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ABSTRACT

In Data Leakage Prevention (DLP), human analysts inspect the legitimacy of

suspicious file transfers, which are called alerts. First, the data in question is

classified. Then, the transfer context is assessed. After this, the analyst decides

whether the alert is classified as an incident or a False Positive event. This process is

widely known as triage. It is monotonous, costly, and resource-intensive. Thereby,

the analyst also has access to highly sensitive data of an organization.

So, on the one hand, DLP is a substantial challenge in today’s organizations.

On the other hand, significant progress has been made in specific areas of

technology over the last few years. Apart from developments in DLP, Artificial

Intelligence (AI) has made considerable achievements since it was first conceptualized

in the context of computers in 1956. Large Language Models (LLMs), such as

ChatGPT by OpenAI, Gemini by Google, and Claude by Anthropic, have caused

significant disruption.

Therefore, the following question arises: could modern DLP software utilize AI

to automate the triage process?

If possible, it could significantly enhance the quality of DLP practices and take

work from the much-needed human resources in cybersecurity. Furthermore, DLP

systems (usually used in bigger organizations today) could become more attractive

and, more specifically, affordable for small- and medium-sized organizations.

KEYWORDS

Cybersecurity, Information Security, DLP, Data Leakage Prevention, Data Loss

Prevention, Data Exfiltration, AI, Artificial Intelligence, Large Language Models
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RESUMEN

En la prevención de filtración de datos (DLP, por sus siglas en inglés), los analistas

humanos inspeccionan la legitimidad de las transferencias de archivos sospechosas,

que se denominan alertas. En primer lugar, los datos en cuestión se clasifican. Luego

se evalúa el contexto de la transferencia. Después de esto, el analista decide si la

alerta se clasifica como un incidente o como un evento de falso positivo. Este

proceso se conoce ampliamente como triaje. Es monótono, costoso y consume

muchos recursos. Por consiguiente, el analista también examina datos altamente

sensibles de una organización.

Entonces, por un lado, la DLP supone un desafío sustancial para las organizaciones

actuales.

Por el otro lado, en los últimos años se han producido avances importantes en

áreas específicas de la tecnología. Además de los avances en DLP, la Inteligencia

Artificial (IA) ha logrado avances significativos desde que se conceptualizó por

primera vez en el contexto de las computadoras en 1956. Los modelos de lenguaje

de gran tamaño (LLMs, por sus siglas en inglés), como ChatGPT de OpenAI, Gemini

de Google y Claude de Anthropic, fueron realmente disruptivos.

Por lo tanto, surge la siguiente pregunta: ¿podría el software moderno utilizar IA

para automatizar el proceso de clasificación en DLP?

Si fuera posible, podría mejorar significativamente la calidad de las prácticas de

DLP y quitarle trabajo a los muy necesarios recursos humanos en ciberseguridad.

Además, los sistemas de DLP (que hoy en día suelen emplearse en organizaciones

de mayor tamaño) podrían resultar más atractivos y, más concretamente, más

asequibles para organizaciones pequeñas y medianas.
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I – INTRODUCTION

In the IT departments of most organizations, there is an increasing complexity.

This complexity is often accompanied by pressure for cost efficiency on the one

hand and pressure for continuous innovation on the other hand. (Arbesman 2016)

Simultaneously, the situation in the field of cybersecurity is disastrous. Nearly

every day, a new major cyberattack is reported in the media. In Germany alone, the

damages caused by cyberattacks were estimated to be around 148 billion euros for

2023. (Bitkom e.V 2023)

While regulators worldwide notice the alarming signals, laws and regulations are

passed that require in particular large organizations to follow a growing amount

of requirements (Bundesamt für Sicherheit in der Informationstechnik 2024).

Considering recently published regulations (Joint Committee of the European

Supervisory Authorities 2023), it is striking that requirements regarding the

monitoring of IT infrastructures (with tools like, e.g., Security Incident and Event

Management (SIEM)) are emerging, as also demonstrated by the widely recognized

and pivotal standards in the field of cybersecurity, the 2022 revision of the ISO/IEC

27001 Norm and the NIST Cybersecurity Framework 2.0 (NIST CSF 2.0) in its 2024

revision 2.0.1 (ISO Central Secretary 2022a; National Institute of Standards and

Technology 2024b)

This trend, which focuses on closely monitoring IT infrastructures to identify

incidents, highlights a topic that has been economically unfeasible for most

organizations since its brief rise in the mid-2000s and is actually only utilized

in high-security or highly regulated environments: Data Leakage Prevention

(DLP). Anticipating what is written in Chapter 3.3., in short, DLP is defined in this

dissertation as the intentional and unintentional policy violation by employees with

1Whether it makes sense to add another layer of complexity to an infrastructure already suffering
from complexity is not discussed in this dissertation and is seen as a matter of fact.
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legitimate access to data, transferring it out of the company.

Regarding DLP, academic research has demonstrated advanced techniques for

data exfiltration. Data leakage can occur through unconventional means, such as the

keyboard’s LED light sending Morse code, as outlined by Guri et al. (2019). Similarly,

a few lines of JavaScript on an organization’s computer can generate QR codes that

change 30 times per second to exfiltrate sensitive data; these are then captured

via smartphone and reassembled by a Python script later, achieving data transfer

rates of around 80 kbit/second, as demonstrated by the author of this dissertation.

These examples represent just the tip of the iceberg. Furthermore, verizon business

(2023) even reports cases where organized fraud gangs have strategically placed

individuals within businesses to execute large-scale scams.

On the other hand, there is a reality where the exfiltration of gigabytes of data often

goes unnoticed within large organizations, as evidenced by several ransomware

cases involving double extortion (Mousqueton 2024). In these organizations, email

communications frequently remain unmonitored; however, in a limited number

of cases, basic denylisting may be implemented targeting well-known file hosting

services for web uploads.

So, data leakage remains a significant issue, as several real-life scenarios from the

financial industry demonstrate (Whitelaw et al. 2024), while individual cases can

result in substantial fines for the loss of sensitive data (Quach 2020).

It is not surprising that many organizations feel vulnerable to insider threats

(Cybersecurity Insiders 2023, pp. 12–19), mainly because illegally selling knowledge

can be lucrative when successful (Eggenschwiler et al. 2016).

However, as the extensive literature review of this dissertation shows, when

it comes to solutions for addressing the problem of data leakage, standards and

regulations remain general because no out-of-the-box solution exists.

Nonetheless, significant progress has been made in specific areas of technology.
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For instance, apart from developments in DLP, Artificial Intelligence (AI) has made

significant progress since it was first conceptualized in the context of computers in

1956 (Dartmouth College 1956). There have been several breakthroughs in recent

years. For example, in 2016, Google’s AlphaGo used reinforcement learning to

demonstrate that 2000 years of Go history had only led humanity to a local optimum

(Silver et al. 2016). A disruption, however, was caused by Large Language Models

(LLMs) some years later (Vaswani et al. 2017). LLMs, such as ChatGPT by OpenAI,

Gemini by Google, and Claude by Anthropic, have revolutionized natural language

processing by demonstrating an unprecedented ability to generate coherent and

contextually relevant text across a wide variety of domains. These models not only

excel in tasks such as translation, summarization, and question-answering but also

facilitate novel applications in automated content creation, programming assistance,

and even in generating training data for smaller models.

While scientific breakthroughs are impressive, there is ongoing debate regarding

whether these models have plateaued in terms of knowledge acquisition and

reliability (Udandarao et al. 2024).

So, with the challenge of DLP on the one hand and the emergence of AI on the

other hand, it seemed timely to assess the potential of current LLMs in supporting

DLP in daily cybersecurity operations.

1.1. Motivation

DLP is recognized as a potentially significant threat within cybersecurity.

However, it is surprising that an initial literature review conducted before commen-

cing this dissertation yielded only a partial answer on how to implement DLP

effectively (Domnik and Holland 2022, pp. 695–703). This gap in the literature

served as a key motivation for this dissertation: to determine how to implement

DLP effectively, supported by scientific evidence.

Furthermore, implementing a DLP system is associated with high costs. These
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expenditures are attributed not solely to licensing fees but also to the extensive

human resources required for its operations. (Domnik and Holland 2024; Kaur

et al. 2017)

Each alert thrown by a DLP system necessitates detailed analysis by a cybersecurity

analyst. This process is called triage (Cichonski et al. 2012). It begins with

thoroughly examining the data involved in the alert. Subsequently, the context of

the user’s action(s) causing the alert is assessed to understand the circumstances

under which it occurred. Based on this assessment, the analyst determines whether

a policy violation has occurred, which would subsequently be classified as an

incident. This triage procedure, while critical, is notably monotonous, expensive,

and resource-intensive.

On the one hand, in an era characterized by the rapid emergence of LLMs (Xi

et al. 2023) and significant global investments in AI (Microsoft Corporate Blogs

2023), the potential for automating the triage process in DLP systems presents a

compelling inquiry. So, a partial or complete automation of the triage process could

significantly enhance the efficiency of DLP practices. Automating the reliance on

extensive human resources, currently essential in DLP, promises the potential for

significant resource savings. Moreover, as DLP systems are predominantly utilized

within larger organizations due to their complexity and costs, automating aspects

of this process could make these systems more accessible and economically feasible

for small- and medium-sized enterprises.

On the other hand, it is essential to acknowledge the limitations inherent to

contemporary LLMs. As described in the Gartner Hype Cycle (Gartner Inc.

2022), there is a prevalent inclination towards overestimating the capabilities of

new technologies, which can lead to unrealistic expectations and subsequent

disappointments.

This dissertation aims to evaluate how today’s LLMs can be employed in a

reasonable, reliable, and sustainable manner within the triage process of DLP. So, it

seeks to determine the realistic applications of LLMs in DLP, assessing their potential
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to enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of prevalent processes and technologies.

1.2. Research Questions

At the beginning of this research, it became evident that various approaches exist

regarding automating the DLP triage process. While many of these approaches

remain within theoretical science and prototypes, a few have progressed to fully

developed products (Broadcom Inc. 2024). Consequently, it was essential to examine

the current state of DLP technologies and the extent to which automation has already

been integrated first. This preliminary investigation forms the basis of the first

research question:

• RQ1 : What is the current state of DLP technologies, and to what extent has

automation been effectively integrated into these systems?

During the literature review of this dissertation, it became apparent that there

was a significant need to describe the triage process in detail. This question is

fundamental as it underscores the importance of understanding a process in depth

before its automation. Consequently, the second research question was formulated

to address this gap:

• RQ2 : What constitutes a scientifically backed, comprehensive, and

formalized triage process for DLP?

After formalizing the triage process, the focus shifted towards its potential

automation. Initial attempts to automate the process in a single step using

LLMs quickly demonstrated the complexity and infeasibility of this approach.

Consequently, a detailed analysis of the process steps was undertaken to determine

which steps could be automated and which could not. This led to the formulation

of the third research question:
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• RQ3 : Which aspects of the formalized triage process can be effectively

automated with current LLMs, given their limitations?

1.3. Design Science Research

Design Science Research (DSR) is a robust framework used predominantly within

the field of information systems. Hevner et al. (2004) defines DSR as a research

methodology that seeks to produce new knowledge by designing and constructing

artifacts and their analysis. So, at its core, the DSR methodology fundamentally

focuses on creating artifacts and analyzing their use or performance to generate

prescriptive knowledge.

Figure 1: Design Science Research Process.
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The Design Science Research Process as adapted by Peffers et al. (2006).

The process sequence, as outlined by Peffers et al. (2006) and illustrated in Figure

1, presents a structured and iterative approach for DSR projects. The process begins

with the identification and motivation of a problem, followed by defining objectives

for a solution. The core of the process involves the design and development of an

artifact, which is then demonstrated and evaluated within its intended context to

assess its effectiveness and efficiency. The cycle often includes iterative refinements
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based on evaluation feedback. The final stage involves communicating the results

through scholarly and professional publications.

Possible artifacts produced by using the DSR methodology can be broadly

classified into four categories: constructs (vocabulary and symbols), models

(abstractions and representations), methods (algorithms and practices), and

instantiations (implemented and prototype systems). (Hevner et al. 2004)

In this dissertation, the artifact developed in response to RQ3 specifically

addresses methods for improving the triage process within DLP. By designing

and constructing a prototype, this research demonstrates its practical application,

illustrating its direct applicability.

1.4. Dissertation Structure

The central focus of this dissertation is the automation of the triage process, as

detailed in RQ3. Consequently, RQ1 and RQ2 are foundational, establishing the

context and detailed understanding required to address RQ3 effectively.

To comprehensively address RQ3, the framework of DSR, as delineated by Hevner

et al. (2004) and elaborated by A. R. Hevner and Chatterjee (2010) and Vom Brocke

et al. (2020), has been employed as an overall structure of the dissertation.

While the DSR methodology provides the foundational structure for the disserta-

tion, additional scientific methods were strategically integrated when appropriate

to ensure a robust approach to the research questions.

1.4.1. Employing the DSR Grid for Structuring

Given the iterative nature of DSR, it was not practical to align the structure of

this dissertation directly with the DSR methodology. Further investigation revealed
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that Vom Brocke and Maedche (2019) developed a framework designed to facilitate

the effective planning and communication of DSR projects. This framework, known

as the DSR grid, is illustrated in Figure 2. It provides a structured approach to

navigating the domains inherent in DSR projects, ensuring clarity and systematic

progress throughout the research process.

Figure 2: The DSR Grid.
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The DSR grid by Vom Brocke and Maedche (2019) was used as both a tool for documenting activities within the
DSR Methodology Process and the structure of this dissertation.

The DSR grid served as both a foundational tool for documenting activities within

the DSR methodology and as the structural framework for this dissertation. Only

two minor adjustments were made to adapt the DSR grid to the specific needs of this

dissertation. Firstly, since the problem under investigation was already addressed

in this introductory chapter, it was not reiterated in a separate chapter. Secondly,

the final chapter, which discusses the output knowledge, is titled Conclusion and

Outlook instead of Output Knowledge to align with academic best practices.

1.4.2. Detailed Dissertation Layout

The structure of the dissertation, based on the DSR grid, is illustrated in Figure 3.

Chapter I (this chapter) provides a comprehensive overview of the foundational

topics underlying the problem addressed in this dissertation. It also outlines the
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methodological framework used in subsequent chapters to explore the research

questions arising from this central problem.

Chapter II, Research Process, establishes the theoretical framework for the

literature review. This chapter also serves as the foundation for evaluating

methodologies relevant to qualitative research and DSR, setting the stage for

the following comprehensive examination.

The development and analysis of the Input Knowledge are covered in Chapter III.

This chapter focuses on a comprehensive review of the existing literature to address

RQ1, synthesizing the necessary insights to understand the domain of DLP.

In Chapter IV, Concepts, the concept of the DLP triage process is examined

and evaluated. This is essential for answering RQ2. However, understanding this

process is critical for subsequent automation efforts. The triage process, which is

modeled and later evaluated by experts as part of this chapter, lays the groundwork

for a potential automation of the triage process.

Chapter V, Solution, presents the evaluation of the automation of the triage

process, corresponding to RQ3. This assessment explores the feasibility and

effectiveness of automating the DLP triage process, utilizing LLMs.

The dissertation concludes with Chapter VI, Conclusion and Outlook, which

synthesizes all Output Knowledge and provides a reflection on the research

conducted. It also outlines potential avenues for future research, suggesting how

the insights gained might influence further developments in the field of DLP.

1.5. Formatting, Tables, Figures, and Text Optimization

This dissertation adheres to the official LATEX template provided by the UCAM.

All tables and figures presented in this dissertation were created by the author

himself, unless explicitly noted otherwise in the respective captions.
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Figure 3: Overview of Dissertation Structure and Methodological Approach.
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Introduction to DLP.
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Conducting the literature review:
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into risk management and a
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challenges associated with DLP.

Evaluates the entire DLP triage
process through a scientifically
substantiated approach.
Outlines the initial definition of the
process based on scholarly sources
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through expert interviews.

Evaluation of the automation of the
triage process.
Separation of the triage process
into sub-tasks.
Creation of test sets and evaluation
of the capabilities of current LLMs.

Summary of the principal findings of
this dissertation.
Discussion of potential topics for
future research.

Levy & Ellis (2006), vom
Brocke et al. (2009, 2015),
Wolfswinkel et al. (2013);
Flick (2018);
vom Brocke et al. (2020)

Assessment of scientific
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based on Wolfswinkel et
al. (2013) and vom Brocke
(2009, 2015)

Dissertation structured
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Flick (2018), Mayring
(2014)
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Structure of the dissertation, illustrating the sequential chapters and their corresponding content, methodologies,
and research questions, all based on the DSR grid by Vom Brocke and Maedche (2019).

Due to the author’s non-native English proficiency, services such as ChatGPT

4 and Grammarly were employed solely for the purpose of text optimization,

including refinement of wording and correction of spelling and grammatical errors.

It is explicitly noted that these tools were used only to enhance texts previously

authored by the author of this dissertation, and at no point were these services
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utilized to autonomously generate substantive content, such as text, based solely on

generic prompts.





II – RESEARCH PROCESS
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2.1. The Literature Research Process in General

Isaac Newton, in a letter to his rival Robert Hooke in February 1675, stated, “If

I have seen further [than others], it is by standing on the shoulders of giants”.

This metaphor, originally attributed to Bernard of Chartres who lived in the 12th

century, encapsulates the essence of academic endeavor. It eloquently illustrates the

fundamental scientific approach of uncovering truths by leveraging the groundwork

laid by prior discoveries, metaphorically portraying scholars as dwarfs who achieve

greater heights through the monumental achievements of their predecessors. In

keeping with this tradition of building upon the foundational knowledge, this

dissertation embarks on a thorough review of existing literature.

In academic research, the literature review serves as an intellectual cornerstone,

employing ideas from existing scholarship to substantiate the chosen methodology,

underpin the approach to the topic, and demonstrate the novelty of the research

contribution (Hart 2018).

Since its inception, the field of Information Systems (IS) is often criticized for

its scarcity of theoretical frameworks and avenues for conducting high-quality

literature reviews (vom Brocke et al. 2009). Despite the passage of time, this criticism

remains pertinent today, as there still exists no universal methodology within IS for

executing literature research (vom Brocke et al. 2015). This absence of a uniform

methodology highlights the necessity within this dissertation to adopt a robust

approach, meticulously justifying the rationale behind each decision made.

A well-executed literature review should elucidate the subject matter, offering

a comprehensive understanding of the topic at hand. Such an effective review

establishes a solid groundwork, crucial for the progression of knowledge within

the field, underscoring the pivotal role of literature reviews in academic research

(Webster and Watson 2002).

Furthermore, the essence of a literature review is unmistakably defined by the
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necessity to exclude a vast array of works during the search process (Cooper 1988,

p. 114), highlighting the discerning nature of scholarly research.

The nature and efficacy of literature research have been extensively explored,

with numerous researchers providing detailed discussions on what constitutes a

literature review and the outcomes of an effective literature research process. This

discourse has been particularly enriched by the contributions of Levy and Ellis (2006)

and Webster and Watson (2002), whose perspectives have significantly informed the

approach adopted in this dissertation.

Prior to exploring the methodology of an effective literature review, it is crucial to

delineate the expected outcome. Accordingly, this dissertation adopts the definition

proposed by Levy (2006), which is as follows:

“An effective literature review should include the following characteristics:

(a) methodologically analyze and synthesize quality literature,

(b) provide a firm foundation to a research topic,

(c) provide a firm foundation to the selection of research methodology, and

(d) demonstrate that the proposed research contributes something new to the

overall body of knowledge or advances the research field’s knowledge-base.

[...] ”

So, in summary, the objective is to construct a solid theoretical base for the research

by comprehensively uncovering and understanding the existing body of knowledge.

2.1.1. Key Frameworks for Literature Review: A Targeted Analysis

Given the interdisciplinary nature of DLP, it was hypothesized at the outset of this

research that a single literature review might not suffice to cover the breadth and
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depth required. Consequently, an extensive exploration was undertaken, involving

database searches, examination of various works and papers, as well as discussions

with supervisors and other scholars, to identify recognized and well-established

approaches for conducting this review.

This quest for a methodological foundation necessitated a thorough examination

of numerous scholarly works, ultimately leading to a concentrated focus on seminal

texts that provide a robust foundation for conducting literature reviews, both in

general and specifically within the field of information security. The selected

works, celebrated for their methodological rigor and comprehensive frameworks,

feature systematic approaches to literature retrieval and meticulous textual analysis.

Therefore, the decision was made to focus in-depth on the following seminal texts:

• Analyzing the Past to Prepare for the Future: Writing a Literature Review by Webster

and Watson (2002) as well as Analysing the past to prepare for the future: Writing

a literature review a roadmap for release 2.0 by Watson and Webster (2020)

• A Systems Approach to Conduct an Effective Literature Review in Support of

Information Systems Research by Levy and Ellis (2006)

• Reconstructing the Giant: On the Importance of Rigour in Documenting the Literature

Search Process and its subsequent continuation Standing on the Shoulders of

Giants: Challenges and Recommendations of Literature Search in Information Systems

Research by vom Brocke et al. (2009) and vom Brocke et al. (2015)

• Using grounded theory as a method for rigorously reviewing literature by Wolfswinkel

et al. (2013)

The work by Webster and Watson (2002) and its twenty years later published

annotations Watson and Webster (2020) primarily address the conduct of literature

reviews for review articles, presenting insights into synthesizing existing research.

Beyond offering generic advice, it also details specific tools and methodologies, such
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as the step-by-step development of a Concept Matrix. However, it does not provide

a concrete framework for conducting a literature search.

On the other hand, Levy and Ellis (2006) provide such a tested framework, albeit

not specifically tailored to the field of IS. To address this gap, additional resources

were consulted, including vom Brocke’s approach, which offers a comprehensive

framework and overview.

However, some aspects of vom Brocke’s framework lacked specificity. This

necessitated the inclusion of Wolfswinkel et al. (2013) in the review. The methodology

described by Wolfswinkel et al. is detailed and precise, offering the clarity needed to

establish a concrete framework for this dissertation. An overview of the respective

frameworks’ processes can be gleaned from Figure 4.

Figure 4: Overview of Systematic Literature Review Methodologies.

vom Brocke, 2009 / 2015
reflects approach of Baker 2000

Levy & Ellis, 2006 Wolfswinkel et al.
reflects approach of Grounded Theory 

by Glaser and Strauss, 1967

Definition of scope

Conceptualisation of the topic

Literature Search

Literature analysis

Research Agenda

Input

Processing

Define

Search

Select

Analyze

PresentOutput

The graphic illustrates the sequential steps of the literature review frameworks mentioned above. The height of
the boxes in the graphic is not indicative of the extent or intensity of the description provided by the authors for
each phase, nor does it reflect the actual time investment required, which is further elucidated in the subsequent
figures.
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2.1.2. Levy and Ellis: An Overall Foundational Approach

Levy and Ellis (2006) delineate a systematic approach to literature research,

categorized into three primary phases: Input, Processing, and Output.

During the Input Phase, the focus is on the collection of pertinent research

manuscripts that shed light on the phenomenon being investigated. This entails

querying reputable scholarly literature databases and seeking out high-quality

conference papers known for their rigorous standards. While locating relevant,

peer-reviewed articles is essential, it alone does not suffice. To enhance the

thoroughness of the literature search, several tools are recommended. An initial

keyword search serves as the foundation. This is followed by a backward search,

which should be conducted at least twice but can be repeated as necessary. This

includes searching for backward references and authors, as well as revisiting

previously used keywords. Additionally, a forward search is advised, encompassing

both forward references search-examining articles that have cited the previously

reviewed articles-and forward authors search, which involves looking at subsequent

publications by the authors of the original articles. This comprehensive approach

ensures a robust and exhaustive exploration of the literature surrounding the

research topic, laying a solid groundwork for the subsequent phases of the literature

review process.

Regarding Levy and Ellis (2006), the Processing Phase is marked by a deliberate

selection of literature that is both relevant and foundational to the research topic. It

is separated in the following sub-phases:

• Literature Selection: This initial phase involves selecting the scope for the

literature research and making selections by choosing applicable and relevant

research topics.

• Know the Literature: This phase involves an exhaustive inventory of existing

studies, where the researcher defines, describes, and identifies crucial
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information, setting the stage for a deeper dive.

• Comprehend: Here, the researcher summarizes, differentiates, interprets, and

contrasts the gathered information, achieving a nuanced understanding of the

various concepts, constructs, theories, models, and frameworks.

• Apply: The application phase is strategic, involving the illustration of key

concepts and the categorization of literature into identified key concepts,

as delineated by Webster and Watson (2002). This process starts with the

identification of major concepts, followed by the literature’s classification

according to these concepts.

• Analyze: Analysis involves a meticulous examination of the literature, where

separating, connecting, comparing, selecting, and explaining are key activities

that enhance understanding.

• Synthesize: The creative reconstruction of the analyzed information, combin-

ing, integrating, modifying, rearranging, designing, composing, and generaliz-

ing to build a new, coherent narrative.

• Evaluate: The final step demands a critical eye to distinguish among opinions,

theories, and empirically established facts, through assessing, recommending,

selecting, and concluding.

Utilizing the framework, the Output Phase serves as the culmination point of

the literature review, where the systematic method employed is presented to the

reader in detail. This phase emphasizes the construction of coherent arguments

and the application of Argumentation Theory to structure the literature review

effectively. It involves crafting arguments with clarity, offering precise definitions,

reasoned premises, and sound assumptions, while meticulously avoiding logical

fallacies. Adhering to the guidelines outlined by Hart (2018)1, the review ensures

the provision of reliable evidence, supporting the arguments developed. This

careful orchestration of elements serves to present a well-founded narrative,
1Although the book was initially released in 1998, the second edition was used as the source.
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demonstrating the scholarly diligence exercised throughout the review process,

thereby contributing substantively to the academic discourse in the field.

Figure 5 provides an overview of the phases outlined by Levy and Ellis (2006)

Figure 5: Levy & Ellis Literature Research Framework Overview.

Literature Research Framework by Levy & Ellis, 2006 

Input
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Do NOT Include All Studies
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Combining, Integrating, Modifying, Rearranging, 
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related to the phenomenon under investigation
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Keyword Search

Backward References Search
at least for a first and second time

Forward References Search

Backward Authors Search
at least for a first and second time

Forward References Search

Previously Used Keywords

Comprehensive overview of the Literature Research Framework by Levy and Ellis (2006), delineating the three
core phases of literature review: Input, Processing, and Output.

It has garnered frequent references by vom Brocke et al. (2009) and Wolfswinkel

et al. (2013), attesting to its significance and applicability within the academic

community. Further research on literature reviews, particularly by vom Brocke

et al. (2009) and Wolfswinkel et al. (2013), is highly compatible with this approach.

