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SYSTEMAND METHODS FOR RUN TIME 
DETECTION AND CORRECTION OF 

MEMORY CORRUPTION 

RELATED APPLICATIONS 

This application is a Continuation-in-part of U.S. applica 
tion Ser. No. 1 1/673,541, filed Feb. 9, 2007 now abandoned, 
which claims the benefit of U.S. Provisional Application No. 
60/771,734 filed on Feb. 9, 2006. The entire teachings of the 
above applications are incorporated herein by reference. 

BACKGROUND 

In today's computing devices Such as desktops, laptops, 
servers, workstations, etc. as well as mobile computers such 
as handhelds, Smartphones and personal digital assistants etc 
and intelligent appliances such as home control systems, 
alarm systems, sprinkler systems, collectively called hard 
ware clients hereafter, many Software applications run con 
currently. In order to have multiple applications run in paral 
lel, the operating system in the client creates a separate 
process for each Such application and assigns chunks of time 
from the Central Processing Unit (CPU) using a scheduling 
mechanism. Each application executes in a process that can 
utilize Such virtual memory as was assigned to it at the time of 
creation of the process. This memory may become corrupted 
as the application executes thereby causing the application to 
perform unintended and even malicious actions on the user's 
computer 

SUMMARY OF THE INVENTION 

Many network accessible hardware clients are vulnerable 
to memory corruption attacks triggered by malicious attack 
ers. Malicious attackers have strived hard to exploit such 
Vulnerability and seize control of a user's computer remotely. 
Once control has been seized, arbitrary code of the attacker's 
choosing can be executed by the attacker. Usually the objec 
tive of the malicious attacker is to extract personal and/or 
confidential information from the user but it could also 
include disrupting personal or business activity of the user for 
the purpose of inflicting loss of productivity or even conduct 
BOT attacks. The earliest attacks commenced the attack by 
compromising buffers on the Stack and the heap segments. 
Later generation attacks attacked such pointers that had the 
potential to change the execution path of an application There 
is a need to protect these network accessible hardware clients 
and the data residing on Such clients from various forms of 
malicious attacks that are facilitated through memory corrup 
tion. 
A method or corresponding apparatus in an example 

embodiment of the present invention detects memory corrup 
tion of at least one portion of memory at run-time. A method 
or apparatus using principles of the present invention corrects 
memory corruption, during run-time, by replacing the at least 
one portion of memory with a backup of the at least one 
portion of memory. A method or apparatus also using the 
principles of the present invention alerts the user of memory 
corruption where recovery from Such memory corruption is 
not practical. 

In an embodiment, the method or apparatus detects a 
memory corruption by comparing a run-time signature of a 
program or shared library file with a valid signature during 
load-time. 
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2 
In another embodiment, the method or apparatus detects a 

memory corruption by monitoring program code execution to 
identify an abnormality. 

In an embodiment, the memory corruption may be initiated 
locally or remotely through a network. 
A method or apparatus employing principles of the present 

invention detects a memory corruption of at least one portion 
of memory, during run-time, in a Smart Phone, Personal 
Digital Assistant (PDA), Mainframe Computer, or Personal 
Computer (PC). 

In one embodiment, a process in the present invention 
identifies an intention to corrupt at least one portion of 
memory either directly by malicious code or by existing code 
being manipulated maliciously. In either case, the system 
intercepts the malicious code, during run-time, to prevent 
corruption of at least one portion of memory. 

In another embodiment, a process of the present invention 
creates a backup of the at least one portion of memory. 
A method or corresponding apparatus in an example 

embodiment monitors at least one computer instruction dur 
ing run-time and prevents the execution of the at least one 
computer instruction, where the location of the next computer 
instruction to be executed is identified as improper. In an 
embodiment, the computer program instructions are 
machine-language code. In another embodiment, the moni 
tored computer instructions include at least the various forms 
of the return, jump, or call instructions. 

In still yet another embodiment, a process in the present 
invention stores information about stacks, heaps, and 
machine language instructions, for either an executable, or a 
shared library that maybe loaded into a hardware client device 
at start up or during the course of execution of a software 
application during run time. 
A method or apparatus uses a process that creates a data 

base of the computer instructions to be monitored prior to 
runtime. Next, the process, during run-time, (i) detects a 
memory corruption of the at least one portion of memory; and 
(ii) replaces the at least one portion of memory with the 
backup to correct the memory corruption of at least one 
portion of memory or determines that it is not possible to 
recover from the corruption and therefore warns the user 
and/or terminates the application. 
A method or apparatus provides a memory correction ser 

vice. The memory correction service corrects a memory cor 
ruption and receives payment for the correction of the 
memory corruption. 
A novel secure virtual machine approach to detect and 

mitigate a broad class of memory corruption attacks is 
employed using embodiments of the present invention. A thin 
lightweight secure virtual machine that envelops each pro 
tected application is used for detecting and mitigating 
memory corruption. This virtual machine can detect memory 
corruption on data segments such as the stack, data and the 
heap segment, and the resulting hijacking of program control 
flow, by dynamically checking a set of invariants at run-time. 
Memory corruption exploits cause one or more invariants to 
become false, leading to the detection of Such memory cor 
ruption. One approach can (i) detect a broad class of memory 
corruption attacks, (ii) is lightweight and efficient, (iii) can 
detect Zero day exploits since it does not rely on detecting 
attacks through signatures, and (iv) works with binary files 
without requiring application recompilation or on-disk modi 
fications to existing Software applications. 
An example memory corruption protection technology 

helps protect businesses and consumers from Zero-day worm 
attacks that exploit memory Vulnerabilities. It can protect 
Vulnerable enterprise software applications until a software 
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patch that addresses the Vulnerability becomes available. This 
proactive protection provides the home user or the enterprise 
user with a larger time window to test patches prior to deploy 
ment since there is no danger of the Vulnerability being 
exploited by a malicious hacker. Since mission critical enter 
prise computers do not need to be updated, rebooted and 
restarted, there is not only significant increase in productivity 
in the enterprise but the potential for loss of intellectual prop 
erty and personal information is also reduced. 

Studies have shown that security exploits based on 
memory corruption such as buffer overflows and arbitrary 
code execution constitute more than half of today's security 
Vulnerabilities. 

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE DRAWINGS 

The foregoing will be apparent from the following more 
particular description of example embodiments of the inven 
tion, as illustrated in the accompanying drawings in which 
like reference characters refer to the same parts throughout 
the different views. The drawings are not necessarily to scale, 
emphasis instead being placed upon illustrating embodi 
ments of the present invention. 

FIG. 1 depicts a segmented address space; 
FIG. 2 shows address space permissions associated with 

each segment of a computer process address in an example 
embodiment; 

FIG.3 depicts an organization of stack Sub-frames; 
FIG. 4 shows mechanics of a return attack in an example 

embodiment; 
FIG. 5 depicts the mechanics of a format string attack; 
FIG. 6 shows control data structures in a heap allocation 

unit; 
FIG. 7 depicts a block diagram of an Invariant Checking 

Engine (ICE): 
FIG. 8 shows a block level diagram of engines in a Client 

ICE: 
FIG. 9 shows a state machine of a Client ICE: 
FIG. 10 depicts a state machine of a Vulnerability Logging 

Engine in a Client ICE: 
FIG. 11 depicts a state machine of a Software Update 

Engine of the Client ICE: 
FIG. 12 depicts a state machine of the License Manage 

ment Engine of the Client ICE: 
FIG. 13 is state machine diagram of the Configuration 

Management Engine of the Client ICE: 
FIG. 14 depicts a state machine of the File Validation 

Engine of the Client ICE: 
FIG. 15 is a block diagram of a Proxy ICE: 
FIG. 16 is state machine diagram that shows a Software 

Update Engine shows operating at the Proxy ICE: 
FIG.17 is state machine diagram that shows a Vulnerability 

Logging Engine at the Proxy ICE: 
FIG. 18 is state machine diagram that shows a File Validity 

Engine in Proxy ICE: 
FIG. 19 is state machine diagram that shows a License 

Management Engine in a Proxy ICE: 
FIG. 20 depicts a block level functionality in a Master ICE: 
FIG. 21 is state machine diagram that shows a Software 

Update Engine operating at the Master ICE: 
FIG.22 is state machine diagram that shows a Vulnerability 

Logging Engine that operates at a Master ICE: 
FIG. 23 is state machine diagram that shows a License 

Management Engine in a Master ICE; and 
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4 
FIG. 24 is state machine diagram that shows a File Validity 

Engine in a Master ICE. 

DETAILED DESCRIPTION 

FIG. 1 is a representation of memory that an operating 
system utilizes for executing a software application. Various 
sections of memory utilized are collectively called the Pro 
cess Address space 10. The Process Address space 10 is a 
combination of the Stack Segment 11, the Shared Library 
Segment 12, the Heap Segment 13, the Data Segment 14, and 
the Code Segment 15. Individual functions in a computer 
application use sections within the Stack Segment 11 for 
storage and manipulation of their local variables and param 
eters. When one function calls a second function, the return 
address into and a pointer to the beginning of the stack Sub 
frame used by the first function are saved on the stack sub 
frame of the second function before the second function 
begins executing. Code contained in libraries is present in the 
Shared Library segment 12, which may be stored in a shared 
memory segment. 
The Data segment 14 Stores initialized global and static 

variables and is also the repository for many memory Sub 
sections such as the Heap segment 13, the Block Started by 
Symbol (BSS), idata, irdata, .edata, and other memory sec 
tions. The Heap segment 13 contains the memory used 
dynamically by the application. The computer's memory 
manager can allocate, coalesce and free up memory contained 
in the heap segment 13 of the Process Address space. Garbage 
collection functionality of the memory manager allows heap 
segment memory to be used and reused without fear of run 
ning out of memory. The BSS segment contains global and 
static variables that are used by the application without ini 
tialization. The idata section contains references to functions 
imported by the various modules (individual executables and 
libraries including shared libraries) that make up the com 
plete Software application. Similarly, the .edata section con 
tains references to the functions exported by each module in 
the Software application. The .rdata section is used to store 
read-only variables like constants used by the application. 
The code segment 15, also known as the text segment, con 
tains the code used by the executables and modules that make 
up the Software application. In an embodiment, the applica 
tion uses the various segments of memory described above in 
different ways. Therefore the access permissions associated 
with each segment may be different. 

FIG. 2 shows the address space permissions associated 
with each segment of memory in the process address space 10 
of FIG.1. In particular, code segment 21, has read and execute 
permissions but not write permission. Consequently, the CPU 
cannot write into the code segment. This security mechanism 
is enforced by the operating system in order to prevent the 
application instructions from being corrupted. Data segment 
22, Heap Segment 23, and Stack segment 25 have read and 
write permissions, but should not have execute permission. 
However, until recently, operating systems did not impose 
non-executable restrictions on these segments. In an embodi 
ment, a Shared segment 24 is similar to the code segment 21 
and has the same permissions since the shared segment is also 
code of the Software application. 

FIG.3 depicts an organization of the stack sub-frames that 
are created and destroyed as the Software application 
executes. Before an application is ready to be released, it 
usually is compiled and linked. The compiler inserts a pro 
logue before and an epilogue after each function in the 
executable and libraries that make up the application. When a 
typical function in the application, F1( ) for example, 
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executes, the prologue inserts the address of the base of the 
stack sub-frame, 30A, for that function into the base pointer 
(BP) register. It then makes room for the local parameters 38 
and local variables 37 of the function F1 () by moving the 
stack pointer (SP)30B upwards. The Stack Pointer register is 
updated with the new location of the stack pointer 30B. Local 
variables can include integers, characters, arrays, pointers etc 
that are may be declared by the function F1(). During the 
course of execution of code in function F1 () if F1 () makes a 
call to another function, say F2(), then the epilogue placed by 
the operating system writes the address of the Base Pointer 
30A of function F1() into the Previous Base Frame Pointer 36 
and the address of the next instruction after the call to F2( ) 
within F1 () into the Return Address 35 of the stack Sub 
Frame 1 (39B). The operating system also advances the 
address in the ESP register to allow for the two DWORDS 
written by it on stack sub-frame 1 (39B). The complete region 
of memory between locations 30A and 30B is called the Stack 
Sub-Frame for function F1() (39B). 

If a malicious hacker finds a function, F2( ), that uses a 
local buffer as part of local variables 33 or performs pointer 
arithmetic to write into the stack without checking bounds, 
the hacker can fill the memory in the stack sub frame of 
function F2( ), with malicious content. The memory can be 
filled with data that is in reality a collection of instructions 
(also known as shell code). The buffer can be overflowed past 
the local variables 33 and local parameters 34 and as far as 
into the Return Address 35 as well as the Previous Base Frame 
Pointer 36. The content placed into 35 and 36 refers to the 
beginning of the shell code inserted into 33. When Function 
F2( ) exits, execution is returned to the address in Return 
Address 35 and that function uses a stack sub-frame whose 
base is referred to by the overwritten value in 36. Since the 
contents of 35 and 36 have been written by the malicious 
hacker, she is able to redirect the execution to an arbitrary 
location. Using Such unauthorized redirection, the hacker can 
execute arbitrary code with arbitrary parameters. 
The attack described above is called the first generation 

Stack Smashing attack. In the Stack Smashing attack, the 
shell code is placed directly into the stack sub-frame of a 
Vulnerable function. Upon exit from that function, the execu 
tion flow is diverted to the malicious code. These attacks have 
now been thwarted by recent enhancements such as the No 
Execute (NX) and Data Execution Prevention (DEP) 
enhancements announced by major hardware and Software 
Vendors. Unfortunately, many Software applications stop 
working with these protection mechanisms which may result 
in the user to bypass such mechanisms. Once disabled or not 
enforced, cannot block attacks that use shell code to perform 
malicious actions. In another embodiment, a first generation 
can be an “Off By One Attack.” Here a few bits of the address 
in the previous base frame address saved on the previous 
function’s stack subframe 36 is modified maliciously to point 
the base of the previous stack sub frame to else where in the 
stack segment. The Software application will then start per 
forming unexpected actions and may even crash. 

