICC. The TOE performs a well-defined start-up procedure 
(�card reset�) without intervention of the user or the IFD. 

Security-relevant-event SRE2 Deactivation of the ICC 
The security relevant event SRE2 �Deactivation of the ICC” occurs if the power supply 
of the ICC is cut off as by removal from the IFD. After SRE2 all non-persistent 
information of the TOE (not stored in the EEPROM or ROM) is lost. 

Security-relevant-event SRE3 Opening of the SigG application 
The security relevant event SRE3 �Opening of the SigG application” occurs if (i) no file 
(EF or DF) of the SigG application has been selected before and (ii) a file in the SigG 
application (an elementary file (EF) in the SigG application directory or the SigG 
application directory (DF) itself) is selected. 

Note: if the SigG application is already open, then the selection of a file in the SigG 
application will not cause the security relevant event SRE316. The security relevant event 
SRE3 is refined in section 3.1 into SRE3a and SRE3b (depending on the value of RC-
PIN). 

Security-relevant-event SRE4 Closing of the SigG application 
The security relevant event SRE4 “Closing of the SigG application” occurs if (i) an 
elementary (EF) file outside the SigG application is selected or (ii) an application directory 
(DF) different from the SigG application directory is selected. 

Security-relevant-event SRE5 Successful cardholder authentication 
The security relevant event SRE5 �Successful cardholder authentication” occurs if (i) 
the authentication of a human user for the SigG application with the verification data was 
attempted, (ii) the number of consecutive failed authentication attempts with verification 
data does not exceed the maximum number of failed authentication attempts allowed and 
(iii) the verification data presented for human user authentication match the reference data 
O3 stored for the SigG application of the TOE in the operational phase. Since the TOE 
supports only user authentication by knowledge for the SigG application, condition (iii) is 
fulfilled if and only if the verification data presented match the reference data for 
knowledge based authentication. If SRE5 occurs, the number of consecutive failed 
authentication attempts with reference data is set to zero (i.e. RC-PIN is set to its initial 
value, RC-PIN:=3).  

For the user authentication by knowledge the cardholder presents his verification data 
(PIN) to the TOE. The PIN retry counter RC-PIN has the initial value 3, so that there are 

                                                 
16 This especially means that an already authenticated cardholder will not lose this security state since the 
CAS will not be changed. 
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three successive attempts to input the PIN. A successful attempt (i) resets the retry counter 
and (ii) authenticates the cardholder (SRE5). 

Security-relevant-event SRE6 Cardholder authentication failure 
The security relevant event SRE6 “Cardholder authentication failure” occurs if (i) the 
authentication of a human user for the SigG application with the verification data was 
attempted and (ii) SRE5 does not occur and (iii) the maximum number of allowed 
consecutive failed authentication attempts with reference data is not exceeded (RC-PIN > 
0). If SRE6 occurs, the number of authentication attempts with reference data remaining is 
decreased by one. 

Security-relevant-event SRE7 Repeated authentication failure 
The security relevant event SRE7 “Repeated authentication failure” occurs if (i) the 
authentication of a human user for the SigG application with verification data was 
attempted, (ii) SRE5 does not occur and (iii) the retry of the human user authentication for 
the SigG application is not allowed anymore (PIN retry counter RC-PIN:=0). 

If the SRE7 has occurred then the cardholder can reset the PIN retry counter RC-PIN and 
input a new PIN using the cardholder reset code O4 (PUK), see SRE11. The PUK retry 
counter RC-PUK also has the initial value 3, so that there are three successive attempts to 
input the PUK. A successful attempt (i) resets the PUK retry counter RC-PUK to its initial 
value, (ii) resets the PIN retry counter RC-PIN to its initial value and (iii) authenticates the 
cardholder by reset code (SRE11)17. 

Note: If the retry counter for PUK O4 reaches the value 0 (RC-PUK = 0), the cardholder 
authentication for the SigG application is permanently blocked and, thus, the TOE is in the 
secure blocking state (see also (SO2.2) and (SO8.1), (SO8.2)). The current value of the 
RC-PIN is not significant. 

 

Security-relevant-event SRE8 Authentication expiration 
The security relevant event SRE8 “Authentication expiration” occurs  

(case_one): if a digital signature has been generated (not configurable by the cardholder) or  

(case_n): if the following event occurs according to the configuration selected by the card 
manufacturer18  

n digital signatures have been generated, where n ≥ 1 and ≤ 255. 

If the card manufacturer has personalized the card with an ARA Counter = 0 for the PIN, 
which means an unlimited usage of the granted access right, then it is possible to generate 
an unlimited number of signatures (only for Trust Center use).  

                                                 
17 this authentication by reset code does not allow to generate a digital signature, but only to change the PIN. 
18 configurable in ARA Counter of PIN 
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Security-relevant-event SRE10 Potential security violation occurred 
The following events cause the security relevant event SRE10 �Potential security 
violation occurred” to be triggered: 

(1) The retry of the authentication for unblocking and changing of PIN (SRE11) by 
presenting the reset code (PUK) is not allowed any longer (RC-PUK has been 
decremented and equals zero, in short: �RC-PUK reaches 0�). Moreover, an opening 
of the DFSigG is not possible any more, because the Potential security violation flag A 
is set in the header of the DFSigG. This flag will be automatically set, if the RC-PUK 
reaches 0 (RC-PIN can be zero or greater than zero). 

(2) A signal provided by the underlying hardware indicates a modification of the active 
shield and the TOE sets the Potential security violation flag B (see (AE5.4) for 
further details). 

(3) After the ICC is powered up or a hardware reset signal is given to the ICC the TOE 
detects that the Potential security violation flag B is set. 

 

Security-relevant-event SRE11 Cardholder authenticated for PIN unblocking and changing 
by reset code 

The security relevant event SRE11 �Cardholder authenticated for PIN unblocking and 
changing by reset code” occurs if (i) the authentication for the PIN unblocking and 
changing by the reset code (PUK) of the SigG application has been attempted, (ii) the 
human user authentication for the SigG application by presenting the reset code is allowed 
(RC-PUK>0) and (iii) the reset code presented matches the stored reset code O4 (PUK) of 
the SigG application of the TOE.  

The authentication of the cardholder S1 presenting verification data matching the O4 SigG 
cardholder reset code (PUK) (i) will reset the retry counters RC-PIN and RC-PUK (for PIN 
as well as for PUK)19 and (ii) will change the cardholder reference data (PIN) O3 (see IA4 
in section 2.2.1 and 2.3.1). The authentication by reset code allows only to change the PIN, 
but does not allow to generate digital signatures. 

 

Security-relevant-event SRE12 Authentication for PIN unblocking and changing by reset code 
failed 

The security relevant event SRE12 “Authentication for PIN unblocking and changing 
by reset code failed” occurs if (i) the authentication with the SigG cardholder reset code 
has been attempted, (ii) the presented reset code does not match the reset code O4 �SigG 
cardholder reset code� stored in the TOE and (iii) the retry of authentication for PIN 
unblocking and changing by reset code is still allowed (RC-PUK > 0).  

Note that the SRE10 �Potential security violation occurred� represents the repeated failure 
of authentication attempts by reset code (PUK) if the retry of the human user 

                                                 
19 i.e. it will unblock the PIN 
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authentication by presenting the reset code (PUK) is not allowed any longer (RC-PUK 
reaches 0). 

2.1.3. Substitutions for the placeholders �object” and �access-types” 
The following objects and related access-types are identified (see Table 9) and used to 
replace the respective placeholders within the claims section 2.3. 

Table 9: Objects and related access-types 

Id Object access-types 
O1 SigG application open, close 
O2 SigG private signature key of the cardholder 

(SK.CH.DS) 
generate, use for signature 
generation, extract 

O3 SigG cardholder reference data (PIN) use for cardholder 
authentication, modify, 
block, unblock 

O4 SigG cardholder reference reset code (PUK) use for authentication, 
block 

O5 SigG signature key certificate of the cardholder 
(C.CH.DS) 

read, modify 

O6 SigG public key of the root certification authority 
(PK.RCA.DS)20 

read, modify 

O12 SigG public key of the cardholder (PK.CH.DS) read, modify, generate 

Object O1 SigG application 
The object O1 SigG application includes SigG related data objects as specified in Table 9 
and any function or method to access or use that data. 

The term �open� the O1 means to enable the access-types to the contained objects, which 
are not available otherwise. No other function or data not being related to the SigG 
application is available in an open SigG application. 

The term �close� the O1 means to disable these access-types and gives way to other not 
SigG related activities. 

The O1 is always implicitly closed immediately after resetting the TOE.  

Object O2 SigG private signature key of the cardholder 
The object O2 SigG private signature key of the cardholder is part of the object O1 and 
is used by the TOE to generate a digital signature on behalf of the cardholder. This object 
is named SK.CH.DS in [9].  

The term �generate� of the O2 means the generation of a SigG key pair of the cardholder 
on the ICC and storing the SigG private signature key of the cardholder in the TOE. The 
access type �generate� is applicable only in the administration phase. 

                                                 
20 This public key is wrapped in the corresponding certificate 
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The term �use for signature generation� of the O2 means calling and performing of the 
respective command to generate a digital signature. Only such SigG signing key pair can 
be used for signature generation that has already been generated. 

The term �extract� to the O2 means (i) to use the key for any other function beside 
signature generation (in sense of refer) and (ii) any kind of gathering information about the 
O2 by observing the TOE�s external behaviour during the computation of a digital 
signature (e.g. electromagnetic emanation, power consumption and timing, in sense of 
infer).  