Therefore, while this dissertation primarily utilizes the methodologies from vom

Brocke et al. (2009) and Wolfswinkel et al. (2013) due to their specialization in IS,

the discussed approach is acknowledged as a solid groundwork.

The methodologies from vom Brocke et al. (2009) and Wolfswinkel et al. (2013)

share a foundational strategy: the selection of a search approach, its execution, and
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the subsequent interpretation of findings. Both authors underscore the necessity

for the search to be iterative, an ongoing endeavor parallel to the evolution of a

scholarly piece.

Despite these similarities, notable differences in their methodologies emerge

upon closer examination. Vom Brocke’s procedures are significantly aligned with

the systematic approach articulated by Baker (2000). In contrast, Wolfswinkel’s

framework is rooted in the principles of grounded theory as pioneered by Glaser

and Strauss (1967).

An in-depth comparison of both frameworks reveals differences in their application,

providing an understanding of how each can be effectively utilized in the context

of IS.

2.1.3. Phase 1: Definition of Scope

The first two phases outlined by vom Brocke et al. (2009), Definition of Scope and

Conceptualisation of the Topic, are combined in the Define phase from Wolfswinkel

et al. (2013). A common goal unites these stages: the selection of appropriate

keywords and methods to guide the subsequent search process.

Vom Brocke’s approach for selecting an appropriate scope, which draws heavily

on the taxonomy by Cooper (1988), is presented in a refined version in his later

work, vom Brocke et al. (2015). This approach, as shown in Table 1, requires the

explicit determination of the search process, sources, coverage, and techniques.

Specifically, vom Brocke’s Conceptualisation of the Topic phase aims to achieve “A

broad conception of what is known about the topic and potential areas where

knowledge may be needed”, a goal stemming from Torraco (2005). However, the

guidance provided for this phase is relatively limited and gives some general insights

on beginning with a broad understanding of the subject area, identifying potential

knowledge gaps, establishing working definitions for core terms and concepts,
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Table 1: Scope Definition.

1 Process Sequential Iterative
2 Sources Citation

indexing
services

Bibliographic
Databases

Publications

3 Coverage Comprehensive Representative Seminal works
4 Techniques Keyword

search
Backward
search

Forward
search

Adapted by vom Brocke et al. (2015), integrating seminal, representative, and comprehensive literature sources
with sophisticated search techniques to delineate the research scope.

consulting seminal resources to summarize key issues, and employing concept

mapping to discern relevant search terms, as suggested by Rowley and Slack (2004).

As Figure 6 shows, Wolfswinkel’s approach to literature review shares a structural

resemblance with that of vom Brocke and commences with the definition of

inclusion and exclusion criteria.

For both, it is crucial to define inclusion and exclusion criteria (content-based, such

as topics, and non-content-based, such as an impact factor). However, Wolfswinkel’s

goal at this stage is to maintain a logbook. It serves to justify the choices made, which

are susceptible to later revisions. The next step involves the identification of relevant

research fields essential for interdisciplinary reviews. Here, the logbook again plays

an essential role for Wolfswinkel by justifying the selection of fields, mainly when

restrictions are applied to the time frame or type of outlets considered. Next,

selecting appropriate outlets and databases is based on the previously determined

fields and criteria, targeting sources likely to contain the most pertinent work.

The logbook must document the rationale behind these choices, considering each

database’s unique features and limitations. Of course, formulating search terms is

essential; they must encapsulate the full scope of the research area defined.

A fundamental principle that applies to both methodologies is listing all utilized

search terms in the final research for transparency. This procedure not only ensures

clarity for the reader but also reinforces the scholarly integrity of the research

process, allowing for the reproducibility and verification of the review.
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Figure 6: Pre-Search Methodology by vom Brocke et al. (2009) and Wolfswinkel et al. (2013).

vom Brocke, 2009 / 2015 
reflects approach of Baker 2000

Wolfswinkel et al. 
reflects approach of Grounded Theory 

by Glaser and Strauss, 1967
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A side-by-side comparison of literature review methodologies before the search phase. On the left, vom Brocke’s
approach outlines a structured process for defining scope, sources, coverage, and techniques. On the right,
Wolfswinkel’s strategy presents steps for defining inclusion/exclusion criteria, identifying research fields, and
selecting outlets, databases and search terms. For the full chart, refer to Appendix 1.2..

2.1.4. Phase 2: Search and Analyze

Vom Brocke’s search phase begins with identifying journals, giving precedence

to peer-reviewed articles and high-standing conference proceedings. At the same

time, caution is advised with the latter due to their generally lesser quality than

journals.
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The selection of databases is intentionally targeted, focusing on those that index

prominent IS journals to ensure the retrieval of leading research in the field. The

keyword search is handled with precision, recognizing that the choice of search

terms critically delineates the research scope; these keywords are meticulously

documented for reference and transparency. The search extends both backward,

examining seminal works referenced within the selected articles, and forward,

identifying subsequent works that cite the initial findings. This iterative evaluation

process assesses the relevance of articles from various angles, including titles,

abstracts, and full texts.

Rationalizing the choices throughout the search process is fundamental in vom

Brocke’s view. The selection of search terms is grounded in a deep understanding

of the subject, prior research, and established conceptual frameworks. Decisions

regarding the time period and publication outlets are justified based on relevant

events, trends, or a focused IS perspective, with the caveat of avoiding undue

restriction of the search scope.

Finally, the point to cease the search or reach saturation is exemplified. It is not

prescriptively defined but rather depends on the type of review being conducted

and the researcher’s subject matter expertise. The cessation of the search signals a

point where additional articles no longer substantially alter the understanding of

the topic, indicating that the literature review has achieved a level of completeness

for the purpose at hand.

In vom Brocke’s Search Phase, there exists an intersection with Wolfswinkel’s

Define Process. This overlap manifests in preliminary steps by Wolfswinkel,

defining the search parameters, such as the scope and criteria for inclusion and

exclusion, is essential to guiding the subsequent systematic retrieval of literature.

Accordingly, Wolfswinkel’s Search Phase is concisely articulated, acknowledging

the dynamic and non-linear nature of the search process, as recommended by Hart

(2018). It underscores the necessity for flexibility, allowing for the revisitation and

potential revision of earlier decisions. Recognizing that searches can be episodic and
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encountering duplicates across databases is common. Moreover, it accommodates

the possibility of unforeseen findings - surprises that may prompt a reassessment

of the initial criteria - highlighting the iterative and responsive character of the

literature search within the academic realm.

The guidance vom Brocke provides in the Analysis Phase is succinct and offers

a high-level overview of the approach. This brevity is complemented by Webster

and Watson (2002), who serves as a resource for constructing a Concept Matrix, a

valuable tool in organizing and synthesizing literature.

As depicted in Figure 7, Wolfswinkel’s Select and Analyze Phases are clearly

and methodically outlined, forming an iterative process executed sequentially. This

procedure starts with the careful selection of core literature. Notably, Wolfswinkel

suggests the creation of a Concept Matrix, which Webster and Watson proposed too.

The motivation behind this can be paraphrased as follows: While Webster & Watson

advocate for an early focus on leading journals and selected conference proceedings

to inform forward and backward citation tracking, there is a belief by Wolfswinkel

that conducting such detailed citation tracking too early in the search process could

lead to a redundant examination of articles that may not ultimately be included in

the review.

Wolfswinkel uses Open, Axial, and Selective Coding techniques instead of the

Concept Matrix. Although these techniques differ in approach, they ultimately

achieve a similar outcome by dissecting and categorizing the literature, effectively

mapping out the field’s landscape and providing a comprehensive synthesis of the

research area.

2.1.5. Phase 3: Finalizing the Search

In Figure 8, vom Brocke revisits the acquisition of scientific knowledge, which

aligns with several points covered in detail in Webster’s Analyze Phase. Webster’s

approach further outlines methods for presenting information to the intended
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Figure 7: Search and Analyze Methodology by vom Brocke et al. (2009) and Wolfswinkel et al. (2013).

vom Brocke, 2009 / 2015 
reflects approach of Baker 2000

Wolfswinkel et al. 
reflects approach of Grounded Theory 

by Glaser and Strauss, 1967

Literature analysis

Search

Analyze

Select

Literature Search

Keyword Search

Backward & Forward Search

Perform Search

Process

Defined Process

X articles

Final Sample
A >= B >= C per iteration

Yes

No

A articles

B articles

C articles

D articles

Justify Choices

Justify Choices

When to stop?

Concept Matrix

Theoretical Saturation

Journal Identification

Database Selection

* based on Strauss & Corbin, 1990; Strauss & Corbin, 1998

Output-Objective: 
Development of a 
Concept Matrix 
Following Webster and 
Watson, 2002

Rather than utilizing a 
Concept Matrix, cultivate 

an understanding of the 
topic through open, axial, 

and selective coding 
(documented in tables that ultimately 

bear resemblance to the framework 
proposed by Webster and Watson)

Employ Precise Search Terms

Prioritize peer-reviewed articles
from scholary journals over (most) conference proceedings

Target Databases
indexing leading Information Security Journals

Reference to Levis and Ellis, 2006
for advanced guidance

Non-Linear Approch
Flexibility and revisiting earlier decisions is part of it

Open Coding
to generate higher abstraction level categories

Filter Out Doubles

Refine Sample Based On Full Text

Prepare for
an episodic search, duplicates and further surprises

Selective Coding
Integrate categories and refine them

Reference to Hart, 2000 
for advanced guidance

Axial Coding
Develop categories and relate them to possible sub-categories

Refine Sample Based On Title & Abstract

Forward and backward citations

Justify Choices on Search Terms, Time Period
Publication Outlets, etc.

Justify Choices on Search Terms, Time Period
Publication Outlets, etc.

Hard to define.
Depends on review type and req. subject matter knowledge

Employ a Concept Matrix
as per Salipante et al., 192; Webster and Watson, 2002

Use Concept Matrix
for discussion and synthesis of collected literature

Achieved when no new links arise
while developing categories to concepts *

Document Keywords

Did new 
articles come up in 

last iteration?

Vom Brocke’s methodology offers a high-level overview of the approach to be taken, while Wolfswinkel’s
approach employs detailed step-by-step guidance using Open, Axial, and Selective Coding techniques for a
comprehensive synthesis of the research.
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audience in a targeted and meaningful way. This additional step in Webster’s

framework emphasizes the analysis and effective communication of research

findings, ensuring that the synthesized knowledge is accessible and relevant to

its readership.

Figure 8: Final Phase by vom Brocke et al. (2009) and Wolfswinkel et al. (2013).

vom Brocke, 2009 / 2015 
reflects approach of Baker 2000

Wolfswinkel et al. 
reflects approach of Grounded Theory 

by Glaser and Strauss, 1967
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Build the Research Agenda
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Present Findings
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Vom Brocke’s emphasis on knowledge acquisition with Webster’s information presentation strategies.

2.2. The Literature Review Framework for this Dissertation

The process described by Levy and Ellis (2006) in the previous section was

used as a foundational approach to understanding the overall literature review

process. However, as the methodologies by vom Brocke and Wolfswinkel seemed

more suitable for the specific needs of this dissertation, their approaches were

adopted. Consequently, the literature review framework described in Section 2.1.

was extended from the original three to the five phases as proposed by Wolfswinkel.

Adjusted to Wolfswinkel’s approach as shown in Figure 9, this involved dividing

the Input Phase into the Define Phase and Search phase, splitting the Processing

Phase into the Select and Analyze Phases, and renaming the Output Phase into the

Present Phase.
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Figure 9: Evolution of Literature Review Phases from Levy and Ellis (2006) to Wolfswinkel et al. (2013).

Levy & Ellis, 2006 Wolfswinkel et al.
reflects approach of Grounded Theory 

by Glaser and Strauss, 1967

Input

Processing

Define

Search

Select

Analyze

PresentOutput

Using the approach by Wolfswinkel et al. involves dividing the Input Phase into the Define Phase and Search
phase, splitting the Processing Phase into the Select and Analyze Phases, and renaming the Output Phase into the
Present Phase.

To enrich the process further, this study incorporates elements from additional

sources, namely Webster and Watson (2002), Levy and Ellis (2006), and of course

vom Brocke et al. (2009) / vom Brocke et al. (2015), integrating their strengths into

Wolfswinkel’s structured framework. This approach enhances the methodology

and ensures that research outcomes are informed by a breadth of scholarly insights.

2.2.1. Define Phase

Both vom Brocke’s and Wolfswinkel’s approaches were seen as highly valuable

for guiding the literature review process. In order to optimize the literature

review of this dissertation, it seemed necessary to combine the strengths of both

methodologies. Vom Brocke’s approach to defining the scope is very structured,

particularly with his tabulated format (vom Brocke et al. 2015). Concurrently,

Wolfswinkel’s concept of early establishment of coverage and sources is considered

beneficial for a comprehensive review. As a result, for the Define Phase of this

research, a hybrid approach is employed to combine both techniques, as shown in
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Figure 10: This Dissertation’s Definition Phase.
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This phase (as shown in the middle) incorporates insights from vom Brocke and Wolfswinkel, primarily drawing
on vom Brocke’s scope definition table, and extends the analysis by integrating more specific questions proposed
by Wolfswinkel.

Figure 10, in order to incorporate the best of both worlds.

Regarding the scope, the following decisions are considered based on the

approach by vom Brocke et al. (2015), shown in Table 1:

Process: The choice between an iterative and sequential search style hinges on

the specific goals of the literature review. A sequential search style is preferred

when the research area and objectives are clearly defined at the outset, facilitating a

systematic collection and overview of existing literature. This method is efficient for

areas requiring a comprehensive presentation of the research landscape. Conversely,

an iterative search style suits exploratory research approaches or rapidly evolving

fields, where new information must be continuously integrated into the literature



Chapter II – Research Process 59

search and synthesis, ensuring flexibility and adaptability to new insights.

Sources: The diversity of sources consulted in this review reflects the methodologi-

cal rigor of vom Brocke’s approach, recognizing that each database, index, and

publication outlet possesses distinct strengths and weaknesses (Falagas et al. 2008).

The selection process for the sources, encompassing Citation indexing services,

Bibliographic Databases, and Publications, is delineated within the context of each

review, reflecting a tailored strategy to meet the unique scope and requirements of

each literature review.

Coverage: This underscores the imperative of justifying the scope and depth of the

search to encompass an array of scholarly contributions that underpin the research.

The inclusion of Seminal work is suitable when, aiming to find foundational studies.

However, Representative works are meticulously selected to explore the breadth

and depth of the field, ensuring a holistic examination of diverse perspectives and

methodologies. Moreover, the pursuit of Comprehensive coverage is recommended

when aspiring a thorough comprehension of the subject matter, affirming the

commitment to an exhaustive scholarly engagement with the intent to read and

understand the full spectrum of relevant literature.

Techniques: The scope definition involves fundamental literature identification

techniques, including keyword search for initial discovery, backward search to trace

the lineage of seminal ideas, and forward search to map the influence of pivotal

works. As proposed by vom Brocke, this methodology, inspired by the frameworks

of Webster and Watson (Webster and Watson 2002) and further refined by Levy

and Ellis (Levy and Ellis 2006), underlines a systematic approach to uncovering

and synthesizing the existing academic discourse. In this dissertation all three

techniques were used for the realm of DLP.

In a nutshell, the Define Phase, as outlined in Table 2, begins with selecting an

initial scope, drawing on the structured methodology provided by vom Brocke,

and moves forward to identify the research field through a delineation process. It

further involves defining sources and coverage, with a catalog of chosen sources,
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and establishing inclusion and exclusion criteria.

The selection of search terms is guided by the literature base within the domain,

emphasizing the importance of a thorough review for keyword identification.

Table 2: Defining the Scope: A Step-by-Step Approach.

Define Phase
Step Action

Required
Result Comment Described in

...
1 Choose initial

Scope
Table: Chosen
Scope

As provided by vom
Brocke et al. (2015)

Section 2.3.1.

2 Identify
Research field

Text: Delineation
of the Research
Domain

As described by
Wolfswinkel et al. (2013)

Section 2.3.2.

3 Define Sources
and Coverage

Catalogue:
Chosen Sources

As described by Webster
and Watson (2002).

Section 2.3.3.

4 Define Inclusion
and Exclusion
Criteria

Catalogue:
Criteria for
Inclusion and
Exclusion

Contrary to
recommendations by
Levy and Ellis (2006),
conference papers are
incorporated but with
caution

Section 2.3.4.

5 Choose Search
Terms

Table: Search
Terms Utilized
Across Services /
Databases

“The best source for
keywords is, of course,
the literature base for the
domain and all articles
reviewed should be read
with an eye for potential
keywords.”, (Levy and
Ellis 2006)

Section 2.3.5.

The scope of the literature review in this dissertation will be determined based on the steps outlined in this table.

2.2.2. Search Phase

The Search Phase, as outlined in Table 3, starts with performing the literature

search, yielding search outcomes that need to be systematically saved in a

standardized format such as JSON, making further analysis easier and reproducible.

Subsequently, a diligent effort is undertaken to substantiate the pivotal choices

made during the Define Phase.
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It’s important to note that these choices are not set in stone, but are subject

to continuous updates and revisions, ensuring the research’s alignment with the

ever-evolving insights and parameters.

Table 3: Systematic Literature Search: A Step-by-Step Approach.

Search Phase
Step Action

Required
Result Comment Described in

...
6 Perform Search Search Outcomes:

Presented in a
Standardized
Format (e.g.,
JSON)

As described by
Wolfswinkel et al. (2013)
and vom Brocke et al.
(2015)

Section 2.3.6.

7 Justify Choices Update:
Revisions to
Decisions from
the Definition
Phase

As described by
Wolfswinkel et al. (2013)
and vom Brocke et al.
(2015)

Section 2.3.6.

Text: Rationale
for Decisions
Made Up to This
Point

-

The search process of the literature review in this dissertation will be determined based on the steps outlined in
this table.

2.2.3. Select Phase

The Select Phase, meticulously delineated in Table 4, is grounded in the

methodological framework proposed by Wolfswinkel et al. (2013), emphasizing

a structured approach to the identification and selection of pertinent literature.

A key outcome of this phase is the compilation of a catalog of literature that is

selected for detailed analysis in the following stages of the review.

A noteworthy aspect of this phase is implementing at least a second backward

search. This iterative search strategy ensures that at least every seminal work is

noticed.
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Table 4: Systematic Literature Selection: A Step-by-Step Approach.

Select Phase

Step Action

Required

Result Comment Described in

...

8 Selection

Process as

described by

Wolfswinkel

et al. (2013)

Catalogue:

Literature for

Analysis in the

Subsequent Phase

Forward search and at

least a second backward

search will be conducted,

as recommended by Levy

and Ellis (2006)

Section 2.3.6.

and Table 9

The select phase of the literature review in this dissertation will be determined based on the steps outlined in this
table.

2.2.4. Analyze Phase

In the Analyze Phase, as outlined in Table 5, the selected literature undergoes a

rigorous and systematic analysis.

This phase is characterized by the employment of coding techniques, specifically

open coding and axial coding, to distill and categorize the emergent themes

and concepts from the literature. Selective coding is undertaken to refine and

integrate these insights, culminating in the creation of a comprehensive conceptual

framework, final concept matrix or concept graph.

2.2.5. Present Phase

The Analyze Phase, as outlined in Table 6, is the last stage of the literature

review conducted. Research findings are systematically organized, analyzed and

documented.

This ensures that this phase of the dissertation incorporates insights from prior

phases in a rigorous and transparent manner, presenting the culmination of the
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Table 5: Systematic Literature Analyzation: A Step-by-Step Approach.

Analyze Phase
Step Action

Required
Result Comment Described in

...
9 Open Coding

and Axial
Coding

(Advanced)
Concept Matrix /
Concept Graph

...as described by
Wolfswinkel et al. (2013)
/ Watson and Webster
(2020)

Section 2.3.7.,
Section 2.3.8.
and Figure 12

10 Selective
Coding

Written
documentation /
Concept Graph
/ Final Concept
Matrix with
description

The analyze phase of the literature review in this dissertation will be determined based on the steps outlined in
this table.

Table 6: Present Phase.

Present Phase
Step Action

Required
Result Comment Described in

...
11 Documentation The segment

delineated in this
literature research
encompasses all
documentation
and results in
an organized
manner.

The Framework
described in this section.

Section 2.3.

This will be the literature review for each topic in this dissertation, describing the whole process as well as
conclusions.

preceding research process.

2.2.6. Additional Remarks

The complete table used for the literature research can be found in Appendix 1.1..

Also, a comprehensive graph was created based on understanding the literature

research process. This graph grew larger and larger and eventually became too big

to be included as a figure explained vividly in this dissertation.
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The vector graphic, which describes nearly everything written in this section, can

be found in Appendix 1.2..

2.3. Practical Execution of the Literature Review for DLP: A Step-by-Step

Fulfillment of the Established Framework

Embarking on a literature review within the expansive domain of DLP necessitated

acquiring a broad understanding of the field. To this end, the structured approach

described in Section 2.1. was adopted.

2.3.1. Choose Initial Scope

Initially, as described in Section 2.2.1. and illustrated in Table 2, the scope of the

Literature Review was established. Therefore, the procedure from Section 2.1.3.

was performed.

The specific decisions taken are illustrated in Table 7, highlighting the chosen

parameters in gray.

Given the iterative nature of the research process already outlined in Section 2.1.,

an iterative review strategy was employed. Newly published papers throughout the

dissertation phase were also included later, ensuring an up-to-date literature corpus.

As sources, a combination of citation indexing services, bibliographic databases,

and direct publications was utilized. The review scope included keyword searches,

backward searches, and forward searches.

2.3.2. Identify Research Field

At this point in the research, an initial, albeit tentative, conceptualization of DLP

has been established. Following National Institute of Standards and Technology
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Table 7: Scope Definition.

1 Process Sequential Iterative
2 Sources Citation

indexing
services

Bibliographic
Databases

Publications

3 Coverage Comprehensive Representative Seminal works
4 Techniques Keyword search Backward

search
Forward search

Scope Selection for Literature Review Based on the Framework suggested by vom Brocke et al. (2015).
Highlighted items in gray indicate the specific decisions undertaken in delineating the review’s scope, reflecting
the rationale and criteria established.

(NIST)’s Special Publication 800-137 Dempsey et al. (2011), DLP, defined later in

detail in Section 3.3., is articulated as a strategy for detecting and preventing policy

violations related to data whether in transit, at rest, or in use. This encompasses

a multifaceted spectrum of methods and technological interventions designed to

protect data across its entire lifecycle.

During the identification of the research field it was acknowledged, that

distinguishing among different vectors of data exfiltration is important, particularly

as not all of these vectors are encompassed within NIST’s definition of DLP.

Foremost there are two primary types of attackers: the traitor and the masquerader,

as outlined by Salem et al. (2008) and later described in detail in Section 3.3.2..

The traitor, endowed with legitimate access, malevolently abuses their privileges

to exfiltrate data, thus compromising the confidentiality of organizational assets.

In contrast, a masquerader illicitly secures legitimate credentials to impersonate an

authentic user, enabling unauthorized data access and exfiltration. The decision

was made to concentrate on the traitor archetype, omitting masquerader-induced

attacks from its scope. This decision was justified by the marked differences in the

attack vectors and strategies utilized by these two categories of adversaries (L. Liu

et al. 2018), aligning more closely with regulatory requirements and the scope of

modern DLP systems that should be analyzed as part of this dissertation

Moreover, it was decided to enrich the scope of internal threats with the

unintentional perpetrator (CERT Insider Threat Team 2014). Characterized by



66 Jan Domnik

non-malicious, inadvertent actions such as mishandling data or bypassing security

measures, these individuals inadvertently contribute to data leakage incidents. This

archetype, described in detail in Section 3.3.2., is one of the main threats that DLP

systems try to cover.

Consequently, the initial literature research aimed at the current state of research

regarding applying DLP strategies against traitors and unintentional perpetrators.

Given the manageable volume of literature in the field of DLP, it was decided to

obtain a comprehensive overview of the entire domain.

2.3.3. Define Sources and Coverage

Due to the fact that human-managed scientific databases hold a distinct advantage

over their algorithmically driven counterparts, such as Google Scholar (Gusenbauer

and Haddaway 2020), the following databases were selected:

• Web of Science

• IEEE Xplore

• Science Direct

• Wiley

While databases from Springer Link and Sage Journals were initially considered,

they were subsequently excluded, due to the absence of pertinent papers identified

during the early stages of this research.

2.3.4. Define Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria

As stated before, the decision was made to include articles, book-chapter

and conference papers. During an iterative process, the exclusion criteria were
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developed.

The following articles, book-chapters or conference papers were excluded:

• Non-peer-reviewed articles and papers

• Speculative ideas presented without a prototype

• Papers with a Cite Score Below 5: While this might overlook niche topics,

anecdotal evidence suggests such papers generally do not offer insights beyond

the foundational literature.

• Material not pertinent to practical cybersecurity, especially in contexts relevant

to organizations interested in the broad field of DLP

• Detailed technical discussions on data exfiltration, such as those involving the

insertion of trojan viruses or spoofed traffic

• Topics strictly related to Key Management, Identity and Access Management

(IAM) and Digital Rights Management (DRM), due to their specific focus

outside the field of DLP.

• Articles on the archetype of masqueraders, as described in Section 2.3.2.

• Articles and papers published prior to 2009 were excluded (based on an

assessment as not reflecting current knowledge or practices)

• Blockchain Technologies due to the lack of known functional technologies

2.3.5. Choose Search Terms

Given the absence of a universally accepted definition for DLP within the

academic literature (as described later in Section 3.3.), a variety of search terms

including Data Leakage Prevention, Data Loss Prevention, Information Leakage Prevention,

and Data Leakage Detection were used. The selection of search fields and topics
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was deliberately restricted to the cybersecurity domain to ensure relevance.

Furthermore, the inclusion criteria were strictly limited to peer-reviewed journal

articles, conference papers, and book chapters, where feasible. The outcomes of

this search strategy are detailed in Table 8.

Table 8: Search Terms Chosen.