While blocking shell code is a major stride in containing 
the spread of viruses and worms, code that is in the process 
address space can be used maliciously to attack the user's 
computer including writing files to the user's disk. The 
NX/DEP support cannot prevent code already present in the 
user's computer as shared libraries from being manipulated 
maliciously. A second generation attack known as the return 
to-lib-c attack leverages exactly Such shared library code to 
mount attacks on unsuspecting victims. In an embodiment, a 
return-to-lib-c attack proceeds similarly to the Stack Smash 
ing attack with the difference that there is no requirement to 
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6 
drop shell code into the local buffer. Instead, the local param 
eters are changed and the return address changed to a shared 
library function. The maliciously re-written local parameters 
cause the shared library code to perform malicious activity. 

FIG. 4 shows the mechanics of an attack (return-to-lib-c) in 
an example embodiment. In particular, in FIG. 4 an attacker 
points the return address 41 to commonly used library func 
tions, such as system () 46, already present in the code seg 
ment 45. By attacking common library functions such as 
system () it is possible to obtain a shell remotely and perform 
the actions the targeted library function would perform usu 
ally. By supplying this shell with malicious parameters 47 
which are loaded using local parameters 44, it is possible to 
execute an arbitrary shell command. Such as deleting specific 
files or directories. 

Both the first and second generation attacks exploits an 
overflowing buffer to corrupt execution flow control data, 
namely the return address 41 and the previous base frame 
pointer 42 in order to bring malicious code into the execution 
path. A pointer and an exception handler can also be used to 
redirect code execution to arbitrary locations in the code and 
data segments. Data that can affect the flow of execution at 
run time is collectively referred to as execution flow control 
data hereinafter. 
At the time the application is being designed, execution 

flow control data is liberally sprinkled around in memory by 
the compiler, the linker and the loader. Exported and imported 
function pointer data and relocation tables are examples of 
such execution flow control data sprinkled by the linker etc. 
Third generation memory corruption attacks have targeted 
Such execution control flow data to bring malicious external 
or existing code into the execution path. Some of the more 
popular attacks that maliciously corrupt execution control 
flow data are the Format String Attack and the heap based 
FLINK/BLINK Attack. The format string attack can be used 
even if the programmer uses secure libraries that check the 
bounds of the buffer being written to. 

FIG.5 depicts the mechanics of a format string attack. The 
stack sub frame for function snprintf( ) 51 will appear as 
shown at Stack Pointer 59 through the Base Pointer 58. If the 
malicious hacker supplies snprintf( ) 51 with the data 
“\X85\x86\X23\X77% d'yo in that information is stored at the 
location pointed to by location 54 on the stack of snprintf(). 
As the function snprintf() executes, the CPU will scan the 
contents of the input string, one character at a time, and start 
copying the contents into the bottom of location 52 until the 
CPU encounters the format string (the '% d embedded inside 
the supplied string). At that point, the CPU advances the stack 
pointer from 54 so that it points to 53 and prints the contents 
of 53 in lieu of the '% d format string. The CPU next encoun 
ters the '% in format String in the input string. Once again, it 
advances the stack pointer which now points to the 1 data in 
52 which is the address supplied by the input string. This 
address is 0x77238685 (the first four bytes of the input string 
read in little endian format). It will then write 5 to this address 
in lieu of the '% n format specifier (because so far 5 characters 
have been read by the CPU). This mechanism can be used to 
write an arbitrary value to an arbitrary address. By cleverly 
manipulating the data Supplied to Snprintf(), it is possible to 
write a series of arbitrary value to a series of arbitrary 
addresses one byte at a time. In this way, execution flow 
control data can be maliciously overwritten. 

FIG. 6 shows control data structures in a heap allocation 
unit. When a process starts, a default heap is created. This 
heap is carved out into Small individual chunks which are 
initially free and chained in to a Free List 62. Each chunk has 
a header with two pointers called the FLINK (forward link) 
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and BLINK (backward link) and a data section for dynamic 
memory storage. As the process executes, free memory is 
allocated. Allocated list 61 is also similarly chained together. 
From time to time, as allocated memory gets freed up, it is 
first returned to the Look Aside List 63. Before allocating 
fresh memory from the Free list, the memory manager looks 
at the LookAside List 63 for available free memory. This is 
done to speed new allocation requests by the application and 
to prevent fragmentation in the remaining memory. Unlike 
the Allocated List 61 and the Free List 62, the Look Aside List 
63 is singly chained through the FLINK pointer alone. Unlike 
the sanity checks performed when memory is returned into 
the Free List 62, the checks performed for returning memory 
into the Look Aside List 63 are, in some instances, not as 
exhaustive. This is a tradeoff between speed and security. As 
a result less effective error checking, an existing allocated 
chunk of memory can write arbitrary data on a contiguous 
free chunk in the LookAside List 63 by supplying the alloca 
tion unit with more data than it can hold. When the corrupted 
free LookAside chunk is later allocated, its FLINK pointer 
will be pointing, to a destination of a malicious hackers 
choosing. When the error checking is performed, the mali 
ciously overwritten FLINK location comes into the execution 
path and execution resume at the address pointed by the 
FLINK pointer. A subsequent write to the memory completes 
the attack process and the malicious hacker's objective of 
Subverting the application is accomplished. 
Memory exploits arise because it is difficult to distinguish 

between execution flow control data and ordinary data in 
segments such as the stack, heap, relocation and data sections 
of a process running on a computer. Execution flow control 
data and ordinary data are intermingled by various entities 
Such as the compiler, the linker as well as the loader through 
the use of return addresses, stack frame pointers, look-up 
tables, relocation tables, etc. While the code segment of an 
executable is write protected against malicious changes, 
execution control flow data present in the stack, heap and data 
segments, is not immune to malicious changes. A malicious 
hacker can therefore either deposit arbitrary code into the 
stack, heap, relocation and data sections of the process 
address space and either redirect execution to maliciously 
planted shell code or divert execution to existing code 
invoked with malicious arguments so that unintended user 
actions can be performed. These attacks are often facilitated 
by performing pointer arithmetic on a pointer whose bounds 
are not checked or by manipulating pointers that are linked 
either singly or doubly but perform some operation on the 
stack, heap, relocation and other data sections that hold 
execution flow control information. A Subsequent memory 
write operation on such a vulnerable pointer allows arbitrary 
content to be written to arbitrary locations in the Stack, heap, 
or data sections. Once arbitrary writing is completed, the 
application performs malicious activity without any prompt 
ing by the local or remote hacker. 
Some of the memory attack-vectors that may exist, 

include: 
1. Stack based buffer overflows that attack control registers 

like Extended Instruction Pointer (EIP) and Extended 
Base Pointer (EBP) with the purpose of either diverting 
execution or providing malicious arguments to existing 
code in shared libraries or the executable itself. 

2. Format String attacks that can be used to write arbitrary 
content to arbitrary locations. Therefore, these are typi 
cally used to overwrite function pointer arguments and 
divert execution to malicious places in the shared 
memory segment or even inside the main executable. 
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8 
3. Heap Based buffer overflows that use dangling pointers 

or FLINK/BLINK pointers to write malicious content 
into EIP and EBP. Since these pointers can be used to 
write arbitrary content to arbitrary locations, they can be 
exploited with the objective of changing function 
pointer arguments or even the functions exposed 
through the shared libraries 

4. Double free attacks are similar to heap based buffer 
overflows. An attempt to free an already freed up 
memory region can be used to write arbitrary data at 
arbitrary locations. By choosing a location, such as con 
trol data or code execution data, execution can be 
diverted to arbitrary locations. 

5. Integer overflows can be used to bypass bounds check 
ing. For example, if a condition defines an integer to be 
<512 before some pointer operation is done, then by 
overflowing the integer, it is easy to force a value of -1 
which is less than the 512 number used and this will 
allow the unsafe operation to proceed. 

6. Function and local pointers can be used to hijack and 
overwrite data structures such as the Imported Address 
Tables (IAT) or other relocation tables. When the appli 
cation accesses these tables, the available tainted data 
causes the application to perform unintended actions. 

The Invariant Checking Engine is a run time mechanism 
that whilst detecting memory corruption reliably does not 
access Source code or perform static analysis to determine 
permitted States or pointer boundaries. Instead, it relies on 
imposing fundamental computer architecture principles to 
reliably detect memory corruption that ends up diverting the 
natural execution flow model of the application in a way that 
allows an attacker's code to be executed. The proposed solu 
tion is not restricted to detecting memory corruption at one 
computer, but the detection of corruption in many network 
computers (including but not limited to fixed computers such 
as desktops, laptops, servers, workstations, etc. as well as 
mobile computers such as handhelds, Smartphones and per 
Sonal digital assistants etc and intelligent appliances such as 
home control systems, alarm systems, sprinkler systems etc). 
These networked computers can be present in one private 
enterprise or be a part of a public service provider network. 

FIG. 7 depicts a block diagram of the Invariant Checking 
Engine (ICE) infrastructure. The individual hosts that can be 
protected by the current invention can be a plethora of com 
puters which are individually or collectively referred to as 
Client ICE 101. An individual computer can be a fixed com 
puter (such as but not limited to a desktop, server, worksta 
tion, main frame etc), a mobile computer (such as but not 
limited to a laptop, handheld, Smart Phone, PDA etc), a 
wireless computer (such as a cellular, WIFI and WIMAX 
communication device) or an intelligent appliance (such as a 
home control system, alarm system, sprinkler system etc). 
The sub-engines that power the Client ICE 101 are the File 
Integrity Validation Engine, the Invariant Checking Engine, 
the Client Vulnerability Logging Engine, the Client Software 
Update Engine, the Client License Management Engine and 
lastly the Client Configuration Management Engine. The 
detailed working of these engines will be described below. 
A group of computers, each of which implements the Cli 

ent ICE 101 can be collectively serviced by one or many 
Proxy ICE 102. The services available from a Proxy ICE 102 
may include but not be limited to updating of the Software 
Image Update Service, Vulnerability Management Service, 
File Validation Service, and the License Management Ser 
vice. More details about some of these services are described 
later. The Proxy ICE 101 is typically deployed by small, 
medium or large enterprise or business customers to ensure 



US 8,510,596 B1 

the above mentioned services offered are in compliance with 
the overall corporate policies and standards. Computers of 
individual end users (e.g., a home users) acting can also be 
serviced by a Managed Service Provider's Proxy ICE 102. 
Some other individual end users can obtain such services 
from a Master ICE 103 directly instead of from the Proxy 
ICE. 
The Master ICE 103 provides all the afore-mentioned ser 

vices that the Proxy ICE 102 provides. In an embodiment, one 
major difference between the services offered by the Proxy 
ICE 102 and the Master ICE 103 is that the latter is the final 
arbiter and is hierarchically superior. The Master ICE 103 
server is typically owned and operated by the organization 
that owns the present invention and such entity will be 
referred to as the Owner hereinafter. Since a given Master ICE 
103 can handle only a finite number of connection requests 
from a Proxy ICE 102 and Client ICE 101, many Master ICE 
103 servers may need to be deployed as the ICE protection 
service increases in usage. The task of choosing which Master 
ICE 103 will service a given incoming connection request 
from a Proxy ICE 102 or a Client ICE 101 can be done either 
manually by traffic engineering mechanisms or through an 
automated connection load balancing server. In an embodi 
ment, it will be assumed that when a Master ICE 103 gets a 
connection request, it has already been routed to the best 
possible Master ICE 103 server instance. 

Reference is now made to FIG. 8 that shows the block 
diagram of the functionality present at each individual host 
referred to as Client ICE 101 of FIG. 7. The functionality 
contained in each individual block is as described below. 
The Invariant Checking Engine 111 in FIG. 8 provides the 

basic memory corruption detection functionality by enforc 
ing the Invariant Checking rules that help detect that memory 
has been corrupted at run time. Once a security breach has 
occurred and has been detected, the ClientVulnerability Log 
ging Engine 112 of FIG.8 will not log contextual information 
into the Vulnerability Log Database 118 and propagates this 
information to the Enterprise/Managed Service Provider's IT 
Manager, if any, and also to the owner of the patent so that the 
new Vulnerability can be made public and the attacked mod 
ule's vendor be informed so that a corrective patch can be 
released subsequently. The Client Software Update Engine 
113 ensures that the software image of the Client ICE 101 of 
FIG. 7 is the latest image. When the Client ICE software is 
updated, these changes are propagated to Such computers that 
include an active license. The Client License Handler 114 
allows the user of the Client ICE to update the license when 
the duration of the license has expired. Details of the license 
are stored in the License database 119. The Client Configu 
ration Manager 115 manages the various configurations 
parameters that may be useful to run the Client ICE. For 
example, the IT Manager of an enterprise may determine that 
Some applications may not use Client ICE protection. In this 
circumstance, it may configure the Client ICE to not protect 
any process spawned by the said application. The configura 
tion is stored in the Configuration Database 120. The File 
Validation Engine 110 ensures that the module being loaded 
from the users hard disk into the process address space has 
not been corrupted. This is accomplished by comparing the 
load time signature of each Software module with the golden 
signature stored in the File Integrity database 117. The user's 
hard disk 122 stores the software functionality the user 
requires. The Graphical User Interface 123 is the front end of 
the Client ICE and provides a mechanism for the user to make 
changes to the configuration and also to observe the logs. 

Reference is now made to FIG.9 which depicts the detailed 
functionality of the Invariant Checking engine present in the 
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Client ICE 111. Invariants attempt to detect hijacking of the 
program control flow by checking the integrity of data seg 
ments such as the stack, heap and the import address table. 
This is achieved by capturing the state of registers and por 
tions of data segments and then checking if this state has been 
modified by a memory corruption attack. Doing so ensures 
the integrity of the stack, the heap, the import address table, 
etc., and prevents hijacking of program control flow by an 
exploit. A number of invariant checks are triggered at various 
points during execution. 