Object O3 SigG cardholder reference data 
The object O3 SigG cardholder reference data is the data permanently stored in the TOE 
to verify the verification data provided for the cardholder authentication. 

The term �use for cardholder authentication� the O3 means to call a service, which 
provides human user authentication by comparing the O3 with the verification data 
presented (see IA1 in sections 2.2.1 and 2.3.1). 

The term �modify� the SigG cardholder reference data means (i) to authenticate with the 
verification data for the current reference data and (ii) if this cardholder authentication was 
successful to change the value of O3 to the new reference data presented. 

The term �block� the O3 means to deactivate O3 for the use for cardholder authentication 
through repeated authentication failure (see SRE7). 

The term �unblock� the O3 means (i) to perform cardholder authentication by reset code 
(PUK O4) and (ii) if this cardholder authentication was successful to change the value of 
O3 to the new reference data presented. 

Object O4 SigG cardholder reference reset code 
The object O4 SigG cardholder reset code (PUK) is the data permanently stored in the 
TOE and used to verify the reset code provided for the unblocking and changing of the 
reference data (PIN). 

The term �use for authentication� the O4 means to call the service (see mechanism 4.4), 
which (i) compares the O4 (PUK) with the reset code presented (see IA1 in sections 2.2.1 
and 2.3.1) and if it matches (ii) allows to unblock and change O3 (PIN) (see IA4 in section 
2.2.1 and 2.3.1). 

Note that an authentication with O4 allows only to unblock and change O3, but does not 
authenticate the cardholder for the generation of digital signatures, i.e. after entering the 
correct PUK O4 it is not possible to generate a digital signature. 

The term �block� the O4 means to deactivate O4 for the use for authentication through 
failure of authentication by reset code, if the retry of the authentication by reset code is not 
allowed any more (RC-PUK reaches 0, see SRE10). This triggers the secure blocking state 
of the TOE. 

Note: PIN (O3) and PUK (O4) are used for the SigG application only. If other applications 
are installed on the ICC as well, they may or may not have their own, independent PIN 
and/or PUK. 
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Object O5 SigG signature key certificate of the cardholder 
The object O5 SigG signature key certificate of the cardholder is a certificate of the 
SigG public key PK.CH.DS of the cardholder for the signing algorithm supported by the 
TOE (RSA), which is stored in the TOE and may be used by an external party to verify the 
cardholder�s signatures. This object is named C.CH.DS in [9].  

The term �read� means to export the object O5 to the IFD. 

The term �modify� means to change the stored value of O5. The access type modify is 
applicable only in the administration phase. 

Object O6 SigG public key of the root certification authority 
The object O6 SigG public key of the root certification authority is a public key of the 
root certification authority for the signing algorithm supported by the TOE, which is stored 
in the TOE wrapped in the certificate C.RCA.DS and may be used by an external party. 
This object O6 is named PK.RCA.DS in [9]. 

The term �read� means to export the object O6 to the IFD. 

The term �modify� means to change the stored value of O6. The access type modify is 
applicable only in the administration phase. 

Object O12 SigG public key of the cardholder  
The object O12 SigG public key of the cardholder can be used by an external party to 
verify the digital signature of the cardholder. This object is named PK.CH.DS in [9].The 
term �read� the O12 means the use of the respective command of the TOE to transmit the 
object O12 to the IFD. 

The term �generate� the O12 means the generation of a SigG key pair of the cardholder on 
the ICC and storing the SigG public signature key of the cardholder in the TOE. The 
access type generate is applicable only in the administration phase. 

The term �modify� means to change the stored value of O12. The access type modify is 
applicable neither in the administration nor in the operational phase. 

2.2. Informal Description 

2.2.1. Identification and Authentication 

IA1 Authentication of human user 
The SEF IA1 contains three sub-functions: IA1.1, IA1.2 and IA1.3 

(1) SEF IA1.1 authenticates the S1 �Cardholder�, 

(2) SEF IA1.2 assumes the default identity S2 �Somebody�, 

(3) SEF IA1.3 detects the S7 �Potential attacker�. 
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The TOE will contain an authentication function SEF IA1.1 that detects the S1 
�Cardholder� in two different ways:  

(a) The SEF IA1.1.1 allows a subject S2 �Somebody� to authenticate himself 
as S1 �Cardholder� for the SigG application presenting the verification 
data. If the number of consecutive failed authentication attempts with 
reference data does not exceed the maximum number of allowed failed 
authentication attempts, the SEF IA1.1.1 will verify the verification data 
by means of O3 �SigG cardholder reference data� using the mechanism 
defined in paragraph 4.1. If the number of consecutive failed 
authentication attempts with reference data exceeds the maximum number 
of allowed failed authentication attempts (RC-PIN=0), the authentication 
attempt fails (independently of the presented verification data). If RC-
PIN>0 and the presented verification data match the O3, the authentication 
attempt is successful. Successful authentication of the cardholder is 
defined as SRE5 �Successful cardholder authentication�. A failure of the 
authentication attempt as cardholder causes (see SEF IA3) either (i) SRE6 
�cardholder authentication failure� if the maximum number of allowed 
consecutive failed authentication attempts with reference data is not yet 
exceeded (RC-PIN>0) or (ii) SRE7 �Repeated authentication failure�, if 
the maximum number of allowed consecutive failed authentication 
attempts with reference data is exceeded (RC-PIN=0). The SEF IA1.1.1 
uses the mechanism M1 described in section 4.1. 

(b) The SEF IA1.1.2 allows a subject S2 �Somebody� to authenticate himself 
for PIN change for the SigG application presenting data as reset code. This 
means that after successful authentication with PUK (O4), the subject S2 
�Somebody� is granted the right to change the PIN (O3), but not the right 
to generate a digital signature. If the retry of authentication by presenting 
the reset code is allowed (RC-PUK>0), then the presented data are verified 
by means of O4 �SigG cardholder reset code�. If the presented data match 
O4  then this will be interpreted as SRE11 �Cardholder authenticated by 
reset code�. If the presented data do not match O4 then this will be 
interpreted as SRE12 �Cardholder authentication by reset code failed�. If 
the presented data do not match O4 and the number of consecutive failed 
authentication attempts with reference data exceeds the maximum number 
of allowed failed authentication attempts this will be interpreted as the 
SRE10 �Potential security violation occurred� (see SEF IA3). The SEF 
IA1.1.2 uses the mechanism M4 described in section 4.4. 

SEF IA1.2: The TOE assumes for the SigG application the default identity of the human 
user S2 “Somebody� after the following SREs: SRE1 �Resetting of the ICC�, SRE2 
�Deactivation of the ICC�, SRE3 �Opening of the SigG application�, SRE4 �Closing of 
the SigG application�, SRE6 �Cardholder authentication failure�, SRE7 �Repeated 
authentication failure�, SRE8 �Authentication expiration"21. This SEF IA1.2 uses the 
mechanism M1 defined in paragraph 4.1. 

                                                 
21 therefore the PIN must be in DF_DinSig 
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SEF IA1.3: After SRE10 �Potential security violation occurred�, the TOE will assume the 
S7 Potential attacker as the human user of the TOE. This SEF IA1.3 uses the mechanism 
M1 defined in paragraph 4.1. 

IA2 Changing reference data 
The TOE will contain an authentication function SEF IA2 that permits the S1 
�Cardholder� to change his or her O3 �SigG cardholder reference data�. The cardholder 
changes the reference data by means of SEF IA2 (i) presenting the verification data 
matching the stored O3 (PIN) and (ii) defining the new O3 using the mechanism M2 
defined in paragraph 4.2. The SEF IA2 permits the change of SigG cardholder reference 
data only after successful authentication of the cardholder defined as SRE5 �Successful 
cardholder authentication�. A failure of the authentication attempt as the cardholder causes 
either (i) SRE6 �cardholder authentication failure� if the maximum number of allowed 
consecutive failed authentication attempts with reference data is not exceeded (RC-PIN>0) 
or (ii) SRE7 �Repeated authentication failure� if the maximum number of allowed 
consecutive failed authentication attempts with reference data is exceeded (RC-PIN=0). 

IA3 Blocking the reference data 
The SEF IA3 counts the consecutive failed authentication attempts and prevents the 
subjects S1 �Cardholder� and S2 �Somebody� from using the object O3 �SigG cardholder 
reference data� if the maximum number of allowed consecutive failed authentication 
attempts with reference data is exceeded (e. g. SRE7 has occurred, RC-PIN=0). If SRE7 
has occurred, the SEF IA3 will reject the authentication attempt independent of whether 
the presented data match O3 or not. The SEF IA3 uses the mechanism M3 defined in 
paragraph 4.3.  

IA4 Unblocking and changing the reference data (Reset Retry Counter) 
After successful �authentication for PIN unblock and change� with the O4 �Reset code of 
the cardholder� (PUK) the SEF IA4 permits (i) to unblock the SigG cardholder reference 
data O3 and (ii) to modify O3 (PIN) using the mechanism M4 defined in paragraph 4.4. 
The successful authentication for PIN unblock and change with the reset code is defined as 
SRE11 �Cardholder authenticated by reset code�. A failure of the authentication attempt 
by reset code (PUK) causes SRE12 �Cardholder authentication by reset code failed�22 or 
SRE10 �Potential security violation occurred�23. The SEF IA4 uses the mechanism M4. 

2.2.2. Access Control 

AC1 Access control of commands 
SEF AC1 will control the access of the subjects S1, S2 and S7 representing a human user. 

The SEF AC1 will  permit  that the subjects s access the object o by the access-type 
acy(s,o) defined in the Table 10.  