Web of Science IEEE Xplore Science Direct Wiley
Search Term “Data Leakage

Prevention”
OR “Data Loss
Prevention”
OR
“Information
Leakage
Prevention”
OR “Data
Leakage
Detection”

“Data Leakage
Prevention”
OR “Data Loss
Prevention”
OR
“Information
Leakage
Prevention”
OR “Data
Leakage
Detection”

(“Data Leakage
Prevention”)
OR (“Data Loss
Prevention”)
OR
(“Information
Leakage
Prevention”)
OR (“Data
Leakage
Detection”)

“Data Leakage
Prevention”,
“Data Loss
Prevention”,
“Information
Leakage
Prevention”,
“Data Leakage
Detection”

Search
Fields/Topics

Topic
Information
Security, IT
Security,
Awareness

Information
Leakage,
Information
Security,
Data Leakage
Prevention

Title, Abstract
or Author-
Specified
Keywords

Title or
Abstract

Additional
Requirements

Articles,
Proceeding
Papers, Review
Articles,
Conference
Papers

Conferences,
Journals

Research
Articles,
Review
Articles

-

Hits 164 107 27 1
Hits with >5
citations

44 31 16 1

Summary of Selected Search Terms and Parameters.

2.3.6. Search Phase and Selection Phase

The decisions outlined herein emerged from numerous modifications undertaken

throughout the Perform Search and Justify Choices stages. This process was iterative

and inherently exploratory, characterized by a substantial amount of trial and error,

with the aim of achieving the comprehensive literature review objectives established
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during the scoping phase.

Furthermore, the predefined exclusion criteria were not applied rigidly. For

instance, papers receiving more than five citations in IEEE Xplore were excluded if

they were based on incorrect assumptions (such as the obsolete assumption that a

single user account in an organization is always associated with a single IP address).

Conversely, works like Shabtai et al. (2012) study on data leakage prevention, despite

having fewer citations, were included for their valuable general insights into the field

of DLP.

Of the 92 documents identified in the initial search (refer to Table 8), 51

met the established criteria and were subsequently retained. For each of these

documents, a reverse search was conducted, revealing an additional 898 documents.

Subsequently, the criteria mentioned for the initial search were also applied to these

documents, and duplicates were removed. Ultimately, this process resulted in the

retention of 74 new documents from the reverse search, culminating in a total of

125 documents.

Following the initial reverse search, a second backward search was conducted

for all new documents. This subsequent search adhered to the established criteria

and resulted in the discovery of an additional 10 relevant documents, which were

subsequently incorporated into the existing literature compilation (135 documents

in total).

Afterwards, during the forward search, which encompassed new works authored

by the contributors of the identified literature and those cited therein, the pre-

established citation-based quality criteria proved inadequate. This was largely

because much of the literature was recently published, thus lacking in citations.

Consequently, a more flexible approach to quality assessment was necessitated,

which encompassed subsequent publications by the authors. Given the substantial

body of knowledge on DLP already received from the initial, first, and second

reverse searches, the focus was refined to identifying only significant literature.

This strategic refinement was crucial, as a less targeted search across the 1,356
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documents would not have aligned with the desired outcomes in terms of time

efficiency and yield. Ultimately, this adjusted approach led to the identification of

an additional 18 documents deemed significant.

Ultimately, after excluding duplicates, 147 documents were identified as significant

and subsequently utilized for intensive research.

Figure 11: Selection Graph.

118 Records Included 125
Records

51
Records

135
Records

147
Records in Sum

19 Records Included

18 Records Included

92 Records

identified by database 
search

780 Records Excluded
based on exclusion criteria

41 Records Excluded
based on exclusion criteria

449 Records Excluded
based on exclusion criteria

1338 Records Excluded

898 New Records

identified by 
1st backward search

459 New Records

identified by 
2nd backward search for 

new records

1356 new Records

identified after forward 
search

after deleting duplicates

after deleting duplicates

after deleting duplicates

Records in Sum

The selection graph illustrates the methodology employed for acquiring literature, encompassing the initial
retrieval from database searches, subsequent forward and backward searches, and the elimination of duplicates..

It was noticed that some well-known norms and standards, such as the ISO/IEC
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27001:2022 standard group and the NIST Cybersecurity Framework 2.0, were not

included in the referenced documents. To address this issue, a targeted search was

conducted to find relevant regulations and standards. The findings also showed that

there are only few materials available, as outlined in Section 3.5.. Specifically, in the

case of many critical infrastructure sectors, there seem to be no explicit requirements

for DLP, as defined in Section 3.3.. The regulatory language currently tends to be

broad, rather than containing specific rules or requirements. However, a transitional

phase seems to be underway, with DLP measures becoming mandatory for banks

soon (as also described in Section 3.5.).

2.3.7. Analyze Phase

The initial approach involved the application of Open Coding, Axial Coding, and

Selective Coding techniques. However, this proved challenging as the topics tended

to fall into broad categories, each addressing either very generic or highly specific

problems. To capture the theme comprehensively, a Concept Graph was utilized,

as recommended by Watson and Webster (2020), shown in Figure 12. Additionally,

this phase included the identification of key papers that were deemed essential for

the depth and scope of this research. An overview of the key paper identified and

their initial classification is provided in Table 9.

Papers that are foundational to the arguments presented in this dissertation were

flagged as Seen as Essential. Those providing broad foundational knowledge, such as

review papers with a high citation count, were classified under General Information.

As detailed in subsequent sections, two primary DLP approaches are examined: the

Content-Based Approach, which classifies events (discussed in Section 3.6.1.2.), and

the Context-Based Approach, which identifies potentially malicious behavior based

on employee actions (outlined in Section 3.6.2.). Papers aligning with these methods

were categorized under Classify and Anomaly Detection, respectively. Additionally,

literature that treats DLP as a subject of awareness was marked as Awareness.

Meanwhile, new theoretical models, frameworks, discussions on data exfiltration
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techniques, and other related works were grouped into the Other category.

Table 9: Literature Used.

Nr Title Author(s) Year Se
en
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A
w
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O
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1 A Comparative Evaluation of Data Leakage/Loss Prevention

Systems (DLPS)

Kaur K. 2017 x

2 A Comparative Study of the Approach Provided for

Preventing the Data Leakage

Kaur K. 2017 x

3 A Comparison of Decision Tree Ensemble Creation

Techniques

Banfield R. 2007 x

4 A Conceptual Foundation for Data Loss Prevention Al-Fedaghi S. 2011 x

5 A Cyber-Security Culture Framework for Assessing

Organization Readiness

Georgiadou A. 2020 x

6 A Decision Theoretic Approach to Data Leakage Prevention Marecki J. et al. 2010 x

7 A Deep Learning Model for Information Loss Prevention

From Multi-Page Digital Documents

Guha A. et al. 2021 x x

8 A Host Based Method for Data Leak Protection by Tracking

Sensitive Data Flow

Petkovic M. et al. 2012 x

9 A Hybrid Framework for Data Loss Prevention and Detection Costante E. et al. 2016 x

10 A Machine Learning Based System for Semi-Automatically

Redacting Documents

Cumby C. 2011 x

11 A Novel Mechanism for Fast Detection of Transformed Data

Leakage

Huang X.et al. 2018 x

12 A Review of Recent Advances, Challenges, and Opportunities

in Malicious Insider Threat Detection Using Machine

Learning Methods

Alzaabi F. 2024 x x x

13 A Review of the Insider Threat, a Practitioner Perspective

Within the U.K. Financial Services

Whitelaw F. 2024 x

14 A Semantics-Aware Classification Approach for Data Leakage

Prevention

Alneyadi S. et al. 2014 x

15 A Semisupervised Approach to the Detection and

Characterization of Outliers in Categorical Data

Ienco D. 2016 x

16 A Survey of Data Leakage Detection and Prevention Solutions Shabtai A. et al. 2012 x

17 A Survey of Data Mining and Machine Learning Methods for

Cyber Security Intrusion Detection

Buczak A. 2016 x x

18 A Turkish Language Based Data Leakage Prevention System Canbay Y. et al. 2017 x

19 A Weighted Context Graph Model for Fast Data Leak

Detection

Lu Y. et al. 2018 x

20 A lattice model of secure information flow Denning D. 1976 x

21 A review of insider threat detection: Classification,

machine learning techniques, datasets, open challenges, and

recommendations

Al-Mhiqani M. 2020 x x x

22 A survey of anomaly detection techniques in financial domain Ahmed M. 2016 x

23 A survey on data leakage prevention systems Alneyadi S. et al. 2016 x x

24 A white-box anomaly-based framework for database leakage

detection

Costante E. 2017 x x x

25 ACL (1) - Classification and Clustering of Arguments with

Contextualized Word Embeddings

Reimers N. 2019 x

26 ACSAC - Security policies to mitigate insider threat in the

document control domain

Pramanik S. 2004 x
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27 Adaptable N-gram Classification Model for Data Leakage

Prevention

Alneyadi S. et al. 2013 x

28 An Active Data Leakage Prevention Model for Insider Threat Wu J. et al. 2011 x

29 An Graph-Based Adaptive Method for Fast Detection of

Transformed Data Leakage in IOT Via WSN

Yu X. et al. 2019 x

30 An Insider Cyber Threat Prediction Mechanism Based on

Behavioral Analysis

Bhavsar K. 2016 x

31 An Insider Data Leakage Detection Using One-Hot Encoding,

Synthetic Minority Oversampling and Machine Learning

Techniques

Al-Shehari T. et al. R. 2021 x

32 An Integrated Imbalanced Learning and Deep Neural

Network Model for Insider Threat Detection

Al-Mhiqani M. 2021 x

33 An application and empirical test of the Capability

Opportunity Motivation-Behaviour model to data leakage

prevention in financial organizations

van der Klerj R. et al. 2020 x

34 An intelligent intrusion detection system (IDS) for anomaly

and misuse detection in computer networks

Depren O. 2005 x x

35 An optical covert-channel to leak data through an air-gap Guri M. et al. 2016 x

36 Analysis of end user security behaviors Stanton J. 2005 x

37 Analyzing Data Granularity Levels for Insider Threat

Detection Using Machine Learning

Le D. 2020 x

38 Analyzing group communication for preventing data leakage

via email

Zilberman P. et al. 2011 x x

39 Anomaly Detection for Insider Threats Using Unsupervised

Ensembles

Le D. 2021 x

40 Anomaly detection: A survey Chandola V. 2009 x

41 Applying text mining methods for data loss prevention Mashechkin I. et al. 2015 x

42 Artificial intelligence for cybersecurity: Literature review and

future research directions

Kaur R. 2023 x

43 BCI - Insider threats in corporate environments: a case study

for data leakage prevention

Stamati-Koromina V. 2012 x

44 Bayesian Naïve Bayes classifiers to text classification Xu S. 2016 x

45 BlueBoX: A policy-driven, host-based intrusion detection

system

Chari S. 2003 x

46 Bypassing information leakage protection with trusted

applications

Blasco J. 2012 x

47 CTRL-ALT-LED: Leaking Data from Air-Gapped Computers

Via Keyboard LEDs

Guri M. et al. 2019 x

48 Can Content-Based Data Loss Prevention Solutions Prevent

Data Leakage in Web Traffic?

Gugelmann D. et al. 2015 x x

49 CoBAn: A context based model for data leakage prevention Katz G. et al. 2014 x x

50 Collaborative Graph-based Mechanism for Distributed Big

Data Leakage Prevention

Lu Y. et al. 2018 x

51 Comparative evaluation of algorithms for effective data

leakage detection

Kumar A. 2013 x

52 Comparison of classification techniques applied for network

intrusion detection and classification

Aziz A. 2017 x

53 Content-based data leakage detection using extended

fingerprinting

Shapira Y. 2013 x
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54 Context-Aware Data Loss Prevention for Cloud Storage

Services

Ong Y. et al. 2017 x x

55 Cyber Security Awareness Campaigns: Why do they fail to

change behaviour?

Bada M. 2014 x

56 Data Leakage Detection Papadimitriou P. 2011 x

57 Data Leakage Detection Using System Call Provenance Awad A. et al. 2016 x

58 Data Leakage Detection and Prevention: Review and

Research Directions

Nayak S. 2020 x x

59 Data Leakage Prevention - A Position to State-of-the-Art

Capabilities and Remaining Risk:

Hauer B. 2014 x x

60 Data Leakage Prevention for Data in Transit using Artificial

Intelligence and Encryption Techniques

Ghouse M. et al. 2019 x

61 Data Leakage Prevention: E-Mail Protection via Gateway Kaur K. et al. 2018 x

62 Data Leakage in Business and FinTech Chaudhry U. 2022 x

63 Data Loss Prevention Liu S. et al. 2010 x

64 Data Loss Prevention Based on Data-Driven Usage Control Wüchner T. et al. 2012 x

65 Data Loss Prevention Technologies Takebayashi T. et al. 2010 x

66 Data and Information Leakage Prevention Within the Scope

of Information Security

Hauer B. 2015 x x

67 Data classification – the foundation of information security Tankard C. 2015 x

68 Data exfiltration and covert channels Giani A. 2006 x x

69 Data exfiltration: A review of external attack vectors and

countermeasures

Ullah F. et al. 2018 x

70 Data leakage detection algorithm based on task sequences

and probabilities

Guevara C. et al. 2017 x

71 Data loss prevention based on text classification in controlled

environments

Kongsgard K. et al. 2016 x x x x

72 Deep learning for insider threat detection: Review, challenges

and opportunities

Yuan S. 2021 x x x

73 Detecting Data Semantic: A Data Leakage Prevention

Approach

Alneyadi S. et al. 2015 x

74 Detecting Insider Theft of Trade Secrets Caputo D. 2009 x

75 Detecting Insider Threat via a Cyber-Security Culture

Framework

Georgiadou A. 2021 x x x

76 Detecting Insider Threats Using RADISH: A System for

Real-Time Anomaly Detection in Heterogeneous Data

Streams

Bose B. 2017 x

77 Detecting and Preventing Cyber Insider Threats: A Survey Liu L. 2018 x

78 Detecting data misuse by applying context-based data linkage Gafny M. et al. 2010 x x

79 Detecting sensitive data exfiltration by an insider attack Liu Y. 2008 x

80 Developing a data breach protection capability framework in

retailing

Uddin M. 2024 x x x

81 Document Sensitivity Classification for Data Leakage

Prevention with Twitter-based Document Embedding and

Query Expansion

Trieu L. et al. 2017 x

82 EDOC - System Call Interception Framework for Data Leak

Prevention

Balinsky H. 2011 x

83 ESEC/SIGSOFT FSE - Mining specifications of malicious

behavior

Christodorescu M. 2007 x

84 Editorial: special issue on learning from imbalanced data sets Chawla N. 2004 x
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85 FRAPpuccino: Fault-detection through Runtime Analysis of

Provenance

Han X. 2017 x

86 Fast Detection of Transformed Data Leaks Xiaokui S. et al. 2016 x

87 Fuzzy Bag-of-Words Model for Document Representation Zhao R. et al. 2018 x

88 Graph Neural Networks for Prevention of Leakage of Secret

Data

Ghouse M. et al. 2020 x

89 Guest editorial: A brief overview of data leakage and insider

threats

Huth C. 2013 x

90 HICSS - Automating the Generation of Enticing Text Content

for High-Interaction Honeyfiles

Whitham B. 2017 x

91 HICSS - SIDD: A Framework for Detecting Sensitive Data

Exfiltration by an Insider Attack

Liu Y. 2009 x

92 Handling Insider Threat Through Supervised Machine

Learning Techniques

Janjua F. et al. 2020 x

93 Hindering data theft with encrypted data trees Blasco J. et al. 2015 x

94 Human factors in information leakage: mitigation strategies

for information sharing integrity

Wong W. 2019 x

95 IAAI - CONSTRUE/TIS: A System for Content-Based

Indexing of a Database of News Stories

Hayes P. 1990 x

96 ICDM - Privacy preserving data classification with rotation

perturbation

Chen K. 2005 x

97 ICML - Distributed Representations of Sentences and

Documents

Le Q. 2014 x

98 IEEE Symposium on Security and Privacy Workshops - Fog

Computing: Mitigating Insider Data Theft Attacks in the

Cloud

Stolfo S. 2012 x

99 ĲCAI - Computing semantic relatedness using

Wikipedia-based explicit semantic analysis

Gabrilovich E. 2007 x

100 Implementation of Security Systems for Prevention of Loss of

Information at Organizations of Higher Education

Boranbayev A. et al. 2015 x x

101 IRILD: An Information Retrieval Based Method for

Information Leak Detection

Gessiou E. 2011 x

102 Identifying almost identical files using context triggered

piecewise hashing

Kornblum J. 2006 x

103 Identifying tweets of personal health experience through

word embedding and LSTM neural network.

Jiang K. 2018 x

104 Impacts of Comprehensive Information Security Programs on

Information Security Culture

Chen Y. 2015 x

105 Improving automatic query expansion Mitra M. et al. 1998 x

106 Information Leaks and Suggestions: A Case Study using

Mozilla Thunderbird

Carvalho V. 2009 x

107 Information leak detection in financial e-mails using mail

pattern analysis under partial information

Kalyan C. 2007 x

108 Insider Threat Detection Based on User Behavior Modeling

and Anomaly Detection Algorithms

Kim J. 2019 x

109 Insider Threat Detection Using a Graph-Based Approach Eberle W. 2010 x x

110 Detecting and characterizing social spam campaigns Gao H. 2010 x

111 Intrusion detection systems and multisensor data fusion Bass T. 2000 x

112 Learning representations by back-propagating errors Rumelhart D. et al. 1986 x
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113 Malicious Data Leak Prevention and Purposeful Evasion

Attacks: An approach to Advanced Persistent Threat (APT)

management

Mustafa T. 2013 x

114 Management and Mitigation of Insider Threats Kennedy K. 2017 x

115 NIPS - Character-level convolutional networks for text

classification

Zhang X. 2015 x

116 NIPS - Distributed Representations of Words and Phrases and

their Compositionality

Mikolov T. 2013 x

117 NSPW - The compliance budget: managing security

behaviour in organisations

Beautement A. 2008 x

118 NSS - Evaluating Host-Based Anomaly Detection Systems:

Application of the Frequency-Based Algorithms to ADFA-LD

Xie M. 2014 x

119 NSS - Unsupervised Insider Detection Through Neural

Feature Learning and Model Optimisation

Liu L. 2019 x

120 Network Anomaly Detection: Methods, Systems and Tools Bhuyan M. 2014 x x x

121 Predicting likelihood of legitimate data loss in email DLP Faiz M. et al. 2020 x

122 Preventing Data Leak through Semantic Analysis Alhindi H. et al. 2021 x

123 Preventing Information Leaks in Email Carvalho V. 2007 x

124 Provenance-Aware Tracing ofWorm Break-in and

Contaminations: A Process Coloring Approach

Walters A. et al. 2006 x

125 Provenance-based Intrusion Detection: Opportunities and

Challenges

Han X. 2018 x

126 Quantifying Information Leaks in Outbound Web Traffic Borders K., Prakash A. 2009 x

127 ROCK: a robust clustering algorithm for categorical attributes Guha S. 2000 x

128 SAQL: A Stream-based Query System for Real-Time

Abnormal System Behavior Detection

Gao P. 2018 x

129 Data Leak Detection as a Service Shu X. 2013 x

130 Snorkel: rapid training data creation with weak supervision Ratner A. 2017 x

131 Social/Ethical Issues in Predictive Insider Threat Monitoring Greitzer F. 2010 x

132 Summarization system evaluation revisited: N-gram graphs Giannakopoulos G. 2008 x

133 Support vector machines for spam categorization Drucker H., Vapnik V. 1999 x

134 Survey of Techniques on Data Leakage Protection and

Methods to address the Insider threat

Herrera Montano I. et

al.

2022 x x x

135 Survival analysis for insider threat Alhajjar E. 2021 x

136 Syntactic N-grams as machine learning features for natural

language processing

Sidorov G. 2014 x

137 Systematic Literature Review and Metadata Analysis of

Insider Threat Detection Mechanism

Idris I. 2023 x

138 TM-Score: A Misuseability Weight Measure for Textual

Content

Vartanian A. 2014 x

139 Text Classification for Data Loss Preventionwa Hart M. et al. 2011 x

140 Text classification using graph mining-based feature

extraction

Jiang C. 2010 x

141 Text marking approach for data leakage prevention Kozachok A. 2019 x

142 The Enron Email Dataset Database Schema and Brief

Statistical Report

Shetty J. 2004 x

143 TrustCom/BigDataSE/ICESS - Insider Threat Detection

Through Attributed Graph Clustering

Gamachchi A. 2017 x x

144 Use of Security Logs for Data Leak Detection: A Systematic

Literature Review

Ávila R. 2021 x x x
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145 Using BiLSTM Networks for Context-Aware Deep Sensitivity

Labelling on Conversational Data

Pogiatzis A. 2020 x

146 VACCINE: Using Contextual Integrity For Data Leakage

Detection

Shvartzshnaider Y. 2019 x x

147 WPES - Privacy Detective: Detecting Private Information and

Collective Privacy Behavior in a Large Social Network

Islam A. 2014 x

2.3.8. Further Research

The preceding sections detail the structured methodology developed and

implemented for the primary literature review. Additional literature was, of

course, necessary.

Further literature reviews were approached as a sequential process. This

involved utilizing citation indexing services, bibliographic databases, and various

publications as sources. The literature review coverage included representative

papers, such as influential works, literature reviews, and survey papers. Keyword

searches were conducted without a backward search; however, to ensure comprehen-

sive coverage, forward searches were undertaken to skim newly published literature

and verify that no pertinent studies were overlooked. To maintain the dissertation’s

scope, sources identified as significant were cited directly in the dissertation without

further elaboration.

For the historical overview of DLP, no scientific papers could be identified. Given

that this topic is not a central focus of the dissertation and in consideration of time

constraints, a compromise was made to utilize available secondary literature for this

brief section.
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2.4. Qualitative Research

Qualitative research has gained prominence due to its ability to address the

variety of lived experiences, which demands sensitivity to diverse social contexts

and inductive strategies; it is essential for exploring complex, under-researched

groups and contexts where traditional quantitative methods fall short in capturing

the depth and nuances of human experiences and social phenomena (Flick 2014).

In the context of DSR, Hevner et al. (2004) advocate for the utilization of qualitative

research methods to evaluate newly developed artifacts.

While the diversity of data types and analysis methods in qualitative research

has expanded, it remains focused on non-numerical data such as texts, interviews,

observations, and audio-visual materials, providing rich, detailed insights into the

subject matter and capturing the complexities and subtleties of human experiences

and social interactions. Its range encompasses various methodologies, including

interviews, narratives, focus groups, and visual, virtual, or digital data collection.

The qualitative approach, particularly in uncharted areas, proves its worth when

well-defined hypotheses are lacking or specific data collection is not feasible. It’s

important to note that qualitative and quantitative research are not in competition

but complement each other (Flick 2022, p. 1ff.).

Based on an extensive literature review, the author of this dissertation identified

the following business metaphor: Marketing activities generate leads, while

qualitative research generates hypotheses. These leads or hypotheses are then

pursued through sales efforts or, in quantitative research, providing empirical

evidence and robust data to support initial explorations.
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2.4.1. Qualitative Research Design

Qualitative research can be constructed through various methodologies, as noted

by Flick (2018, p. 30). Although these methodologies are not the primary focus of this

dissertation due to its adherence to the DSR approach, it is essential to acknowledge

the widely recognized framework provided by Flick (2022, p. 8) described below.

Starting with a definition, in this dissertation, qualitative research design is

defined as follows:

"[...] a qualitative research design is a plan for a qualitative research

project, including the formulation of a research question and who to

integrate in the research (sampling). It also defines which kind of

methodological approach shall be taken, who or what to compare for

which dimensions, etc. Designing qualitative research should reflect

the theoretical and epistemological of the research and the aims of

doing it. Diversity, appropriateness of the research to the field and the

participants, as well as ethical issues of the study, should be considered

and taken into account. Concepts of the quality of research as well

as the outcomes and impact the research is aiming to meet are also

part of formulating a research design. Finally, in the research design,

the available resources should be reflected. This should include the

fact that the practice of the research may ask for adaptions and new

conceptualization of the original plan and design." (Flick 2022, p. 7)

To effectively conclude from the elements of the Qualitative Research Design

(Flick 2022, p. 8), clarity in each aspect is crucial (Flick 2014, p. 221):

• Question: The research question should be explicitly defined and align with

the overarching goals of the study.

• Selection: Participant selection must be purposeful, aiming to include
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individuals who best represent the study’s focus.

• Presentation Goal: The ultimate aim of presenting the findings should guide

the selection of analysis and dissemination methods.

• Resources: Adequate resources must be allocated to ensure the research can

be conducted without compromise.

• Methods: The chosen research methods should be appropriate for the research

question and theoretical framework.

• Theoretical Framework: A robust theoretical framework is essential for

grounding the research and guiding its methodology.

• Generalization Goal: The research should outline the extent to which findings

can be generalized to broader contexts.

• Goals: Clear goals must be established to steer the research process and align

with the expected outcomes.

Whenever qualitative research is employed within this dissertation, these

delineated points serve as the foundation to establish a clear and focused aim

for the study.

2.4.2. Utilizing Interviews as an Instrument in Qualitative Research

The selection of appropriate methods in the field of qualitative research hinges

on the specific research objectives (A. Adams and Cox 2008).

Within the big three of qualitative methods, expert interviews are notably

recognized as a vital tool in qualitative research (Korstjens and Moser 2017),

where interviews, questionnaires, and focus group studies stand as foundational

approaches in qualitative research for knowledge acquisition. As described

by Meuser and Nagel (2009), the expert interview is "a method of qualitative
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empirical research, designed to explore expert knowledge, [and] has been developed

considerably since the early 1990s".

The categorization of interviews varies widely in the literature. For instance,

Flick (2014, p. 366) delineates several types, including focused, semi-standardized,

problem-centered, expert, and elite, as well as ethnographic interviews. Conversely,

Patton (2015, p. 636) classifies interviews into twelve distinct types, such as the life

story, investigative, or pragmatic interview.

For this dissertation, interviews are broadly categorized into three main groups:

1. Structured Interviews: These follow a stringent question script, with each

question posed in an identical sequence and manner across all interviews.

This method aligns closely with quantitative surveys but is administered

orally, which is advantageous for statistical analysis and comparison due to its

consistency.

2. Semi-Structured Interviews: These interviews balance structure and flexibility.

While they are guided by a predefined list of questions, interviewers are

able to obtain more detailed results by exploring topics introduced by the

interviewees more thoroughly, thereby gaining a richer understanding of their

perspectives.

3. Unstructured Interviews: Often informal, these interviews do not follow

a fixed set of questions or structure, allowing for a more natural flow of

conversation. This format is particularly effective for exploring complex or

novel topics where preset questions might restrict the breadth of discovery.

The scope of this dissertation exceeds the detailed examination of each interview

technique. However, specific sections where interviews are conducted as part of the

qualitative research will include a thorough justification for the chosen interview

method, aligning it clearly with the research objectives.
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III – INPUT KNOWLEDGE

First, this chapter provides a brief overview of LLMs. Subsequently, it delineates

the foundational DLP knowledge that underpins this dissertation.