Return address integrity check: The invariant checks if the 
return address on the stack matches the address from where 
the function was called. Failure of the check indicates that the 
return address was modified after it was placed on the stack 
due to a possible buffer overflow exploit. The previous frame 
pointer is similarly verified. 
Jump address validation: This invariant checks that a jump 

instruction transfers control to another location in the code 
segment. Since data segment such as the stack or the head do 
not contain code, any attempt to transfer program control flow 
to a data segment is indicative of an memory corruption 
exploit and is detected. Note that this invariant check provides 
protection similar to that provided by the NX bits inhardware, 
but without having Support in hardware (thereby providing 
such protection on older hardware that lacks this feature). 

External Call validation: This invariant verifies that a call to 
a library function is present in the ImportAddress Table (IAT) 
of that segment. The import address table, which is generated 
by the compiler, contains a list of calls made by the Source 
code to external library functions. An attempt to invoke a 
library function that is not present in the IAT indicates a 
hijacking of the control flow, since that function was not 
present in the original source code and thus would not be 
invoked during normal execution. 

Call destination and Far Jump validation: This invariant 
checks that a call to a library function in another segment or 
any far jump into another segment goes to the starting loca 
tion of a function; an attempt to transfer control into the 
middle of a function via call or far jump is not allowed. The 
export table of the segment, which contains a list of exported 
function and respective start addresses, is used to Verify and 
check this property. 
IAT Integrity check: The previous two invariant check use 

the import and the export address tables of a segment to 
guarantee that external calls are valid and go to valid memory 
locations. However, the Success of these invariant checks may 
depend on the integrity of the import and the export address 
tables. A memory corruption exploit that corrupts and over 
writes entries in these tables can defeat the invariant checks. 
To prevent Such exploits, the invariant checker maintains a 
shadow copy of the import and export tables for the code and 
linked libraries; the integrity of these segments (or that of 
particular entries within these tables) are first checked by 
comparing them to the shadow values; once integrity is veri 
fied, then the invariant checks are performed. Together, the 
integrity and the invariant checks can detect a variety of 
memory corruption attacks, including DLL bounce attacks, 
local pointerattacks that attempt to corrupt the IAT, and forms 
of function pointer and return-to-libc attacks that attempt to 
invoke a function not present in the IAT. 
Heap integrity checks: The notion of invariant checks can 

be extended to protect the heap from memory corruption. 
Several invariant checks can be designed to test for heap 
integrity. As an example, portions of the heap meta-data for 
each dynamically allocated region (e.g., the so-called flink/ 
blink pointers) can be saved as a shadow copy; alternately a 
checksum can be saved. This shadow copy or the shadow 
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checksum can be used to verify the integrity of the heap 
meta-data and detect if the linked-list pointers have been 
overwritten. These checks are triggered upon heap operations 
Such as heapCreate, heapDestroy, heap Allocate, heapFree, 
etc. 

Library randomization: While invariant checks can prevent 
Some forms of functional pointer attack, they are unable to 
detect exploits where an overwritten function pointer points 
to a function that is also used in the code. In an example 
embodiment, a secure virtual machine can perform address 
space randomization on linked libraries to prevent attacks; 
Such randomization is done at load time and is transparent to 
the application. It also does not make modifications to library 
files on disk. One technique involves loading the library at a 
different random location on each machine. Further, the origi 
nal library function names are mangled using a randomizer 
and a wrapper library to invoke these functions. The wrapper 
library contains a random permutation of functions present in 
the original library (thus the functions in the library appear in 
different order and at different locations/different systems) 
The wrapper functions invoke the original functions using the 
mangled function names. Use of random permutations of 
functions within a library, together with name mangling and 
loading of the mangled library at a random location, enables 
thwarting of function pointer and return-to-libc attacks. 

This detailed functionality available through the Invariant 
Checking Engine is described through the state machine that 
describes the actions performed by the Client ICE 111. In the 
Start State 130, the Client ICE stops the loader from loading 
the application into memory and instead brings in the Client 
ICE libraries into memory. Once these are loaded, and ready 
to run, the Start State 130 begins operation by examining the 
details of the license advertised by the host on which the ICE 
is running. This is done to ensure that the license is valid at the 
time a protected application is started. In case the license 
validity has expired or the user is in contravention of a con 
dition implicit in the license, the state machine of the Client 
ICE does not advance. Due notification of expiry of the Client 
ICE is made to the user and an invitation to renew the license 
is also made. On the other hand, if the license is determined to 
be valid, the Client ICE engine commences the process of 
protecting the client to the next stage. This functionality may 
occur in the Process Instantiated State 131 in FIG. 9. In the 
Process Instantiated State, the Client ICE reads the configu 
ration files from the configuration database 120 in FIG. 8 and 
determines whether the application should be protected or 
not. Based on the result of the lookup, the application may or 
may not need to be protected. In case it is determined that the 
application does not need to be protected, control of the state 
machine is transferred to the Start State 130. In either case, the 
Process Instantiated State signals the loader to start loading 
the modules that make up the application. However, if the 
application does need to be protected, the Client ICE state 
machine advances to the File Verification Block 132. As the 
operating system loads each module (executables and librar 
ies) required by the application, the Client ICE persists in the 
File Verification Block 132. When no more new modules need 
to be loaded, the File Verification Block 132 passes control to 
the App Instrument State 133. During run time, some libraries 
or executable may need to be loaded into memory. At that 
time, control may need to be passed back to the File Verifi 
cation Block 132. The File Verification block examines each 
module and computes a hash of the code segment and com 
pares it with at least two instances having a golden hash stored 
for that executable in the File Integrity database 117. In case 
the run time computed hash does not coincide with the stored 
at least two instances having good hashes, the file integrity 
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test will be deemed to have failed and the state machine is 
advanced to the error handler state 141 for further processing. 
Alternatively, if the file integrity test passes, control of the 
state machine is transferred to the App Instrument State 133. 
When an executable file is loaded into memory, it is pos 

sible to read the data structures associated with that file and 
determine information about the organization of the file. In 
one embodiment, of the operating system, the file format of 
choice is the PE File format in which data structures contain 
information about the size and the beginning location of the 
various sections such as the code section, the data section, the 
exported and imported functions etc for that file. By analyz 
ing the information contained in these data structures, it is 
possible to perform at least two instances of run time checks 
that can lead to the detection of a memory corruption attack. 
In the App Instrument State 133, such invariant information is 
extracted from the data structures buried into the executable 
or library. In another embodiment, an operating system uses 
the COFF File Format and similar invariant information can 
be extracted from the COFF format as well. Some commonly 
used shared library modules which are leveraged by many 
executables such as but not limited to the C-Run time libraries 
are easy targets for malicious hackers since they are highly 
likely to be present in the process address space of a target. 
Therefore, such common modules may need to be swapped 
out and instead functionally identical but randomized ver 
sions of the module may need to be brought into memory 
instead. This throws off malicious hackers since many func 
tions they leverage are not present at the locations they 
expected Such functions to be in. As the next step, the state 
machine of the App Instrument State 133 converts the 
machine code of the file being loaded in memory, into assem 
bly code. This activity is performed using a dis-assembler. 
Once the dis-assembler has been used to read the object code, 
the machine code is now readable (e.g., in a form humans can 
read) in the form of Assembly Language artifacts. Now, each 
of the instructions that can affect the execution control flow of 
an application to change. Such as but not limited to the JMP 
CALL and RET in the case of the x86 hardware architecture 
embodiment, are identified and instrumented by replacing 
them with special instructions that will cause that computers 
CPU to be interrupted by software or hardware. Some 
examples of such replacement instructions include the UD2 
Opcode or the Software Break-Point OXCC Opcode in the X 
86 hardware architecture embodiments. Similar instructions 
in non-x86 architectures can be utilized for the substitution. 
As mentioned earlier, the data structures associated with 

the object code of the file being currently instrumented are 
parsed to determine the following. 

1) The address bounds of the code section and the data 
section of each module. Once this list is prepared, at run 
time, the Client ICE can precisely determine the module 
of which a given instruction is a part. This fact will be 
used to constrain the next destination in the execution 
control flow of the application. 

2) A list of each of the functions imported and exported by 
a given module as well as the entry points of the exported 
functions is created on a per module basis. This infor 
mation along with the start and end addresses of each 
module help to constrain the next destination from a 
given instruction. 

With the aforementioned information being available, it is 
possible to perform the following additional steps: 

1) Machine language in the code sections of each module in 
the application can be translated into its assembly rep 
resentation in memory. A list of each assembly instruc 
tion on which invariant interrupts have to be applied can 
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be maintained on a per module basis as well as on a per 
application basis. This invariant interrupt list includes 
but is not limited to the Opcodes of the original instruc 
tion, the address of the replaced instruction in the mod 
ule, the type of instruction (such as CALL RET. JMP. in 
the case of the x86 hardware architecture embodiment of 
this invention as well as function entry points in shared 
libraries such as HEAP ALLOCATE, HEAP FREE 
etc). This invariant interrupt list will be used at run time 
to cause controlled execution of the original instruction. 

2) A shadow copy of the imported and exported functions 
names and their target addresses can be extracted on a 
per module basis as well as on a per application basis. 

3) A list of each of the modules whose code section is 
present in the protected process address space is created 
with name, major and minor versions. Amongst other 
uses, this list helps with leveraging the instrumented 
versions of modules such as commonly used shared 
libraries for other processes that may also instrument the 
same module in its own address space. Consequently, 
the App Instrument State 133 may obtain a stored but 
instrumented copy of the appropriate module. Using a 
stored copy helps in increasing the efficiency of the 
instrumentation process. 

4) A list of all threads used in the process. This list is used 
to track a contextual execution flow of individual 
threads. Therefore, calls to functions and returns from 
functions are tracked on a per thread basis rather than on 
a per process basis. As threads get created and destroyed 
at run time, this list of threads will increase or shrink as 
indicated by the application. 

In an embodiment, the abovementioned steps are per 
formed for each module to be loaded and protected by the 
Software application. Once the aforementioned steps for each 
module in the address space have run to completion, the 
Client ICE state machine is advanced from the App Instru 
ment State to the Process Monitor State 134 in FIG. 9. 

In the Process Monitor State 134, the Client ICE monitors 
the Software application process for events that can poten 
tially introduce or change the locations of instructions that 
affect execution flow control. These events can include load 
ing/unloading of libraries, creation or destruction of threads 
etc. Periodic monitoring of the License is also done in this 
state. If the License period has been invalidated, a due notice 
is provided to the user to back up their work and restart the 
application and a timeout period starts. On expiry of the 
timeout period, control is transferred to the Cleanup State 136 
and the Client ICE exits after informing the user. If the license 
continues to be valid, as and when invariant interrupted 
instructions are encountered during application execution, 
further processing will be done in the Thread Interrupt State 
138. When a library, such as a shared library, is loaded at run 
time, the Process Monitor State transfers control to the Load 
Library State 135 in FIG.9. In the Load Library State 135, the 
ICE examines if the new module is already present in instru 
mented condition in the memory of another process. If so, the 
instrumented module can be brought into the address space of 
the current process and control turned over to the Application 
Instrument State 133 to enable reading of the relevant data 
structures (code sections, data sections, exported function 
lists etc) as well as for the instrumentation of instructions that 
can result in affecting execution flow of the application. Con 
sidering that a newly loaded module could already have been 
instrumented, the step of looking for it in another process’s 
memory can also be done to shorten the start up time and 
thereby increase the overall efficiency of the Client ICE pro 
tection. Control is transferred first to the File Verification 
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Block 132 to ensure that the module being loaded has not 
been corrupted while it was on the disk and then the module 
can be instrumented in the App Instrument State 133. Upon 
completion of the instrumentation, control of the state 
machine reverts back to the Process Monitor state 134. In an 
embodiment, another action performed in the Process Moni 
tor State 134 is that when a module is to be removed from the 
process address space, the invariant information for that mod 
ule can be removed in the Cleanup State 136 in FIG. 9. Once 
the modules invariant information has been cleaned up, con 
trol is returned to the Process Monitor State 134. 

In the Cleanup State 136, the instrumented instructions and 
other data structures Such as pointers to code section of the 
given module can be removed from the linked list of the 
instrumented instructions. For example, if a module is 
removed from the process address space, the linked list for 
code section of the entire process address is updated so that it 
reflects the changed layout of the address space. 

In a Thread Instantiated State 137, when a new thread is 
created contextual information for each thread is saved for 
later use in the Invariant Check States 139 in FIG. 9. While 
many mechanisms can be used to create last in first out 
(LIFO) storage for the contextual information, one embodi 
ment of Such storage can be a stack. Therefore, when a new 
thread is created as determined by the Process Monitor State 
134 above, a Local Call Stack per thread is also created by the 
Thread Instantiated State 137. This Local Call Stack stores 
important information from the Stack of a function Such as the 
address to return to when the CPU wishes to return to the 
caller function, the base of the previous stack frame in the 
caller function, parameters used by the function and the base 
of the current stacks frame. As more functions are encoun 
tered and their stack sub-frames created, the abovementioned 
Local Call Stack data structure for each function in a given 
thread can be placed on top of the said Local Call Stack. This 
stack helps maintain a sequence of Such function calls in the 
same order in which the function calls were made in that 
thread. 
From time to time, the code in each thread can be inter 

rupted, either by hardware or by software when an invariant 
instrumented instruction is encountered. When Such an inter 
rupt is encountered, the Process Monitor State advances to the 
Thread Interrupt State 138 of FIG. 9. In this state further 
action that may be taken on the basis of the thread ID and the 
instruction originally present at the address at which the inter 
ruption occurred, will be determined. The details of the types 
of instructions at which the invariant interrupt can occur are 
listed later. After appropriate but specific contextual invariant 
checks associated with the interrupted instruction are per 
formed, the Thread Interrupt state replaces the instrumented 
instruction with the actual instruction, and causes only the 
said invariant interrupted instruction to be executed. For this 
single step execution to occur the instruction pipeline should 
be flushed and the CPU of the computer should be put in the 
single step mode using the control registers that are specifi 
cally embedded in the hardware by hardware vendors for 
debugging purposes. After the original instruction is 
executed, the CPU is interrupted once again as a result of 
operating in single step mode. Some more invariant interrupt 
checks can be performed In addition, the original instruction 
is once again replaced with the invariant interrupt instruction 
Opcode and the single step register flag is cleared. This is 
done so that if this thread or another thread is using the same 
code freshly or recursively, it should also be interrupted at 
each time the invariant instrumented instruction is encoun 
tered. Once the single step mode is cleared, the CPU starts 
operating normally until a new interrupt is taken by another 
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invariant instrumented instruction or when some other con 
dition Such as the creation or destruction of a thread, or use of 
a heap library function, loading of a new module into the 
memory or unloading of an existing module from memory 
OCCU.S. 