                                                 
22 if RC-PUK > 0 
23 if RC-PUK = 0 
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The SEF AC1 will prevent that the subjects s access the object o by the access-type 
acn(s,o) defined in the Table 11. 24 

The SEF AC1 uses the mechanism M6 defined in paragraph 4.6. 

Note that these access-sets concern a requested access and do not guarantee the possibility 
of an access request. This does not contradict the security policy because the reliability of 
service is not a security objective of the TOE. 

The underlying security policy permits to open and to close the SigG application in the 
CAS6 because the TOE may still be partly operational in CAS6 (see SRE10).  

Note that these access-sets are defined for the operational phase only. The TOE will detect 
the subject S7 �Potential attacker� if the TOE is in the Blocking state of the TOE. The 
access-type �extract� is prevented by AC2 for all subjects and, hence, not mentioned here. 
This security target does not cover the privileged IFD authenticated with RoleID=02 
defined in [9], annex C. Therefore the TOE does not allow to modify or supplement the 
objects O5, O6.  

 

Table 10: Access-set acy(s,o) of SEF AC1 
Object S1 

Cardholder 
S2 

Somebody 
S7 

Potential attacker 

O1 SigG application open, close open, close close25 

O2 SigG private signature key 
of the cardholder 

use for signature 
generation 

  

O3 SigG cardholder reference 
data 

use for cardholder 
authentication, 
modify, block, 
unblock 

use for cardholder 
authentication, 
block 

 

O4 SigG cardholder reset code use for 
authentication, 
block 

use for 
authentication, 
block 

 

O5 SigG signature key 
certificate of the cardholder 

read read  

O6 SigG public key of the root 
certification authority 

read read  

O12 SigG public key of the 
cardholder  

read  read  

 
Table 11: Access-set acn(o,s) of SEF AC1 

                                                 
24 acy() and acn() mean access yes and access no, respectively 
25 Only if the potential security violations flag A is set 
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Object S1 
Cardholder 

S2 
Somebody 

S7 
Potential attacker 

O1 SigG application   open 

O2 SigG private signature key 
of the cardholder 

generate generate, use for 
signature 
generation 

generate, use for 
signature genera-
tion  

O3 SigG cardholder reference 
data 

 modify, unblock use for cardholder 
authentication, 
modify, block, 
unblock 

O4 SigG cardholder reset code   use for 
authentication, 
block 

O5 SigG signature key 
certificate of the cardholder 

modify modify read, modify 

O6 SigG public key of the root 
certification authority 

modify modify read, modify 

O12 SigG public key of the 
cardholder  

modify, generate modify, generate modify, generate, 
read 

 

 

AC2 Access control of extraction 
The SEF AC2 will prevent the extraction of the SigG private signature key SK.CH.DS 
(O2) of the cardholder. The SEF AC2 uses the mechanism M5 defined in paragraph 4.5. 

The cardholder may use his private signing key for generation of digital signatures 
performed by the TOE. 

In order to prevent any disclosure or modification of the cardholder�s private key the TOE 
never allows any access to that data except for its implicit use within the TOE�s security 
functions as specified by those functions. This also includes the prevention of any sort of 
inference of the private key by observing the TOE�s behaviour during the generating of a 
digital signature. 

The TOE doesn't provide any command that could be used to select and to read a key-
record. The SigG private signature key SK.CH.DS is only used implicitly.  

The corresponding modules for signature generation are implemented in a way which is 
resistant against all known attacks: The RSA algorithm which is used for signature 
generation is implemented in a DPA- and SPA-resistant way;  and the SigG private 
signature key (O2) is protected against DFA (Differential Fault Analysis, �Bellcore-
Attack�). (see M5). 
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AC3 Secure blocking state 
The Secure Blocking State occurs, if one of the potential security violation flags is set. 

These flags prevent the object O1 from being opened. The SEF AC3 uses the mechanism 
M7 defined in paragraph 4.7. 

2.2.3. Audit 

AU1 Information about secure blocking state 
 

The SEF AU1 will inform the human user about the secure blocking state of the TOE by 
means of a blocking information.  

The appropriate Return Code will be generated by the TOE if it is in the Secure Blocking 
State (if SRE10 has occurred). 

The SEF AU1 uses the mechanism M7 defined in paragraph 4.7. 

Note that, according to (AE4.2)-(5) the SigG compliant IFD shall inform the cardholder 
about the secure blocking state of the TOE. 

 

2.2.4. Object Reuse 
The SEF OR1 ensures that sensitive data (PIN, PUK and SK.CH.DS (O2)) will not remain 
in temporary used storage areas and be read accidentally by another application or by 
Somebody S2. 

OR1.1 The values of PIN and PUK, which have been entered by the user, will 
immediately be actively erased from the RAM or XRAM areas after their use. 

OR1.2 The TOE does not store the SK.CH.DS (O2) in any other place than in the key 
object within the EEPROM. 

The SEF OR1 will use the mechanism M9 defined in paragraph 4.8. 

2.2.5. Data Exchange 

DX1 Key Generation 
The SEF DX1 generates the cardholder's signature key pair on the ICC. The cardholder's 
signature key pair consists of the SigG private signature key SK.CH.DS of the cardholder 
(O2) and the SigG public signature key PK.CH.DS of the cardholder (O12). During the 
key-generation the key-header and the key-body are written, where the key-header 
specifies the attributes of the key, including its allowed usage (digital signature creation), 
the algorithm (RSA) and the modulus length of the key pair (1024 bit). This SEF DX1 
shall be used only in the personalization phase; the cardholder cannot generate any key 
pair.  

The security requirements arise from the operational usage of the TOE. This also leads to 
requirements on the TOE�s functionality �Generation of a SigG signing key pair�, which 
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has an essential effect on the secure operation of the TOE in the operational usage phase. 
On the other hand the security enforcing function DX1 is used per definitionem only in a 
personalization phase (see sec. 1.3). The SEF DX1 implements the security objective SO6 
and has an essential effect on the secure operation of the TOE in the operational phase. 
Because of that the inclusion of the SEF DX1 into Security Target is easily to justify. 

The SEF DX1 will use the mechanism M10 defined in paragraph 4.9. 

DX2 Digital signature generation 
The cardholder generates a SigG compliant digital signature by means of the SEF DX2 
using SigG private signature key (SK.CH.DS). The SEF DX2 receives the data to be 
signed from the IFD and returns the signature of these data to the IFD. Only the cardholder 
is allowed to execute SEF DX2 (DX2 can only be executed after successful cardholder 
authentication by PIN SRE5; after successful cardholder authentication by PUK SRE11 it 
is not possible to use SEF DX2). The TOE allows to generate 

(case_one) only one digital signature (after this signature has been generated, SRE8 
�Authentication expiration� occurs) or 

(case_n) a configurable number n of digital signatures (where n can be ≥ 1 and ≤ 255 or 
unlimited) 

Witch case is implemented for a concrete issue of the TOE is defined only by the card 
manufacturer in the administrative phase and cannot be changed in the operational phase 
(see also the definition of SRE8 in section 2.1.2 for these two cases ). 

The TOE supports two ways of hashing the message to be signed: The IT system (i) 
transforms the message text into the hash-value and transmits the hash-value to the TOE or 
(ii) transmits the complete message text to be hashed by the TOE. 

SEF DX2 will use the mechanism M11. 

2.3. Semiformal specification of the security function  

2.3.1. Identification and Authentication  
 

Construction Security claim 

Action Phrase: This TOE contains a function 
that will detect ... after security relevant event 
using the mechanism defined in paragraph n 
Target Phrase: 3 ... the identity of the {user, 
process} requesting a process 
Substitution: 
function = SEF IA1.1.1 
{user, process} = S1 Cardholder 
process = SigG application 
security relevant event = SRE5 Successful 

The TOE contains a SEF IA1.1.1 that will 
detect the identity of the subject S1 
�Cardholder� requesting a SigG 
application after SRE5 �Successful 
cardholder authentication� using the 
mechanism defined in paragraph 4.1.  
Note that the SigG application as process 
means here the usage of all objects 
accessible within the opened SigG 
application. 
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Construction Security claim 
cardholder authentication 
paragraph = 4.1 

Action Phrase: This TOE contains a function 
that will detect ... after security relevant event 
using the mechanism defined in paragraph n 
Target Phrase: 3 ... the identity of the {user, 
process} requesting a process 
Substitution: 
function = SEF IA1.1.2 
{user, process} = S1 Cardholder 
process = SigG application 
security relevant event = SRE11 Cardholder 
authenticated by reset code 
paragraph = 4.4 

The TOE contains a SEF IA1.1.2 that will 
detect the identity of the subject S1 
�Cardholder� requesting a SigG 
application after SRE11 �Cardholder 
authenticated by reset code� using the 
mechanism defined in paragraph 4.4.  
Note that the SigG application as process 
means here the usage of all objects 
accessible within the opened SigG 
application. 
Note that the subject S1 �Cardholder� in 
the context of IA1.1.2 can not directly 
generate digital signatures, but since he has 
gained the right to change the PIN, he can 
change the PIN, authenticate with a new 
PIN and then generate digital signatures. 