Drawing on the literature review conducted in the domain of DLP, as detailed in

Section 2.3., a significant outcome was the development of the Concept Graph. This

graph was created during the Analyze Phase (see Section 2.3.7.) and is illustrated

in Figure 12.

Therefore, the field of DLP was segmented into several domains initially, as

indicated in Figure 12 and Section 3.3.6..

It became apparent that explaining the topic through the Concept Graph’s

domains might not be straightforward due to the interdependence of some

sub-domains requiring knowledge from others and vice versa. Additionally, some

parts of the Concept Graph were heavily represented in the literature reviewed,

while others were underrepresented because they do not significantly contribute to

the theoretical foundation.

For this reason, this chapter is focusing primarily on the risk, asset, situation, and

response domains. However, the workforce, architecture, and program domains

were not extensively explored by the literature reviewed. Although these domains

are critical to an organization’s DLP strategy - encompassing funding, employee

training, and architectural considerations for DLP implementation - they have

minimal impact on the theoretical foundation of DLP and, therefore, are addressed

more peripherally by most literature.

Based on these decisions, the chapter is structured as follows:

The journey into DLP begins with a crucial aspect - risk management, as discussed

in Section 3.2.. Risk management establishes the framework for all subsequent
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decisions related to information security, including DLP.

This section is followed by a comprehensive definition of DLP and an analysis of

its distinctions and overlaps with topics such as insider threats and data exfiltration,

as detailed in Section 3.3..

Section 3.4. provides a brief historical overview of DLP tools, setting the stage

for a discussion on the current landscape of DLP requirements in Section 3.5.. This

includes regulatory mandates, particularly in the banking sector, and standards

from recognized norms.

Further analysis of the limitations and challenges faced by modern DLP approaches

is provided in Sections 3.6. and 3.7., focusing on the technical constraints and

hurdles of existing DLP systems.

The chapter concludes with Section 3.8., summarizing why DLP remains an

unresolved issue in information security.

3.1. Technological Foundations of LLMs

Given the extensive literature available on the foundational and operational

principles of LLMs, this dissertation will not go too deeply into these well-explored

territories. Instead, it will provide a short overview of the fundamental aspects,

with more extensive discussions available, e.g., by Seemann (2023), Kaddour et al.

(2023), and Alammar and Grootendorst (2024)1.

Since 2012, a variety of neural network architectures have gained prominence.

Before the advent of these so-called transformer models, Multilayer Perceptrons

(MLPs), Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs), and Recurrent Neural Networks

(RNNs) were the most popular frameworks. These architectures are ubiquitous

today, e.g., in photo editing software, search algorithms, and various industrial

1The examples and few citations in this section are drawn from these references
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Figure 12: Concept Graph of DLP.
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applications (Seemann 2023, p. 19).

The technological breakthrough that enabled the current generation of generative

AI, including language models like ChatGPT and image generators like Midjourney

and Stable Diffusion, was marked by the introduction of the transformer architecture.

This milestone was detailed in the seminal 2017 paper by researchers at Google

titled Attention Is All You Need by Vaswani et al. (2017). The paper initially described

the transformer model, a novel architecture that pairs each hidden layer with an

Attention Layer. This structure is designed to enhance the model’s ability to maintain

relevant context by marking it additionally in the embeddings (Nyandwi 2023).

These attention mechanisms play a crucial role in the functionality of LLMs,

particularly in their ability to generate contextually relevant text. In LLMs, text data

is segmented into discrete units known as tokens. These tokens are sequentially

generated. While the preceding context must be considered when producing the

following token, not all elements hold equal significance. In crafting a sentence

like The keys are where I placed them, the model must recognize that the word keys is

particularly pertinent when generating the word them (Mahowald et al. 2024). This

differentiation is managed by a so-called attention layer, which helps hidden layers

of the model by weighting the relevance of each token within the context.

LLMs are trained using millions of human-written texts to model language

probability distributions, effectively encapsulating a model of language itself.

However, the training does not involve storing the data (e.g., in n-grams). So, LLMs

cannot reproduce the training data’s facts, sources, and quotations. Because of

this, sometimes LLMs hallucinate, a phenomenon where the models approximate

language and fill data representation gaps with statistically plausible text. This

process often results in highly confident yet factually inaccurate statements that

lack coherence upon scrutiny. This loss of knowledge might be compared with

the JPEG compression, which is highly efficient yet characterized by significant

lossiness (Chiang 2023).
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Most Application Programming Interfaces (APIs) for LLMs provide a so called

temperature parameter. Using this parameter can control the randomness of

predictions during text generation. A higher temperature increases diversity and

unpredictability in the generated output. In contrast, a lower temperature results

in more deterministic and coherent responses, closely aligning with the most likely

next token as determined by the model’s training. Frequently, LLMs work with a

parameter between 0 and 1, using a temperature of 0.7 by default.

The future development of LLMs remains uncertain. Increasing the parameters

of these models, as previously employed to enhance their capabilities significantly,

does not indefinitely improve performance and may lead to diminished returns,

as demonstrated by McKenzie et al. (2024). Moreover, evidence suggests that

an exponential increase in knowledge input is required to achieve only linear

improvements in the models’ capabilities (Udandarao et al. 2024). Also, it is evident

that there are inherent limitations to the self-training capabilities of LLMs using

their own generated content. Such practices can even degrade the performance of

the models (Alemohammad et al. 2023).

This indicates a potential plateau in the technique’s efficacy. Recent studies,

including those by S. Lu et al. (2024), indicate that LLMs do not autonomously

enhance their performance beyond their training material during the training phase.

This observation suggests that the metaphor of a stochastic parrot may be apt for these

models.

Therefore, it remains to be seen whether significant advancements in LLM

capabilities will materialize in the coming years.

3.2. Risk Management: The Core of Information Security

In this dissertation, according to Chapple et al. (2018, p. 65), a risk is defined as

"the possibility or likelihood that a threat will exploit a vulnerability to cause harm

to an asset." So, a risk can be defined as follows:
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𝑟𝑖𝑠𝑘 = 𝑡ℎ𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡 ∗𝑣𝑢𝑙𝑛𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑏𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦

Information security fundamentally adopts a risk-based approach, acknowledging

that perfect protection is unattainable alongside maintaining a profitable enterprise

(ISO Central Secretary 2022a).

The proverb often cited in this context is, "There is no such thing as 100

percent security." This phrase underscores the impossibility of preparing for every

conceivable risk, reflecting a realistic perspective on the limitations of security

measures. However, critics argue that this proverb is somewhat redundant, as

it is widely acknowledged that the primary objective for companies is not the

unattainable ideal of absolute security, but rather to operate within a framework

of profitable efficiency - or, in the case of public authorities and charitable

organizations, to function effectively within their financial constraints.

In practice, the initial and ongoing investment decisions critically determine the

level of risk a company is willing to assume. This determination is as significant as

liquidity considerations and the expected return on investment. All three factors

form a cornerstone in the triangle of strategic financial planning (Von Wallis and

Klein 2015).

Thus, risk management is an inherent part of business operations globally.

Decisions in DLP are no exception; they are influenced by a company’s risk

tolerance and strategic objectives, aligning DLP investments with broader business

goals. This alignment ensures that while companies may not seek to eliminate

all risks, they aim to mitigate significant threats to an acceptable level, balancing

security needs with business viability.

Risks within an organization can be managed through one of four fundamental

strategies (ISO Central Secretary 2022c):

• Accept: This approach involves acknowledging the risk and deciding to
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proceed with business operations without taking any steps to address it.

Accepting a risk is typically chosen when the cost of mitigation exceeds the

potential impact of the risk.

• Avoid: To avoid a risk, an organization may alter its operations, processes, or

decision-making to circumvent potential threats. This can include discontinuing

certain activities or services deemed too risky.

• Mitigate: Mitigation involves taking specific actions to reduce the likelihood

or impact of a risk. Mitigating a risk could involve implementing controls,

adopting new technologies, or altering business practices to manage the risk

to an acceptable level.

• Transfer: Risk transfer involves shifting the risk to a third party, typically

through insurance or outsourcing. This means that another entity assumes

responsibility for the risk, providing protection against potential losses.

Consistent with the literature in this field, DLP, as part of an information security

strategy, is advocated as a risk-based approach (Chaudhry et al. 2022; Hauer 2014;

Idris and Damilola 2023).

So when a company evaluates the risk of a potential data leak and opts to accept

it, no further protective measures are typically undertaken aside from possibly

documenting the risk acceptance.

Avoiding the risks associated with data leakage often seems impossible, as it

would require strict measures that could disrupt normal business operations. Also,

an effective strategy for avoiding some risks can involve data minimization. In

other words, a company cannot lose data it does not have. Surprisingly, many

organizations store vast amounts of unnecessary data, misunderstanding the idea

that data is the oil of the 21st century, often without tangible benefits. However, it is

also clear that during regular business activities, sensitive data inevitably emerges

that requires adequate protection.
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Though there are conceivable scenarios where the risk of data leakage might be

transferred, it’s crucial to note that no substantial evidence supports this strategy

in the literature. Moreover, regulations such as the GDPR2 make it clear that the

accountability for data protection remains with the data owner, regardless of any

attempted risk transfer.

Mitigating DLP risks remains a viable strategy. Implementing a holistic DLP

strategy is often considered a critical measure when seeking to reduce the risk of

data leakage (see e.g. Control 8.12 of the ISO/IEC 27002:2022 standard ISO Central

Secretary (2022b)).

Approaches to DLP, all grounded in risk-based methodologies, are further

elaborated in Section 3.6.. Before, the preceding sections detail why data classification

and asset management are essential elements of a comprehensive DLP strategy. This

foundation sets the stage for a detailed definition of DLP, distinguishing it from

other areas within the field of information security.

3.2.1. Data Classification as a Foundational Component of DLP

Security standards such as the ISO/IEC 27001:2022 standard (ISO Central

Secretary 2022a) and the NIST CSF 2.0 (National Institute of Standards and

Technology 2024c) underscore the strategic role of systematically classifying

organizational data3. This classification serves a dual purpose. First, it aids in

identifying a company’s crown jewels - those assets of utmost importance and value.

Second, it enables policies to describe how sensitive data shall be treated accordingly.

Typically, data is categorized into four levels, e.g., Public (accessible by anyone),

Internal (accessible only to company employees), Confidential (accessible to specific

groups within the company), and Strictly Confidential (susceptible information

such as strategic plans and key research and development secrets). Most security

2See Article 28 of the GDPR (European Parliament and Council of the European Union 2016)
3See e.g. control 5.12 of the ISO/IEC 27001:2022 standard or Subcategory ID.AM-05 of the NIST

CSF 2.0 (National Institute of Standards and Technology 2024c)
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standards mandate information labeling to ensure data classification is immediately

apparent. This labeling facilitates the formulation of protective measures tailored

to each category. For example, strictly confidential data might be restricted to

internal, encrypted servers, whereas internal data might be stored in secure cloud

environments.

This structured approach to data classification is foundational for deploying

effective measures to protect sensitive information because DLP shall detect

policy violations. DLP rules, policies, and playbooks are designed to prevent

the illegal transfer, storage, or use of data, ensuring that classified information

is managed following governance and compliance requirements. Thus, without

proper data classification and clearly defined policies governing the permitted and

non-permitted use, transfer, and storage of data, effective DLP cannot be achieved.

3.2.2. Asset Management as a Foundational Component of DLP

Asset management involves identifying and managing various organizational

resources, such as data, hardware, software, systems, facilities, services, and

personnel. These assets are managed by their significance to the organization’s

objectives and aligned with the overarching risk strategy4.

Asset management involves categorizing assets into primary and supporting

assets 5. Primary assets typically encompass the core processes critical to a

company’s operations, like crucial processes, activities, or critical information.

In contrast, supporting assets include supportive resources such as software and

servers. According to prevailing norms and standards, these assets should also

be classified, often extending the data classification scheme to the assets on which

the data resides. For instance, a server holding strictly confidential data would

similarly be classified as strictly confidential.

4See e.g. control 5.9 - 5.11 of the ISO/IEC 27001:2022 standard (ISO Central Secretary 2022a) or
Category ID.AM of the NIST CSF 2.0 (National Institute of Standards and Technology 2024c)

5See e.g. ISO Central Secretary 2022b, Section 3.1.2.
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This classification of assets is pivotal in DLP strategies, mainly because it leverages

the risk-based approach outlined in Section 3.2.. By identifying and categorizing

critical assets, organizations can focus their monitoring efforts more intensively on

these high-value areas. Special alarms can be configured to trigger notifications if

data is transferred from these highly classified assets to other locations, enhancing

the security measures in place to protect sensitive information.

3.3. Defining Data Leakage Prevention and Distinguishing Its Scope

There is no universally accepted definition of the term DLP in academic literature

(Hauer 2015). Consequently, this dissertation adopts a definition in alignment with

NIST, outlined in Special Publication 800-137 (Dempsey et al. 2011).

This decision was made because NIST is one of the most influential institutions

in the field of cybersecurity, commanding a budget of 1.6 billion dollars in 2023

(National Institute of Standards and Technology 2024a). It publishes numerous

widely respected and freely available standards, including the NIST CSF 2.0 and the

Special Publication 800 series, which hold global recognition in the cybersecurity

domain.

According to NIST’s publication 800-137, DLP is characterized as the detection

and prevention of both intentional and unintentional policy violations by employees

with legitimate access to sensitive data. Therefore, DLP encompasses a variety

of techniques and technologies aimed at safeguarding data throughout all stages

of its lifecycle and ensuring adherence to regulatory standards enforced by the

organization’s internal policies.

Primarily, DLP is part of a company’s Security Operation Center (SOC), where

incoming and outgoing data are meticulously monitored against established rules

to protect sensitive data.

As DLP terminology varies, for instance, Hauer refers to DLP as Information
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Leakage Prevention ((Hauer 2015)), also highlighting the variability in nomenclature.

Additionally, the phrase Data Loss Prevention is also widely used to describe the

same concept (Costante et al. 2016; A. Guha et al. 2021; Kaur et al. 2017; Ong et al.

2017; Takebayashi et al. 2010).

Moreover, terms like Data Breach Protection (Uddin et al. 2024), Data Leakage

Detection (Y. Lu et al. 2018), and Data Leak Detection (Al-Shehari and Alsowail 2021)

are also employed in academic and industry discussions to refer to similar aspects

of protecting sensitive information from unauthorized access or exposure.

However, not all instances of data exfiltration fall within the narrower scope of

DLP. For example, data may be exfiltrated by external attackers, which should

be detected by different security measures (like e.g. a SIEM) than those typically

associated with DLP. Furthermore, insider risks and threats encompass a broader

range of concerns than DLP alone. The subsequent sections will detail how DLP

is distinctively positioned within the broader landscape of information security

threats, highlighting its specific focus and boundaries relative to other data security

challenges.

3.3.1. Data Exfiltration and DLP: Distinctions and Overlaps

Data exfiltration encompasses various methodologies through which data can be

illicitly transferred out of an organization (Ullah et al. 2018). It is important to note

that not all forms of data exfiltration fall within the scope of DLP as defined earlier.

Although the attack vectors for data theft often overlap with the data channels

monitored by DLP tools (Giani et al. 2006), a key distinction exists: DLP, in a

narrower sense, primarily targets insider threats, whereas external attackers can

also employ data exfiltration.

Addressing data exfiltration threats by external entities might involve strategies

such as defining trusted applications, which can mitigate outsider attacks. However,

the potential for insider attacks remains, as these individuals already have
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authorized access to the data environment, which presents a different set of

challenges (Blascoa et al. 2012). Both internal and external attackers may employ

sophisticated techniques to exfiltrate data. For instance, research has demonstrated

that data can be transmitted using various optical channels (Guri et al. 2016) like

the light from a keyboard’s numpad in conjunction with a surveillance camera to

send information via Morse code (Guri et al. 2019). These techniques highlight

the highly sophisticated methods that can be used to bypass conventional security

measures.

A comprehensive review of DLP techniques indicates that while an insider

could utilize these attack techniques too, these individuals often have access to

more straightforward methods of data leakage compared to external attackers

(Al-Mhiqani et al. 2020). This accessibility explains why most DLP systems focus

on securing more common channels like email, web uploads, and file transfers to

external storage devices (Alneyadi et al. 2016), as these are more likely vectors for

data leaks caused by insiders.

Thus, in this dissertation, while Data Exfiltration is recognized as a component of

DLP - as it occurs during a data leak - it is not exclusively confined to the domain

of DLP and may address challenges that extend beyond the primary focus of DLP.

This delineation is consistent with that used by NIST (Joint Task Force Interagency

Working Group 2020).

3.3.2. Insider Threat and DLP: Distinctions and Overlaps

This dissertation adopts terminology regarding insider threats as defined by the

UK’s National Protective Security Authority (NPSA), cited for its authoritative and

comprehensive treatment of the subject. The choice to utilize this source is reinforced

by its status as an official and trusted entity, its detailed description of related terms,

and its prevalence in well-regarded academic works in the field, e.g. by L. Liu et al.

(2018). The terms regarding insider threats are defined by the NPSA as follows



Chapter III – Input Knowledge 97

(National Protective Security Authority 2024):

• Insider: An individual who currently has, or previously had, authorized

access to or knowledge of the organization’s resources, which include people,

processes, information, technology, and facilities.

• Insider Risk: The potential for harm or loss to an organization, along with

the impact that might follow, due to the actions or inactions of an insider.

• Insider Threat: An insider, or a group of insiders, who either intends to, or is

likely to, cause harm or loss to the organization.

• Insider Event: An occurrence, whether intentional or unintentional, instigated

by an insider that has led to, or could lead to, harm or loss to the organization.

"The term [insider threat] includes current and former employees,

contractors, and trusted third-party suppliers. Furthermore, an individual,

person, employee, contractor, or former employee who, by virtue of their

role, function and or seniority, have or previously have had legitimate

access to systems, sensitive data, and financial assets, which could

cause severe or material harm to the [...] organisations, will also be

defined as the insider threat. Also, trusted third-party suppliers (an

individual, company or organisation that has entered a contractual

business relationship, providing services or employed to undertake

commercial transactions [...]) with legitimate access, as aforementioned,

can be defined as an outsider insider." (Whitelaw et al. 2024)

In standard literature, insiders are categorized into three distinct types: masquerad-

ers, traitors, and unintentional perpetrators (Homoliak et al. 2019; L. Liu et al. 2018;

Whitelaw et al. 2024).

• Masqueraders are individuals who assume the identity of legitimate users

to carry out malicious activities. They typically engage in various actions,
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starting with reconnaissance, such as port scanning and network and web

application vulnerability scans. If necessary, they also employ attacks via

email spam or malicious websites, which are typical patterns masqueraders

use. Later, exploitation of identified vulnerabilities involves methods like

privilege escalation, eventually leading to the installation of harmful tools

such as Remote Access Trojans (RATs) or backdoors.

• Traitors are insiders who can cause significant harm by betraying their

affiliation with an organization by intentionally misusing legitimate access to

data and systems. Their actions, which often involve direct actions that impact

the organization’s objectives, such as data exfiltration, violating data integrity,

or sabotaging Information and Communication Technology (ICT) systems,

can be devastating. Leveraging their inside knowledge and access, they

can bypass security measures more stealthily and effectively than external

attackers, making it crucial to be vigilant and proactive in your security

measures.

• Unintentional perpetrators, in contrast to the deliberate actions of masquerad-

ers and traitors, do not intend to cause harm but do so through careless or

uninformed actions. These individuals, often involved in security breaches

due to negligence or accidents, can unwittingly lead to substantial security

vulnerabilities or data leakage. Their activities, which may inadvertently

weaken systems’ defenses and enable other forms of cyber-attacks, highlight

the importance of comprehensive training and awareness to prevent such

incidents (CERT Insider Threat Team 2014).

So, insider threats encompass a broad array of disciplines within an organization.

According to extensive literature reviews on the subject, insider threats include

studies on the information security behaviors of employees, the application of

technical controls, as well as the development of comprehensive insider threat

strategies (Caputo and Stevens 2009; Homoliak et al. 2019; Al-Mhiqani et al. 2020).

In response to these threats, organizations implement a broad spectrum of
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measures operating at individual and organizational levels. These measures range

from employee awareness training to effective asset management, continuity plans

and playbooks in the field of disaster recovery management, and a robust IAM

approach (Georgiadou et al. 2021; Whitelaw et al. 2024).

Each component is a piece in a holistic security strategy that seeks to mitigate

insider risks.

As previously defined, DLP represents only one segment of this strategy,

specifically focusing on countering (common) insider threats. In this context,

DLP is frequently associated with technical tools designed to monitor and prevent

policy violations within the field of insider threats.

3.3.3. Data States

As described by Alneyadi et al. (2016) and following the Committee on National

Security Systems (CNSS) glossary (Committee on National Security Systems 2022)

as referred to by the NIST, there are three data states within an information system,

each requiring specific security measures.

These states - data in transit, data in use, and data at rest - encompass the

data lifecycle, covering the movement, utilization, and storage of data within an

organization (Nayak 2020, p. 206).

• Data in Transit (DIT) refers to data actively moving from one location to

another, whether across the internet or within a private network. Examples

are e-mails sent over the internet, web-uploads to cloud services, or files

transmitted between internal servers.

• Data in Use (DIU) involves data currently being processed or accessed

by end-users, typically via computing devices. Examples are documents

displayed on a user’s screen, files processed in a software application, or
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edited on a network-connected device.

• Data at Rest (DAR) includes all data stored statically on physical or virtual

storage media. In this state, data resides when not actively being used or

transmitted. Examples are data stored on hard drives, in databases, on external

storage media like USB drives, or archived in backup systems.

3.3.4. Event-Generated Alarms, Triage, and Incident Determination

In the field of monitoring, there are so-called events, alarms and incidents. Events

occur first; each event is then analyzed by software, and if the monitoring system

triggers an alert, it is subjected to a triage. In the triage process, an analyst evaluates

whether the alert needs to be escalated to the status of an incident or remains

classified as a non-critical occurrence.

Figure 13 illustrates the step-by-step process from an event’s occurrence to its

potential escalation as an incident.

3.3.4.1. Event

In line with the Guide to Computer Security Log Management by the NIST, an event

within the context of system and network monitoring is described as "something

that occurs within a system or network" (Kent and Souppaya 2006). "Events include

a user connecting to a file share, a server receiving a request for a web page, a user

sending email, and a firewall blocking a connection attempt" (Cichonski et al. 2012).

Such events may be analyzed by various monitoring tools, including SIEM and DLP

systems, which check the activities against predefined rulesets or policies.

The technical analysis of events typically involves sophisticated correlation

processes using automated methods. According to the NIST, "if [the] correlation

is performed through automated methods, generally the result of successful
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Figure 13: Event Analysis Process.
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correlation is a new log entry that brings together the pieces of information into

a single place. Depending on the nature of that information, the infrastructure

might also generate an alert to indicate that the identified event needs further

investigation." (Kent and Souppaya 2006) The event correlation mentioned is
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prevalent in the field of SIEM where events from various sources are integrated. It

is notably less common in DLP, as detailed in Section 3.7.7.. DLP alerts are typically

triggered by singular events, although in highly sophisticated DLP systems, alerts

may result from the correlation of multiple events.

A generated alert may be prioritized by a monitoring tool and then triaged by a

human analyst in the next step.

3.3.4.2. Alert Triage

An alert generated by monitoring systems may undergo a triage process, a

meticulous task that requires the expertise of a skilled analyst, provided that

sufficient resources are available for such analysis (Cichonski et al. 2012).

This triage process, a pivotal step in determining the nature and severity of the

alert, will be extensively examined later in this dissertation, underscoring its crucial

role in cybersecurity.

During triage, an alert can be classified into one of four possible statuses: True

Positive, True Negative, False Positive, or False Negative:

• True Positive (TP): The event is correctly identified as a threat or a breach.

For example, a DLP system might correctly identify an unauthorized attempt

to send sensitive data outside the organization.

• True Negative (TN): The event is correctly identified as non-threatening. This

means that normal activity is recognized as safe, and no unnecessary alarms

are raised.

• False Positive (FP): The event is incorrectly identified as a threat. This can

lead to wasted resources and time as security teams investigate ghost threats.

For example, a DLP system might flag a benign data transfer as suspicious.



Chapter III – Input Knowledge 103

• False Negative (FN): The event is a real threat but is missed or misclassified

as harmless. A real threat has bypassed the security measures.

Consequently, the triage process categorizes each True Positive and False Positive

alert into a specific category. However, True Negative events, which are benign

activities recognized as such by the monitoring system, are not part of the triage

process because they are never highlighted as an alert. Similarly, False Negative

events, threats that evade detection and alert generation, also remain unaddressed

and undetected.

3.3.4.3. Incident

A computer security incident is defined as a violation or imminent threat of

violation of computer security policies, data management policies, or standard

security practices. (Cichonski et al. 2012)

Examples of such incidents include:

• An attacker commandeering a botnet to flood a web server with high volumes

of connection requests, resulting in its failure;

• A user being deceived into opening an email containing a malicious attachment

• Unauthorized connections to an external host

• A user willingly committing a policy violation by sending sensitive data to a

personal email address

• A user is inadvertently sharing sensitive information via peer-to-peer file-shar-

ing services.

• An attacker leaks sensitive data and threatens to release it publicly unless a

ransom is paid.
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Incidents are addressed through a structured approach known as incident

management. (Cichonski et al. 2012)

Specifically, DLP incidents pertain to breaches that occur within the scope of

DLP. Unless specified otherwise within this dissertation, incident refers exclusively

to DLP incidents.

3.3.5. Metrics

In the field of DLP, the evaluation of detection systems and methodologies is

crucial for understanding their effectiveness and operational feasibility. Section

3.2.4 of Al-Mhiqani et al. (2020) provides a comprehensive review of the literature

on metrics that could be utilized to assess the performance of systems designed to

detect insider threats.

As described earlier in Section 3.3.2., DLP technologies are integral to the broader

field of insider threat detection. So, the metrics by Yuan (2021) as shown in Table 10

were adapted in this dissertation.

3.3.6. DLP Domains

Extensive research has been undertaken to explore effective mitigation strategies

for data breaches, including data leakage (Uddin et al. 2024). In alignment with a

risk-based approach, a study conducted as part of this dissertation identified key

domains where a holistic DLP strategy is crucial within an organization (Domnik

and Holland 2024):

• Asset Management: The management of information assets, and depending

on the maturity level, information labeling.
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Table 10: Performance Metrics of a DLP System.

Metric Formula Description

Precision Precision = 𝑇𝑃
𝑇𝑃+𝐹𝑃

A fraction of data entries of insider threats

are labeled as malicious insider, which

indicates a truly malicious insider.