When the processor is interrupted in the Thread Interrupt 
State 138, if the original instruction at that location was a 
CALL instruction, control is transferred to the Save Context 
State 140 in FIG. 9. Here, the address to return to after the 
Callee function exits, as well as the base address of the pre 
vious stack Sub frame, local parameters, the current frame's 
base address and a copy of contents of each of the registers are 
pushed on to the appropriate Local Call Stack for the thread, 
created in the Thread Instantiated State 137. The local param 
eters are saved so as to attempt a stack recovery if stack was 
detected to have been corrupted. The steps required for recov 
ering the Stack are explained later. Once the aforementioned 
information is saved, control is returned back to the Thread 
Interrupt State 138 so that additional Invariant Checks can be 
performed. If the original instruction type is not a CALL 
instruction but is instead a Heap Allocation instruction, the 
forward and backward link pointers, the start and end address 
of the allocation unit being allocated, copy of the contents of 
each of the registers are saved in a data structure and placed 
into a linked list for the thread in whose context the interrupt 
occurred. 
As mentioned previously, based on the original instruction 

type at the invariant interrupted instruction, different invari 
ant checks may need to be performed in the Invariant Check 
State 139. Some invariant interrupted instructions cause con 
trol flow to change so that instructions at a different location 
start executing. Some examples of such transfer are the CALL 
or JMP instruction in the case of the x86 embodiment of the 
work in this patent. Other instructions cause control flow to be 
returned back to a different location from which control was 
initially transferred earlier. An example of this instruction 
type is the RET instruction in the case of the x86 embodiment. 
Yet other instructions are of the type HEAP ALLOCATE or 
HEAP FREE library functions. 

If the original instruction at which the invariant interrupt 
occurred causes execution flow to change, it should be deter 
mined if the instruction is a NEAR transfer or a FAR transfer 
instruction. In the x86 CPU embodiment, such invariant inter 
rupted instructions could be the CALL and the JMP family of 
instructions. NEAR transfer instructions are those instruc 
tions where execution flow changes from one code page to 
elsewhere on the same code page. A FAR transfer is one 
where execution control is changed from a page in the code 
section to another page in the code section. If the interrupted 
instruction is about to make a FAR transferas evidenced from 
the destination address (after due parsing of the destination 
address), then if the original instruction type was CALL the 
Invariant Check State 139 examines if the destination is 1) in 
the code section of any one of the modules loaded in the 
process; 2) if the destination address is in the list of functions 
exported by the destination module using the data structures 
described above; and 3) if the destination address is in the 
imported address table of the module in which the interrupted 
instruction is. and, 4) if the destination address is in the 
beginning of a instruction block in same module’s code sec 
tion An instruction block is spatially defined as starting from 
the next instruction after an execution flow control instruction 
but excluding empty instructions such as NOP and ending at 
the next execution flow control instruction. If any of these 
four checks return a failure, then a destination memory cor 
ruption security breach shall be declared. If on the other hand, 
the checks pass, state machine control is temporarily trans 
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ferred to the Save Context State 140 where the current func 
tion context specific information collected for the CALL 
instruction is pushed on top of a thread specific local call stack 
(which was created in the Thread Instantiated State) and 
control of the state machine reverted back to the Thread 
Interrupt State 138. If the invariant interrupted instruction in 
the Thread Interrupt State 138 was a JMP family type instruc 
tion instead of a CALL type instruction, the Invariant Check 
State 139 examines if the destination of the JMP family of 
instructions is in the code section of any other module loaded 
in the process. If this check does not pass, a destination 
memory corruption is declared. Once the above is done, con 
trol is returned back to the Thread Interrupt State 138. 

If the invariant interrupted instruction such as the RET 
instruction in the x86 embodiment is the last instruction of a 
function, then the address to return to, can be obtained from 
the contents of the Instruction Pointer and the base of the 
previous function's stack subframe can be obtained by deref 
erencing the contents of the Base Pointer register in the case 
of the x86 embodiment. The base of the current frame's stack 
frame can be read from the current content of the Base Pointer 
register. In an embodiment, the address of the current values 
of the return address and the previous functions stack's base 
frame address should be effectively identical to the similar 
information saved at an earlier time when the CALL instruc 
tion context described earlier was saved in that thread's local 
call stack. In order to perform the comparison, the first step 
involves determining which saved CALL context previously 
saved on the thread's Call Stack, should be compared. For 
determining this, the first data structure at the top of the stack 
is popped out. If the current base address of the stack frame 
and the same information obtained from the saved data struc 
ture in the thread’s local call stack does not match, then the 
popped data structure is rejected and the next one popped out 
from the threads local call stack. The procedure associated 
with the comparison of base frame address outlined above is 
repeated until either the threads local call stack becomes 
empty or a match is found. If a match is found before the 
thread local call stack becomes empty, then a further detailed 
comparison can be made to determine if the remaining indi 
vidual elements in the data structure also compare favorably. 
For this the current return address and saved return address 
are compared. If these parameters also match, then the pre 
vious frame address is compared. If the return address infor 
mation does not match, a return address memory corruption is 
declared. If the configuration files indicate recovery of stack 
should be attempted before the process associated with this 
application is aborted, recovery of the stack can be attempted. 
On the other hand, if the previous frame address comparison 
matches, then no stack based memory corruption has 
occurred and the application can continue running towards 
the next invariant instrumented instruction. If however, the 
previous frame's comparison fails, then a previous frame 
memory corruption is declared. If the configuration files indi 
cate recovery of stack should be attempted for this software 
application before the process is aborted, that operation can 
be performed now. If the saved CALL and current RET con 
texts match then the last CALL context which was used in the 
comparison should be popped off the thread’s local call stack 
so that the next CALL/RET matching of contexts can take 
place. 

In the Invariant Check State 139, recovery of a corrupted 
stack can be done in Some cases. In an embodiment, if the 
parameters of the caller function at the time of the CALL and 
RET instruction are identical, but the return address and/or 
the base frame address is not then the caller function frame's 
stack can be recovered. This is done by loading the saved 
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return address and/or the saved base frame address and other 
general purpose registers. Once a stack frame has been 
restored, a message can be posted into the Status Log 121. 

If the interrupted instruction is of the HEAP FREE library 
call type (i.e., access to the Heap Libraries), then a look up is 
performed against the saved linked list of heap data structures 
saved in the Save Context State 140. To determine which 
record in the linked list are to be compared, the start address 
of the block of memory being freed is compared with similar 
information present in individual records of the members of 
the linked list. If a matching record is found, then a deeper 
level of comparison is made for individual members of the 
matching record in the data structure. If the forward and/or 
backward pointers or the allocation size do not match, then a 
Heap Pointer memory corruption attack is declared. An 
attempt to recover the heap can be made. If the size of the 
allocation unit does not match as evidenced by the failure of 
comparison between the saved end address, and the size of the 
currentallocation unit, a Heap Size memory corruption attack 
can be declared. Once again, heap recovery can be attempted. 
If however, no record with the saved start address can be 
found in the threads heap linked list, then a Heap Allocation 
Memory corruption is declared and no attempt to recover the 
heap allocation unit can be made. 

In an embodiment, the contents of a heap allocation being 
freed are not relevant. Based on the saved forward and back 
ward pointers and allocation size saved in the Save Context 
State 140 recovery is attempted and a log message posted into 
the Status Log 121. 
When the Invariant Check State 139 determines that a 

security breach has occurred or when recovery from memory 
corruption has occurred successfully, control is transferred to 
the Error Handler State 141 in FIG.9. In case recovery from 
the corruption of a thread's stack is possible, the Error Han 
dler 141 writes a log message into the Vulnerability Log 
Database 118 and transfers control to the Process Monitor 
State 134. However, if recovery is not possible, then the Error 
Handler 141 writes a log message into the Vulnerability Log 
database 118 and transfers control to the Stop State 142 of 
FIG. 9. 
When control is transferred to the Stop State 142, the 

breached process is terminated and a user and/or IT Manager 
is notified. The user or the IT manager will have the ability to 
inspect the Vulnerability Log Database 118 and obtain the 
details of the module and the instruction address at which the 
security breach took place. The specifics of what type of 
security breach occurred will also be available from the Vul 
nerability Log database 118. When stack recovery cannot be 
attempted, the state machine advances in the STOP APP state 
142 and a message posted to the user. When the user termi 
nates the application, the state machine advances into the 
STOP APP state and performs various housekeeping opera 
tions such as releasing the memory resources, logging actions 
before the application exits. 
Once a security breach has occurred and been identified, 

the ClientVulnerability Logging Engine 112 in FIG. 8 causes 
contextual information to be logged locally and also causes 
the information to be propagated to the Enterprise/Managed 
Service Provider's IT Manager, if any, and also to the IT 
Manager of the owner of this patents commercial Master ICE 
servers so that the new Vulnerability can be made public and 
the attacked module’s vendor beinformed so that a corrective 
patch can be released. Reference is now made to FIG. 10. 

FIG. 10 depicts a state machine of a Vulnerability Logging 
Engine in a Client ICE. In an embodiment, the state machine 
wakes up in the Start State 180 and performs initialization and 
also checks the status of the license. If the Client ICE License 
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is invalid, then nothing further is done. If the license is valid, 
the control is transferred to the Monitor State 181. 
The state machine continues in the Monitor State 181 until 

it is interrupted by a security breach as described above. 
When a breach is observed, control is transferred to the Log 
State 182. Once the Vulnerability is recorded, then a secure 
communication channel is attempted to be established so that 
the details of the vulnerability can be communicated to the IT 
Manager of the Proxy ICE as well as for onward propagation 
to the IT Manager of the Master ICE server. 
As mentioned earlier, when the Invariant engine of FIG. 8 

determines that memory has been breached, the details of the 
Vulnerability are written into the local Client's Vulnerability 
Database 118. That action is performed in the Log State 182. 
Once the database is updated, a flag is set up in the database 
to indicate that this record is to be uploaded to the Proxy ICE 
102 and then control is transferred back to Monitor State 181 
so that the information about this vulnerability can be propa 
gated to the Proxy ICE or the Master ICE server. 

For this purpose, control is transferred to the Negotiate 
Keys State 183 where the task of establishing the secure 
channel is done. In the Negotiate Keys State 183, two-way 
authentication is performed with the Proxy ICE 102 or the 
Master ICE 103. Existing authentication mechanisms such as 
asymmetric keying instances of RSA1024 or Diffie-Hellman 
1024 can be used to establish encryption and decryption 
session keys. If the latter set of keys can be established in a 
reasonable time period, control is transferred to the Query 
Proxy Database State 184, otherwise; control is passed back 
to the Monitor State 181. 

In the Query Proxy Database State 184, the details of the 
vulnerability detected at the Client ICE are sent to the Proxy 
ICE 102 or to the Master ICE 103 if the Client is connected to 
a Master ICE directly. The remote end may reply that it is 
already aware of the Vulnerability or it may confirm that 
Vulnerability is a fresh Vulnerability and not one that has been 
identified previously. In either case, control is returned to the 
Monitor State 181 and the database flag for the vulnerability, 
as described above, is cleared. If the remote end does not 
respond in a reasonable time, the State machine advances to 
the Monitor State 181 without clearing the flag in the Vulner 
ability database. In case a previous attempt to write the Vul 
nerability information into the remote ICE servers has failed, 
the Monitor State 181 can wake up on a timer and attempt to 
write the Vulnerability again. For this purpose, the Monitor 
State checks the Vulnerability Database for the presence of a 
record where the flag described earlier has not been cleared. 

FIG. 11 depicts a state machine of the Software Update 
Engine 113 of the Client ICE 101. In particular, the state 
machine described below is used to update the software that 
powers the various engines that make up the Client ICE 101 
Solution. 
The Client Software Update Engine 113 of FIG.8 regularly 

polls a Proxy ICE 102 or if connected to the Master ICE 103, 
polls the Master ICE server and determines if any engine 
other Client ICE Engines 110 through 115 of FIG. 8 of the 
Client ICE solution has been updated by the Owner recently. 
In an embodiment, the process takes place as follows: 
At start up, the Start State 160 of FIG. 11 performs initial 

ization and transfers control to the Monitor State 161 in case 
the Client ICE 101 license is valid. In case the license is not 
valid, nothing further needs to be done. If the license is valid, 
the state machine advances into the Monitor State 161. 

Periodically, control is transferred from the Monitor state 
161 to the Proxy Query State 163 to obtain latest copy of any 
Client ICE 101 sub-engines (Engines 110 to 115) that have 
been updated by the Owner. In order to get the new code, the 
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Monitor State 161 first establishes a secure connection with 
the remote Proxy 102/Master 103 ICE that services this Cli 
ent ICE 101 instance. 

In the Negotiate Keys State 162, a secure channel needs to 
be established between the Client ICE 101 and remote ICE for 
the images to be downloaded. This is accomplished by using 
appropriate authentication mechanisms such as but not lim 
ited to RSA-1024 asymmetrickey exchange. Session keys for 
the connection are obtained using standard security protocols 
such as but not limited to AES-256, 3DES etc. Once a secure 
channel is spawned, control is transferred to the Proxy Query 
State 163. If a secure channel cannot be established in a 
reasonable time, control of the state machine reverts back to 
the Monitor State 161. 

In the Proxy Query State of Client Software Updater 163, 
the Proxy ICE 102 determines the current versions of the 
engines that make up the Client ICE 101 through a secure 
messaging channel setup earlier. If an updated version of the 
Client ICE software image exists on the remote ICE then 
control of the state machine in FIG. 11 is transferred to the 
Download State 164. If no updated image exists, control is 
transferred back to the Monitor State 161. If the query 
response from the remote end is not received in a reasonable 
time frame, the timer on the Proxy Query state reverts state 
machine control to the Monitor State. 