Action Phrase: This TOE contains a function 
that will detect ... after security relevant event 
using the mechanism defined in paragraph n 
Target Phrase: 3 ... the identity of the {user, 
process} requesting a process 
Substitution: 
function = SEF IA1.2 
{user, process} = S2 Somebody 
process = SigG application 
security relevant event = SRE1 Resetting of the 
ICC, SRE2 Deactivation of the ICC, SRE3 
Opening of the SigG application, SRE4 Closing 
of the SigG application, SRE6 Cardholder 
authentication failure, SRE7 Repeated 
authentication failure, SRE8 Authentication 
expiration, SRE12 Cardholder authentication by 
reset code failed 
n = 4.1 

The TOE contains a SEF IA1.2 that will 
detect the identity of the subject S2 
�Somebody� requesting a SigG application 
after SRE1 �Resetting of the ICC�, 
SRE2 �Deactivation of the ICC�,  
SRE3 �Opening of the SigG application�, 
SRE4 �Closing of the SigG application�, 
SRE6 �Cardholder authentication failure�, 
SRE7 �Repeated authentication failure�, 
SRE8 �Authentication expiration� and 
SRE12 �Cardholder authentication by 
reset code failed� using the mechanism 
defined in paragraph 4.1. 

Action Phrase: This TOE contains a function 
that will detect ... after security relevant event 
using the mechanism defined in paragraph n 
Target Phrase: 3 ... the identity of the {user, 
process} requesting a process 

The TOE contains a SEF IA1.3 that will 
detect the identity of the subject S7 
�Potential attacker� requesting (i) an 
authentication attempt or (ii) activation of 
the Active Shield of the ICC to the TOE 
after SRE10 �Potential security violation 
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Construction Security claim 
Substitution: 
function = SEF IA1.3 
{user, process} = S7 Potential attacker 
process = (i) authentication attempt or (ii) 
activation of the Active Shield of the ICC to the 
TOE 
security relevant event = SRE10 Potential 
security violation occurred 
n = 4.1 

occurred� using the mechanism defined in 
paragraph 4.1. 

Action Phrase: This TOE contains a function 
that will permit ... after security relevant event 
using the mechanism defined in paragraph n 
Target Phrase: 13... the access-set of an object 
Substitution:  
function = SEF IA2 
access-set = S1 Cardholder, modify 
object = object O3 SigG cardholder reference 
data 
security relevant event = SRE5 Successful 
cardholder authentication 
n = 4.2 

This TOE contains a SEF IA2 that will 
permit the subject S1 �Cardholder� to 
modify an object O3 �SigG cardholder 
reference data� after SRE5 �Successful 
cardholder authentication� using the 
mechanism defined in paragraph 4.2. 

Action Phrase: This TOE contains a function 
that will prevent ... after security relevant event 
using the mechanism defined in paragraph n 
Target Phrase: 13 ... the access-set of an object
Substitution: 
function = SEF IA3 
access-set = S1 Cardholder, S2 Somebody; use 
for cardholder authentication 
object = O3 SigG cardholder reference data 
security relevant event = SRE7 Repeated 
authentication failure 
n = 4.3 

This TOE contains a SEF IA3 that will 
prevent the use for cardholder 
authentication of the object O3 �SigG 
cardholder reference data� by the S1 
�Cardholder� and S2 �Somebody� after 
SRE7 �Repeated authentication failure� 
using the mechanism defined in paragraph 
4.3. 

Action Phrase: This TOE contains a function 
that will permit ... after security relevant event 
using the mechanism defined in paragraph n 
Target Phrase13 ... the access-set of an object 
Substitution: 
function = SEF IA4.1 

This TOE contains a SEF IA4.1 that will 
permit a subject S1 �Cardholder� to 
unblock the object O3 �SigG cardholder 
reference data� after SRE11 �Cardholder 
authenticated by reset code� using the 
mechanism defined in paragraph 4.4. 
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Construction Security claim 
access-set = subject S1 Cardholder, unblock 
object = object O3 SigG cardholder reference 
data 
security relevant event = SRE11 Cardholder 
authenticated by reset code 
n = 4.4 

Action Phrase: This TOE contains a function 
that will permit ... after security relevant event 
using the mechanism defined in paragraph n 
Target Phrase13 ... the access-set of an object 
Substitution: 
function = SEF IA4.2 
access-set = S1 Cardholder, modify 
object = O3 SigG cardholder reference data 
security relevant event = SRE11 Cardholder 
authenticated by reset code 
n = 4.4 

This TOE contains a SEF IA4.2 that will 
permit the subject S1 �Cardholder� to 
modify the object O3 �SigG cardholder 
reference data� after SRE11 �Cardholder 
authenticated by reset code� using the 
mechanism defined in paragraph 4.4. 

2.3.2. Access Control 
 

Construction Security claim 
Action Phrase: This TOE contains a function 
that will permit ... using the mechanism defined 
in paragraph n 
Target Phrase: 12 ... the access-set of a {user, 
process} 
Substitution: 
function = SEF AC1.1 
access set = acy(s,o) 
{user, process} = subject s 
n = 4.6 

This TOE contains a SEF AC1.1 that will 
permit the access-set acy(s,o) of a subject s 
using the mechanism defined in paragraph 
4.6. 
Note that for each subject S1, S2 and S7 
the access-set acy(s,o) lists the allowed 
access-types to an object o, where o 
represents O1 to O12 in Table 10. 

Action Phrase: This TOE contains a function 
that will prevent ... using the mechanism defined 
in paragraph n 
Target Phrase: 12 ... the access-set of a {user, 
process} 
Substitution: 
function = SEF AC1.2 
access set = acn(s,o) 

This TOE contains a SEF AC1.2 that will 
prevent the access-set acn(s,o) of a subject 
s using the mechanism defined in 
paragraph 4.6. 
Note that for each subject S1, S2 and S7 
the access-set acn(s,o) lists the access-
types which are not allowed to an object o 
where o represents O1 to O12 in Table 11.
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Construction Security claim 
{user, process} = subject s 
n = 4.6 

Action Phrase: This TOE contains a function 
that will prevent the ... using the mechanism 
defined in paragraph n 
Target Phrase: 13 ... the access-set of an object 
Substitution: 
function = SEF AC2 
access set = S1 Cardholder, S2 Somebody, S3 
IFD, S7 Potential attacker; extract 
object = O2 SigG private signature key of the 
cardholder 
n = 4.5 

This TOE contains a SEF AC2 that will 
prevent the S1 �Cardholder�, S2 
�Somebody�, S3 �IFD�, S7 �Potential 
attacker� to extract the O2 �SigG private 
signature key of the cardholder� using the 
mechanism defined in paragraph 4.5. 

Action Phrase: This TOE contains a function 
that will prevent the ... using the mechanism 
defined in paragraph n 
Target Phrase: 13 ... the access-set of an object 
Substitution: 
function = SEF AC3 
access set = S7 Potential attacker, open 
object = O1 SigG application 
n = 4.6 

This TOE contains a SEF AC3 that will 
prevent the S7 �Potential attacker� to open  
the object O1 �SigG application� using the 
mechanism defined in paragraph 4.7. 

 

2.3.3. Audit 

 
Construction Security claim 
Action Phrase: This TOE contains a function 
that will ensure  
Target Phrase: 1 ... audit-information 
concerning security-relevant-events 
Substitution: 
function = SEF AU1 
audit-information = blocking information 
security-relevant-events = SRE10 

This TOE contains a SEF AU1 that will 
ensure blocking information concerning 
SRE10. 
The SEF AU1 uses the mechanisms 
defined in paragraph 4.7. 

 

2.3.4. Object Reuse 
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Construction Security claim 
Action Phrase: The TOE contains a function 
that will ensure ... after security-relevant-event 
using the mechanism defined in paragraph n. 
Target Phrase: 21: clearing of information 
from an object. 
Substitution: 
function = SEF OR1.1 
security-relevant-event = SRE5 or SRE11 
object = temporary used storage areas 
n = 4.8 

The TOE contains a SEF OR1.1 that will 
ensure the clearing of the information after 
SRE5 or SRE11 from temporary used 
storage areas using the mechanism defined 
in paragraph 4.8. 
 
Note that OR1.1 refers to PIN and PUK. 

Action Phrase: The TOE contains a function 
that will prevent ... using the mechanism defined 
in paragraph n. 
Target Phrase: 15: the access-type by {user, 
process} in respect of an object. 
Substitution: 
function = SEF OR1.2 
access-type = extraction 
user = S1, S2, S7 
process = empty set 
object = O2 
n = 4.8 

The TOE contains a SEF OR1.2 that will 
prevent the extraction by S1, S2, S7 in 
respect of O2 using the mechanism defined 
in paragraph 4.8. 

2.3.5. Data Exchange 
 

Construction Security claim 
Action Phrase: The TOE contains a function 
that will permit ... before security-relevant-event
Target Phrase: 13... the access-set of an object 
Substitution: 
function = SEF DX1 
access-set = S2 �Somebody�, generate  
object = O2 �SigG private signature key of the 
cardholder�, O12 �SigG public key of the 
cardholder� 
security-relevant-event  = operational phase 

The TOE contains a SEF DX1 that will 
permit the subject S2 �Somebody� to 
generate an object O2 �SigG private 
signature key of the cardholder� and O12 
�SigG public key of the cardholder� before 
the operational phase. 
The SEF DX1 uses the mechanisms 
defined in paragraph 4.9. 
Note that the objects O2 �SigG private 
signature key of the cardholder� and O12 
�SigG public key of the cardholder� can be 
generated only together and only before 
the operational phase of the TOE. 