True Positive Rate /

Recall (TPR)
𝑇𝑃𝑅 = 𝑇𝑃

𝑇𝑃+𝐹𝑁

TPR, which is also known as sensitivity or

recall, is defined as the fraction of insider

threat data on malicious entries that are

correctly classified.

True Negative Rate

(TNR)
𝑇𝑁𝑅 = 𝑇𝑁

𝑇𝑁+𝐹𝑃

Additionally known as specificity, TNR

pertains to the ability of the detector to

correctly identify data without malicious

entries.

False Positive Rate

(FPR)
𝐹𝑃𝑅 = 𝐹𝑃

𝐹𝑃+𝑇𝑁

It is calculated as the ratio between

the number of benign insiders that are

incorrectly classified as malicious insiders

and the total number of benign insiders.

False Negative Rate

(FNR)
𝐹𝑁𝑅 = 𝐹𝑁

𝐹𝑁+𝑇𝑃

False negative indicates the fraction of the

missed malicious insider that the model

failed to identify but classified as a benign

insider.

F1-score F-score = 2·𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛·𝑅𝑒𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑙
𝑃𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑖𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛+𝑅𝑒𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑙

Additionally known as F-measure, it is the

harmonic mean between sensitivity and

precision.

Accuracy Accuracy = 𝑇𝑁+𝑇𝑃
𝑇𝑁+𝑇𝑃+𝐹𝑁+𝐹𝑃

It is the fraction of all negative and positive

entries that are correctly classified. It can

be considered the overall effictiveness of a

classifier.
TP: true positive, FN: false negative, TN: true negative, and FP: false positive. Content adopted from Al-Mhiqani
et al. (2020).

• Risk Management: This involves executing a continuous improvement

process as part of the overall Information Security Management System

(ISMS). Making informed decisions and providing adequate funding based

on the DLP risk appetite is essential.
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• Situation Domain: This domain encompasses triage, handling events

according to established procedures, and situational action.

• Workforce Domain: Ensure the availability of Subject Matter Experts (SMEs)

and provide them with the necessary resources and training.

• Architecture Domain: Maintenance of the DLP infrastructure to ensure it

is operational and monitoring all necessary channels by the organization’s

overall risk strategy.

• Response Domain: This domain involves incident response activities; when

a DLP incident occurs, it becomes part of the incident management process.

• Program Domain: This domain encompasses the whole establishment,

organization, and management of the DLP program in compliance with

the organization’s risk appetite.

Each of these domains illustrates a component of a holistic approach to DLP,

ensuring that each aspect of the risks associated with data leakage is addressed

systematically and thoroughly.

Although these domains are not uniformly relevant to this dissertation, they are

crucial for implementing a DLP strategy. As the article mentioned demonstrates,

they can even be employed in real-world maturity assessments in the field of

banking.

3.4. Historical Overview of DLP tools

This section provides a brief historical overview of the development of DLP

tools. As noted in Section 2.3.8., to the best of the author’s knowledge, no academic

literature explicitly addresses the history of DLP. Additionally, many primary

sources, particularly websites from the early 1990s to the early 2000s, are no longer
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accessible6. Consequently, due to these limitations, also secondary sources have

been employed to compile this brief section.

3.4.1. Early Stages

As businesses increasingly adopted digital data storage in the 1980s, the potential

for data breaches grew alongside emerging cyber threats. Early IT security

measures, like antivirus software and firewalls, primarily addressed system

compromises and unauthorized external access rather than focusing on insider

data theft. The evolution of DLP tools from these early stages to today illustrates

the IT security industry’s rapid adaptation to evolving threats. Recognizing the

need for data security against internal and external attackers, Stockholm’s Protect

Data AB emerged in 1988, pioneering solutions in data protection, including

device encryption and control of external devices. By 1991, the landscape further

expanded with SafeBoot emphasizing solutions in the field of (device) encryption.

While these tools focused on external attackers, challenges posed by malicious

insiders or unintentional leaks by employees were largely unaddressed at a technical

level (Scheer 2007).

Throughout the early 2000s, only a handful of organizations used DLP as part

of their information security strategy. During this period, several companies, such

as Vontu, Reconnex, and Provilla, emerged that explicitly focused on this topic.

Advanced DLP solutions developed during this era primarily targeted monitoring

and preventing illegitimate data transmission outside an organization via network

channels. Subsequently, as portable storage devices such as USB sticks and external

hard drives expanded in capacity, these external storage mediums also became focal

points within the scope of DLP efforts (Shabtai et al. 2012, p. 17).

In the early 2000s, following hundreds of documented data leaks, concerns

regarding data privacy intensified among organizations and governments (Attrition

6Many websites were not even accessible anymore through archive.org.
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2008). This rising urgency was e.g. addressed by California’s enactment of Senate

Bill No. 1386 in 2002, which mandated the disclosure of security breaches that affect

personal information. This legislative action underscores the increasing importance

placed on data security during these times. While correlation does not always imply

causation, it seems clear that evolving awareness and regulatory landscape had a

significant impact on the business environment.

3.4.2. A Mid-2000s Phenomenon: The Rise of Data Leakage Prevention

The IT security industry similarly acknowledged this rising urgency. The period

from 2006 to 2009 was marked by significant market dynamics within the IT security

sector, especially in the DLP domain, characterized by acquisitions that highlighted

the increased emphasis on data leakage prevention. Particularly between 2007 and

2008, there was a pronounced surge in interest in DLP. During this time, major IT

security players acquired organizations that previously produced DLP products for

niche markets, indicating a broad and growing interest in this field (Mogull 2007):

• In 2006, McAfee acquired the Israeli company Onigma for $20 million,

obtaining its FlowControl DLP solution, which marked McAfee’s initial foray

into the DLP sector (Stiennon 2006). The following year, on November 21, 2007,

McAfee further expanded its DLP portfolio by purchasing SafeBoot Holding

B.V., a company with 11 offices worldwide and approximately 4,200 clients, for

$350 million Wilkens (2007). This acquisition significantly bolstered McAfee’s

data protection capabilities. McAfee continued its expansion in the DLP

domain by acquiring Reconnex on August 5, 2008, for $46 million; Reconnex

was notable for its software that indexes and classifies information, with a

workforce of 85 employees (Cloer 2008).

• Similarly, Checkpoint demonstrated its commitment to enhancing its data

security suite by acquiring Protect Data AB for $586 million in 2007 (Gohring

2006).
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• Symantec joined this trend by acquiring Vontu for $350 million on November

8, 2007. The acquisition included Vontu’s comprehensive DLP suite for

endpoints, networks, and storage, with Vontu serving 200 corporate clients

across various sectors such as insurance, banking, and manufacturing. This

deal also marked the introduction of the term Exact Data Matching (EDM)

within the industry (Wilson 2007).

• Through its security division named RSA, EMC acquired Tablus on August 9,

2007, reportedly for around $40 million. Tablus was recognized for its data

discovery and classification capabilities, monitoring, and data loss prevention,

further strengthening RSA’s data security offerings (Dell Technologies 2007).

• Additionally, in response to market demand for rapid deployment of DLP

solutions, Fidelis launched a quick-start program on August 22, 2007, which

enabled companies to implement its data-leak prevention products within two

weeks, highlighting the industry’s response to urgent DLP needs (Dumitru

2007).

In the late 2000s, the deployment of DLP solutions saw various strategies for

safeguarding sensitive data. Strategies involved utilizing endpoint clients, that were

capable of monitoring network traffic and preventing unauthorized user activities,

like taking screenshots or copying files to external devices. By the early 2010s, there

was a shift towards centralized monitoring of channels like email and network traffic,

with techniques such as Deep Packet Inspection. Contemporary DLP solutions

possess the capability to scrutinize various data channels, encompassing web traffic,

print jobs, email gateways, and file transfers. Monitoring could take place at local

endpoints, which relay events to a centralized platform, or through centralized event

collection mechanisms such as web proxies and email gateways, transferring data

to the centralized platform. However, these solutions were not without challenges.

Performance limitations still persisted, especially when using highly sophisticated

filtering rules, such as advanced regular expressions, which could lead to significant

system impediments (Ouellet and McMillan 2011).
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Complementing the industry’s financial endeavors, academia also shifted its focus

towards DLP as illustrated in Figure 14. Emphasizing the growing interest, research

on DLP witnessed a shift from a mere handful of papers in 2007 to hundreds per

year by today.

Figure 14: Trends in Scholarly Attention to Data Leakage Prevention.
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3.4.3. The 2010s to Today - The Diminished Visibility of DLP

The hype has waned after the initial surge of enthusiasm and development in the

field of DLP. Notable standards such as the ISO/IEC 27001 and 27002 from 2013 and

the NIST Cybersecurity Framework version 1.0 from 2014 did not even address the

topic of DLP. Even the more detailed NIST standards from the Special Publication

800 series mentioned DLP only briefly, with some sentences as a side note. For

instance, the 2011 NIST standards Information Security Continuous Monitoring (ISCM)

for Federal Information Systems and Organizations and the 2014 Guide to Attribute Based

Access Control (ABAC) Definition and Considerations touch on the subject of DLP only

peripherally (Dempsey et al. 2011; Hu et al. 2014).
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Current reviews of Data Loss Prevention solutions by Gartner reveal that the

portfolios of renowned security providers have seen minimal development since

the 2010s (Gartner Peer Inishgts 2024). This stagnation is also evident in many DLP

tools, whose functionalities have not significantly evolved in recent years. Despite

its critical importance, DLP remained a niche topic. This ongoing situation likely

stemmed from the fact that DLP continued to represent an unresolved issue, a theme

that will be further explored in the subsequent sections of this dissertation.

But this decline in momentum did not signal the end of DLP’s relevance; rather,

in recent years, there has been a gradual resurgence of interest in DLP within

international standards and highly regulated industries, albeit at a slow pace. The

current status and implications of this renewed attention to DLP are detailed in the

next section.

3.5. Current (Regulatory) Landscape in DLP

Despite some advancements in the field of DLP over recent years, the issue

remains unresolved mainly, a point that is extensively discussed in subsequent

sections of this dissertation. This enduring challenge likely explains why substantial

progress regarding DLP in information security standards has been limited.

However, for years, several information security and regulatory standards have

implicitly mandated measures related to DLP. For instance, the General Data

Protection Regulation (GDPR) implicitly requires DLP practices under Article 32,

which mandates the implementation of appropriate technical and organizational

measures to ensure a level of security appropriate to the risk (European Parliament

and Council of the European Union 2016).

In recent years, the emphasis on advanced monitoring in information security

(mainly through SIEM) has intensified in highly regulated sectors. This trend

toward advanced event monitoring has gradually been integrated into several

information security standards. As the following sections show, DLP was explicitly
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incorporated into the ISO/IEC 27001 standard and implicitly into the NIST CSF

2.0. Moreover, DLP technology is increasingly mandated within highly regulated

industries, such as banking in the European Union (EU), under regulations like the

Digital Operational Resilience Act (DORA).

The following segments will provide an initial indication of the significant gaps

between theoretical recommendations given by standards and regulations - which

are often very general - and their practical implementation in compliance with these

standards and regulations.

3.5.0.1. ISO/IEC 27001 standard

It was not until 2022 that the term Data leakage prevention was officially included

as a control within the ISO/IEC 27001 standard (ISO Central Secretary 2022a). The

accompanying ISO/IEC 27002 standard (ISO Central Secretary 2022b), which

provides detailed implementation guidance for the ISO/IEC 27001 controls,

dedicates in control 8.12 less than one and a half pages to DLP. It outlines the purpose

of preventing unauthorized disclosure and extracting sensitive information across

various platforms, including systems, networks, and devices. Key aspects covered

include identifying and classifying sensitive data, monitoring potential leakage

channels such as emails and file transfers, and implementing DLP tools designed

to detect, monitor, and block the exposure of sensitive information. Additionally, it

emphasizes the importance of restricting user capabilities, such as copying, pasting,

and uploading data to external services to minimize leaks, alongside ensuring

backup data security through encryption and access controls.

However, the standard does not address any of the specific DLP issues. No

mention is made of filter rules or metrics for assessing the effectiveness of DLP

measures. Instead, it offers general recommendations, such as evaluating the

necessity to restrict a user’s ability to copy, paste, or upload data - a suggestion that

inherently conflicts with the usability of IT systems. The standard also proposes



Chapter III – Input Knowledge 113

measures such as addressing the taking of screenshots or photographs of the

screen through terms of use. Even if implemented legally, this measure might

cause significant resistance from the organization’s employees and the workers’

council and require substantial resources to evaluate all the content produced if

implemented.

3.5.1. NIST CSF 2.0

The NIST CSF 2.0 standard, particularly in its latest 2024 release (version 2.0),

mentions the role of data leaks. Although it does not explicitly mention DLP within

the main standard text (National Institute of Standards and Technology 2024c), the

relevance of DLP is clearly illustrated in its accompanying document, the NIST

CSF 2.0 2.0 Implementation Examples (National Institute of Standards and Technology

2024b), where DLP is referenced in a general context across two subcategories,

highlighting its integral role in managing cybersecurity risks:

• Subcategory GV.SC-10 - Cybersecurity supply chain risk management

plans: Addresses cybersecurity supply chain risk management plans, suggest-

ing that data leakage risks shall be managed.

• Subcategory DE.CM-09 - Computing hardware and software, runtime

environments, and their data are monitored to find potentially adverse

events: It recommends monitoring channels such as email, web, file sharing,

and collaboration services - common vectors for cyber threats such as malware,

phishing, and data leaks or exfiltration.

3.5.2. Digital Operational Resilience Act

While European regulators in the field of banking have required monitoring

systems for years, DLP measures were often implicitly required through access
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controls and the broader scope of SIEM monitoring. However, the landscape is

set to evolve significantly with the introduction of DORA, formally known as the

Regulation (EU) 2022/2554 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 14 December

2022 on digital operational resilience for the financial sector and amending Regulations

(EC) No 1060/2009, (EU) No 648/2012, (EU) No 600/2014, (EU) No 909/2014 and (EU)

2016/1011.

In light of DORA, the Joint Committee of the European Supervisory Authorities, a

consortium comprising the European Banking Authority (EBA), the European

Securities and Markets Authority (ESMA), and the European Insurance and

Occupational Pensions Authority (EIOPA), has actively engaged in public consulta-

tions regarding the draft regulatory technical standards (Joint Committee of the

European Supervisory Authorities 2023). Notably, this regulation could mark the

first instance where DLP is explicitly mandated within the EU banking sector.

Specifically, the commentary on Article 14 - Securing information in transit mandates

"the prevention and detection of data leakage and the secure transfer of information

between the financial entity and external parties." Further details specify:

"Regarding securing information in transit, financial entities must

develop policies, procedures, protocols, and tools to protect data

transfer. This includes ensuring the availability, authenticity, integrity,

and confidentiality of data during network transmission. Measures to

prevent data leakage and secure information transfer with external

parties are also essential. Confidentiality and non-disclosure arrange-

ments, along with compliance assessments, protect sensitive information."

So DLP might be integral to a holistic information security strategy in the future

banking field.
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3.6. Evaluating DLP Approaches and Their Limitations

Effectively sorting DLP tickets into True Positive and True Negative categories is a

fundamental classification task. However, this section provides a concise overview

of the techniques employed by DLP tools to accomplish these classification tasks,

examines relevant academic research in DLP, and discusses the limitations inherent

in current DLP technologies.

Therefore, it is essential to distinguish between the various approaches when

addressing the diverse landscape of DLP techniques. These techniques can be

broadly classified into three categories (Alneyadi et al. (2016), Nayak 2020, p. 206),

as shown in Figure 15:

1. Content-Based Analysis: Examines the data itself

2. Context-Based Analysis: Analyzes a user’s behavior for anomalies

3. Hybrid Approach: Combines elements of both

Further techniques, such as using psychological profiling for addressing the issue

of DLP, were excluded due to a lack of evidence that they work for DLP beyond a

theoretical context.

3.6.1. Content-Based Techniques in DLP Tools

As of 2015, according to Hauer (2015), the leadership in the market for enterprise

content-aware DLP solutions was predominantly held by a few key players,

including Trellix7 (Trellix 2024), Broadcom8 (Broadcom Inc. 2023), Digital Guardian

(Fortra LLC 2024), and Forcepoint9 (Forcepoint 2024).
7Formerly known as McAfee Total Protection. Trellix was established by Symphony Technology

Group following the acquisition of McAfee Enterprise in July 2021 and FireEye’s products business in
June 2021.

8Formerly known as Symantec DLP, it is still marketed under this name today.
9Formerly known as Websense.
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Over the subsequent years, the landscape of Enterprise DLP solutions has

witnessed the entry of numerous new players (Gartner 2023), significantly expanding

the market. One of the most noteworthy entrants is Microsoft Purview, which

directly integrated DLP capabilities into its Microsoft 365 subscriptions (Microsoft

Corporation 2024). This integration has made DLP accessible even for small

companies, offering a streamlined implementation that requires minimal configura-

tion or installation effort. This development represents a significant shift towards

making sophisticated data protection technologies available to a broader audience,

enhancing data security across various business scales.

DLP vendors utilize various techniques to identify True Positive events and

generate alerts accurately. These techniques are governed by rules that can be

extensively customized by the service owner (Hauer 2015).

• Keywords, Regular Expressions and Metadata Analysis: This approach

utilizes specific words or patterns to flag potential data breaches, effectively

scanning content for predefined terms or expressions.

• Digital Fingerprints: Digital fingerprinting involves creating unique identifiers

for sensitive information, allowing for the detection of unauthorized data

usage or duplication.

• Data Tagging: By tagging data with specific metadata, systems can track and

control the flow of information, ensuring that it is used and distributed within

compliance guidelines.

• Machine Learning Techniques: These advanced algorithms learn from

various data inputs to identify anomalous files that may indicate a data

breach. These techniques are addressed in Section 3.6.1.1..

The following subsections will explore automated data classification using

machine learning techniques. Subsequently, this approach will be examined

within the realm of DLP.
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3.6.1.1. Automated Data Classification

The concept of automated data classification has been integral to information

technology since the 1960s (Maron 1961).

The idea of classifying data by machine learning algorithms in the field of

information security was first implemented successfully in the late 1990s in the

field of spam detection. The method employed involved Support Vector Machines

(SVM)s, using supervised learning algorithms (Géron 2022, pp. 175–193). Initially

designed for linear separation, SVMs have also evolved to handle nonlinear

separation effectively. This capability makes them exceptionally versatile and

powerful in various pattern recognition contexts.

To illustrate how machine learning can be applied to solve a classification problem,

the process is briefly described by the example of using SVMs in the context of spam

detection:

1. Features: Each word within an email is treated as a feature. Certain words

like free or discount might indicate spam.

2. Training: The training process involves feeding the SVM a set of pre-labeled

emails as spam or non-spam. Through this process, the SVM learns to identify

the distinguishing features of spam and non-spam emails.

3. Classification: Once trained, the SVM can assess new, unseen emails. It

examines the words in each email and predicts whether the email is likely to

be spam based on the features it has learned.

4. Decision Boundary: The SVM establishes a decision boundary that categorical-

ly separates spam from non-spam emails. This boundary is based on the most

informative features identified during training.

5. Using Binary Features: SVMs are particularly effective when utilizing binary

features, denoting specific words’ presence or absence within an email.
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Academia has extensively researched how various methodologies in machine

learning can or cannot be utilized in information security. Each approach is

tailored to address specific challenges within the domain. These approaches can be

categorized into four main types, each offering unique advantages and limitations10.

• Unsupervised Learning Techniques: This category includes clustering

techniques, which group similar data points without prior labeling, effectively

identifying patterns or anomalies within data sets (S. Guha et al. 2000). Such

techniques are pivotal for detecting unusual behaviors without predefined

criteria, making them suitable for initial data explorations.

• Supervised Learning Techniques: These techniques rely on pre-labeled

datasets to train models, which can then classify new data based on learned

patterns. Prominent examples include decision trees (Banfield et al. 2007) and

neural networks. Advanced neural network architectures used in this context

include Word Embeddings and Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) networks

(K. Jiang et al. 2018; Pogiatzis and Samakovitis 2020), which are particularly

effective for processing sequential data like text, where context and long-term

dependencies are crucial. Additionally, Natural Language Processing (NLP)

techniques (Q. Le and Thomas Mikolov 2014; Tomas Mikolov et al. 2013;

Zhao and Mao 2018) are employed to interpret and analyze human language,

extracting actionable insights from textual data.

• Feature Engineering and Extraction Techniques: This approach focuses

on extracting informative features from raw data, which can significantly

enhance the performance of machine learning models. Techniques such as

Principal Component Analysis (PCA) (Abdi and Williams 2010), semantic

analysis (Gabrilovich 2007), graph-based approaches (C. Jiang et al. 2010), and

n-gram graphs (Giannakopoulos et al. 2008; Sidorov et al. 2014) are employed

to provide a rich, contextual basis for further analysis, capturing complex

patterns in data that simpler models might overlook.
10To the best of the author’s knowledge, no academic research has yet applied reinforcement learning

within the context of DLP.
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• Data Processing and Similarity Detection: Methods such as piecewise

hashing (Kornblum 2006) are used to detect similarities in data, enabling

the identification of duplicated or nearly identical information across large

datasets. This technique ensures data integrity and prevents plagiarism or

data theft within an organization.

Extensive research has also been conducted to evaluate the advantages and

limitations of machine learning algorithms in the broader field of insider threat

detection, though a detailed discussion would exceed the scope of this section.

However, a comprehensive summary, including the strengths and weaknesses of

machine learning algorithms in this field, is available in Table 1 of Al-Mhiqani et al.

(2020) or in Table 6 of Avila et al. (2021).

3.6.1.2. Automated Data Classification and DLP as Content-Based Approach

The field of content-aware DLP research has evolved over the years, driven by

advancements in various computational techniques for classifying and safeguarding

sensitive information and identifying illicit data transfers, storage, or usage.

In 2010, Named Entity Recognition (NER) was used to detect data leaks of

individuals and companies using Twitter data. Gomez-Hidalgo et al. (2010)

developed a prototype, achieving accuracy rates of 90.92% and 92.32% for Spanish

and English datasets, respectively.

By 2013, fingerprinting was introduced to the field of DLP, presenting an

approach to classify documents for DLP purposes by analyzing news articles

and human-made plagiarism cases. This method demonstrated the ability to

accurately detect rephrased documents, significantly outperforming traditional

fingerprinting methods with detection accuracies ranging from 91% to nearly 100%

(Shapira et al. 2013). In the same year, a similar approach utilizing methods for

plagiarism detection was employed to address the issue of DLP for data previously
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fed into a DLP system (Lewellen et al. 2013).

Around the same period, in 2013 and 2014, n-grams were utilized for document

classification, proving to be effective with an accuracy of approximately 92%

(Alneyadi et al. 2013, 2014).

By 2015, statistical analysis techniques were applied to classify documents under

various topics. Term Frequency-Inverse Document Frequency (TF-IDF) was used for

term weighting and classification powered by Singular Value Decomposition (SVD).

TF-IDF represents a statistical metric employed to ascertain the significance of a word

within a document that forms part of a larger collection or corpus. This measure

of importance is directly proportional to the frequency of the word’s occurrence in

the document, yet it is inversely related to the word’s prevalence across the entire

corpus. The utility of TF-IDF can be found in domains such as text mining and

information retrieval, where it serves to assign weights to terms within documents.

Its weighting aids in the determination of document relevance in relation to specific

queries or topics, thereby enhancing the efficiency of information retrieval systems

(Géron 2022, pp. 472–473). Applied on DLP, this approach effectively identified data

even after significant modifications, achieving precision and recall scores ranging

between 96.67% and 100% for known documents and 57% to 62% for unknown data

(Alneyadi et al. 2015).

The concept of using a Similarity Score was utilized in 2016, employing a

sequence alignment algorithm on sampled sensitive data and content sequences.

This approach achieved a True Positive Rate of 100% with a low False Positive rate.

However, the exact number of the False Positive Rate has yet to be disclosed Shu

et al. (2016).

In 2017, a method using vector representation of documents was proposed to

classify document sensitivity. Employing deep learning and natural language

processing, specifically a pre-trained Twitter-based document embedding model

(TD2V), this approach encoded documents or text fragments into fixed-length

vectors. It used retrieval and automatic query expansion to determine sensitivity
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scores, reaching accuracies between 98.36% and 99.98% across different datasets

Trieu et al. (2017).

It would be inappropriate to compare these accuracy figures directly against each

other, as they are derived from different datasets, and the complexity of the tasks

varied significantly among the studies. A deeper examination of these disparities is

not pursued here, as Section 3.7.1. will discuss why the levels of accuracy achieved

are insufficient for practical application in productive environments.

3.6.2. Expanding DLP: The Context-Based Approach

Rather than solely classifying the data, the context based approach incorporates

an analysis of metadata, offering a different and more comprehensive understanding

of the data’s context.

Primarily employed for anomaly detection, as described by Chandola et al.

(2009) and Bhuyan et al. (2014), the context-based approach extends beyond the

conventional boundaries of Data Leakage Prevention (DLP) as defined in Section

3.3.. This method is pivotal in identifying malware that facilitates data exfiltration

(Gao et al. 2018) and plays a critical role in intrusion prevention by employing

anomaly detection techniques to thwart unauthorized access and attacks (Aziz et

al. 2017; Buczak 2016; Han et al. 2018). Additionally, within the financial sector,

it proves instrumental in fraud detection by pinpointing deviations from standard

transaction patterns (Ahmed et al. 2016), enhancing financial transaction security

and integrity.

Aligned with the narrower definition of DLP as described in Section 3.3., the

context-based approach is divided into two distinct methodologies, as illustrated in

Figure 15.

The first methodology utilizes AI to comprehend the context within which words

interact in a document. This significantly enhances traditional keyword-based
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detection strategies or Regular Expressions (RegEx), which often prove inadequate

due to their limited scope. Conceptually similar to fingerprinting, this advanced

approach delves into the interrelationships among words to establish a document’s

context. By analyzing how words relate and influence each other within a text, this

method rates the sensitivity of the content. For instance, one implementation of this

technique involves constructing a graph representation that maps the confidential

content of each cluster, providing a visual and analytical reference to gauge data

sensitivity (Katz et al. 2014). Another approach is the Adaptive Weighted Graph

Walk (AGW), which navigates these context graphs to identify and classify sensitive

information efficiently (Huang et al. 2018). It shall be noted that while these

techniques utilize the context of the document’s content, they do not extend to

analyzing the context in which the data might be sent, such as the circumstances or

intent behind a message’s transmission.