In the Download State 164, the software from the Proxy 
ICE 102 is transmitted to the Client ICE 101 using secure file 
transfer mechanisms such as but not limited to SFTP, etc. 
Once file transfer is completed, control is transferred to Verify 
Download Checksum State 165. If the download does not 
complete in a reasonable time, the timer in the download State 
causes the state machine to advance into the Verify Download 
Checksum state 165 with an error condition. 

In the Verify Download Checksum State 165, a digital 
signature, such as but not limited to an MD5 hash for the 
downloaded file can be computed at the receiving end and 
compared to the same information provided by the transmit 
ting end point. If the comparison is not successful, control is 
returned to the Monitor State 161. If the download state 164 
had been unsuccessful in completing the download, the Verify 
Download Checksum state 165 conveys the failure to the 
Monitor state by transferring control to it rather than the DB 
Updated State 166. However if the verification is successful, 
then control of the state machine is transferred from the Verify 
Download Checksum State 165 to the DB Updated State 166. 
When the Client ICE engines attach to a new process, the 
appropriate engine will use the new image file that has just 
been downloaded. Once the above mentioned actions are 
completed, control is transferred back to the Monitor State 
161. The current individual and composite images for each of 
the Client ICE engines are now saved in the File Integrity 
Database 117 and the version numbers of the various Client 
ICE engines is updated in the said database. This is done so as 
to prevent the Monitor State 161 from attempting to download 
the new code for Client ICE sub-engines again. 

In case the Invariant Checking engine of FIG.9 had deter 
mined that Vulnerability existed in a third party software or 
library module, the Software Update Engine of FIG. 11 can 
attempt to obtain an updated copy of the said module via the 
Proxy/Master ICE. This can be done if the software manu 
facturer has indicated that the module is not encumbered by 
its own license. To update third party code, a process similar 
to the process of updating Client ICE sub-engines described 
above takes place. Many software vendors have their own 
Software update engines but some others do not. Instead of 
looking for Software images of the Client ICE engines, this 
time, a request is made to the Proxy ICE 102 to update a third 
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party module which has been found to be vulnerable as 
described above. If an unencumbered but updated version the 
Software image of a third party Vulnerable module, is present 
on in the Proxy ICE 102, that file can be securely transferred 
to the Client ICE 101 as described above. One caveat in the 
secure transfer is the security policy followed by the organi 
zation operating the Proxy ICE 102. In the case of an enter 
prise or managed service deployment, the IT organization 
may not permit downloading an updated version of the Vul 
nerable module arbitrarily without first subjecting the new 
module to compatibility tests. In that scenario, reference to 
the security policy stored in the Configuration Database 120 
is made in the Monitor State 161. If the security policy dis 
allows downloading an updated version of a Vulnerable mod 
ule, then the Client ICE 101 will not establish a connection 
with the Proxy ICE 102 to download a non-Vulnerable appli 
cation module. Once a downloaded file is successfully down 
loaded, the information is made available in the File Integrity 
database. When an older version of the file is being loaded 
into memory, the user can be warned of the presence of the 
newer version. If the user wishes to load the later version, the 
File Verification Block 132 of FIG. 8 can remove the older 
module from memory and load the newer, less vulnerable 
version of the same module into memory. 

FIG. 12 depicts a state machine of the License Manage 
ment Engine of the Client ICE. The state machine provides 
functionality for handling licensing update requests. The Cli 
ent License Handler 114 functionality wakes up in the Start 
State 190. After relevant variables are initialized, details of 
the License are examined. If the license is expired, nothing 
further is to be done. If however the license is valid, control is 
transferred to the Monitor State 191. 

In the Monitor State 191, a timer fires periodically or when 
a predetermined (including but not limited to say 3 weeks 
before the license is set to expire) event happens. In either 
case, the Monitor State 191 attempts to establish a secure 
communication channel with the configured proxy server in 
order to trigger the renewal of the Client ICE license. 

In the Negotiate Shared Secret State 192, the state machine 
establishes communication with the Proxy Server using 
asymmetric keys exchange mechanisms such as but not lim 
ited to RSA 1024 or DH 1024 protocols. Once a shared secret 
has been established, control is transferred to Query Proxy 
Database State 193. If the negotiation is unsuccessful in a 
preset time, failure notification is sent to the Monitor State 
191 and its timer is placed in Snooze mode so that it can be 
woken up shortly again 

In the Query Proxy Database State 193, if the ProxyServer 
returns an updated License then control is transferred to the 
License Update State 194. However, if a license cannot be 
delivered for whatever reasons, control is returned to the 
Monitor State 191 and the timer is armed again so that the 
process of obtaining a license can be resumed. If however, a 
timeout failure occurs, the timer for the Monitor State 191 is 
placed in the Snooze mode so that the above mentioned States 
are activated shortly once more. 

In the License Update State 194, the details of the license 
including its validity are updated and reference is made to the 
user. If the user agrees to purchase the license, after due 
payment is made the License Database is updated and control 
is returned back to the Monitor State 191. If the update pro 
cess is not successful or if the operation is not concluded in 
timeout duration, then the timer for the Monitor State 191 is 
put into Snooze mode so that it can repeat the aforementioned 
operation once again. Even if the License is invalid, if the 
Proxy ICE 102 requests communication, the Start State 190 
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will transfer control to the Monitor State 191. The Proxy ICE 
102 may need to do so to push down a new license to the 
Client ICE 101. 

Reference is now made to the Client Configuration Man 
ager 115 of FIG.8. The functionality in this block is described 
in FIG. 13. FIG. 13 is state machine diagram that shows 
various options allowing a user to read or update the configu 
ration. This block ensures that the Client ICE is updated with 
changes to the administrative changes and security policy of 
the enterprise or ISP. The following sections describe the 
functionality that is provided by the Client Configuration 
Manager 115 

In an embodiment, the IT Admin or the user may decide 
that the benefits of not protecting a given application out 
weigh the performance impact of protecting the application. 
In such a scenario, ICE protection for that application will be 
disabled automatically. Such a change to client configuration 
can be made asynchronously at any time. The Client Configu 
ration Manager provides means to make this change. 

Periodically, the CPU in the user's machine may be under 
sustained heavy load or the IT Admin/User may decide that 
they would like to change the mode of operation of the Client 
ICE and operate with minimal performance impact. In that 
scenario, the protection of the Client ICE 101 will switch to a 
“Stripped Down” mode where only a few modules are instru 
mented. Which modules to instrument can be decided by 
looking up the Configuration Database 120 where a given 
module’s Vulnerability history will dictates its susceptibility 
to being attacked. The susceptibility threshold can be pro 
gressively raised if the CPU of the protected computer is busy. 
In the normal course, by default, the Client ICE 101 operates 
in a “Full Feature” mode where each of the modules in the 
Process Address space is instrumented. The Client Configu 
ration Manager provides means to make this change. 
Some of the mechanisms described in the Invariant Check 

ing Engine of FIG. 9 can result in the Client ICE effecting 
recovery from memory corruption. However, the recovery 
may or may not be desirable in the eyes of the IT Admin/User 
and therefore the default behavior of automatically effecting 
recovery can be disabled on demand by the user or the IT 
Manager, on a per Software application basis. The Client 
Configuration Manager provides means to make this change. 
When memory corruption is detected, some of the details 

can be overwhelming for the user—especially those that are 
not computer savvy. The level of verbosity of the report may 
be “tuned for the sensibilities of the user. The ITAdmin/User 
can use the Client Configuration Manager to change the 
default behavior. 
The IT Admin/User may choose between different ver 

sions and modes of licenses. The choice of versions could be 
but not limited to: 

1) A “floating license—one where a pool of users are 
protected instead of individual users being protected. 
The Client License Handler 114 obtains a license for the 
duration that a user is connected; 

2) A “fixed' license—one where the user is protected for a 
certain predefined duration; and 

3) A "pay-per-incident license—one where the user pays 
only when a memory corruption attack is detected and 
verified by third party Vulnerability Databases, such as 
but not limited to US CERT, NVD database, etc. 

The choices of modes could be but not limited to: 
1) Personal Mode This represents a typical home based 
End User situation. The administrative/configuration 
actions described above are performed by the User 
rather than the IT Manager; 
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2) Enterprise Mode This represents a typical Enterprise 

User situation. In this mode, most security policy deci 
sions are made by the IT Admin rather than the user; and 

3) Managed Mode This represents a typical home user 
who is using the Client ICE 101 protection offered by a 
Security Service Provider such as but not limited to their 
Internet Service Provider (ISP). 

The Client Configuration Manager allows the user/IT man 
ager to make changes to the version and mode. For mainte 
nance, the user can update/change the passwords or update 
certificates that are used in “User Mode' or “Enterprise/ 
Managed Mode” as described above. Also, the Proxy ICE 102 
may wish to perform some maintenance in which case it sets 
a flag using communication protocols like SNMP. If the Cli 
ent Configuration Manager detects Such flag being set, it 
asynchronously communicates with the Proxy ICE 102 
which makes changes appropriately. This communication 
needs to be initiated by the Client so that requests for update 
to the Proxy can be staged. 

Referring back to FIG. 13, the state machine provides the 
Client Configuration functionality described above. In the 
Start State 210, the existing license stored on the Client com 
puter is read and its validity examined. If the license is invalid, 
the state machine stays in the Start State 210. If the user 
license is valid, then after due initialization, control is trans 
ferred to the Monitor State 211. 

In the Monitor State 211, based on the mode of the license, 
admin/configuration changes can be examined. Upon expiry 
of a timer, the status of changes to each configuration param 
eter is examined. If changes to the Configuration Database 
120 of FIG. 8 are detected, then if the Client ICE is running in 
“Enterprise Mode” or “Managed Mode”, a secure channel for 
communicating with a Proxy ICE is established. For this 
purpose, control is passed to the Negotiate Keys State 215. 
When the Client ICE is running in “User Mode” and the 

user wishes to accesses the Configuration Database 120, con 
trol is transferred from the Monitor State 211 to the Configure 
Protection State 212 state. At this point, the user is issued a 
challenge. If the challenge is responded to incorrectly, the 
present user is considered to be an unauthorized user. After a 
pre-determined number (say three) of incorrect authentica 
tion attempts, the login functionality may be disabled for a 
predetermined duration including but not limited to a perma 
nent duration. On the other hand, upon Successful authenti 
cation, control is transferred to the Update DB State 213. 

In the Update DB State 213 state, the user is allowed to 
make changes to configuration described earlier but with a 
timeout window. A timeout duration is provided to ensure that 
the Update Database is protected in case the authorized user 
walks away and later an unauthorized user walks up to the 
protected machine and makes malicious changes. Once the 
user desired changes are made, further actions may need to be 
made in Such processes that are currently running and being 
protected by Client ICE 101 already. For this purpose, control 
is transferred to the House Keeping State 214. 

In the House Keeping State 214, house keeping performs 
tasks appropriate in the context of the configuration/admin 
istrative changes made by the user/IT Manager. For instance, 
if the user has decided to change the mode of operation as 
described above from “Full Feature” to “Optimized' instru 
mentation for libraries may be performed for each protected 
application by the Client ICE 101. 

If the License mode described above is “Enterprise/Man 
aged mode instead of the “User Mode”, configuration 
changes should be made remotely after automated certificate 
based authentication is performed. Periodically, the state 
machine is advanced to the Monitor State to determine if any 
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updates are available. For the purpose of authentication with 
the appropriate Proxy ICE, control is transferred from the 
Monitor State 211 to the Negotiate Keys State 215. If the 
secure channel is not available in a predetermined period, 
control is transferred back to the Monitor State 211 and the 
timer for that state put into Snooze mode so that it wakes up 
again shortly. If the secure channel is negotiated Successfully, 
the state machine advances to the Query Proxy State 216. 
Once a secure channel with the Proxy ICE 102 is available, 

appropriate messaging between the Client ICE 101 and the 
Proxy ICE 102 takes place in a Query Proxy State 216. If an 
update to the Client ICE 101 configuration is to be made, then 
control is transferred to the Update DB State 213. If no update 
needs to be made, then control is transferred back to the 
Monitor State 211 after that state's timer is armed again. 

FIG. 14 depicts a state machine of the File Validation 
Engine of the Client ICE. The File Validation Engine updates 
the File Integrity Database 117 of FIG. 8 with the golden 
signature for each of the executables, including shared librar 
ies of the installed applications. 

In the Start State 230, after initialization is done, the valid 
ity of the license of the Client ICE 101 is examined. If the 
license is invalid, no further action is performed. However, if 
the License is valid, then control is transferred to the Monitor 
State 231. 

In the Monitor State 231, either the user may wish to 
asynchronously obtain “golden' signatures from the Proxy 
ICE 102 or a protected application may request the “golden' 
signature for a module that hasn’t been encountered previ 
ously or the File Validation Engine may perform maintenance 
in that it may obtain the “true' golden signature of a file which 
has previously been implicitly trusted by the user for expedi 
ency reasons. In all three situations, control is transferred 
from the Monitor State 231 to the Negotiate Key State 232 so 
as to create a secure channel for communication with the 
Proxy ICE 102. A state flag associated with a file’s record can 
be placed in the File Integrity Database so that (a) the nature 
of “trust'-implicitly trusted signature or explicitly trusted 
signature and (b) the current state-negotiation is in progress or 
not in progress can be determined by examining this flag. 

If a secure channel can be established with the Proxy ICE 
102 servicing this instance of Client ICE 101, then the state 
machine advances into the Query Proxy State 233. Alterna 
tively, whether the channel could not be established, the 
Negotiate Keys State 232 relinquishes state machine control 
back to the Monitor State 231. 