Action Phrase: The TOE contains a function 
that will permit ... before security-relevant-event
Target Phrase: 13 ... the access-set of an object 

The TOE contains a SEF DX2 that will 
permit S1 �Cardholder� to use for 
signature generation the object O2 �SigG 
private signature key of the cardholder� 
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Construction Security claim 
Substitution: 
function = SEF DX2 
access-set = S1 Cardholder, use for signature 
generation 
security-relevant-event = SRE8 
object = O2 SigG private signature key of the 
cardholder 

before SRE8. 
The SEF DX2 uses the mechanisms 
defined in paragraph 4.10. 
Note that the TOE automatically generates 
SRE8 after one digital signature has been 
generated in (case_one) or after n digital 
signatures have been generated in (case_n).
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3. Underlying Security Policy 
The ITSEC [1] states in paragraph 2.81 that at evaluation levels E4 and above, a TOE must 
implement an underlying model of security policy, i.e. there must be an abstract statement 
of the important principles of security that the TOE will enforce. This shall be expressed in 
a formal style, as a formal model of security policy. 

This security target provides the underlying security policy on the basis of the security 
objectives in section 1.6 and the security functions in chapter 2 and in accordance with [3]. 
The underlying security policy describes the security principles of the TOE�s dynamic 
behaviour. Each time the TOE makes an assumption about the human user and the IFD 
expressed in the current authentication state and the rights the outside world has.  

The formal model of the security policy of the TOE and its informal interpretation are 
provided in [4]. The additional informal interpretation of the formal model of the security 
policy of the TOE is given in [5]. 

3.1. Security state  
The current internal state is the tuple of (i) the current authentication state CAS (see 
Table 12) reflecting the assumption about the subjects currently using the TOE and (ii) the 
retry counters (values of RC-PIN and RC-PUK). 

The parameter assumption about the subjects currently using the TOE depends on (i) 
the currently selected application context (e.g.: Is the DFSigG selected?) and (ii) the results 
of the authentication attempts of human users (see Table 12). 

The retry counter for the reference data RC-PIN (i) stores the number of failed 
authentication attempts by presenting the verification data after the last successful 
authentication attempt with this data or (ii) is equal to a fixed value if the number of failed 
authentication attempts by presenting the verification data exceeds the maximum allowed 
number of failed authentication attempts with this data. 

The retry counter for the reset code RC-PUK (i) stores the number of failed 
authentication attempts by presenting the reset code after the last successful authentication 
attempt with this code or (ii) is equal to a fixed value if the number of failed authentication 
attempts with the reset code exceeds the maximum allowed number of failed authentication 
attempts with reset code. The retry counter for the reference data RC-PIN and the retry 
counter for the reset code RC-PUK are persistently stored in the TOE. 

The potential security violation flags pa will be set by the TOE indicating that a potential 
security violation was detected. These flags are persistently set and cannot be reset26.  

The following table identifies the different current authentication states described later on. 

                                                 
26 these flags will be set if (i) the RC-PUK= 0 or (ii) by receiving the appropriate signal from the ICC 
(AE5.4). 
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Table 12: Identification of different current authentication states 

 Current authentication state 

CAS1 Somebody using the TOE 

CAS2 Somebody using the SigG application 

CAS3 Cardholder using an IFD 

CAS6 A potential attacker (Secure Blocking State)  

CAS7 Somebody using the SigG application with blocked Cardholder reference 
data (RC-PIN=0)  

A human user is authenticated if (i) the human user has performed a successful 
authentication by presenting the verification data defined for this subject and (ii) this 
authentication is not deemed as expired by the TOE for any reason. 

The current authentication state CAS1 Somebody using the TOE represents the state of 
the TOE in which (i) the TOE is operational, but the SigG application is currently not 
opened, and (ii) the human user is not authenticated as S1. RC-PIN and RC-PUK can be 
any value (either zero or greater than zero) and the Potential security violation flag A is 
not set. 

The current authentication state CAS2 Somebody using the SigG application 
represents the state of the TOE in which (i) the SigG application is currently opened and 
(ii) the human user is not authenticated as S1. RC-PIN and RC-PUK are greater than zero. 

The current authentication state CAS3 Cardholder using an IFD represents the state of 
the TOE in which (i) the SigG application is currently opened and (ii) the human user is 
authenticated as S1. In this case both RC-PIN and RC-PUK can only be greater than zero, 
since a successful authentication by PIN (SRE5) always implies that RC-PIN is reset to its 
initial value (RC-PIN:=3) and that RC-PUK > 0 (the TOE is not in the secure blocking 
state CAS6). 

The current authentication state CAS6 Potential attacker represents the secure 
Blocking state of the TOE in which (i) the SigG application is not operational (this is  
ensured by the secure blocking state of the TOE) and (ii) no human user is successfully 
authenticated for the SigG application. The CAS6 is a permanent state of the TOE. This 
state is indicated by the potential security violation flags pa persistently stored in the TOE. 
See also SRE10. 

The current authentication state CAS7 Somebody using the SigG application with 
blocked Cardholder reference data represents the state of the TOE in which (i) the SigG 
application is currently opened, (ii) the human user is not authenticated as S1 and (iii) the 
O3 SigG cardholder reference data are blocked for cardholder authentication (i.e. RC-
PIN=0, RC-PUK > 0). 
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The following Figure 3 illustrates the decisions for the current authentication state. 

Figure 4: Logical decision-tree diagram 
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The current authentication state will be set and changed by security relevant events as 
described by the following state transition table (Table 13). The complete definition of the 
state transition is based on the SEF under the generic heading identification and 
authentication as described in sub-sections 2.2.1 and 2.3.1 and the following rules: 

(1) If the SRE is not expected in the CAS but does not indicate a security relevant error 
then the SRE does not change the CAS. 

(2) If the SRE indicates a security relevant error in the CAS then the CAS is changed into 
CAS6. Such a security relevant error occurs especially if cardholder authentication 
succeeds or fails without opening the SigG application. 

The state transition in CAS1 caused by SRE3 depends on the value of the retry counter for 
the reference data (RC-PIN). That�s why the security relevant event CAS3 is divided into 
two security relevant events: 

SRE3a: the security relevant event SRE3a �Opening of the SigG application with  
   blocked reference data” (RC-PIN=0) occurs if (i) no file of the SigG application  
   has been selected before and (ii) a file in the SigG application directory is selected 
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   and (iii) the retry counter for the reference data RC-PIN does not allow  
   authentication by presenting the verification data (i. e. the number of failed  
   authentication attempts by presenting the verification data exceeds the maximum  
   allowed number of failed authentication attempts with the verification data,  
   RC-PIN=0). 

SRE3b: the security relevant event SRE3b �Opening of the SigG application with  
   unblocked reference data” (RC-PIN>0) occurs if (i) no file of the SigG  
   application has been selected before and (ii) a file in the SigG application 
   directory is selected and (iii) the retry counter for the reference data RC-PIN 
    allows authentication by presenting the verification data (i. e. the number of 
failed  
   authentication attempts by presenting the verification data does not exceed the  
   maximum allowed number of failed authentication attempts with the verification  
   data, RC-PIN>0). 
 
Table 13: State transition table 
 CAS1 

Smb. →→→→ 
TOE 

CAS2 
Smb. →→→→ 
Sig. app.

CAS3 
CH →→→→ 

IFD 

CAS6 
Secur. 
viola-
tion 

CAS7 
Smb. →→→→ 
Sig. app. 

RC-PIN====0

SRE1 CAS1 CAS1 CAS1 CAS6 CAS1 

SRE2 CAS1 CAS1 CAS1 CAS6 CAS1 

SRE3a CAS7 - - CAS6 (CAS7) 

SRE3b CAS2 (CAS2) (CAS3) CAS6 - 

SRE4 - CAS1 CAS1 CAS6 CAS1 

SRE5 - CAS3 CAS3 (CAS6) - 

SRE6 - CAS2 CAS2 (CAS6) - 

SRE7 - CAS7 - (CAS6) (CAS7) 

SRE8 - - CAS2 (CAS6) - 

SRE10 CAS6 CAS6 CAS6 CAS6 CAS6 

SRE11 - CAS2 CAS3 (CAS6) CAS2 

SRE12 - CAS2 CAS3 (CAS6) CAS7 
Comments to Table 13 
If the SREm occurs in the CASn then the CASn is changed into the CAS shown in the row 
m and the column n.  
Notation: 
Smb. Somebody S2,  
CH Cardholder S1 
A → B means human user A uses IT-System B as short hint to the definition of the CAS, 
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RC-PIN value of the retry counter RC-PIN, where it is assumed that (i) the retry counter is 
set by SRE5 and SRE11 to the initial value, (ii) is decremented by SRE6 and 
SRE7 and (iii) if the number of failed authentication attempts by presenting the 
verification data exceeds the maximum allowed number of failed authentication 
attempts with the verification data then RC-PIN=0 

 
(CASx) The SRE defined for this row is not expected in the CAS defined for this column. 

In this case the TOE will (i) remain in CAS6 if a potential attack was detected 
(i. e. the TOE was already in CAS6) and (ii) revoke the cardholder and IFD 
authentication if the TOE was not in CAS6 (i. e. the TOE goes into CAS1).  These 
state transitions are defined for completeness of the formal model [4] and are not 
shown in Figure 5. 

Figure 5 illustrates the state transition with exception of the security relevant events 
marked with brackets in Table 13. 
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Figure 5: State transition 
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3.2. Access control for command execution 
The access control decisions take place within the command execution. Access control 
decisions are based on the type of object associated with the access type (see paragraph 
2.1.3) and the current authentication state.  

Table 14 and Table 14 define access-sets in terms of the security states: 

(1) The TOE in the current authentication state in column t will permit the requested 
access-type ssy(o,t) to the object in the row o. 

(2) The TOE in the current authentication state in column t will deny the requested access-
type ssn(o,t) to the object in the row o. 

Note that these access-sets concern a requested access and do not guarantee the possibility 
of an access request. This does not contradict the security policy because the reliability of 
service is not a security objective of the TOE. In CAS6 the SigG Application cannot be 
opened any more (see SRE10). 