This approach, concentrating primarily on document content, does not account

for external contexts, such as the sender’s or recipient’s identities. Consequently, it

is designated as contextual content analysis in this dissertation. Moreover, because

it fundamentally entails classifying data (similar to the content-based approach) and

subsequently applying rules to data in use, in transit, or at rest, the content-based

approach and this method are collectively classified under the rule-based DLP

approach in this work.

The second methodology in the context-based DLP strategy involves utilizing

anomaly detection techniques, similar to those used in malware, intrusion, and

fraud detection. This method emphasizes the analysis of anomalies in metadata

rather than isolated user events. For instance, instead of examining a single sent

email, this approach would analyze the entire email history of a user, including all

associated metadata, to identify anomalous patterns. This sophisticated method is

also called User and Entity Bahavioural (UBEA). UBEA leverages machine learning

capabilities to detect anomalies, highlight outliers in activity, and predict potential

threats by analyzing extensive datasets collected from applications, devices, or

network logs. This analysis goes beyond the capabilities of traditional, isolated
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security tools, offering another approach to identifying data leakage attempts within

an organization (Al-Mhiqani et al. 2020).

This technique was assessed in several pivotal studies:

In 2009, a prototype system was developed by Caputo and Stevens (2009) to

identify insider threats based on user behavior patterns and contextual information.

This approach differentiated between benign and malicious activities using monitor-

ing software, controlled studies, and behavioral analysis. Subsequent approaches,

like those described by Eberle et al. (2010), refined these methodologies by assigning

risk scores to individuals and correlating their transactions without analyzing single

events in isolation.

In 2016 and 2017, Costante et al. (2017, 2016) introduced an anomaly-based

framework for insider threat detection. This solution detects anomalies by

identifying deviations from normal behavior in database transactions, using

fine-grained histogram-based profiles of database usage. The authors demonstrated

a high detection rate for various types of attacks, while maintaining a false positive

rate of 0.5% or lower in the test scenario.

In 2017, a novel system for real-time anomaly detection in heterogeneous data

streams was introduced (Bose et al. 2017). This system highlighted abnormal

behaviors such as unusual login times, external device connections, and large data

transfers as indicators of potential insider threats, including data theft. This method

relied on supervised learning techniques to detect these anomalies effectively.

That same year, another study created an algorithm for detecting data leakage

based on users’ anomalous behavior. Based on a test dataset, it reported a True

Positive Rate of 94.78% to 96.03%, with a False Positive Rate around 4% (Guevara

et al. 2017).

By 2019, research incorporated user log data to construct datasets reflecting daily

activities, email contents, and communication histories. These were then analyzed
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using various anomaly detection algorithms to detect malicious activities (Kim et al.

2019). The results demonstrated high volatility, with significant variations in True

Positive and False Positive rates across different metrics.

In 2020, four insider threat scenarios were evaluated by D. C. Le et al. (2020),

including intellectual property theft, IT sabotage, and data exfiltration, achieving a

True Positive Rate of 85% and a False Positive Rate of 0.78%.

Another 2020 study proposed a comprehensive insider threat prediction framework

using Bayesian Networks, focusing on technical, organizational, and human factors

(Elmrabit et al. 2020). Although the model showed promising results, it remained

theoretical and was not empirically validated.

In 2021, combining two different techniques, a new approach to insider threat

detection was proposed by Al-Mhiqani et al. (2021). The first technique, the Adaptive

Synthetic Sampling Method (ADASYN), is an oversampling method specifically

designed to correct imbalances in datasets by generating synthetic data points that

focus on underrepresented, challenging-to-classify examples. This approach aims

to balance class distributions and improve learning models by offering a more

equitable consideration of all classes. The second technique involves Deep Neural

Networks (DNNs), complex, multi-layered artificial intelligence models adept at

detecting intricate patterns and relationships within large datasets. In this instance,

DNNs identify potential insider threats in data adjusted by an Adaptive Synthetic

Sampling Method called ADASYN. Applying these techniques to the standardized

CERT insider threat datasets (Lindauer 2020) resulted in an accuracy of 86% and a

False Positive Rate of 12.9%.

Also, in 2021, another study introduced an anomaly detection system for insider

threats utilizing unsupervised ensemble models (D. C. Le and Zincir-Heywood

2021). This system focuses on detecting suspicious behaviors through models

trained on user activity data, incorporating data pre-processing with temporal

information, and extracting numerical features. The methodology demonstrates

the efficacy of combining anomaly scores through ensemble schemes, significantly
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enhancing detection performance. Experiments conducted using the CERT insider

threat datasets reveal false positive rates varying from 0% to 8.36% depending on

the specific scenario.

Figure 15: Strategies for Insider Threat Detection in the Field of DLP.

Content Based Approach
Signature Based Approach

Behavior Based ApproachHybrid Approach

Context Based Approach

Contextual Content 
Analysis Approach

User and Entity Bahavioural 
Approach (UBEA)

Insider Threat

Examines the content itself to 
classify it as critical or non-

critical

Assesses content, environments 
and circumstances surrounding 

data access, usage or 
transmissions

Analyzes the contextual 
meanings of words within 

documents, focusing solely on 
textual content without the use 

of metadata

Monitors user activities and 
patterns to spot deviations from 

norms

Identify and mitigate data 
leakage risks posed by insiders

Classification of various strategies for detecting data leakage by insiders, divided into two principal approaches:
Rule-Based and Behavior-Based.

3.6.3. The Hybrid DLP Approach

The hybrid DLP approach integrates both techniques previously discussed. It

endeavors to identify sensitive data while simultaneously evaluating the context of

data transfers. Traditional DLP methods, which rely on rulesets, are constrained

to syntactic analysis and fail to account for the semantic relationships between the

participants involved in information exchanges (Shvartzshnaider et al. 2019), while

the context-based approach focuses on metadata while ignoring the content itself.

The hybrid approach aims to bridge this gap by combining the strengths of both

syntactic and semantic analyses, thereby enhancing the overall effectiveness of DLP

mechanisms.

As it might have become clear before, the context-based approach examines a
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user’s general behavior to identify anomalies regarding insider threats, whereas

the hybrid approach combines multiple detection techniques. Papers on the

hybrid approach regarding insider threat detection were already published in

2010, introducing a method for detecting data misuse that focused on transactions

themselves (Gafny et al. 2010). The approach employed unsupervised learning

techniques, analyzing results within the context of user requests to derive anomaly

levels. Data-linkage techniques were used to create a behavioral model for

detecting abnormal requests. Later, in 2015, Mashechkin et al. (2015) introduced an

approach for retrospective analysis of user-generated text content in organizations.

This method employs text-mining techniques, specifically topic modeling using

nonnegative matrix factorization, to analyze and forecast user behavior based on

their historical interactions with text data. The approach identifies deviations

in a user’s topic preferences by constructing so-called topic portraits and using

forecasting algorithms to detect unusual activity.

However, approaches in the following paragraphs address not just insider threats

but specifically cover the DLP landscape in a narrower sense.

In 2011, Zilberman et al. (2011) presented a hybrid approach to prevent email

slip-ups within organizations. The method involves analyzing email exchanges to

identify groups of members who communicate about specific topics. In the first

phase, groups of users that exchange emails with similar content are identified,

acknowledging that users may belong to multiple groups. The second phase

analyzes new emails by verifying if the recipient and sender share a joint topic

group. If no such group exists, the recipient is flagged as the wrong recipient. The

evaluation demonstrated improved detection performance compared to a baseline

email classifier while acknowledging that reducing the rate of false positive alerts

would still be necessary.

In 2019, Shvartzshnaider et al. (2019) addressed the limitations of rule-based DLP

systems, which are confined to syntactic analysis and ignore semantic relationships

between participants in information exchanges. The study introduced a new design
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methodology for DLP systems based on Contextual Integrity, providing precise and

modular detection of information flow violations. The VACCINE system utilizes

natural language processing techniques to extract information flows from email

texts and employs declarative language to describe privacy policies. This approach

yielded an F1-score of 94.80%.

In 2020, Faiz et al. (2020) explores machine learning techniques to enhance DLP

techniques. The authors present an approach that utilizes incident data from a

DLP system to predict possible data leakage incidents in email communication.

This hybrid approach incorporates alerts from a rule-based DLP system and

utilizes the number of policy violations of a single alert as one of several input

parameters and combines these findings with searches for anomalies in a user’s

email-sending behavior. Thereby it decides if an alert should be triggered. Using

a UK telecommunications dataset, which limits reproducibility, the study applied

Decision Trees and Random Forest algorithms with varied experimental settings to

prediction alerts. The final model achieved an accuracy of 92.98% and a precision

of 72%.

3.6.4. Limitations of the proposed DLP approaches

The content-based approach can only partially address data leakage risks. First,

the approach focuses solely on the content itself. This limitation becomes apparent

when considering that a single word can have multiple meanings, adversely affecting

detection rates. Additionally, while some papers suggest a DLP approach where a

company is divided into domains with specific policies governing the transmission

of classified data (Alneyadi et al. 2015), this theoretically appealing concept proves

impractical in complex business environments. The content-based approach might

be highly effective for spam filters, as categorizing emails into spam and not spam

is considerably simpler than detecting potential data leaks, where the context of

transmission also is crucial in determining whether an alert should be classified as

an incident.
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The context-based DLP approach also faces significant challenges. First, different

algorithms excel at solving different problems (Banfield et al. 2007), making it

improbable that a single algorithm can address the diverse issues inherent in DLP.

Furthermore, as described by Chandola et al. (2009), an intrusion (e.g., detected by

an Intrusion Prevention System) typically deviates markedly from normal system

behavior. However, in DLP, the suspicious activity might only slightly differ from

a typical user’s behavior. For instance, consider an HR employee who regularly

sends sensitive data, such as employment contracts, to freemail accounts. If a

malicious insider creates a personal freemail account and sends sensitive data to it,

the context-based approach will likely fail to detect this anomaly. While this may

appear to be a marginal scenario, it is important to recognize that many such cases

can be mitigated through technical controls. However, the sheer volume of edge

cases presents a significant challenge, as will be further discussed in Section 3.7.1..

Despite these challenges, the hybrid DLP approach, which combines elements of

both content and context-based methods, seems to be the most viable solution yet.

Nonetheless, this approach has its drawbacks. All the general shortcomings

discussed in the following chapters also apply to the hybrid approach too,

highlighting the ongoing challenges in DLP.

3.7. Challenges of Current DLP Systems

Regarding common DLP approaches, it is essential to notice that a primary focus

needs to be set on identifying traitors rather than masqueraders, as defined in 3.3.2..

Masqueraders, who often act conspicuously, are generally easier to detect compared

to traitors who may blend in by behaving normally and only occasionally engage in

illicit activities (Salem et al. 2008). For instance, a traitor could be a well-performing

IT consultant who, without intending harm to the company, uploads sensitive data

to an external web data space for efficiency in a contract with a competing firm.

The subtlety of insiders poses significant detection challenges; they are typically

understated and more difficult to notice compared to masqueraders (Yuan 2021).
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Nearly every potential DLP scenario could be addressed by employing a content,

context, or hybrid DLP approach that aims to cover an extensive range of use cases.

However, not all scenarios can be accommodated due to their diversity.

It should also be noted that the hybrid DLP approach is still in its early stages of

development and requires further refinement in practical implementation (Hauer

2015).

As an initial conclusion, it is evident that numerous algorithms have been tested

to detect insider threats, each presenting distinct advantages and limitations (Yuan

2021). Despite achieving high accuracy rates for classifying true positive and false

positive events under controlled laboratory conditions, as detailed in Table 12 by

Al-Shehari and Alsowail (2021), challenges remain. Some may be resolved in the

coming years, and others have already diminished over recent years. For example,

the limitations imposed by restricted input parameters in AI applications could

be mitigated with advances in computational power and more efficient algorithms

(Eberle et al. 2010). Nevertheless, other challenges will persist. Subsequent

subsections will delve deeper into these prevailing challenges.

3.7.1. The Base-Rate Fallacy

As described by Axelsson (2000), the base-rate fallacy highlights a critical

misunderstanding in statistical reasoning. It is a cognitive bias wherein individuals

disregard or undervalue the base rate (general prevalence) of an event or characteristic

within a given population when assessing the likelihood of that event. Instead,

they overly rely on specific information or recent data. In the context of intrusion

detection systems, this fallacy manifests as an overestimation of the system’s

accuracy in classifying alarms. Consequently, this results in a high rate of false

positive alerts, as illustrated in Figure 16. Even with a highly sensitive alarm

system, the infrequency of genuine intrusions means that most alarms are likely

false positives. Therefore, achieving a significant detection rate necessitates an
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unrealistically low false positive rate, which poses substantial challenges in practical

implementation.

Figure 16: Visualization of the Base-Rate Fallacy in Event Classification.
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Even a low false positive rate results in a considerable number of false positives alerts due to the vast quantity of
events.

Bayes’ Theorem can encapsulate the mathematical representation of the issue.

𝑃(𝐴|𝐵) = 𝑃(𝐵|𝐴) ∗𝑃(𝐴)
𝑃(𝐵|𝐴) ∗𝑃(𝐴)+𝑃(𝐵|¬𝐴) ∗𝑃(¬𝐴)

respectively

𝑃(𝐴|𝐵) = 𝑃(𝐵|𝐴) ∗𝑃(𝐴)
𝑃(𝐵) for 𝑃(𝐵) ≠ 0

P(A) is the probability of A, and P(B) is the probability of B. P(A|B) is the

probability of event A given B has occurred. P(B|A) is the probability of observing

B, given that A occurs. The symbol ¬ used in expressions like 𝑃(𝐵|¬𝐴) denotes the

complement of an event, indicating 𝑃(𝐵|¬𝐴) is the probability of observing B given

that A has not occurred.

In the context of DLP, it is possible to apply this theorem. Let 𝐼 and ¬𝐼 represent

the occurrence and non-occurrence of a DLP incident, respectively, while 𝐴 and ¬𝐴
denote the presence and absence of an alert, respectively.
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• True-Positive Rate: 𝑃(𝐴|𝐼) → Probability that an alarm is correctly triggered

during an incident.

• False-Positive Rate: 𝑃(𝐴|¬𝐼) → Probability that an alarm is wrongly triggered

without an incident.

• False-Negative Rate: 𝑃(¬𝐴|𝐼) = 1 − 𝑃(𝐴|𝐼) → Probability that no alarm is

triggered despite the presence of an incident.

• True-Negative Rate: 𝑃(¬𝐴|¬𝐼) = 1−𝑃(𝐴|¬𝐼) → Probability that no alarm is

triggered when there is no incident.

Example:

In the context of a banking environment, the performance of a DLP system

is analyzed through its ability to discern malicious activities among daily email

transactions. Consider a scenario where the DLP system processes 100,000 emails

(events) per day, with a sophisticated ruleset that has a true positive rate of 98%

and a false positive rate of 1%. Given the rare occurrence of malicious events,

estimated at one in every 1,000,000 emails, we also aim to evaluate the system’s

efficacy regarding false-positive identifications.

Of course, the ultimate interest is that both: 𝑃(𝐼|𝐴), that an alarm really indicates

an intrusion (henceforth called precision), and 𝑃(¬𝐼|¬𝐴), that the absence of an

alarm signifies that we have nothing to worry about, remain as large as possible.

Applying Bayes’ theorem to calculate 𝑃(𝐼|𝐴) results in:

𝑃(𝐼|𝐴) = 𝑃(𝐼) ·𝑃(𝐴|𝐼)
𝑃(𝐼) ·𝑃(𝐴|𝐼)+𝑃(¬𝐼) ·𝑃(𝐴|¬𝐼)

where 𝑃(𝐼) is the probability of an intrusion, 𝑃(𝐴|𝐼) is the true positive rate, 𝑃(¬𝐼)
is the probability of no incident and 𝑃(𝐴|¬𝐼) is the probability of a false alarm.

In this scenario, the probability of an intrusion 𝑃(𝐼) is calculated based on the

given occurrence of malicious events, estimated at one in every 1,000,000 emails.
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Therefore, the prior probability 𝑃(𝐼) is:

𝑃(𝐼) = 1
1,000,000 = 0.000001

and

𝑃(¬𝐼) = 1−𝑃(𝐼) = 1−0.000001 = 0.999999

In the DLP system’s ability to correctly identify security incidents, we apply Bayes’

theorem as follows:

𝑃(𝐼|𝐴) = 0.000001 ·𝑃(𝐴|𝐼)
0.000001 ·𝑃(𝐴|𝐼)+0.999999 ·𝑃(𝐴|¬𝐼)

The provided equation exemplifies the impact of the base-rate fallacy on the

effectiveness of a DLP system.

This equation starkly illustrates how the extremely low base rate of actual incidents

(𝑃(𝐼) = 0.000001) is overwhelmed by the proportion of benign activities (𝑃(¬𝐼) =
0.999999), leading to a predominance of false positive alarms relative to true alarms,

as illustrated in the example of Figure 17.

Despite the system’s ability to correctly identify an incident when it occurs

(𝑃(𝐴|𝐼)), represented by the range 0 ≤ 𝑃(𝐴|𝐼) ≤ 1, the overwhelming volume of

non-incidents dramatically skews the probability of correctly detecting an incident

based on the alarm.

As the false positive rate (𝑃(𝐴|¬𝐼)), which ideally should be as close to zero as

possible to minimize unnecessary alarms, exerts a substantial influence, it dominates

the equation.

This scenario emphasizes that, even if 𝑃(𝐴|𝐼) were optimized to its theoretical

maximum of 1, indicating perfect detection of incidents, and 𝑃(𝐴|¬𝐼) reduced

to 0, eliminating false alarms, achieving such ideal parameters is exceptionally
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challenging in practice.

This concept is graphically depicted in Figure 17.

Figure 17: Illustration of the Base-Rate Fallacy in a DLP System.

Legitimate Incident

True Negative True PositiveFalse Positive False Negative

P(¬I)
0,999999

False Positive Rate: 1 % True Positive Rate: 98 %

P(¬A)
0,99

P(¬A|¬I):
0,999999 * 0,99

= 0,9899901

≈ 99 % ≈ 1 % ≈ 0 % ≈ 0 %

P(A|¬I):
0,999999 * 0,01
= 0,00999999

P(A|I):
0,000001 * 0,98
= 0,00000098

P(¬A|¬I):
0,000001 * 0,02
= 0,000000002

P(A)
0,98

P(A)
0,01

P(¬A)
0,02

P(I)
0,000001

Incident?

Event Categorization 
by the DLP System

Event Categorization 
by the DLP System

Event

The Base-Rate Fallacy in a DLP system, using values from the example described, demonstrates how the
extremely low base rate of incidents drastically skews the system’s alert outcomes toward false positives, despite
high individual accuracy rates for true and false positives.

This calculation reveals that nearly every triggered alarm is a false alarm, resulting

in approximately 1,000 false-positive events per day (100,000×0.01). The provided

example consequently indicates a ratio of approximately 10,000 false positives for

every true positive alert detected. Such a high rate of false positives underscores

significant challenges in the reliability of DLP systems.

This prevalence of false alarms dilutes the effectiveness of DLP systems and

potentially conditions the monitoring personnel to respond with less urgency, a

phenomenon well-documented in historical and modern security practices.



134 Jan Domnik

Indeed, as already noted by the United States Marine Corps in 1965, attackers

can exploit this vulnerability by orchestrating breaches during normal operations,

banking on the likelihood that any triggered alarms are dismissed as yet another

false positive, thus reducing the chances of a prompt and effective response (Pierce

1965, pp. 27–28). This phenomenon is also known as alarm fatigue in the context of

SIEM systems (Ban et al. 2023).

Considering the numbers of false positive and true positive rates provided in

sections 3.6.1., 3.6.1.2., and 3.6.3., it is apparent that the current solutions for

DLP systems, even under laboratory conditions, remain inadequate for effectively

addressing the issue.

3.7.2. Contextual Ambiguities in Data Leakage Prevention

As discussed by Yuan (2021), behavior based deep learning approaches typically

identify malicious sessions based on malicious activities within them. However,

users engage in numerous activities during a session, and pinpointing the specific

malicious action within a broad array of user behaviors presents substantial

difficulties. The limited information available from each activity - merely the

time and nature of the action - poses a significant hurdle in achieving precise

insider threat detection.

So, determining the context of data transactions remains a significant challenge,

often necessitating human intervention. Consider the example of an HR department

employee sending an employment contract to a freemail account. It is unclear

whether this action is benign - perhaps involving a potential employee - or if

it constitutes an illicit leakage of sensitive data, potentially facilitated by the HR

employee under disguise. The lack of context and detailed information makes it

exceedingly difficult for analysts to assess and respond accurately to such incidents.
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3.7.3. Prevention versus Detection in Data Leakage Prevention

Figure 4 in Alneyadi et al. (2016) illustrates that effective DLP hinges on

robust detection mechanisms and implementing proactive preventive measures.

Should prevention be prioritized, detection systems must enhance their accuracy

considerably or be complemented by continuous monitoring to mitigate associated

risks. These risks include reduced usability, which can lead to significant financial

consequences, such as non-compliance with legal deadlines due to DLP systems

blocking necessary data transmissions.

Several approaches were discussed to solve this issue using general security

mechanisms (Alneyadi et al. 2016; Shabtai et al. 2012). Then, there is the concept of

early detection, trying to identify traitors before performing a malicious action.

However, no empirical evidence shows that proactively identifying individuals

who might soon engage in malicious activities works. While some are taking the

challenge of developing predictive models that try to accurately assess the risk of

insider threats and initiate preventive actions without compromising operational

efficiency or user privacy, these approaches are still in their early stages.

3.7.4. Challenges of Encryption in Network-based DLP Systems

Encryption significantly challenges the effectiveness of network-based DLP

measures, particularly for systems that rely on signature-based methods. So,

when data is encrypted, analyzing its content becomes exceedingly difficult, if

possible (Alneyadi et al. 2016).

Deep Packet Inspection (DPI) is a potential method for examining network

traffic more deeply. However, it carries risks, including privacy concerns and a

higher potential for a person-in-the-middle attack by compromised root certificates.

However, with DPI in place, a user could still encrypt data and send it as an email

attachment, evading traditional DLP monitoring.
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This scenario underscores a decision point in DLP risk management: whether

to permit or restrict the use of encryption. Since encryption is one of the few

mechanisms proven effective in IT security, restricting its use could undermine data

protection efforts. However, while there are mitigative strategies such as utilizing

standard passwords or conducting randomized inspections where senders must

disclose encryption passwords, these measures significantly increase the workload

and complexity for analysts.

3.7.5. Monitoring All Channels

Implementing a holistic DLP strategy requires protecting numerous data channels

with unique characteristics and challenges (Alneyadi et al. 2016). For instance,

monitoring channels such as email and web uploads often necessitate DPI or specific

configurations within the IT infrastructure to monitor traffic effectively.

Moreover, devices like USBs can transfer gigabytes of data in a single action.

Decisions must be made about duplicating all these files into the DLP system,

which could overwhelm the database with excessive data or just logging filenames,

which makes analyzing alarms more challenging for an analyst.

In addition to data in transit, data at rest presents separate challenges, including

ensuring that scans do not disrupt users’ performance when actively engaging

with the data. Additionally, identifying appropriate storage locations for various

file types requires specific domain knowledge, which is not trivial to acquire or

maintain.

Overall, managing all these channels and acquiring the necessary domain

knowledge for effective DLP implementation represents a substantial effort,

underscoring the complexity of maintaining data security across an organization.
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3.7.6. Absence of Real-World Datasets

The absence of publicly available real-world datasets poses a significant challenge

to developing and validating effective DLP systems. Consequently, there exists no

comprehensive dataset against which real-world DLP systems can be rigorously

benchmarked, nor is there a dataset that closely approximates the complexities of

the real-world environment. This limitation means that nearly all research in DLP

relies on synthetic datasets or outdated real-world datasets. E.g., there is the CERT

datasets (Lindauer 2020), which includes a collection of synthetic insider threat

datasets providing malicious actor synthetic data. It attempts to mimic realistic

human behaviors, but those are not explicitly designed for use cases of DLP systems.

The synthetic nature of these datasets means that most activities are randomly

generated, lacking the nuanced complexity seen in actual workplace environments.

For instance, the limited variety of websites accessed in the dataset makes certain

insider threats, like visiting specific controversial sites, overly simplistic to identify

(Yuan 2021).

The lack of routine patterns in user activities and the random generation of

activity times in most datasets significantly hinder the effective use of temporal

information for insider threat detection. This undermines the reliability of detecting

insider threats based on patterns that would typically be observable in genuine

environments, further highlighting the need for more realistic datasets.

3.7.7. Further Challanges

Numerous further challenges persist, some of which remain unresolved. While

the primary difficulties associated with DLP have been discussed in previous

sections, the academic literature identifies additional complexities that merit further

discussion.

L. Liu et al. (2018) highlight that DLP systems that utilize a signature-based
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approach often depend on domain expertise to extract features or establish rules,

limiting their adaptability to evolving threats as they struggle to accommodate

novel or unexpected scenarios. Additionally, most of these solutions rely solely

on individual audit data sources, which diminishes the depth of insights into

potential threats. Unlike a SIEM, which correlates data from various sources, actual

DLP systems do not perform comprehensive data correlation, further limiting their

effectiveness.

Yuan (2021) also mandates using additional data sources, and above that,

discusses the rarity of malicious activities compared to benign events. This creates

extremely unbalanced datasets, posing significant difficulties for training deep

learning models. Furthermore, it is claimed that the need for interpretability in

deep learning models needs to be revised, because understanding the basis for a

model’s predictions would be essential when actions may impact valued employees.

Alneyadi et al. (2016) highlight several critical challenges in implementing

practical DLP systems. Various communication channels generally used for

legitimate data exchange can also become conduits for confidential data leakage,

requiring careful management and security measures. Human factors add

complexity, as behavior influenced by psychological and social factors can lead

to inconsistent adherence to security policies and subjective decision-making in

data classification and access rights. Additionally, it is claimed that modified

data poses a significant challenge to DLP systems, which often rely on matching

data patterns and signatures to detect leaks. In contrast, altered data can evade

detection more easily. It is also mentioned that the scalability and integration

of DLP systems within existing network infrastructures, such as firewalls and

proxy servers, necessitate meticulous planning to ensure they do not compromise

workflow efficiency or conflict with other security measures.

Finally, it is imperative to acknowledge that deploying security tools carries

associated risks because they can contain vulnerabilities. Additionally, tools like

DLP systems capable of blocking traffic could disrupt the IT infrastructures of
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entire companies if not correctly managed. Furthermore, using endpoint clients

requires meticulous configuration; a single misstep or deploying an untested

configuration could severely disrupt company operations. It necessitates robust

change management and testing procedures to mitigate such risks. Ultimately,

these considerations translate into additional efforts and resources required to

ensure security tools’ secure and effective functioning.