In the Query Proxy State 233, the Proxy ICE 102 informs 
the Client ICE the status of the requested file in its own 
database. If a golden signature of the requested file is not 
available or a timeout event happens before the Proxy ICE 
reply is received, the Client ICE state machine advances into 
the Monitor State 233. On the other hand, if the golden sig 
nature is available at the Proxy ICE, the state machine at the 
Client ICE advances into the Sign Update State 234. In the 
Sign Update State 234, once the golden signature and asso 
ciated information is downloaded, control is passed to the 
Update FIV DB State 235. Here the file state flag in the local 
File Integrity Database is updated and the details of the file(s) 
added into the File Integrity Database are written in the Vul 
nerability Log 118. Subsequently, control is transferred back 
to the Monitor State 231. On the other hand, if the signature 
cannot be obtained or cannot be obtained in a reasonable time 
period, the Sign Update State 234 relinquishes control of the 
state machine to the Monitor State 231. 

FIG. 15 is a block diagram of the Proxy ICE 102. In 
particular, FIG. 15 shows the block diagram of the function 
ality present at each Proxy ICE 102 of FIG. 7. In an embodi 
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ment, functionality contained in each individual block is as 
described below. It is useful to note that from the point of view 
of the end user, the Proxy ICE 102 provides functionality that 
is identical to the Master ICE 103 and therefore, the Client 
ICE 101 can communicate directly with the Master ICE 103 
instead of the Proxy ICE 102. Based on the keys exchanged 
while setting up a secure channel, it is possible to determine 
what entity is at the other end of the connection. 
The Proxy Software Update Engine 250 is responsible for 

servicing Client ICE 101 requests for Client ICE Software 
Engine Updates. Downloaded images are placed in the 
Images Database 259. The Proxy ICE 102 may in turn obtain 
requested modules from the Master ICE 102/authorized IT 
Manager. The Proxy File Validation Engine 252 responds to 
Client File Validation requests. It can obtain the image as well 
as the golden signatures for files requested by the Client from 
the Master ICE 103 in case it does not have the desired files in 
its own database. Images are placed in the File Integrity 
Database 256. The Proxy License Management engine 253 
makes licenses available to Client ICE upon request. It also 
provides an eCommerce Web Interface to those Clients that 
wish to pay for new/updated licenses. These transactions are 
recorded in the License Database 257. The Proxy Vulnerabil 
ity Logging Engine 251 logs the new vulnerability the Client 
may have discovered as a result of the Client ICE running on 
the user's PC. The logs are archived in the Vulnerability 
Database 255. System messages of the Proxy ICE are written 
into the Status Log database 258. The Enterprise/Master IT 
Manager can interact with any database using the Graphical 
Interface 261. The Manager may place new images into the 
File Integrity database 256 directly or under the 

FIG. 16 is the state machine diagram of the Software 
Update Engine 250 operating in the Proxy ICE 102. On boot 
up, the Proxy Software Update Engine 250 boots up in the 
Start State 270. After initialization, in the Start State 270 the 
validity of the License is examined. If the license is invalid, no 
further processing needs to be done. However, if the License 
is valid, control of the state machine is transferred to the 
Monitor State 271. 

In the Monitor State 271, periodically, a secure channel is 
opened to communicate with the Master ICE 103 to deter 
mine if the Software for any Sub engine (including but not 
limited to Engines 150 through 153) of the Proxy ICE 102 or 
the Client ICE 101 (including but not limited to sub engines 
110 through 115) have been updated and are available for 
download. In order to establish the secure channel, control of 
the state machine is transferred to the Negotiate Keys State 
272. If the secure channel is not established in a reasonable 
period of time, the Negotiate Keys State 272 transfers control 
back to the Monitor State 271. 

In the Master Query State 273 state, the Proxy ICE 102 
determines if the version numbers of the Proxy 102 and Client 
ICE 101 sub engines are older than those available for down 
load from the Master ICE 103. If the versions on the Proxy 
ICE 102 are older, then a download request is made by the 
Proxy ICE. For this purpose, control is transferred to the 
Download State 274. If however, no update is available or 
information is not available in a reasonable time, control of 
the state machine is transferred back to the Monitor State 271. 
Once in the Download state 274, the image for the sub 

engine(s) that is to be updated is obtained securely using the 
secure channel that was set up earlier. Also obtained is an 
integrity signature for the image. Once the download is com 
pleted, control of the state machine is transferred to the Verify 
Download State 275 and the secure channel torn down. If the 
download is not completed in a reasonable amount of time, 
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control of the state machine is transferred back to the Master 
Query State 273 for making another attempt at a later time. 

In the Verify Download State 275, the integrity of the 
recently downloaded file is checked before the sub-engine 
image can be accepted. An integrity checksum is computed 
on the received image and compared to the expected check 
sum as informed by the Master ICE. If the two compare 
favorably, then the state machine is advanced to DB Updated 
State 276. However if the checksum does not compare of if 
the comparison is not completed in a reasonable time frame, 
failure is declared and the timer in the Monitor State 271 is 
placed in Snooze mode so that the operation can be repeated 
shortly. 
Once a good image is ready, it is saved on the Proxy ICE 

102 and the Image Database 259 is updated. Appropriate 
house keeping activity is performed so that future queries by 
Client ICE 101 can be answered with this latest information. 
Once that operation is completed, control is transferred back 
to the Monitor State 271. 

In another embodiment, a process similar to that described 
above is followed. In this embodiment, instead of asking the 
Master ICE 103 for ICE sub-engines, requests are placed for 
user space modules. User space modules are such user 
executables or libraries that have been implicitly “trusted for 
expediency reasons. From time to time, the Client ICE may 
ask the Proxy ICE to explicitly informit of the actual integrity 
information. In case that information is not available at the 
Proxy ICE, the latter entity makes a request from the Master 
ICE using the state machine of FIG. 16. 

FIG. 17 is state machine diagram that describes the func 
tionality at the Vulnerability Logging Engine of the Proxy 
ICE. The Proxy Vulnerability Logging Engine 251 ensures 
that the Master ICE 103 stays informed if any new vulner 
ability is discoveredata Client ICE 101 serviced by the Proxy 
ICE 102. The details of this functionality are as follows: 

In the Start State 290, after due initialization, the validity of 
the Proxy License is examined. If the License of the Proxy 
ICE 102 is invalid, no further action is performed. If the 
license is valid, then control is transferred to the Monitor State 
291. 

In order to log details of a new Vulnerability into the Master 
ICE, a secure channel is opened with the Master ICE 103. If 
the channel cannot be opened in a reasonable time orthere are 
errors in the negotiation process, control of the State machine 
is returned to the Monitor State 291 and its timer is put into 
Snooze mode so that the negotiation process can be repeated 
shortly thereafter. If the negotiation is successful, control is 
transferred to the Query Master State 293. 

In the Query Master State 293, the details (including but 
not limited to the module name, vendor name, module ver 
Sion, address of the faulting instruction and type of fault) of all 
Vulnerabilities determined to be fresh Vulnerability (not rep 
etition of entries already present in the Proxy ICE Vulnerabil 
ity Database 255) are exchanged with the Master ICE 103. 
The Master ICE 103 may respond that the said vulnerability 
is already known to it through another Proxy ICE 102 it 
services, the status of the Vulnerability in the Proxy ICE 
Vulnerability Database 255 is updated as "synchronized' and 
control transferred back to the Monitor State 291. 

FIG. 18 is state machine diagram that describes the File 
Validity Engine in the Proxy ICE. The Proxy ICE File Validity 
Handler 252 is responsible for servicing not only requests for 
golden signatures of new files made by the Client ICE 102 but 
also interfacing with a Master ICE 103 to obtain golden 
signatures for Such files whose golden signatures are not 
present in its local File Integrity database 256. 
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In the Start State 310, after due initialization, the validity of 

the Proxy ICE license is examined. If the license is invalid, 
then nothing further needs to be done. In case the license is 
valid, then control of the state machine is transferred to the 
Monitor State 311. 

In the Monitor State 311, requests for setting up a secure 
channel can be received asynchronously from the Client ICE 
102 or from an IT Admin. In addition, the Proxy ICE 102 may 
periodically contact the Master ICE 103 to get signatures for 
those files that were requested by a Client ICE 101 but were 
not available in its own File Integrity database 256. In each of 
these cases, control of the state machine is transferred to the 
Negotiate Keys State 312 to initiate the process of opening a 
secure communication channel. 

In the Negotiate Keys State 312, the Proxy ICE 102 starts 
the process of establishing the secure channel. This can be 
done by many mechanisms including but not limited to per 
forming asymmetric key exchange using RSA1024 or Diffie 
Helman 1024 technologies. If the negotiations are successful 
and encryption/decryption keys are established successfully, 
the Negotiate Keys State 312 transfers state machine control 
to the Query Server/Client State 313. If however, encryption 
or decryption keys cannot be established for whatever reasons 
in areasonable amount of time, the timer for the Monitor State 
311 is put into snooze mode and control transferred back to 
the Monitor State 311. 
As mentioned above, the Proxy ICE 102 is a bridge 

between the Client ICE 101 and the Master ICE 103. There 
fore, a Query Server/Client State 313 the state per connection 
should be maintained. This state information indicates the 
identity of the remote end of the connection. If the connection 
is with a Client ICE 102, then the Proxy ICE 102 performs a 
database query into its local File Integrity database 256 to 
determine if the requested file integrity information is present 
in its database. In case a golden signature for the file requested 
by the Client is available, then the golden signature is sent 
back to the Client and control of the state machine transferred 
back to the Monitor State 311. If however the golden signa 
ture is not available locally, then the Proxy ICE 102 stores the 
request and on the next Master ICE Synchronization request, 
attempts to obtain the signature from the Master ICE. When a 
signature is requested from the Master ICE 103, the signature 
may not be available at the Master ICE 103 either. In such a 
case, control of the state machine is transferred back to the 
Monitor State 311. However, if the Master ICE 103 responds 
back with the golden signature, then the Proxy ICE 102 
transfers control to the FIV DB updated state 314. 

In the FIV DB Updated State 314, the FIV DB attempts to 
write the recently obtained golden signature into the File 
Integrity database 256. Once the signature is updated, control 
of the state machine is transferred to the Monitor State 311. 
On the other hand, if the process of writing to the File Integ 
rity Database 256 cannot be accomplished in a reasonable 
amount of time, the timer for the Monitor State 311 is placed 
in Snooze mode and the original request queued again so that 
another attempt to contact the Master ICE 103 can be made 
again. 

FIG. 19 is state machine diagram that describes the func 
tionality present in the Proxy ICE License Management 
Engine 253. In an embodiment, the Proxy ICE License Man 
agement Engine performs two roles. In the first role, the 
Proxy ICE 102 manages licenses for registered Client ICE 
101, running in “Enterprise' mode that requests a license 
temporarily. When an enterprise user runs software applica 
tions that do not require ICE protection as determined by the 
security policy of the enterprise, the Client ICE license can be 
released back into the Client ICE License pool at the Proxy 
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ICE 102 so that other users may avail of the Client license 
temporarily. This allows the enterprise to share licenses from 
a pool and not have to buy a license for each user. The second 
role that the Proxy ICE plays is to initiate request for ordering 
new licenses from the Master ICE 103. This event can be 
either periodic (i.e., when enterprise Client ICE licenses are 
about to expire) the Proxy ICE License Management Engine 
252 can remind the IT Manager to renew the licenses. This 
functionality may be used asynchronously as well when the 
IT Manager determines more Client ICE licenses are required 
because the License Pool is continuously reporting shortage 
of availability of “Enterprise Mode” Client ICE License. At 
that point, the Proxy ICE 102 can either initiate a request for 
automatically upgrading the License Pool with a larger num 
ber of Client ICE licenses. This process is described in the 
State machine of FIG. 19. 
The Proxy ICE License Management Engine 253 state 

machine wakes up in the Start State 330. In this state, after due 
initialization, the validity of the Proxy ICE 102 License is 
examined. This license is different from the Client ICE 101 
license pool that the Proxy ICE 102 manages. If the Proxy 
ICE License is invalid, then nothing further needs to be done. 
If the license is valid, control is transferred to the Monitor 
State 331. 

In the Monitor State 331, the Proxy ICE 102 can receive 
requests to either renew existing licenses or buy new licenses 
and such requests can be initiated by either Client ICE or by 
an IT Manager. In either case, the Monitor State 331 yields 
control of the state machine to the Negotiate Keys State 332. 
The Timer ensures that a periodically unsuccessful attempt to 
complete the transaction is repeated shortly. 
As described above, the Proxy ICE 102 communicates 

with both the Master ICE 103 and the Client ICE 101. There 
fore, a state indicating what entity is at the other end of the 
connection is to be maintained for each connection. The 
Negotiate Client Keys State 332 attempts to establish a secure 
channel with the other end—whether a Client ICE 101 or a 
Master ICE 103. The secure channel can be negotiated using 
standard techniques including but not limited to asymmetric 
key exchange followed by establishment of encryption/de 
cryption keys. If the channel cannot be established, in a rea 
sonable time frame, control of the state machine is returned 
back to the Monitor State 331 so that this operation can be 
attempted again. If the secure channel can be established, 
control of the state machine is passed to the Query License 
State 333. 
As described above, the Query License State 333 may 

communicate with either Client ICE 101 or Master ICE 103. 
If the remote entity happens to be a Client ICE 101, the Query 
License State 333 examines the local License Database 257 to 
examine if an “Enterprise' license is available in the pool. 
Once it finds an available license, information and confirma 
tion of the license is sent down to the requesting Client ICE 
101 and control returned to the Monitor State 331. If a free 
license is not available in the “Enterprise' license pool, a 
message is sent down to the Client ICE 101. If the look up 
does not succeed in a reasonable duration, the Query License 
state transfers control of the state machine back to the Moni 
tor State. If the remote entity is a Master ICE 103, a count of 
Client ICE licenses that are past their threshold duration of 
life span is communicated to the Threshold & Disposition 
State 334. 

In an embodiment, the fact that the Proxy ICE License 
Management Engine 253 is in the Threshold & Disposition 
State 334 state indicates that either some Client ICE licenses 
in the pool are about to expire of new ones are needed anyway 
to deal with the increased usage. This condition can be indi 
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cated to the IT Manager by sending an automatic email. If a 
user has initiated the asynchronous request for augmenting 
the Client ICE License pool, an email to the IT Admin is not 
required. If the number of users requesting licenses and not 
getting them has exceeded the available licenses by a certain 
IT Manager preset limit, then this state can initiate the pur 
chase of additional Client ICE Licenses. Such actions are 
performed in the Purchase License State 335. However, it 
may be possible that a user initiated asynchronous request to 
add licenses is not followed through in an adequate time 
period. In that scenario, the Threshold & Disposition State 
334 transfers control to the Monitor State 331. 