 

Table 14: Access-sets ssy(o,t) defined in terms of the security states 
 CAS1 CAS2 CAS3 CAS6 CAS7 

O1 open, close open, close open, close close open, close 

O2   use for signature 
generation 

  

O3  use for 
cardholder 
authentication, 
block 

use for 
cardholder 
authentication, 
modify, block, 
unblock 

 unblock 

O4  use for 
authentication, 
block 

use for 
authentication, 
block 

 use for 
authentication, 
block 

O5  read read  read 

O6  read (only 
with Cert) 

read (only with 
Cert) 

 read (only 
with Cert) 

O1227  read read   read 

 

                                                 
27 if still present (could have been deleted by the card manufacturer) 
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Table 15: Access-sets ssn(o,t) defined in terms of the security states  
 CAS1 CAS2 CAS3 CAS6 CAS7 

O1    open  

O2 extract, 
generate, use 
for signature 
generation 

extract, 
generate, use 
for signature 
generation 

extract, 
generate 

extract, 
generate, use 
for signature 
generation 

extract, 
generate, use 
for signature 
generation 

O3 use for 
cardholder 
authentication, 
modify, block, 
unblock 

modify, 
unblock 

 use for 
cardholder 
authentication, 
modify, block, 
unblock 

use for 
cardholder 
authentication, 
modify, block 

O4 use for 
authentication, 
block 

  use for 
authentication, 
block 

 

O5 modify, read modify modify modify, read modify 

O6 modify, read modify modify modify, read modify 

O12 generate, 
modify, read 

generate, 
modify 

generate, 
modify 

generate, 
modify, read  

generate, 
modify 
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4. Security Mechanisms 
The security functions specified in chapter 2 shall be implemented using the following 
mechanisms. 

Table 16: Security mechanisms 

ID Mechanism 

M1 Human user authentication 

M2 Change the unblocked reference data 

M3 Locking of the reference data 

M4 Unblocking and changing of the reference data 

M5 Extraction resistance 

M6 Access control for command execution 

M7 Secure blocking state 

M9 Clearing of memory 

M10 Signature key pair generation 

M11 Signature generation 

4.1. M1: Human user authentication 
The human user authenticates himself using a knowledge-based authentication mechanism.  

Note that the human user chooses the kind of authentication information and the 
mechanism he wants to use for authentication: (i) O3 �SigG cardholder reference data� 
(PIN) with mechanism M1 or (ii) O4 �SigG cardholder reset code� (PUK) with mechanism 
M4. 

The human user using mechanism M1 presents his verification data and the mechanism 
M1 compares the presented verification data with the stored reference data in the SigG 
application. Successful authentication of the cardholder by O3  is defined as SRE5 
�Successful cardholder authentication�. If an authentication attempt with O3  fails, the 
mechanism M3 will define whether the SRE6 �Cardholder authentication failure� or SRE7 
�Repeated authentication failure� occurs. 

In accordance with [9] the verification data consist of a string of minimal 6 ASCII 
characters. 

The mechanism M1 will detect the S7 �Potential attacker�, if the TOE is in the Blocking 
state of the TOE (see SRE10 and CAS6)28. 

                                                 
28 In fact the part of M1 detecting the �Potential attacker� is implemented by the mechanismus M7 (see 
below). 
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If the TOE is not in the Blocking state of the TOE then the mechanism M1 will detect the 
default identity S2 �Somebody� until the cardholder is successfully authenticated.  

4.2. M2: Change the unblocked reference data 
The mechanism M2 implements the following security sub-functions with one command: 

(1) authentication of the cardholder by knowledge of the verification data matching O3 
�SigG cardholder reference data� (PIN), 

(2) modification of the O3  (PIN) to the presented new string of characters. 

The command sent to the TOE contains (i) the verification data and (ii) a string of 
characters as new reference data of the cardholder. If (a) the number of consecutive failed 
authentication attempts with reference data does not exceed the maximum number of 
allowed failed authentication attempts (RC-PIN>0) and (b) the verification data presented 
for human user authentication match the reference data O3 (PIN) stored for the SigG 
application of the TOE, then (i) the retry counter (see mechanism M3) will be reset to the 
initial value (RC-PIN:=3) and (ii) the presented string will be stored as new value of the 
O3 (PIN). Successful authentication of the cardholder is defined as SRE5 �Successful 
cardholder authentication�. If an authentication attempt fails the mechanism M3 will define 
whether the SRE6 �Cardholder authentication failure� or SRE7 �Repeated authentication 
failure� occurs. 

4.3. M3: Locking of the reference data 
The mechanism M3 implements the following security sub-functions: 

(1) detection of SRE6 "Cardholder authentication failure" and SRE7 �Repeated 
authentication failure� by means of a retry counter (RC-PIN) for the reference data 
(PIN), 

(2) blocking the O3 SigG cardholder reference data (PIN) for the use for cardholder 
authentication. 

An authentication by the O3 �SigG cardholder reference data� is attempted by use of 
mechanism M1 or M2. The retry counter for the reference data RC-PIN counts the number 
of failed authentication attempts by presenting the verification data. Each time a successful 
authentication by presenting the verification data takes place this retry counter is reset to a 
defined initial value (RC-PIN:=3). The retry counter for the reference data is equal 0 (RC-
PIN=0), if the number of consecutive failed authentication attempts reaches or exceeds the 
maximum number of allowed failed authentication attempts. 

If the authentication attempt has failed and the retry counter after this authentication 
attempt is not equal 0 (RC-PIN>0), then this event is the SRE6. If the authentication 
attempt failed and the retry counter after this authentication attempt is equal 0 (RC-PIN=0), 
then this event is the SRE7. 

If the SRE7  occurs the O3  (PIN) will be blocked for the use for cardholder 
authentication. This blocking remains stored in the TOE and may only be reset by 
mechanism M4. 
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4.4. M4: Unblocking and changing of the reference data 
The mechanism M4 implements the following security sub-functions with two commands: 

1.  authentication of the cardholder by knowledge of the reset code matching  
   O4 �SigG cardholder reference reset code� (PUK), 

2.1 unblocking the O3 �SigG cardholder reference data� (PIN) for the use for  
   cardholder authentication, 

2.2  modifying the O3 (PIN) to the presented new string of characters. 

The human user authenticates himself using a knowledge based authentication mechanism.  

Note that the human user chooses the kind of authentication information and the 
mechanism he wants to use for authentication: (i) O3 (PIN) with mechanism M1 or (ii) O4 
(PUK) with mechanism M4.  

If the mechanism M4 is used, then the first command sent to the TOE will contain the reset 
code and the second command a string of characters as new reference data of the 
cardholder. 

If the retry counter of the reset code indicates that human user authentication by presenting 
the reset code is not allowed (RC-PUK=0), then (i) the authentication attempt will be 
rejected (independently whether the presented reset code matches the stored reset code or 
not), (ii) the retry counter for the reference data (RC-PIN, see mechanism M3) will not be 
reset and (iii) the O3 (PIN) will not be modified. Moreover SRE10 will occur in this case.  

If (a) the retry counter of the reset code indicates that human user authentication by 
presenting the reset code is still allowed (RC-PUK>0) and (b) the presented reset code 
matches O4 (PUK) then (i) the retry counters for the reference data and for the reset code 
will be reset to the initial value (RC-PIN:=3, RC-PUK:=3), (ii) the O3  (PIN) will be 
unblocked for the use for cardholder authentication and (iii) the presented string will be 
stored as new value of the O3. 

If the reset code presented does not match O4 �SigG cardholder reset code� (PUK) then (i) 
the authentication failure with reset code is counted by decrementing the retry counter for 
the reset code (RC-PUK := RC-PUK - 1), (ii) the O3 (PIN) will remain blocked for the use 
for cardholder authentication and (iii) the O3 (PIN) will not be changed. If the retry 
counter of the reset code indicates that human user authentication by presenting the reset 
code is still allowed (RC-PUK>0) then SRE12 �Cardholder authentication by reset code 
failed� will occur. If the retry counter of the reset code indicates that human user 
authentication by presenting the reset code is not allowed any longer (e. g. the defined 
maximum number of authentication failures by presenting the reset code is exceeded, RC-
PUK reaches 0) then this event triggers the SRE10 �Potential security violation occurred�. 

4.5. M5: Extraction resistance 
The TOE will implement security mechanisms (summarised as M5) to prevent extraction 
of the SigG private signature keys (O2) of the cardholder as required for SEF AC2. 

There is no command for reading a key-record (SK.CH.DS). 
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Appropriate measures are implemented by the TOE, which provide the protection of the 
relevant SigG private signature key of the cardholder against Differential Power Analysis 
(DPA) as well as Simple Power Analysis (SPA) during its use (i.e. during the generation of 
signatures).  

The SigG private signature key (O2) is also protected against DFA (Differential Fault 
Analysis, �Bellcore-Attack�). 

Note that though the DPA, SPA and DFA countermeasures are provided by the TOE, they 
can be tested only on the ICC, but not in a simulator environment. 

4.6. M6: Access control for command execution 
The TOE will implement security mechanisms (summarized as M6) as required for SEF 
AC1. These mechanisms will, according to the underlying security policy, 

(1) implement a security state machine as described in section 3.1 and 

(2) control the access as described in section 3.2.  

 

4.7. M7: Secure blocking state 
The TOE will implement a security mechanism M7 as required for SEF AC3 and AU1. 

a) If the retry counter RC-PUK of the O4 (PUK) reaches the value 0, the DFSigG is 
blocked definitely and permanently by setting the potential security violation flag 
A in the header of the DFSigG. 

b) The security violation flag B is persistently set if the TOE receives the appropriate 
signal by the hardware described in (AE5.4). 