3.8. Overview of Key Findings

3.9. The Unanimous Agreement on DLP’s Unresolved Issues

Every review paper or survey looking at DLP agrees that DLP is a complex

and challenging problem (Chaudhry et al. 2022; Hauer 2015; L. Liu et al. 2018;

Al-Mhiqani et al. 2020). Actual DLP techniques are sometimes even seen as

inefficient. As Whitelaw et al. (2024) states, "The current insider threat detection

strategies are acknowledged as ineffective, evidenced by the increased reported

events in high-profile insider threats and cyber data loss cases borne from insider

and privilege misuse."

The market leaders’ DLP software complies with requirements from current

standards like PCI-DSS, HIPAA, FISMA, GBLA, and COBIT. However, these

standards only mandate high-level requirements, such as keyword search (Hauer

2015). So, current DLP solutions are not reliable in detecting data leakage incidents.

Furthermore, even when configured to do so, the number of false-positive alarms

renders the system inefficient.

Although it is possible to reduce the probability of incidents with well-configured

DLP systems (Hauer 2015), "no study to date has taken an integrated approach to

examine the capabilities required for mitigating the risk of data breaches" (Uddin

et al. 2024), an issue addressed by the author in a recently published study (Domnik

and Holland 2024).
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Traditional shallow machine learning models also fail to fully utilize user behavior

data due to its high dimensionality, complexity, heterogeneity, and sparsity (Sanzgiri

and Dasgupta 2016) and are in their "early stages" (Hauer 2015).

It must be clear that there are always boundaries or decisions regarding insider

threats. In a time when employees own smartphones with high-resolution cameras,

it is evident that taking photos of screens is an issue unless working in high-security

areas where employees are willing to accept much higher levels of security and

monitoring.

Nevertheless, even simple issues like reliably identifying illegitimate web uploads

or email transfers still need to be solved. Consequently, DLP systems are still in a

very early stage.

3.10. Challenges and Inefficacies in Current DLP Systems

DLP remains a yet challenging issue in cybersecurity, as highlighted in previous

sections. However, in the context of DLP monitoring, the identification of true

positive alerts generally presents a relatively minor challenge. The mechanisms

employed to detect DLP incidents, as detailed in Section 3.6.1., demonstrate

considerable efficiency.

To understand the dual nature of DLP as both, an unresolved issue and a

domain where incident identification poses minimal difficulty, it is essential to

understand how contemporary DLP systems operate, as illustrated by the example

of Broadcom’s DLP system.

First, a main aspect of these systems is the differentiation between data states,

which fundamentally shape the application of DLP mechanisms. As described

in Section 3.3.3., data states in the field of DLP are categorized into three types,

each defined by its interaction within the IT environment: Data at Rest, Data in

Transit, and Data in Use. For instance, when the objective is to monitor outbound
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email traffic, the relevant data state is Data in Transit. This state pertains to data

actively moving through the network, such as through email systems. Conversely,

ensuring that sensitive data does not remain unsecured on widely accessible file

shares concerns Data at Rest. This state refers to data that is stored on physical or

digital media and is not actively being processed or transmitted. Each data state

demands distinct considerations and protections to mitigate the risk of data leakage

effectively.

Second, as discussed in Section 3.6.1., the mechanisms for data identification

within DLP systems are often structured as rule sets (called policies in the context

of Broadcom’s DLP system). Specifically, Broadcom’s system differentiates between

five common detection methods, which serve to apply the filtering techniques

outlined in Section 3.6.1.:

• Described Content Matching: Utilizes predefined keywords, regular expres-

sions, and patterns. Example: *.docx file bigger than 5 MB or PDF file that

contains the word secret.

• Exact Data Matching: Secures structured data through fingerprinting or

indexing to detect unauthorized transmissions or storage. Example: Excel-File

with sensitive customer data, like name, date of birth, and phone-number.

• Indexed Document Matching: Applies fingerprinting to unstructured

documents such as text files and multimedia, detecting both original and

derived contents. Example: The companies confidential data handling

policies in form of PDF-documents, that shall be detected, even when being

slightly modified.

• Sensitive Image Recognition: Uses Form Recognition technology and

OCR to identify sensitive information in images, crucial for digitized data

environments. Example: The image of a confidential IT infrastructure

documentation.

• Vector Machine Learning: Employs machine learning to protect data



142 Jan Domnik

with nuanced characteristics, ensuring proactive security without explicit

fingerprinting. Example: Source code should be identified.

Organizations can now define use-cases to identify potential policy violations

within their operational framework. For instance, a simple yet illustrative scenario

might involve a potential policy breach if a document containing the words

highly restricted is sent unencrypted via email. To address this, a new Data in

Transit rule would be implemented using Described Content Matching, employing

regular expressions to detect the specified term. In practice, the application of

comprehensive allow- and deny-listing techniques enables the crafting of nuanced

rule sets. Expanding on the previous example, such a rule could be specifically

tailored to a particular department within the organization, and further refined

to target only emails sent to freemailer accounts with attachments exceeding five

megabytes.

Thus, the deployment of these filtering techniques facilitates the creation

of sophisticated rule sets. While these methods are not without limitations,

particularly in their applicability and user-friendliness, they effectively cover most

potential DLP scenarios. Consequently, the primary challenge in DLP is not the

identification of incidents.

The primary challenge in the practical application of DLP monitoring is the

base-rate fallacy, as elaborated in Section 3.7.1.. Despite sophisticated rule sets

capable of scanning vast amounts of data, these rule sets are either too specific

by overseeing potential incidents or generate a significant volume of false positive

alerts. These alerts necessitate human analysis to determine whether they represent

real incidents or benign activities.

Anecdotal evidence highlights various strategies organizations employ to manage

this challenge, such as delegating the decision-making on DLP alerts to the

supervisor of the implicated employee or hiring teams in lower-cost countries to

handle the volume of alerts. However, these approaches underscore the unsolved
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core issue with current DLP systems: The number of false positive alerts. While

the cost and disadvantage of an undetected incident among hundreds may be

significant, the challenge becomes nearly insurmountable when dealing with a one

percent false positive rate (which is a very optimistic assumption, based on the

best results achieved only in a few papers under laboratory conditions) on a daily

volume of, e.g., 100,000 emails, resulting in 1,000 daily false alerts. This volume

of alerts demands a thorough assessment to discern compliance from actual data

breaches, making the management of false positives the most critical concern in

DLP monitoring.

The question now arises: How can the prevailing challenges in DLP monitoring

be addressed effectively? Enhancing the existing rule sets without elevating risk

thresholds appears infeasible. The proficient description of data within existing

filtering techniques suggests that no imminent technological advances are likely to

reduce the rate of false positives significantly.

Consequently, an alternative approach involves exploring the automation of false

positive alert analysis. This approach which will be described in the following

sections.





IV – CONCEPTS AND

IMPLEMENTATION
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IV – CONCEPTS

It is the responsibility of a DLP analyst to determine whether an alert represents a

true positive, indicating an actual incident, or a false positive. This process is widely

known as triage.

The definition above aligns with Subcategory RS.MA-02 - Incident reports are triaged

and validated of the NIST CSF 2.0 (National Institute of Standards and Technology

2024c), and aligns also with the ISO 27002 norm’s Control 5.24 - Information security

incident management planning and preparation. The ISO Control describes a process

whereby an alert is initially raised and detected, followed by a triage phase.

If the alert is confirmed as a true positive during triage, it is classified as an

incident and subsequently prioritized, analyzed, and mitigated. These process

stages, as outlined in the ISO Control, are depicted in Figure 13 while, specifically,

the steps involved in the triage process align with those presented in Figure 17.

The triage process, while essential, is monotonous, costly, and resource-intensive,

also placing analysts in a position where they handle highly sensitive organizational

data.

The advent of LLMs has generated optimism regarding their potential application

in automating the triage process in the field of DLP. However, it is crucial

to acknowledge the limitations of LLMs, notably their tendency for generating

non-factual content, commonly referred to as hallucinations (Shen et al. 2023). Such

inaccuracies raise concerns about their reliability in all kind of tasks, especially

in performing critical security tasks (Bang et al. 2023). Although LLMs have

demonstrated proficiency in classification tasks - which are fundamental to the

triage process - current research indicates that their capabilities are yet to reach a

level where they can independently manage the entire triage procedure without

human oversight (Sun et al. 2023). Initial informal evaluations conducted by the
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author of this dissertation proofed this. So, while LLMs might show promise in

certain aspects of the triage process, they might fall short in others. Consequently,

a detailed analysis needed to be undertaken to discern which stages of the triage

process could be effectively automated using them and which stages still require

human intervention.

To ascertain which components of the triage process could be automated by

LLMs, it was imperative first to formalize the process, which had not previously

been documented in a structured format. Subsequently, the efficacy of LLMs was

evaluated by comparing their performance on individual steps of the triage process

against this process.

4.1. Formalization of the Triage Process

As delineated in Subsection 4.1.1., the formalization of the triage process was

crucial due to the absence of a standardized procedure in the existing literature,

as discussed in Subsection 4.1.2.. This gap necessitated the adoption of qualitative

research methods. Consequently, the structure for qualitative research design

outlined by Flick (2014) was employed, as previously mentioned in Section

2.4.1.. However, to enhance clarity and coherence, the Theoretical Framework

and Resources sections and the sections involving Goals were consolidated.

4.1.1. Ressources

While the incident management process is thoroughly documented in information

security literature1, descriptions of the triage process are superficially and lack

comprehensive detail. This is understandable given that the triage process differs

significantly from organizational contexts. In addition to the initial literature review

1See e.g. Computer Security Incident Handling Guide: Recommendations of the National Institute of
Standards and Technology by the NIST (Cichonski et al. 2012)
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outlined in Chapter III, a comprehensive, sequential literature review was conducted

to ensure thorough coverage of all pertinent information. This review utilized

citation indexing services, bibliographic databases, and specific publications, with

search terms such as triage process, triage DLP, triage SIEM, event analysis DLP, and

event analysis SIEM. Despite these efforts, no definitive process definitions were

uncovered.

Subsequently, various process frameworks were examined for potential informa-

tion on the triage process. The ITIL framework was deemed unsuitable as it

primarily addresses organizations’ procedural landscape rather than specific

cybersecurity processes. Similarly, the CoBIT framework did not provide the

necessary insights into the triage process. Lastly, while effective for process

evaluation, Six Sigma and the Value Stream Mapping approach also failed to yield

a suitable process idea for defining the triage process.

Also inside well established cybersecurity standards, there remains a need for

a more detailed explanation of a potential triage process. Notably, the NIST SP

800-61 standard on Computer Security Incident Handling (Cichonski et al. 2012)

provides comprehensive details on detecting and treating incidents but offers scant

specifics on the triage process itself. Furthermore, while the ISO 27001 and ISO

27002 standards and the NIST CSF 2.0 recognize the necessity of triage, they too

lack explicit guidance on how the process should be executed. The CIS controls

established by the Center for Internet Security and additional norms from the ISO

27000 series, even outdated ones, have also failed to shed further light on this

process.

The search extended to specialized cybersecurity literature, where the Incident

Handler’s Handbook by the SANS Institute (Kral 2020) was found to be the most

pertinent, albeit only offering the general advice that incidents should be triaged as

soon as possible.

So, in addition to the general process depicted in Figures 13 and 17, there was a

notable absence of concrete data pertaining to the triage process. To the author’s
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best of knowledge, there is no general process description for a DLP triage process

publicly available.

4.1.2. Question

Prior to considering the automation of the triage process, it seemed important to

establish a formalized procedure that such automation could subsequently navigate.

Thus, the initial focus was to address RQ2 by delineating a formalized triage process

for DLP.

4.1.2.1. Rationalizing the Focus on Email Triage

The initial attempt to devise a triage process applicable to all conceivable DLP

scenarios transpired as a complex and too challenging task, shedding light on a

possible reason for the absence of a triage process descriptions in literature: its

inherently individualistic nature.

While one might consider to model the triage process for an arbitrary organization

as an example, some degree of generalization could be achievable. However,

the diversity of scenarios that require triaging further complicates this task. For

instance, the triage approach for an alert involving a suspect transferring obfuscated

data to a USB device differs from that for an email-based DLP alert, where data

is mistakenly sent to an incorrect recipient without malicious intent toward the

company.

So, this dissertation adopts a bottom-up methodology instead of a top-down

approach. It begins with a familiar yet highly relevant scenario, from which insights

into additional scenarios can be extrapolated.

Therefore, the research places a significant emphasis on describing the triage

process for incidents involving email, based on three primary reasons:
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First, most employees with access to sensitive data also have access to email

systems. Unlike external devices such as USB sticks that might be blocked or web

uploads, which are frequently restricted by allow- or deny-listing, email typically

lacks stringent allow- or deny-listing protocols due to usability reasons, making it a

prevalent vector for data leakage.

Second, email is recognized as one of the most common vectors in DLP incidents.

This assertion is supported by consistent mentions across interviews with experts

in the field, as detailed in Appendix 2.4., Subcategory Types of Data Leakage Scenarios.

Furthermore, corporate DLP solutions often emphasize monitoring and filtering

email traffic and implementing specific DLP regulations to mitigate risks associated

with email communications.

Third, extensive academic research focusing on this medium supports the

significance of email in DLP contexts (V. R. Carvalho et al. 2009; V. R. C. Carvalho

W. W. 2007; Faiz et al. 2020; Kaur et al. 2018; Zilberman et al. 2011). Numerous

scientific papers explore the potential of leveraging machine learning techniques

to address the research gap in email-related DLP strategies, underscoring the

importance of this aspect.

Focusing on the email scenario enables a thorough examination of a specific and

pertinent research gap without compromising the depth of the dissertation. This

approach also facilitates the comparison of research findings with those documented

in existing scientific literature mentioned above.

These considerations form the foundation of the decision to concentrate specifically

on email use cases in the subsequent research phases. So, this targeted approach is

anticipated to yield detailed insights into the dynamics of email-related DLP triage.
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4.1.2.2. Research Questions regarding the Triage Process

Building on the focused examination of email use cases, this Section formulates

two pivotal research questions that aim to deepen the understanding of the triage

process in email.

Taking into account RQ2: What constitutes a scientifically backed, comprehen-

sive, and formalized triage process for DLP? This question seeks to delineate the

specific steps and procedures involved in identifying, assessing, and evaluating a

potential DLP alert based on an email sent. It involves a detailed breakdown of the

sequence of actions an analyst takes from the moment an alert is generated to the

final resolution of the incident.

Taking into account RQ3: Which aspects of the formalized triage process can

be effectively automated with current LLMs, given their limitations? This inquiry

explores the extent to which current DLP solutions already automate aspects of the

triage process. It aims to identify automation gaps that could be evaluated by using

advanced technologies, such as LLMs, later in this dissertation.

4.1.3. Theoretical Framework

The lack of resources detailing the systematic structuring and execution of the

triage process raised questions regarding the availability of additional resources

that could be leveraged. It also raised the question of which scientific foundations

could be utilized to describe the triage process on a rigorous scientific basis.

Initial brainstorming sessions revealed that the triage process involves gathering

knowledge about an alert, focusing on aspects such as sequentially gathering

information on the content and the context of an alert. These preliminary efforts

were discontinued due to the absence of a structured scientific methodology.

However, they highlighted that the sequence in which information is acquired is
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not critical to the effectiveness of the process. For instance, whether an analyst

first determines the type of data sent, the timing of its transmission, or the context

surrounding the sender and receiver does not influence the result of the analysis.

What is crucial is that all these elements are thoroughly examined to construct a

comprehensive overview, enabling the analyst to decide whether an alert constitutes

an actual security incident.

This insight prompted a shift in perspective from viewing the triage as a process

to considering it as an activity centered on knowledge acquisition by an analyst.

Adopting this approach eliminated the need to delineate a sequential process;

instead, the focus shifted to defining the essential knowledge that enables an analyst

to make an informed decision. Consequently, the decision was made to specify the

data that needs to be collected rather than standardizing a process. So, in line

with RQ2, the objective could be shifted to define a data object encompassing all

necessary information that an analyst should gather during the triage process.

The data object shown in Figure 18 was created as a first attempt. The specific

structure and attributes of this object named Triage Object remained undefined

initially.

Since each email inherently contains metadata, which is invariably integral to the

triage process, it was incorporated into the Triage Object. Furthermore, recognizing

the importance of content-based and context-based approaches in DLP, as detailed

in Section 3.6., it was deemed appropriate to include these aspects within the Triage

Object. To accommodate additional insights that might emerge during the research,

a section labeled Further Attributes was also established. At this time, the Triage

Object represented merely an initial idea of a data object, requiring subsequent

enrichment with empirical validation and scientific rigor.



154 Jan Domnik

Figure 18: Schematic Overview of the Triage Data Object Structure.
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Content
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Attribute 1
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Proposed architecture of a data object for triaging alerts, encompassing Metadata, Content, Context, and
Additional Attributes. The attributes are not specified yet. This is later illustrated in Figure 19.

Following the creation of the Triage Object prototype, a crucial step involved

identifying the attributes it possesses, grounded in a robust scientific foundation.

Given the absence of preexisting templates or information from previous research,

a bottom-up approach was also adopted at this point to identify attributes pertinent

to the triage process.

In this context, existing literature on incident categorization was meticulously

explored. Especially Hauer (2015) provided a set of criteria for this purpose, which

were evaluated to ascertain their applicability to the triage process. It was found

that a significant number of the criteria proposed for categorizing incidents, such
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as participants and intention, are typically gathered during the triage phase too,

albeit some required minor adjustments. Other criteria proposed by Hauer (2015)

were identified as relevant primarily to incident management, initiated if the triage

confirms the alert as an incident.

For example, verifying whether the sender’s identity is accurate or if the account

may have been compromised is crucial for managing an incident. However, this

does not directly influence the initial determination of whether an alert constitutes

a policy violation or not.

Certain specific criteria, such as data state or communication channel, were

deemed inapplicable for the singular use case of email, as previously discussed

in Section 4.1.2.1..

So, at first, every attribute for characterizing DLP incidents from Hauer (2015)

was subjected to a comprehensive evaluation. Only those deemed relevant to the

triage process were integrated into the Triage Object, serving as its foundational

inputs. Detailed insights into this assessment are provided in Table 11.
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Table 11: Evaluation of the Advanced Criteria for Characterizing DLP Incidents by Hauer (2015).

Criteria Relevant? Comment

Participant Yes Essential to identify involved entities.

Intention Yes Determines whether the email is legitimate or not.

Access Point Yes Indicates the origin or entry point of the data access.

Access Mode No
Relevant for incident management but not during

triage.

Identity No
Verification of user identity is a component of incident

management.

Privilege No
Verification of privileges is a component of incident

management.

Data

Classification
Yes

Critical for determining the sensitivity and priority of

the data involved.

Data State No Considered to be email, so Data-in-Motion.

Information Value Yes
Assesses the significance and potential impact of the

potentially leaked data.

Communication

Channel
No Considered to be email.

Communication

Medium
No Considered to be email.

Communication

Mode
Yes Essential for communication analyses.

Incident

Detection
No Considered to be a DLP tool.

Recurrence Risk No
Relevant for incident management but not during

triage.
Assessment of Criteria for Inclusion in the Triage Object.

Encouraged by these findings, a subsequent search was conducted to identify

sources that practically address criteria for incident categorization. The previous

literature review indicated a need for sufficient scholarly work on categorizing

DLP incidents. So, a sequential search was performed through a keyword-based
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approach to obtain a comprehensive overview of practical standards for categorizing

these kinds of incidents. This search yielded three additional sources.

The ISO 27002 Norm specifies critical criteria for managing DLP incidents in its

2022 revision (ISO Central Secretary 2022b). First, it emphasizes the need for an

information classification in alerts to prevent unauthorized disclosure of sensitive

data. Second, it requires assessing whether there is an unauthorized disclosure of

data. And third, assessing if the receiver is an untrusted or trusted third party.

Table 12 shows the evaluated and assessed criteria.

Table 12: Evaluation of further Criteria for the Triage Object by ISO Central Secretary (2022b), Control 8.12.

Criteria Relevant? Comment

Information

Classification
Yes

Critical for determining the sensitivity and

priority of the data involved.

Possible

Unauthorized

Disclosure

Yes Critical to determine during the triage process.

Receiver Yes
Essential to identify involved entities and context

of a transmission.
Assessment of Criteria for Inclusion in the Triage Object.

Furthermore, the Adversarial Tactics, Techniques, and Common Knowledge by The

Mitre Corporation (MITRE ATT&CK framework) outlines criteria pertinent to

handling a DLP incident. The MITRE ATT&CK framework, a comprehensive tool

for understanding and addressing security threats, defines protocols and strategies

for incident response and categorization. Within the context of DLP incidents,

the criteria identified primarily concern the protocol utilized, which is email in

the scenario in question. Additionally, the account represents crucial metadata for

accurately assessing the alert. This evaluation is thoroughly documented in Table

13.
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Table 13: Evaluation of further Criteria for the Triage Object by The MITRE Corporation (2021).

Criteria Relevant? Comment

Protocol Used No Considered to be email.

Channel Used No Also considered to be email.

Account Used Yes Essential to identify involved entities.
Assessment of Criteria for Inclusion in the Triage Object.

Finally, a search was conducted for reports explicitly focusing on data leakage to

identify additional relevant criteria. The most authoritative source in this field is

the annual Data Breach Investigations Report published by Verizon, which provides

comprehensive insights into international data leakage incidents verizon business

(2024). A review of the latest reports revealed a consistent structure across editions.

Thus, only the 2024 version was utilized for further analysis. Notably, the reports

provide a detailed distinction between the communication participants, a factor that

proved valuable as an input for the Triage Object, as detailed in Table 14.

Table 14: Evaluation of further Criteria for the Triage Object by verizon business (2024).

Criteria Relevant? Comment

Participants Yes

Distinction between recipients, e.g. internal

employees, trusted business partners, or external

parties.
Assessment of Criteria for Inclusion in the Triage Object.

Finally, the author conducted a structured brainstorming session to identify

additional attributes that could potentially enhance the effectiveness of the triage

process. This session led to the recognition of two key factors as particularly relevant.

Firstly, given the scenario where a DLP alert is triggered, it becomes imperative to

ascertain the specific reasons for highlighting the event(s) in question. Consequently,

the parameters triggering the alert must be analyzed, so they were incorporated into

the Triage Object.
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Secondly, while Metadata had already been discussed by Hauer (2015), the time

when an email was sent was also deemed crucial for a thorough analysis of the alert.

Therefore, these parameters were added to the Triage Object, as detailed in Table

15.

Table 15: Evaluation of further Criteria for the Triage Object by the author.

Criteria Relevant? Comment

Time Sent Yes Essential for analyzing a DLP alert.

DLP rules

violated
Yes Policy violations which triggered the DLP alert.

Assessment of Criteria for Inclusion in the Triage Object.

In the subsequent phase, the criteria identified were transformed into potential

attributes of the Triage Object. Initially, the foundational structure of the Triage

Object, which included Metadata, Content, Context, and Further Attributes, was

reevaluated. An initial mapping of the criteria from Tables 11, 12, 13, and 15

demonstrated that this approach was viable, as illustrated in Figure 19.

It became apparent that the category Further Attributes was superfluous; conse-

quently, due to the attribute(s) regarding specific DLP rules violated, which did not

align well with either content- or context-based approaches, it was replaced by a

distinct category crafted to encompass these elements.

To convert the identified criteria into attributes, a second prototype of the

Triage Object was developed, incorporating these criteria as its attributes. Initially,

attributes derived from the work of Hauer (2015) were integrated.

Subsequent criteria were added in a phased manner. This iterative process

involved multiple refinements and culminated in forming a comprehensive Triage

Object, possessing attributes. This process is depicted in the vector graphic

presented in Figure 19. An in-depth description of the Object derived is provided

in the following section and Figure 20.
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Figure 19: Mapping Identified Attributes into Distinct Categories.

Categories of the
TRIAGE ARTEFACT

Advanced Criteria for Characterizing DLP Incidents
(Hauer, 2015)

Criteria Extrapolated From
(The MITRE Corporation, 2021)

Author's Brainstorming

Data Breach Investigations Report
(Verizon Business, 2024)

ISO 27002:2022, Control 8.12
(ISO Central Secretary, 2022)

Metadata

Criteria Criteria

Criteria

Criteria

Criteria

Content Context DLP Rules Violated

Protocol Used

Time Sent

DLP Rules Violated

Participant
Internal, Trusted Business Partner, External

Information Classification

Possible Unauthorized Disclosure

Receiver
Untrusted / Trusted Third Party

Channel Used

Account Used

Access Mode
Technological, Non-technological

Privilege
Authorized, Non Authorized

Communication Medium
Storage Medium, Endpoint Device, Network

Incident Detection
Int. Autom., Int. Manual, Ext. Autom., Ext. Manual, Other

Identity
Correct, Shared, Stolen

Communication Channel
Permitted and Monitored, Permitted, Forbidden

Reocurrence Risk
Critical, High, Medium, Low

Participant
Internal, Trusted Business Partner, External

Intention
Intentional, Unintentional

Access Point
Inside, Outside

Information Value
Knowledge, Information Data

Data Classification
[...] (as defined by organisation)

Data State
Data in Motion, Data in Use, Data in Transfer

Communication Mode
Visible, Hidden, Encrypted

The attributes were categorized into Metadata, Content, and Context. The initial category labeled Further
Attributes in the Triage Object was renamed to DLP Rules Violated, as no additional attributes beyond these were
identified.

4.1.3.1. Describing the First Version of the Triage Object

The preliminary design of the Triage Object drew inspiration from Object-Oriented

Programming principles, wherein a class is defined by its attributes and methods.

The attributes are intended to be populated with data, while the methods could
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Figure 20: Defining Attributes for the Triage Object.