In the Purchase New License State 335, a request is made 
to the Master ICE 103 and the receipt for the transaction is 
generated and emailed to the IT Manager. If the credit request 
is processed successfully by the Master ICE 103, confirma 
tion is sent down to the Purchase New License State 335. At 
that point the Purchase New License State 335 transfers con 
trol to the Update License DB state 337. However, if the credit 
is not processed in a reasonable time, the Purchase New 
License State 335 cancels the upgrade request and sends an 
email to the IT Manager and transfers control of the state 
machine to the Query License State 333. 

In the Update License DB State 336, the information about 
the obtained Licenses is written into the local License Data 
base 257. This process is retried until it is successful or a 
certain number of attempts have been made. Whether the 
write operation failed or succeeded, the IT Manager is 
informed of the purchased license and current update status 
through an email and control of the state machine transferred 
back to the Monitor State 331. 

In an embodiment, the Proxy hard disk 260 is the reposi 
tory for the encrypted File Integrity Database 256, the 
License Database 257, the Vulnerability Database 258 and the 
unencrypted Status Logs. Additional configuration informa 
tion, such as Threshold period for Client ICE License expiry: 
preset limit on how many times and how many un-serviced 
user events should occur in order to initiate a request to buy 
new licenses. Also saved on the disk is the Proxy ICE License. 
These databases can be accessed by the IT Manager by using 
the Graphical User Interface 261. 
The Graphical User Interface 261 provides access to the 

encrypted and unencrypted databases described in Proxy 
Disk 260 above after local authentication. The Graphical User 
Interface also provides a mechanism to renew the Proxy 
License. Also provided is read/write access to the application 
configuration global variables as described above. 

FIG. 20 depicts the block diagram functionality of the 
Master ICE of FIG. 7. Functionality contained in each indi 
vidual block is as described below. It should be understood 
that while it is typical for the Master ICE is to service Proxy 
ICE 102 requests, the Master ICE can also provide Proxy ICE 
102 like services to a end user who runs the Client ICE 101 in 
“User/Managed Mode” and may not have a Proxy ICE 102 
servicing its Client ICE 101. 

In an embodiment, one of the functionality of the Master 
Software Updater 350 is to service requests for a new image 
of Client ICE 101 or Proxy ICE 102 engines by the appropri 
ate entities. When a remote entity requests new software 
images, the Master ICE Software update engine reaches into 
the Images Database 359. It also services the Client ICE 101 
for golden signatures for files they may have had to trust 
implicitly. In order to service remote requests for integrity 
information, it reaches into the File Integrity Database 355. 
The Master ICE 103 also maintains the licenses for Client 
ICE and Proxy ICE. Information for Licenses is stored in the 
License Database 356. It also stores records information 
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about vulnerabilities discovered by Client ICE by storing 
pertinent information about the Vulnerability in the Vulner 
ability database 357. Real time important system information 
is placed in the Logs Database 358. This data allows the IT 
Admin of the Master ICE to perform auditing and trouble 
shooting. The IT Manager also uses the Graphical User Inter 
face 361 to read and write the various databases. Some data 
bases can be written to by the IT Manager, where some 
databases have read only capabilities. 

FIG. 21 is state machine diagram that shows a Software 
Update Engine operating at the Master ICE. The Master ICE 
is implemented as a server and can accept many concurrent 
connections. In the Start State 370, after due initialization, 
control of the state machine is transferred to the Monitor State 
371. An Enterprise based Proxy ICE 102, a Managed Service 
Provider based Proxy ICE 102, or an individual “User Mode” 
Client ICE 101 may seek to make a connection and obtain 
images, golden signatures, and a licenses, sometimes new, or 
inform the Master ICE of vulnerabilities, which may be new. 
Whatever be the reason, a connection is established in the 
Monitor State 371. While no differentiation needs to be made 
between the two types of Proxy ICE 102 described above, 
differentiation needs to be made for whether it is a Client ICE 
101 or Proxy ICE 102 that is requesting a connection. In an 
embodiment, the Service Provider's Proxy ICE 102 and the 
Enterprise Proxy ICE 102 are indistinguishable from the 
Master ICE 103 point of view. When a remote entity, whether 
a Proxy ICE 102 or a Client ICE 101, requests a connection, 
the Master ICE spawns a new thread and establishes a secure 
channel with the remote entity before state machine control is 
transferred to the Negotiate Keys State 372. Based on the keys 
exchanged while setting up a secure channel, it is possible to 
determine what type of entity is at the other end of the con 
nection. 

In the Negotiate Keys State 372, two-way authentication is 
performed with the remote entity. Existing authentication 
mechanisms such as asymmetric keying instances of 
RSA1024 or Diffie Hellman 1024 are used to establish 
encryption and decryption session keys. If the latter set of 
keys can be established in a reasonable time period, control is 
transferred to the Query DB State 373 otherwise; control is 
passed back to the Monitor State 371 and the thread associ 
ated with the connection is terminated. 

In the Query DB State 373 state, the Image Database 239 is 
queried and compared with the details of the image at the 
remote entity. If the local image version is later than that of the 
remote entity, the appropriate new image present in the Image 
DB359 will be pushed downto the remote entity. That opera 
tion is performed in the Download State 374. If however, 
either the remote request cannot be answered in a reasonable 
time or if there is no update available, the secure channel and 
thread is torn down and control transferred back to the Moni 
tor State 371. 

In the Download State 374, the appropriate image is 
pushed down over the secure channel to the requesting remote 
entity using a secure file transfer protocol. At the end of the 
download or after a reasonable timeout period, the secure 
channel is torn down and control transferred back to the 
Monitor State 371 to await another connection request. A log 
for the transaction is written into the Log Database 358. 

FIG.22 is state machine diagram that shows a Vulnerability 
Logging Engine that operates at a Master ICE 103. In an 
embodiment, the Master Vulnerability Engine 351 of FIG. 20 
obtains information, from each of the Proxy ICE 102 ser 
viced, about new vulnerabilities reported from the Client ICE 
101 they service. The Master Vulnerability Engine 351 
ensures that a Vulnerability, Such as a unique Vulnerability, 
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records are present in the Vulnerability database 357. An 
attempt to write Vulnerabilities already present in the Vulner 
ability Specifics database 357 is rejected. This duplicate 
checking is facilitated by the Vulnerability nomenclature. The 
name of the Vulnerability is a combination of the name of the 
module, the major and minor version number and the relative 
address of the assembly instruction that was found vulner 
able. This name of the Vulnerability is identifiable (e.g., 
unique) and easy to determine ifa given Vulnerability is exists 
in the database. 

In Start State 390, after due initialization, control of the 
state machine is transferred to the Monitor State 391. 

In the Monitor State 391, access to the Master ICE 103 can 
be made asynchronously by an Enterprise based Proxy ICE 
102, a Service Provider based Proxy ICE 102, oran individual 
“User Mode” Client ICE 101. For each connection, a tempo 
rary thread is created for further handling of the connection. 
This thread is destroyed at the end of the communication. 
While no differentiation needs to be made between the two 
types of Proxy ICE 102, differentiation can be made for 
whether it is a Client ICE 101 or Proxy ICE 102 requesting a 
connection. In an embodiment, the Service Provider's Proxy 
ICE 102 and the Enterprise Proxy ICE 102 are indistinguish 
able from the Master ICE 103 point of view. Based on the keys 
exchanged while setting up a secure channel, it is possible to 
determine what entity is at the other end of the connection. A 
list of serviced entities is available in the License Database 
356. In order to facilitate the establishment of the secure 
channel for communication, the state machine advances into 
the Negotiate Shared Secret State 392. 

In the Negotiate Shared Secret State 392, two-way authen 
tication is performed with the remote entity. Existing authen 
tication mechanisms such as asymmetric keying instances of 
RSA1024 or Diffie Hellman 1024 are used to establish 
encryption and decryption session keys. If the latter set of 
keys can be established in a reasonable time period, control is 
transferred to the Query Server DB State 393 otherwise: 
control is passed back to the Monitor State 391 and the tem 
porary thread is destroyed. 

In the Query Server DB State 393, the Vulnerability Data 
base 357 is queried for the presence of the reported Vulner 
ability. If the Vulnerability already exists in the Master ICE 
Vulnerability Database 357, the Query Server DB State 393 
turns state machine control back to the Monitor State 391 and 
the temporary thread is destroyed. If however the Vulnerabil 
ity reported by the remote entity is a unique one, its details are 
recorded in the Vulnerability Database 357. This last opera 
tion is actually performed in the Record in DB State 394. If 
however, the remote entity’s information cannot be acted 
upon in a reasonable time the appropriate status is communi 
cated to the remote entity, the secure channel torn down and 
control transferred back to the Monitor State 391. 

In the Record in DB State 394, details of the appropriate 
Vulnerability are pushed down into the Vulnerability database 
357. A log is written into the Log Database 358. If the vul 
nerability cannot be recorded into the database, an email is 
sent to the owner/operator's tech support. When a new entry 
is Successfully written into the database, an email is sent to the 
Owner's so that the vendor for the newly reported vulnerabil 
ity is informed. 

FIG. 23 is state machine diagram that shows a License 
Management Engine 352 in the Master ICE of FIG. 20. In an 
embodiment, the primary functionality of the Master License 
Handler352 is to provide a mechanism for a user to buy more 
Proxy ICE 102 or Client ICE 101 licenses. The details of the 
licenses bought in the past and those currently active present 
are stored in the License Database 256. These licenses are 
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indexed by email addresses of the user. Querying the database 
is easy based on this email address. 

In Start State 410, after due initialization, state machine 
control is transferred to the Monitor State 411. In Monitor 
State 411, when a new remote connection is requested by 
either a Proxy ICE 102 or from a “User Mode” Client ICE 
101, a thread is spawned and state machine control trans 
ferred to the Negotiate Keys State 412. 

In the Negotiate Keys State 412, two-way authentication is 
performed with the remote entity. Existing authentication 
mechanisms such as asymmetric keying instances of 
RSA1024 or Diffie Hellman 1024 are used to establish 
encryption and decryption session keys. If the latter set of 
keys can be established in a reasonable time period, control is 
transferred to the Query License State 413 otherwise; state 
machine control is passed back to the Monitor State 411 and 
the temporary thread destroyed. The remote entity could be 
requesting either a Proxy ICE 102 License ora Client ICE 101 
license depending on the type of entity. Even though only 
“user mode' Client ICE 101 can be requesting a remote 
connection to the Master ICE License Management Engine 
352, a Proxy ICE 102 may be requesting a set of “Enterprise 
Mode” or “Managed Mode” Client ICE licenses on their 
behalf. 

In the Query License State 413, the Master ICE 103 per 
forms a look up for the existing License for the remote entity 
in the License Database 356. If a currently valid license is 
found, then the validity of the new license is extended from 
the last effective date of the currently valid license. The 
remote entity's bank should be charged for the license and 
that operation is performed in the Process License State 414. 

In the Process License State 414, the Master ICE 103 
connects to the remote entity's bank in order to authorize the 
credit. If that operation is successful in a reasonable period of 
time, then control is transferred to the Update License DB 
State 415. Otherwise control is transferred to the Query 
License State 413 with a failure message and the temporary 
thread created in the Monitor State 411 is destroyed. 

In the Update License DB State 415, the details of the 
newly issued license are recorded in the License Database 
356. If that operation cannot be completed in a reasonable 
time, then state machine control is transferred back to the 
Monitor State 411 with an appropriate error message. The 
temporary thread is also destroyed. The Monitor State 411 
attempts to write the details of the license into the database 
once again. If repeated attempts are unsuccessful, an email is 
sent to the operator's Tech Support along with the details of 
the license. The license is inserted in the License Database 
356 manually. 

FIG. 24 is state machine diagram that shows a File Validity 
Engine 353 of FIG. 20 in a Master ICE 103. In an embodi 
ment, the purpose of the Master File Validator 353 is to 
service remote requests for golden signatures of files. 

In Start State 430, after due initialization, state machine 
control is transferred to the Monitor State 431. In the Monitor 
State 431, when a new remote connection is received from 
either a Proxy ICE 102 or from a “User Mode” Client ICE 
101, control is transferred to the Negotiate Keys State 432 and 
a temporary thread spawned. At some point in time, the opera 
tor's representative may wish to add a golden signature into 
the File Integrity database 355. The Monitor State 431 pro 
vides a means to input such golden signatures. Such an action 
is performed in the FIV Update DB State 434. 

In Negotiate Keys State 432, two-way authentication is 
performed with the remote entity. The remote entity could be 
a Proxy ICE 102 or a “User Mode” Client ICE 101. Existing 
authentication mechanisms such as asymmetric keying 
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instances of RSA1024 or Diffie Hellman 1024 are used to 
establish encryption and decryption session keys. If the latter 
set of keys can be established in a reasonable time period, 
control is transferred to the Query Server DB State 433 oth 
erwise; state machine control is passed back to the Monitor 
State 431 and the temporary thread destroyed. 

In Query Server DB State 433, the Master ICE 103 looks up 
the File Integrity database 355 to determine if the golden 
signature exists or not. If the signature is available, the same 
is passed on to the requesting entity over the secure channel. 
If the same is not available, an email to the patent operators 
Tech Support team is generated and an entry made into the 
Log database 358. Upon completion of the above steps, con 
trol is returned to the Monitor State 431 and the temporary 
thread is destroyed. 
When an IT Manager enters a new golden signature into 

File Integrity Database355, the File Integrity databases of the 
redundant Master ICE 103 also need to be updated. That 
action is performed in the FIV Update State 434. Registered 
Master ICE are updated before the temporary thread is torn 
down. 
The Server Disk 360 is the home for the databases used by 

the Master ICE. These include the golden File Integrity 355, 
License 356, Vulnerability 357, Status Logs 358 and the 
Image Databases 359. The contents of each the databases are 
encrypted and can use high security clearance to update and 
access. Access to these databases can be made through a 
Graphical User Interface 361. 
The Graphical User Interface 361 provides access to the 

encrypted databases described in Proxy Disk 360 above once 
the person accessing the database has authenticated them 
selves. One database that is not encrypted is the Status Log 
358 database. That database is a read only database for the IT 
Manager. A high level of authentication, physical and data 
security should be used to make changes to these databases. 