These states of the TOE are called the Secure Blocking State of the TOE. 

c) If the TOE is in its secure blocking state, M7 will generate a corresponding return 
code and send it to the IFD. 

4.8. M9: Clearing of memory 
The TOE will implement security mechanism M9 as required for SEF OR1. 

a) PIN and PUK will be immediately actively erased from the RAM or XRAM areas 
after their use. 

b) The TOE does not store the key SK.CH.DS in any temporary area. 

4.9. M10: Signature key pair generation 
The TOE will implement the following security mechanisms (summarised as M10) as 
required for SEF DX1 in accordance with [8]. 

a) Generation of random numbers using the onboard true random number generator. 

b) Quality check of the prime number (Rabin-Miller-Test) 
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c) RSA Algorithm with a key length of 1024 Bit. 

This approach is described in [8], section 1.4 (RSA) and considered as being adequate. 

Note that the mechanism M10 uses the output of the hardware true random number 
generator and, hence, can be tested only on the ICC. 

4.10. M11: Signature generation 
The TOE will implement security mechanisms (summarised as M11) as required for SEF 
DX2 in accordance with [8] and [9]. 

a) RSA Algorithm with a key length of 1024 Bit (see [8], section 1.4). 

b) Hash SHA-1 (see [8], section 1.3). 

c) PKCS1 BT1 Padding according to [9] (Appendix A, section A.1.2). 
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5. Suitability of the TOE�s security features 
This section describes the suitability of the TOE�s security features to counter all assumed 
threats. A simple mapping between the threats, the security objectives and the SEF and 
threats is shown based on the explanations given in section 1.6 in the following table. 

Table 17: Mapping between the threats, the security objectives and the SEF 
 SO1  

�Prevent dis-
closure, copying 

or modification of 
the cardholder�s 

private key� 

SO2  
�Prevent 

unauthorised use 
of the SigG 

digital signature 
function� 

SO6 
�Quality of 
key genera-

tion� 

SO7  
�Provide 

secure digital 
signatures� 

SO8  
�React to 
potential 
security 

violations� 

T1 �Extraction 
of the 

cardholder�s 
private key� 

AC1, AC2, 
OR1 

  DX1, 
DX2 

AC3, AU1 

T2 �Misuse of 
the signature 

function� 

 IA1 � IA4, 
AC1  

  AC3, AU1 

T3 �Forged data 
ascribed to the 

cardholder� 

  DX1 DX2 AC3, AU1 

 
Threat T1 

The threat T1 �Extraction of the cardholder�s private key� will be countered by the security 
objectives SO1, SO7 and SO8. 

The TOE shall implement the security enforcing function AC1 �Access control of 
commands� and AC2 � Access control of extraction� described in sections 2.2.2 and 2.3.2 
to prevent misuse of ICC commands implemented by the TOE and the extraction of the 
SigG private signature key. The SEF OR1 described in sections 2.2.4 and 0 shall prevent 
illicit information flow between the SigG application including the SigG private signature 
key and other applications embedded on the ICC through temporary used storage areas. 
The SEF DX1 and DX2 described in section 2.2.5 and 2.3.5 shall prevent disclosing of the 
SigG private signature key of the cardholder by cryptoanalytic attacks against the digital 
signatures generated by the TOE. The secure blocking state of the TOE CAS6 shall ensure 
the security of the SigG private signature key of the cardholder if a potential attack was 
detected (see SEF AC3 and AU1 in sections 2.2.2,  2.2.3,  2.3.2 and 2.3.3). 

 
Threat T2 

The threat T2 �Misuse of the signature function� will be countered by the security 
objectives SO2, SO8 in case that the Option Public IFD is not supported. 

The TOE implements the security enforcing function IA1, IA2, IA3 and IA4 for cardholder 
authentication (described in sections 2.2.1 and 2.3.1) and AC1 for access control over the 
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usage of the SigG signature key of the cardholder (described in sections 2.2.1,  2.3.1,  2.2.2 
and 2.3.2) to fulfil the security objective SO2. The (AE4.2)(4) assumes that the 
environment keeps the confidentiality and integrity of the data transferred between the 
office IFD and the ICC. The secure blocking state of the TOE CAS6 shall ensure the 
security of the SigG signature function if a potential attack was detected (see SEF AC3 and 
AU1 in sections 2.2.2,  2.2.3,  2.3.2 and 2.3.3). 

 
Threat T3 

The threat T3 �Forged data ascribed to the cardholder� will be countered by the security 
objectives (i) SO7 �Provide secure digital signatures� and (ii) SO6 �Quality of key 
generation�. The TOE implements the security enforcing function DX1 described in 
sections 2.2.5 and 2.3.5 to fulfil the security objective SO6 by means of generating a 
secure SigG signature key pair. The AE2 assumes the reliable public key infrastructure 
needed to check whether the cardholder was the sender of a signed message or not. SEF 
DX2 ensures cryptographic security of the digital signature. Therefore the forgery of 
digital signatures is prevented. The confidentiality of the SigG private signature key and 
limitation of access to the signature function prevent the repudiation of valid digital 
signatures addressed by threat T3. The secure blocking state of the TOE CAS6 shall 
prevent misuse of the TOE if a potential attack was detected (see SEF AC3 and AU1 in 
sections 2.2.2,  2.2.3,  2.3.2 and 2.3.3).  
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6. Evaluation Target 
The TOE�s security mechanisms of ITSEM type A are expected to provide strength of 
mechanisms, which is HIGH. 

The TOE will be evaluated using level E4 (�E four�). 
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7. List of abbreviations  
AC Access Control 

ACE Advanced Crypto Engine 

AE1 Life cycle security 

AE2 Integrity and quality of key material 

AE3 SigG compliant use of the TOE 

AE4 Use with SigG accredited IFD 

AE5 Security assumption about the ICC hardware 

AEn.m Assumption about the Environment (No. n) 

CAS1 Somebody using the TOE 

CAS2 Somebody using the SigG application 

CAS3 Cardholder using an IFD 

CAS6 A potential attacker  

CAS7 Somebody using the SigG application with blocked Cardholder reference data  

CH Cardholder  

DX Data Exchange 

IA Identification and Authentication 

IC Integrated Circuit 

ICC Integrated Circuit Card 

IFD Interface Device 

ITSEC Information Technology Security Evaluation Criteria 

M1 Human user authentication 

M10 Signature key pair generation 

M11 Signature generation 

M2 Change the unblocked reference data 

M3 Locking of the reference data 

M4 Unblock and change of the reference data 

M5 Extraction resistance 

M6 Access control for command execution 

M7 Secure blocking state 

M9 Clearing of memory  
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O1 SigG application 
O2 SigG private signature key of the cardholder  
O3 SigG cardholder reference data 
O4 SigG cardholder reset code 
O5 SigG signature key certificate of the cardholder 
O6 SigG public key of the root certification authority 

On Object (No. n)  

OR1 Object Reuse 

PIN Personal identification number  

PK Public Key 

PUK Personal unblocking key  

S1 Cardholder 

S2 Somebody 

S3 IFD 

S7 Potential attacker  

SEF Security Enforcing Function 

SigG Signaturgesetz 

SigV Signaturverordnung 

SK Secret Key 

Mn Security Mechanism (No. n) 

SO1 Prevent disclosure, copying or modification of the cardholder�s private key 

SO2 Prevent unauthorised use of the SigG digital signature function 

SO6 Quality of key generation  

SO7 Provide secure digital signature 

SO8 React to potential security violations 

SOn.m Security Objective (No. n) 

SRE1 Resetting of the ICC 

SRE10 Potential security violation occurred 

SRE11 Cardholder authenticated by reset code 

SRE12 Cardholder authentication by reset code failed 

SRE2 Deactivation of the ICC 

SRE3 Opening of the SigG application 

SRE3a Opening of the SigG application with blocked reference data 
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SRE3b Opening of the SigG application with unblocked reference data  

SRE4 Closing of the SigG application 

SRE5 Successful cardholder authentication 

SRE6 Cardholder authentication failure 

SRE7 Repeated authentication failure 

SRE8 Authentication expiration 

SREn Security Relevant Event (No. n)  

T1 Extraction of the cardholder�s private key 

T2 Misuse of the signature function 

T3 Forged data ascribed to the cardholder 

Tn.m Threat (No. n)  

TOE Target of Evaluation 
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8. Glossary  
ACE 

Advanced Crypto Engine 

Anybody 
The set of the two subjects S1 Cardholder and S2 Somebody. 

ARA Counter 
Acces Right Applicability Counter 

Authenticated User 
Human user providing for the authentication by (i) knowledge or (ii) 
biometrical characteristics the verification data matching the reference data 
stored in the TOE for (a) a application or (b) in a global context. 

Authentication information 
Information used to prove or to verify the identity of a subject by means of 
authentication. The user authentication information is the verification data 
provided by the cardholder to prove her or his identity and the reference data 
used by the TOE to verify this identity. The authentication information for the 
mutual authentication (see [9], annex D) are the private device key used by the 
prover to calculate the authentication token and the public device key used by 
the verifier to verify this token. 

Blocking state of the TOE 
Secure State of the ICC disabling the Signature application of the ICC. This 
state is apparent to the cardholder by means of an appropriate return code. 

Cardholder 
The legitimate owner of a specific ICC running the TOE. The cardholder is the 
only person in legitimate possession of the reference data (PIN and PUK) 
matching the stored verification data for the SigG application of the TOE in the 
operational phase. In case of the (optional for the TOE) authentication by 
biometrical characteristics the assumption AE4.5 assumes that the cardholder is 
the only person who is able to provide the biometrical characteristics to 
generate the verification data matching the verification data stored for the SigG 
application of the TOE. 

Certificate 
A digital certificate bearing a digital signature and pertaining to the assignment 
of a public signature key to a natural person (signature key certificate) or a 
separate digital certificate containing further information and clearly referring 
to a specific signature key certificate (attribute certificate) (see Artikel 1 §2 
SigG [6]). 

Certification authority 
A natural or legal person who certifies the assignment of public signature keys 
to natural persons and to this end holds a licence pursuant to Artikel 1 § 4 of 
the SigG [6]. 
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Credentials for signature verification  
Public keys or certificates stored in the ICC for the purpose of SigG signature 
verifications. 

Current authentication state 
A status of the TOE representing the current assumption about the subject 
currently using the TOE. The CAS is changed by security relevant events SRE 
and used for access control decisions. 

Device authentication key pair 
Pair of a private key and a public key of a SigG accredited technical 
component for the mutual device authentication according to [9]. 

DFA 
Differential Fault Analysis 

Device authentication certificate 
A certificate for a public key of a SigG compliant technical component to be 
used for the mutual device authentication according to [9]. 

Digital Signature 
A digital signature is a seal affixed to digital data which is generated by the 
private signature key of the cardholder (a private signature key) and establishes 
the owner of the signature key (the cardholder) and the integrity of the data 
with the help of an associated public key provided with a signature key 
certificate of a certification authority. 

Display message of the cardholder 
Secret string (i) stored in the SigG application of the TOE, (ii) displayed by the 
IFD after reading from the ICC and (iii) checked by the cardholder to verify the 
successful conduction of the mutual authentication procedure between ICC and 
IFD. See [9], section 18 and annex D for more details. 

DPA 
Differential Power Analysis 

Extraction (of a key) 
The extraction of the SigG private signature key of the cardholder covers (i) 
directly reading the key or (ii) copying the key to other devices even if the key 
is not generally disclosed in the process or (iii) inferring the key by analysing 
the results of computations performed by the ICC or (iv) inferring the key by 
analysing a physical observable. 

FMSP 
Formal Model of the Security Policy 

IFD 
abbreviation for: Interface Device 

Infer 
Any form of determination of secret keys by analysing the results of 
computations performed by the ICC or analysing physical characteristics in the 
course of computation. 
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Integrated Circuit Card 
A smart card equipped with the TOE. 

Interface Device 
Collectively all the devices and other equipment, to which the TOE is 
presented to for the purpose of performing ICC related services. 

Non-SigG application  
Application which resides on the card and is different from SigG signature 
application. The TOE may provide specific functions for this application by its 
specific software components. The data of the other applications (i) are stored 
in directories and files of the ICC, (ii) are not executed as code by the TOE and 
(iii) are not subject of the evaluation. 

office IFD 
A SigG compliant IFD under custody and responsibility of the cardholder. 

Operational phase 
The life cycle phase of the ICC, when it is ready to be used by the cardholder 
for SigG digital signature generation (e. g. (i) TOE has been personalised for 
the cardholder and (ii) the SigG private signature key of the cardholder is 
stored in the TOE). The ICC will have been transferred to the cardholder 
typically involving some �smart card issuer�. 

Personalization phase 
The life cycle phase, when the ICC is equipped with SigG application related 
data and data related to the specific cardholder. The TOE is personalised for 
the cardholder (e. g. The TOE stores the reference data for authentication by 
knowledge for the SigG application of the TOE which matches the verification 
data (Transport-PIN and PUK) given to the cardholder as the legitimate person 
in the operational phase). In case of Method of Use �Generation of cardholders 
signature key on the ICC� the TOE is used to generate the cardholder�s 
signature key pair on the ICC. 

Potential security violation flags 
These flags are set by the TOE if: 

A The flag A is persistently set if the RC-PUK is decremented from 1 to 0 (i.e. 
reaches the value RC-PUK=0). The flag A is set in the header of the DFSigG and 
cannot be reset29. 

B The flag B is persistently set if the TOE receives the appropriate signal by the 
hardware described in (AE5.4) 

Potential security violations 
A set of specified events to be deemed as potential tries to penetrate the TOE 
using logical interfaces to the TOE. 
For this TOE, the term potential security violation is defined in (SO8.1). 
When a potential security violation occurs, the TOE assumes the Potential 

                                                 
29 We distinguish between the verb �set� and �reach� in relation to the RC-PUK: �set� the RC-PUK means to 
assign a value to the RC-PUK, �reach� means that RC-PUK equals a value after decrementing. 
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Attacker S7 as user of the TOE. 

Private key 
Part of a key pair of an asymmetric cryptographic algorithm. The private key 
shall be kept confidential. 

public IFD 
A public IFD runs on behalf of a service provider to provide commercial 
services for the user. The cardholder is assumed to know whether the used IFD 
is (i) a public IFD or (ii) an office IFD. 

Public key 
Part of a key pair of an asymmetric cryptographic algorithm. The public key 
may be published usually in form of a certificate to keep its authenticity and 
integrity. 

RC-PIN 
Retry Counter for the PIN, synonym for Retry counter for the reference data 

RC-PUK 
Retry Counter for the PUK, synonym for Retry counter for the reset code 

Reference data 
Data stored in the SigG application of the TOE for checking the verification 
data presented by the human user for authentication as cardholder. 

Reset code 
Data required to unlock the reference data and used for the authentication of 
the cardholder. The reset code is also named PUK. 

Retry counter for the reference data 
The retry counter for the reference data (i) stores the number of allowed failed 
authentication attempts by presenting the verification data after the last 
successful authentication attempt with the verification data or (ii) will be equal 
to a fixed value if the number of failed authentication attempts by presenting 
the verification data exceeds the maximum number of allowed failed 
authentication attempts with the verification data.  

Retry counter for the reset code 
The retry counter of the reset code (i) stores the number of allowed failed 
authentication attempts by presenting the reset code or (ii) will be equal to a 
fixed value if the number of failed authentication attempts with the reset code 
exceeds the maximum number of allowed failed authentication attempts with 
reset code. The retry counter for the reference data and the retry counter of the 
reset code are persistently stored in the TOE. 

Secure Blocking State 
The TOE is defined to be in its secure blocking state, if one of the potential 
security violation flags is set. 

 
Session 

Time frame from external reset by power supply on or reset signal to the ICC 
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until next external reset or power supply down of the ICC on wich the TOE 
runs. 

RMS 
Resource Management System 

SigG compliant digital signature 
A digital signature compliant with the German digital signature legislative [6], 
[7], [8]. It shall be generated by SigG compliant technical components. 

SigG accredited ICC 
ICC (i) being a SigG accredited technical component and (ii) equipped with the 
TOE supporting the Option Public IFD (especially supporting the mutual 
device authentication and secure messaging according to [9], section 18 and 
annex D). 

SigG accredited IFD 
Public IFD (i) being a SigG accredited technical component and (ii) acting as 
customer IFD according to [9], section 18, and (iii) supporting the mutual 
device authentication and secure messaging according to [9], annex D). 

SigG accredited technical component 
A technical component which (1) is produced as an example of an SigG 
compliant technical component, (2) being able to prove its own SigG 
accreditation by means of (2i) a private authentication key, and (2.ii) an 
authentication certificate of a policy certification authority for SigG accredited 
devices and (3) being able to verify the SigG accreditation of other devices by 
means of a public authentication key of the DEPCA for certificates of policy 
certification authority for SigG accredited devices. 

SigG application services 
The functions provided for the cardholder by the TOE. The SigG application 
services are at least (i) SigG signature generation and (ii) reading SigG digital 
signature certificates.  

SigG cardholder reference data 
Data permanently stored in the TOE to verify the cardholder authentication. 

SigG cardholder verification data 
Data provided by the user to authenticate himself as cardholder (i) by 
knowledge or (ii) by biometrical characteristics.  

SigG signature key pair of the cardholder 
Pair of asymmetric keys consisting of the SigG private signature key of the 
cardholder and the SigG public key of the cardholder. 

SigG compliance of technical component 
A property of technical components adhering to the given SigG legislative with 
respect to its implementation and configuration. The SigG compliance of a 
technical component shall be evaluated and conformed according to [7]   
Anlage 1. The SigG compliance of a technical component is usually not 
directly apparent to the user or to another technical component. Note that a 
SigG compliant technical component is not necessarily a SigG accredited 
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technical component. 

SigG private signature key of the cardholder 
Part of the SigG application and used by the TOE to generate a digital 
signature on behalf of the cardholder. The signature key is the private key of 
the SigG signature key pair of the cardholder. 

SigG public key of the cardholder 
Public key corresponding to the SigG private signature key of the cardholder 
and used to verify a digital signature of the cardholder. The SigG public key of 
the cardholder is part of the SigG signature key pair of the cardholder and the 
SigG certificate of the cardholder. 

SigG signature verification 
Process established with the help of an associated public key provided by a 
signature key certificate of a certification authority: (i) whether the digital 
signature of the message was generated by the owner of the signature key (the 
cardholder) and (ii) the integrity of the data. The TOE may provide a signature 
verification function, but this function is not a subject of this evaluation as a 
security enforcing function. 

SPA 
Simple Power Analysis 

Verification data 
Data presented by a human user for authentication as cardholder and 
corresponding to the reference data stored in the TOE. The verification data are 
also named PIN. 
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