It should be understood that any of the processes disclosed 
herein, such as the detecting and correcting of memory cor 
ruption, may be implemented in the form of hardware, firm 
ware, or software. If implemented in software, the software 
may be processor instructions in any suitable Software lan 
guage and stored on any form of computer readable medium. 
The processor instructions are loaded and executed by a pro 
cessor, Such as a general purpose or application specific pro 
cessor that, in turn, performs the example embodiments dis 
closed herein. 

While this invention has been particularly shown and 
described with references to example embodiments thereof, it 
will be understood by those skilled in the art that various 
changes in form and details may be made therein without 
departing from the scope of the invention encompassed by the 
appended claims. 
Overview 
A set of invariant checks that can detect memory corruption 

in a process and/or hijacking of a program control flow. These 
checks are triggered by an invariant checker may reside inside 
a Secure Virtual Machine (SVM). The SVM tracks the execu 
tion of a process and invokes the invariant checker whenever 
program execution hits any location that use an invariant 
check (e.g., a return instruction in a function). If the invariant 
check passes, the process is allowed to continue past this 
location, otherwise an alarm is raised. 

In an alternative embodiment, the secure virtual machine to 
employs emulation, where the processor is emulated in Soft 
ware and the application executes instructions on this emu 
lated processor. This allows control over the execution of each 
instruction and allows the VM to transparently intercept pro 
gram execution at any location. 
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The control can be created by using a debugger. Debuggers 
intercept process execution of a program. An assembly-level 
debugger, for instance, can set breakpoints at desired loca 
tions. The debugged process continues to execute normally 
until a breakpoint is reached. At this point, the OS suspends 
execution of the process and transfers control to the debugger 
process. Process execution can be resumed after examining 
process state. 
A secure virtual machine employs a process that starts up 

(or when the SVM attaches to a new process that uses the 
protection), and regenerates assembly instructions from the 
machine code and a checkpoint or list of checkpoints gener 
ated by code segments is an assembly instruction where an 
invariant check is performed (e.g., a return, call or jump). A 
table of checkpoints indicating these locations and the check 
to be performed is generated. Breakpoints are then inserted at 
each checkpoint. The process of setting a breakpoint involves 
replacing the original instruction by INT-3 (an assembly 
instruction that generates a software interrupt); the original 
instruction is saved in the checkpoint table. When program 
execution reaches this location, an interrupt is generated, 
which invokes the operating system. The OS then transfers 
control to the debugger process attached to the process (the 
SVM). The SVM then performs the invariant check for this 
checkpoint, looks up the original instruction (which may be 
saved in the checkpoint table) and executes the original 
instruction. Program execution resumes until the next check 
point is hit. Thus, achieving the goal of intercepting program 
execution transparently and performing invariant checks 
without incurring the overhead of a full/heavyweight virtual 
machine. 
The SVM may be separate process that controls the execu 

tion the protected process; since two processes have different 
address spaces, it is difficult to circumvent invariant checks 
by corrupting the memory of the original process. Further 
invariant checks states (e.g., the shadow IAT, a second copy of 
the return address etc) are saved in the address space of the 
SVM, which prevents an adversary from corrupting these 
values (if these are present in the same address space as the 
process, the invariant checks may be vulnerable). 
The virtual machine and invariant checks impose a small 

overhead. Invariant checks can be implemented in a few 
assembly instructions each. For instance, a call checkpoint 
involves storing the address of the next assembly instruction 
in a memory location (which involves reading the program 
counter register, incrementing it and storing it in a memory 
location). A return checkpoint involves looking up the return 
address on the stack and the address stored at call time. Most 
checks can similarly be implemented with minimal over 
heads. Since instructions such as call, return, jump are some 
of the less frequently occurring instructions in a program, the 
resulting slowdown due to program Suspension and invariant 
check at each Such checkpoint is Substantially small. Further, 
the memory in the SVM to save register state or state of 
certain variables on the stack, heap or the shadow import/ 
export tables is substantially small (on the order of a few 
megabytes per process). Since instrumenting a program with 
checkpoints or randomizing library may be done at load time, 
no files are changed on disk. The approach works with binary 
files and is transparent to an application. One side-effect is a 
slowdown incurred due the occasional Suspension at each 
checkpoint. 
A process can be multi-threaded and the SVM provides 

multi-threaded support by tracking each thread and maintain 
ing shadow states of registers/stacks for each thread. Threads 
may be spawned dynamically or may be terminated and these 
events are tracked. 
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Memory corruption protection can be dynamically turned 

on or off for currently executing processes. The SVMattaches 
itself to a currently running process to allow the dynamic 
execution. The SVM efficiently disassembles the code seg 
ment and injects checkpoints into the executing process. 
Thus, the disassembly and checkpointinjection are optimized 
to minimize disruptions. 

Shared libraries may include a different approach. Since a 
shared library is shared by multiple processes, the SVM does 
not inject checkpoints into the library code. If mechanisms 
are enabled for a subset of the processes sharing the library, 
then any unprotected process will crash upon encountering a 
checkpoint (which causes a Software trap that is unhandled). 
To enable mechanisms to be turned on or off on a per-process 
basis, the loader is modified to load a copy, which may be 
private, of the shared library that can be instrumented with 
checkpoints independently of other process. 
To operate with dynamically loaded libraries, the SVM 

traps events and instruments code with checkpoints as it loads 
into the process address space. A potential for memory cor 
ruption occurs in assembly code where a call into a function 
has no corresponding return instruction and return instruc 
tions without corresponding calls. Such calls and returns 
occur in carefully hand-optimized assembly code, and violate 
return address integrity check, resulting in a false positive in 
compiler-generated and hand-written assembly code are 
handled individually. 

It should be understood that any of the processes disclosed 
herein, such as the detecting and correcting of memory cor 
ruption, may be implemented in the form of hardware, firm 
ware, or software. If implemented in software, the software 
may be processor instructions in any suitable software lan 
guage and stored on any form of computer readable medium. 
The processor instructions are loaded and executed by a pro 
cessor, Such as a general purpose or application specific pro 
cessor, that, in turn, performs the example embodiments dis 
closed herein. 

While this invention has been particularly shown and 
described with references to example embodiments thereof, it 
will be understood by those skilled in the art that various 
changes in form and details may be made therein without 
departing from the scope of the invention encompassed by the 
appended claims. 
What is claimed is: 
1. A method comprising: 
detecting an application layer memory corruption of at 

least one portion of a control section of original memory 
by malicious code during run-time, where the applica 
tion layer memory corruption affects execution flow of 
an application when otherwise left uncorrected, wherein 
detecting includes performing at least two different 
invariant checks from a set of invariant checks at run 
time, the set of invariant checks includes at least two of 
a return address integrity check, a jump address valida 
tion check, an external call validation check, a call des 
tination/far jump validation check, an IAT integrity 
check, a heap integrity check and a library randomiza 
tion check each invariant check including (a) capturing a 
state of one or more registers and at least one portion of 
a data segment of the control section prior to execution 
of a function call, (b) checking the state after the execu 
tion of the function call against the captured State and (c) 
declaring application layer memory corruption if the 
checked State and the captured State do not match; and 

correcting the application layer memory corruption of the 
at least one portion of the control section of original 
memory, during run-time, by replacing the at least one 
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portion of corrupted memory with a backup of the at 
least one portion of the control section of original 
memory to prevent the malicious code from ever execut 
ing. 

2. The method of claim 1 wherein memory is system or 
process memory. 

3. The method of claim 1 further comprising: 
identifying an intention to corrupt the at least one portion of 

the control section of original memory by a process; and 
intercepting the process, during run-time, to prevent cor 

ruption of the at least one portion of the control section 
of original memory. 

4. The method of claim 1 further comprising creating a 
backup of the at least one portion of the control section of 
original memory. 

5. The method of claim 1 wherein detecting the application 
layer memory corruption of the at least one portion of the 
control section of original memory comprises comparing a 
run-time signature of a program or library file with a valid 
signature during load-time. 

6. The method of claim 1 wherein the application layer 
memory corruption is initiated locally or remotely. 

7. The method of claim 1 wherein detecting the application 
layer memory corruption of the control section of original 
memory comprises comparing computer program instruc 
tions in the memory with non-corrupted computer program 
instructions. 

8. The method of claim 6 wherein the computer program 
instructions are machine language code. 

9. The method of claim 1 wherein detecting the application 
layer memory corruption of the control section of original 
memory comprises monitoring program code execution to 
identify an abnormality. 

10. The method of claim 1 wherein memory is configured 
for storing information for a stack, a heap, machine language 
instructions, for an executable or a shared library loaded at 
start up or run time. 

11. The method of claim 1 further comprising notifying a 
user of a security risk pertaining to program code that is 
permitting the memory corruption of a security risk. 

12. The method of claim 1 wherein detecting the applica 
tion layer memory corruption of at least one portion of the 
control section of original memory during run-time occurs in 
a SmartPhone, Personal Digital Assistant (PDA), Mainframe 
Computer, or Personal Computer (PC). 

13. The method of claim 1 further comprising protecting a 
system from the application layer memory corruption, where 
the application layer memory corruption originates from ven 
dor Software operating without a corrective software patch. 

14. The method of claim 1 further comprising providing at 
least one user with one or more vendor software update 
patches so as to protect against application layer memory 
corruption. 

15. The method of claim 1 further comprising preparing an 
identifier for the application layer memory corruption. 

16. The method of claim 1 further comprising informing a 
Vendor of one or more actual or potential application layer 
memory corruptions. 

17. The method of claim 1 further comprising receiving 
payment for the correction of the application layer memory 
corruption. 

18. The method of claim 1 wherein the control section 
includes any of a heap, Stack, import address table and an 
export address table. 

19. An apparatus comprising: 
a processor configured to execute a process: the process 

configured to detect an application layer memory cor 
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36 
ruption of at least one portion of a control section of 
original memory by malicious code during run-time, 
where the application layer memory corruption affects 
execution flow of an application when otherwise left 
uncorrected, wherein detecting includes performing at 
least two different invariant checks from a set of invari 
ant checks at run-time, the set of invariant checks 
includes at least two of a return address integrity check, 
a jump address validation check, an external call valida 
tion check, a call destination/farjump validation check, 
an TAT integrity check, a heap integrity check and a 
library randomization check each invariant check 
including (a) capturing a state of one or more registers 
and at least one portion of a data segment of the control 
section prior to execution of a function call, (b) checking 
the state after the execution of the function call against 
the captured State and (c) declaring application layer 
memory corruption if the checked State and the captured 
state do not match; and 

the process configured to correct the application layer 
memory corruption of the at least one portion of the 
control section of original memory, during run-time, by 
replacing the at least one portion of corrupted memory 
with a backup of the at least one portion of the control 
section of original memory to prevent the malicious 
code from ever executing. 

20. The apparatus of claim 19 wherein memory is system or 
process memory. 

21. The apparatus of claim 19 wherein the process is further 
configured to: 

identify an intention to corrupt the at least one portion of 
the control section of original memory by the process; 
and 

intercept the process, during run-time, to prevent corrup 
tion of the at least one portion of the control section of 
original memory. 

22. The apparatus of claim 19 wherein the process is further 
configured to create a backup of the at least one portion of the 
control section of original memory. 

23. The apparatus of claim 19 wherein the process is further 
configured to compare a run-time signature of a program or 
library file with a valid signature during load-time. 

24. The apparatus of claim 19 wherein the application layer 
memory corruption is initiated locally or remotely. 

25. The apparatus of claim 19 wherein the process is further 
configured to compare computer program instructions in the 
memory with non-corrupted computer program instructions. 

26. The apparatus of claim 25 wherein the computer pro 
gram instructions are machine language code. 

27. The apparatus of claim 19 wherein the process is further 
configured to monitor program code execution to identify an 
abnormality. 

28. The apparatus of claim 19 wherein the memory stores 
information for a stack, a heap, machine language instruc 
tions, for an executable or a shared library loaded at startup or 
run time. 

29. The apparatus of claim 19 wherein the process is further 
configured to notify a user of a security risk pertaining to 
program code that is permitting the application layer memory 
corruption. 

30. The apparatus of claim 19 wherein the process operates 
during run-time in a SmartPhone, Personal Digital Assistant 
(PDA), Mainframe Computer, or Personal Computer (PC). 

31. The apparatus of claim 19 wherein the control section 
includes any of a heap, Stack, import address table and an 
export address table. 
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32. A system for correcting memory corruption compris 
ing: 

a processor configured to execute a process: the process 
creates a backup of at least one portion of a control 
section of original memory prior to runtime; and 5 

the process, during run-time, (i) detects an application 
layer memory corruption of the at least one portion of the 
control section of original memory by malicious code, 
where the application layer memory corruption affects 
execution flow of an application when otherwise left 10 
uncorrected, wherein detecting includes performing at 
least two different invariant checks from a set of invari 
ant checks at run-time, the set of invariant checks 
includes at least two of a return address integrity check, 
a jump address validation check, an external call valida- 15 
tion check, a call destination/farjump validation check, 
an TAT integrity check, a heap integrity check and a 
library randomization check each invariant check 
including (a) capturing a state of one or more registers 
and at least one portion of a data segment of the control 20 
section prior to execution of a function call, (b) checking 
the state after the execution of the function call against 
the captured State and (c) declaring application layer 
memory corruption if the checked State and the captured 
state do not match; and (ii) replaces the at least one 25 
portion of corrupted memory with the backup to correct 
the application layer memory corruption of the at least 
one portion of the control section of original memory 
and to prevent the malicious code from ever executing. 

33. The system of claim 32 wherein the control section 30 
includes any of a heap, Stack, import address table and an 
export address table. 
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