TRIAGE ARTEFACT
for Evaluation

Advanced Criteria for Characterizing DLP Incidents
(Hauer, 2015)

Criteria Extrapolated From
The MITRE Corporation, 2021

Author's Brainstorming

Data Breach Investigations Report
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ISO 27002:2022, Control 8.12
(ISO Central Secretary, 2022)
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Criteria
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Name, Email Adress, Hostname

Participant 
Internal, Trusted Business Partner, External Protocol Used

Time Sent

DLP Rules Violated

Participant
Internal, Trusted Business Partner, External
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Possible Unauthorized Disclosure

Receiver
Untrusted / Trusted Third Party

Short Content Summary

Sender - Receiver Context:

Business Contact OR Regulator OR

General Public OR Personal / Non-Business OR

Trashmailer OR Unknown

List of Rules Violated
Including Lines Before, During, and After the Violation

Receiver
Email Address

Intention
Intentional, Unintentional Channel Used

Data Classification

Time SentAccess Point
Inside, Outside Account Used

Data Owner (of the data sent)
Organization, Sender, Receiver, Other

Fully Readable
Yes / No

Access Mode
Technological, Non-technological

Information Value
Knowledge, Information Data

Privilege
Authorized, Non Authorized

Communication Medium
Storage Medium, Endpoint Device, Network

Incident Detection
Int. Autom., Int. Manual, Ext. Autom., Ext. Manual, Other

Identity
Correct, Shared, Stolen

Communication Channel
Permitted and Monitored, Permitted, Forbidden

Data Classification
[...] (as defined by organisation)

Data State
Data in Motion, Data in Use, Data in Transfer

Communication Mode
Visible, Hidden, Encrypted

Reocurrence Risk
Critical, High, Medium, Low

Possible Obfuscated Content Detected
Yes / No

The criteria identified before were added as attributes in the Triage Object.

potentially manipulate or interact with this data. The initial idea of conceptualizing

the Triage Object as a class, incorporating both attributes and potentially methods

in the future, was seen as conductive to facilitating automation efforts.

However, this approach was reevaluated and ultimately abandoned following

the integration of criteria from Tables 11, 12, 13, and 15. It became apparent

that the required data structure to represent the Triage Object effectively was too

complex to depict adequately through simple key-value pairs. This complexity

necessitated the implementation of a nested structure, as known from JSON or

XML, to articulate the relationships and functionalities within the Triage Object

clearly. So, the organizational structure of the Triage Object is thus aligned with

standard programming practices used for storing, transmitting, and reconstructing

data, such as in JSON or XML formats.

As depicted in Figure 21, the Triage Object is structured into the principal

categories of Metadata, Content, Context, and DLP Rules Violated, constituting
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the highest level of the data object’s hierarchy. For clarity, these levels are referred

to as categories.

Figure 21: A First Version of Triage Object.

TRIAGE OBJECT
for Evaluation

Metadata

Content

Context

DLP Rules Violated

Sender
Name, Email Address, Hostname

Short Content Summary

Sender - Receiver Context:

Business Contact OR Regulator OR

General Public OR Personal / Non-Business OR

Trashmailer OR Unknown

List of Rules Violated
Including Lines Before, During, and After the Violation

Receiver
Email Address

Data Classification

Time Sent

Data Owner (of the data sent)
Organization, Sender, Receiver, Other

Fully Readable
Yes / No

Possible Obfuscated Content Detected
Yes / No

As shown in Figure 19, the criteria identified were added as attributes to form a first version of the Triage Object.



Chapter IV – Concepts and Implementation 163

Figure 22: Illustration of a Completed Metadata Section within the Triage Object.

Metadata

Sender

Name: John Doe
Email Address: johndoe@example.com
Hostname: host1.example.com

Receiver

Email Address: receiver1@example.com
Email Address: receiver2@example.com

Time Sent: 2023-06-26T12:00:00Z

The sub-categories Sender and Receiver include multiple attributes that have been filled out. In contrast, the Time
Sent category contains only a single value.

Within these categories are sub-categories such as Sender, Receiver, or Time Sent.

These sub-categories serve dual functions: they may be populated with values

during the triage process as actual attributes or as headers encompassing multiple

key-value pairs.

To illustrate this, consider the Metadata category: within it, the sub-category

Sender functions as a header that includes attributes such as Name, Email Address,

and Hostname, which are organized into key-value pairs. The Receiver sub-category

contains the attribute Email Addresses, where each recipient of an email generates

a new key and value. The Time Sent sub-category has no subordinated attributes,

so a single value is assigned during the triage process.

An example depicting the Metadata section of the Triage Object with populated

values following a triage is presented in Figure 22.

The Metadata category encompasses data gathered during the email transaction.

Details such as the sender’s name, email, and hostname are crucial for identifying

the person who sent the email and the endpoint from which the transmission
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was initiated. Additionally, the recipient and the time the email was sent are

essential for subsequent analysis. While other metadata like IP addresses are

recorded during transmission, they were not deemed pertinent for the initial alert

analysis. However, such data could become crucial during the incident management

process, particularly in situations where it is necessary to determine whether the

account owner authored the email or if the account was compromised. Nonetheless,

the metadata outlined seemed adequate to assess whether an email transmission

constitutes a policy violation or not.

For the content, it is paramount to ascertain whether the email can be thoroughly

analyzed or contains encrypted or obfuscated segments. Although the full content

of the email was not considered critically relevant, a concise summary may suffice

for the triage process. Moreover, data classification remains vital in determining

whether a policy violation occurred.

Beyond determining the data classification, it becomes essential to understand the

context of the transmission. To this end, the following categories were established:

• Business Contact: Set to true if the incident involves data related to business

contacts, such as stakeholders or clients.

• Regulator: Set to true when regulatory bodies are stakeholders of the

communication, so for example if an employee of a bank sends sensitive

data to the banking supervision.

• General Public: Set to true when a public entity is the recipient, such as a local

city office, a university, a school, etc.

• Personal / Non-Business: Set to true when the relationship between the

employee and the recipient is of a personal nature rather than professional.

• Trashmailer: Set to true when suggesting that the communication occurs via

disposable email services, which are often used for obfuscating identities in

unauthorized transactions.
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Figure 23: Example of the Context Flags.

Context

Business Contact: true
Regulator: true
General Public: false
Personal / Non-Business: false
Trashmailer: false

The incident was flagged due to the nature of the transmission, which involved communication with a business
contact and a regulatory body, suggesting that sensitive data may have been included without indicating a policy
violation.

The concept involves utilizing these categories as boolean flags within the Triage

Object, with each value being designated as either true or false. An illustration of

this implementation is provided in Figure 23.

The depicted Triage Object appeared comprehensive and appropriate, prompting

the decision to incorporate it as such into the evaluation process.

4.1.4. Goals

The overarching objective was to address research questions RQ2 and partly RQ3,

focusing on how the triage process for an email-based DLP incident should be

executed.

The specific goal was to evaluate the Triage Object as depicted in Figure 21

to provide an answer to RQ2. This entailed refining the Triage Object based on

an evaluation and assessing which identified attributes can be reliably acquired

automatically.

So, the decision was made to evaluate the Triage Object, as illustrated in Figure 21,

as a presentation goal, including additional explanation in this chapter. Considering

that the development of the Triage Object represents an intermediate step toward
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the broader objective of automating additional components of the triage process,

this presentation format was deemed adequate.

4.1.5. Selection

Various methods, including case studies, ethnographic research, and expert

interviews, would have been available in qualitative research to evaluate the triage

object. Each method offers distinct advantages depending on the depth of analysis

required and the context of the study.

The method selected to evaluate the Triage Object was to perform expert

interviews because they are recognized as a valuable tool for qualitative research

(Meuser and Nagel 2009, p. 17). This choice was driven by the need for in-depth,

specialized insights from professionals with direct experience in the triage of alarms,

ensuring a focused and informed assessment of the Triage Object’s applicability

and effectiveness.

In particular, Semi-Structured Interviews (SSIs) were identified as an appropriate

methodology for this deeper inquiry because they are especially suited for gaining

specialized insights (Bogner and Menz (2009, pp. 47–48), W. C. Adams (2015)).

Several factors justified the selection of this interview format. First, the inherent

flexibility of SSIs allows for adaptive questioning, enabling an in-depth exploration

of complex or particularly relevant areas as they arise during the conversation. This

flexibility is indispensable for engaging with expert knowledge and facilitating

the comprehensive exploration of complex subjects. Second, SSIs encourage

thoroughly examining experts’ knowledge and experiences, promoting a dialogue

where experts can discuss complex details of the data object. This approach helps

uncover insights that might remain elusive in more structured interview formats.

Finally, the rich contextual detail provided by SSIs captures the nuances of experts’

perspectives within their professional contexts. Such detail is crucial for situating

the data object within a broader theoretical and practical context, thus enriching
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the empirical contributions of the research (Flick 2014, 366ff.).

4.1.6. Methods

The SSIs were conducted by the methodologies proposed by W. C. Adams (2015).

This approach was selected due to the authors’ specific focus on guiding qualitative

research in relatively unexplored areas. Therefore, the ensuing sections follow the

framework detailed by W. C. Adams (2015).

4.1.6.1. Selecting Respondents and Arranging Interviews

Identifying individuals who qualify as experts presents a significant challenge in

qualitative research (Flick 2014, p. 400).

Initially, it was determined by the author of this dissertation that only experts

specifically versed in SIEM or DLP would be considered for interviews. This

decision substantially narrowed the pool of potential candidates. Although few

individuals with expertise in the broader field of information security were readily

available, those with specialized knowledge in SIEM or DLP are scarce. This scarcity

comes from these systems being costly, and only well-resourced organizations

typically invest in them. However, it was deemed essential that only those

with hands-on experience analyzing alerts would qualify as suitable interview

participants.

In literature, the appropriate number of experts to interview is discussed

controversially. A concrete number is not explicitly defined by W. C. Adams

(2015). While the figure of twelve is sometimes mentioned (Guest et al. 2006), the

consensus is that interviews should continue until no new substantive insights are

gained, indicating data saturation.

To this end, individuals from the author’s direct and extended professional
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circles who met the hands-on criteria for triaging alerts and had at least one

year of professional experience were approached. This process identified five

individuals willing to participate. It was resolved that interviews would be

conducted with these individuals first. Then, a determination would be made

regarding whether data saturation has been achieved. Should further interviews

be necessary, significant efforts would be required to locate additional suitable

participants. Before conducting the interviews, all participants received a consent

form detailing data usage and privacy policies, which is included in Appendix 2.2..

4.1.6.2. Drafting Questions and the Interview Guide

The interview was structured through an iterative process. A preliminary version

was crafted, heavily formed by RQ2. So, at first key questions were formulated to

maintain a clear focus.

Subsequently, the structure underwent several revisions to ensure a coherent

and logical flow, minimizing the need for interviewees to switch between several

sub-topics. The interview format was then assessed against the recommendations

provided by W. C. Adams (2015) to ensure it meets scientific standards. The final

interview questionnaire is documented in Appendix 2.1..

To prepare interviewees for the session, the structure and purpose of the interview

were explained at the outset, along with background information on the dissertation.

Considering that all interviewees were non-native English speakers, they were

informed that the interview could be paused at any time to look up definitions

or vocabulary. Respondents were also provided an option to answer in their

native language, with translations to be done later, although this option was not

exercised by any interviewee. Additionally, some participants were unfamiliar with

the semi-structured interview format; thus, it was clarified that there were no right

or wrong answers, and the interviewer would remain neutral throughout. The

interview duration was pre-tested with an individual with a basic understanding
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of IT security to refine question clarity and ensure the timing was appropriate,

respecting the participants’ time. At last, a test interview was conducted with

someone familiar with IT security and the triage process from a management

perspective to verify the suitability of all elements. Interviewees were also informed

at the beginning that they could skip questions, and clarity was confirmed before

the recording began.

The interview commenced with simple questions as an introduction to ease

participants into the discussion. Initial inquiries about professional backgrounds

(SE.1 and SE.2) were used to confirm that the author’s selection of participants

aligned with the interviewees’ perspectives. At this single point, the SSI adopted

a mixed-methods approach by asking respondents to rate their knowledge on a

five-point Likert scale, being later able to compare their professional status.

During the main interview phase (Questions M.1 - M.6), interviewees were

initially prompted to think of DLP scenarios regarding email communication for

two reasons. Firstly, the familiarity with the subject matter made it an accessible

query for those well-versed in the field. Secondly, the discussed use cases could

be directly used for developing automation scenarios regarding for RQ3 at a later

stage. Subsequently, participants were asked about the data necessary to triage the

alerts that had been previously considered. This question was crucial to ensure that

the Triage Object did not overlook any vital attributes.

Following this, the initial draft of the Triage Object was presented to the

interviewees for a comprehensive review and discussion.

Additionally, during the main phase, interviewees were asked about which

attributes could already be automatically retrieved, addressing RQ3 again.

The closing phase (CL.1 and CL.2) involved asking if the interviewees had

any additional comments before expressing gratitude and explaining how their

responses would be utilized.
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All interviews were performed via Video Conferencing. They were conducted in a

knowledgeable yet humble and open-minded manner, without asserting superiority

over the respondents, adhering to the guidelines recommended by W. C. Adams

(2015).

4.1.7. Qualitative Content Analysis

The qualitative content analysis was conducted using the approach proposed by

Mayring (2014, 54ff.). This methodological framework stands out for its ability

to systematically transform a large body of text into a structured and concise

summary of key components. It enhances interpretability while maintaining a solid

connection to the theoretical underpinnings of the research questions. Mayring’s

approach involves several structured steps that commence with the definition and

delineation of the material. This is followed by a thorough analysis of the situation

from which the material originates, assessing its formal characteristics to inform the

direction of the analysis.

Critical steps in Mayring’s model include the theoretical differentiation of problem

components, which guides the determination of specific analytical techniques, and

establishing a procedural model tailored to the research objectives. This phase leads

to defining content analytical units, which is essential for systematically categorizing

the data.

The core of Mayring’s method revolves around a sequence of analytical procedures

employing the category system. This system plays a pivotal role in the analysis, as

it guides the process of summarizing, performing inductive category development,

explicating context, and structuring content deductively or through a mixed-method

approach. After these categories are applied and the data are processed, there is

a critical re-evaluation phase where the category system is reassessed and aligned

with theoretical frameworks and the original material. This iterative process ensures

that the interpretations of the results are closely tied to both the empirical data and
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the broader theoretical context. Finally, the approach demands strict adherence to

quality criteria for content-analytical methods, ensuring the reliability and validity

of the findings.

This section analyzes and evaluates the interviews performed using this methodo-

logical framework, with the objective of ensuring that RQ2 is comprehensively

addressed.

4.1.7.1. Development of Category System

The theoretical framework for the category development was rooted in the

interview guide. Each main category and corresponding subcategories were

derived from its key topics and objectives, ensuring that each category directly

reflected specific research questions.

Forming the category system was an iterative process. Before finalizing it,

a pilot test was conducted to validate the initial categories’ applicability and

comprehensiveness. This pilot involved a preliminary analysis of two interviews

using the drafted categories. The aim was to identify discrepancies, redundancies,

or gaps in the category system. Insights from the pilot test led to refinements in

category definitions and new subcategories to better capture the data’s nuances

related to self-assessed IT security monitoring skills and the detailed aspects of the

DLP scenario descriptions.

The categories were then organized into a structured table, facilitating the

analysis. Each main category, such as Professional Background and Quantitative

Self-Assessment, was designed to capture distinct aspects of the interviewees’

professional expertise and perceptions.

Subcategories such as Roles and Responsibilities, Expertise in IT Security, and Types of

Data Leakage Scenarios allowed a detailed examination of the dimensions, regarding

DLP practices and challenges interviewees mentioned.
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Table 16 presents the final category system, which visually represents the

structuring of interview data into analyzable units.
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Table 16: Development of the Category System.

ID Main Category Subcategory Details

Warm-up

1. Professional

Background

Roles Captures specific roles participants mention

Responsibilities Captures specific responsibilities participants mention

Experience in

Cybersecurity

Reflects on the years of experience or depth of

experience in cybersecurity.

2. Quantitative self

assessment

Expertise in IT

Security

Levels of agreement or disagreement about

self-perceived expertise.

Main Phase

3. DLP Scenarios Types of Data

Leakage

Scenarios

Category for the three types of scenario described,

focused on different leakage contexts.

4. Brainstorming

on Ideal Data

Fields

Crucial Data

Attributes

Captures what data participants consider essential for

triage decisions (True Positive vs. False Positive).

5. Presentation of

the Triage Data

Object

Metadata

Attributes

Attributes related to the metadata part of the data object.

Content

Attributes

Attributes related to the content part of the data object.

Context

Attributes

Attributes related to the context in which data is used or

handled.

DLP Rules

Violated

Attributes

Specific DLP rules that are noted as violated in the

scenarios.

6. Detailed

Discussion on

the Object

Missing

Attributes

Identifies what attributes participants feel are missing

from the data object.

Superfluous

Attributes

Identifies attributes participants consider unnecessary or

redundant.

Incident

Determination

Capability

Whether participants believe they can determine if an

alert is an incident based on the provided data object

alone.

7. Automation

Potential

Automatically

Checkable Fields

Fields that can be retrieved automatically by the DLP

system.

Closing Phase

8. Final Reflections

and Suggestions

Observations

and Suggestions

Captures any additional insights, observations, or

suggestions participants provide.
Comprehensive categorization of the interviews regarding the initial version of the Triage Object.
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4.1.7.2. Integrated Analysis Process

Content-bearing text passages were first paraphrased to distill the essence of

the interview data. This involved rewriting the respondents’ answers into a

concise, standardized format while retaining the original meaning. The purpose

of paraphrasing was to reduce the complexity and variability of natural language,

making the subsequent analysis stages more manageable and focused. For instance,

detailed narratives about personal responsibilities in cybersecurity were condensed

into brief, factual statements, aligning with predefined subcategories such as Roles

and Responsibilities under the Professional Background category.

Following paraphrasing, responses were generalized to a level of abstraction

just below the theoretical constructs guiding the research. This process involved

rewriting the paraphrases into more generalized statements that could be systemati-

cally compared and contrasted across different interviews. So, generalization

allowed the identification of patterns and themes that extended beyond individual

experiences.

The first reduction phase was crucial in minimizing redundancy. This step

involved reviewing the paraphrased text for semantically identical statements and

merging them into singular representations. This process ensured that unique data

points were carried forward into the analytical framework, enhancing clarity for the

analyst.

The second reduction phase involved binding, constructing, and integrating

paraphrases at the envisaged level of abstraction. During this phase, similar

paraphrases were combined to form a cohesive narrative that captured the essence of

the participants’ experiences and insights, mainly focusing on the critical attributes

identified in the Brainstorming on Ideal Data Fields category.

Then, initial categorization was conducted based on the theoretical framework

and the emergent themes from the paraphrasing and generalization steps. Each
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paraphrase was assigned to a specific category, such as Types of Data Leakage Scenarios

or Crucial Data Attributes, predetermined from the research questions and the

interview guide. The categories were continually refined throughout the analysis.

This refinement was based on iterative feedback cycles, as explained before. The final

categorization was achieved after ensuring that all data were accurately represented

and that the categories provided a comprehensive framework for answering the

research questions.

The final categorization of the interviews is detailed in Appendix 2.4., representing

the culmination of the integrated analysis process and serving as the foundation

for this study’s subsequent discussion and conclusions.

4.1.7.3. Analysis and Findings

During the Warm-up Phase of the interviews, it became evident that all participants

possessed a technical background. While some interviewees are still actively

engaged in day-to-day cybersecurity operations, other hold positions such as CEO

of a cybersecurity firm.

The self-assessment segment revealed that all participants considered themselves

experts in the field of cybersecurity, as illustrated in Figure 24. An intriguing

divergence was observed among the participants in this phase, also depicted in

Figure 24: while some experts strongly affirmed their proficiency in SIEM and DLP

operations and recognized good knowledge in process design within this domain,

others perceived their strengths conversely. One participant strongly agreed with

all three statements regarding their expertise and experience.

The majority of the participants had professional experience ranging from ten to

twenty years, with only one individual having two and a half years of experience in

the field of cybersecurity.

Asked for DLP scenarios regarding the use of email, all participants consistently
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Figure 24: Expert Self-Assessment in Cybersecurity.

Stro
ngly 

Agree

Agree

Neutra
l

Disa
gree

Stro
ngly 

Disa
gree

0

1

2

3

4

5

C
ou

nt
s

Cybersecurity Expert Expert in SIEM / DLP Expert in Triage Process Design

Stro
ngly 

Agree

Agree

Neutra
l

Disa
gree

Stro
ngly 

Disa
gree

0.0

1.0

2.0

3.0

C
ou

nt
s

Stro
ngly 

Agree

Agree

Neutra
l

Disa
gree

Stro
ngly 

Disa
gree

0.0

1.0

2.0

3.0

C
ou

nt
s

Distribution of Expertise and Experience among Participants.

identified the same three scenarios at an abstract level:

1. Confidential data was mistakenly sent externally.

2. Confidential data is deliberately sent externally.

3. External attacks result in unauthorized data access, with the compromised

data sent to the attacker via email.

Concerning the Triage Object, the consensus was generally approving; only minor

modifications were suggested, affirming its completeness. Interviewee #1 pointed

out that there could be alerts where the captured data might not suffice, aligning

with Interviewee #3 who emphasized that more comprehensive data availability

enhances an analyst’s ability to accurately determine whether an alert is a True

Positive or False Positive.

Due to some misinterpretation among some interviewees, the discussions around

data classification revealed the need to split this attribute. On one hand, an email

can be subjectively classified by a user sending the email in question - a classification

manually assigned by using a plugin of the email program in use that may not be

reliable, assuming an attacker might intentionally misrepresent the criticality of the

data. On the other hand, a more objective data classification can be performed,

aligning with the organization’s policies.
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Other factors pertinent to the incident management team, which handles an

incident after the triage, were mentioned. However, these aspects, such as the

authenticity of the sender’s identity or whether the sender had legitimate access to

the data sent, are beyond the scope of the triage.

Lastly, it was mentioned that indicators related to the historical email interactions

between the sender and the recipient could be beneficial. Interviewee #1 suggested

that additional indicators, such as other open alerts concerning the suspect, might be

informative. Both, Interviewee #1 and Interviewee #3 proposed that the employment

status of the involved employee could serve as another helpful indicator.

The experts broadly agreed that a DLP system could automatically capture all

elements within the metadata category and any policies violated. Additionally,

a classification flag set by the user can be retrievable by the DLP system without

manual intervention.

Upon completion of the interviews, it was determined that the information

obtained had reached a point of saturation. Consequently, the decision was made to

conclude the interview process. This decision was favorable due to the considerable

time investment required to conduct additional interviews, especially considering

that the author’s extensive network had already been extensively utilized in this

research phase.

4.1.7.4. Interpretation of Results

Three key insights emerged from the interviews and subsequent analysis:

First, the triage process is inherently individualized. As previously suspected, a

universal solution is impractical. Therefore, the evaluated Triage Object discussed

further in Section 4.1.7.5. should be regarded merely as an initial starting point.

While it may suffice for most triage scenarios, there will always be exceptions where

the Triage Object’s limitations become apparent, necessitating the assessment of
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additional data. This may be necessary when the triage process requires insights

from SMEs, particularly when an initial estimation of the data classification is not

feasible for an analyst unfamiliar with the topic. This is only one of many scenarios,

showing the complexity of the process.

Second, from an analyst’s perspective, setting aside data protection and privacy

concerns for a theoretical assessment means that the more data available to an

analyst, the more thorough the examination of an alert can be. However, there is a

threshold beyond which data becomes overwhelming, akin to searching for a needle

in a haystack. However, as noted by Interviewee #1 current DLP systems, which

operate independently of systems like email gateways or SIEMs, are far away from

the point of data oversaturation regarding a single alert.

Third, while it is well-established that metadata and triggered DLP rules within

a DLP system can be automatically retrieved, there currently appears to be no

reliable method for automatically gathering accurate data concerning content and

context-based categories. This highlights a significant gap in the capabilities of

existing DLP systems to fully automate the triage process.

4.1.7.5. Evaluation

As depicted in Figure 25, the refined version of the Triage Object incorporates

feedback from the interviewees.

The Classification attribute was initially split into Data Classification, based on the

organizational policy, and a User-Set Classification Flag representing user inputs.
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Figure 25: Triage Object before and after Evaluation.

TRIAGE OBJECT
BEFORE Evaluation

Metadata

Content

Context

DLP Rules Violated

Sender 
Name, E-Mail Address, Hostname

Short Content Summary

Sender - Receiver Context:

Business Contact OR Regulator OR

General Public OR Personal / Non-Business OR

Trashmailer OR Unknown

List of Rules Violated
Including Lines Before, During, and After the Violation

Receiver
E-Mail Address

Data Classification

Time Sent

Data Owner (of the data sent)
Organization, Sender, Receiver, Other

Fully Readable
Yes / No

Possible Obfuscated Content Detected
Yes / No

TRIAGE OBJECT
AFTER Evaluation

Metadata

Content

Context

DLP Rules Violated

Sender 
Name, E-Mail Address, Hostname

Short Content Summary

Sender - Receiver Context:

Business Contact OR Regulator OR

General Public OR Personal / Non-Business OR

Trashmailer OR Unknown

List of Rules Violated
Including Lines Before, During, and After the Violation

Indicators

E-Mail Classification Flag (Set by User)

Sender-Recipient Interaction History

Receiver
E-Mail Address

Policy-Based Data Classification

Time Sent

Data Owner (of the data sent)
Organization, Sender, Receiver, Other

Fully Readable
Yes / No

Possible Obfuscated Content Detected
Yes / No

Custom Relevance Indicators
E.g. Employment Status, Previous Incidents, etc.

A

A
M

A

A / M

A / M

M

M

Data within this category can be automatically retrieved.

Data within this category can only be manually retrieved.

Depending on the tools of an organization and its data maintenance, 
data from this category can either be automatically or manually retrieved.

The figure compares the Triage Object before (left) and after (right) evaluation, highlighting the division of the
Classification attribute and the addition of the Indicators category..

Subsequently, the Indicators category was introduced. It is essential to underscore

that these indicators serve their nominal function - they indicate potential evidence

but are not definitively predictive of behavior. A comprehensive literature review

revealed no substantial evidence to suggest, for example, that an email sent to

a recipient for the first time is more likely to violate policies than someone who
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has previously sent numerous emails to the same recipient. Similarly, no robust

data supports the notion that employees nearing termination are more likely to

disclose confidential information. Thus, while this category may be utilized by

analysts who find it subjectively useful, there is no empirical evidence to suggest

that incorporating these indicators affects the efficacy of the triage process.

Finally, categories were labeled with A, M, or A/M, where A denotes attributes

that can be automatically retrieved by systems, M indicates the need for manual

retrieval for reliable data, and A/M suggests that automatic retrieval is possible

in theory but depends heavily on the specific infrastructure of the company. For

example, whether a recipient is on a trusted third-party list might be automated.

However, the Context category was assigned M, reflecting the necessity to verify the

context of the email besides these facts.

4.1.8. Outcome

The Triage Object depicted in Figure 25 represents the outcome of the qualitative

assessment of the triage process.

Although RQ2 cannot be answered entirely as detailed in Section 4.1.7.4., this

model, to the author’s best knowledge, is the first to offer a comprehensive and

scientifically grounded framework for conducting the triage process. Despite

previously mentioned limitations, this version of the Triage Object can facilitate

triaging most DLP alerts.

The inquiry posed by RQ3, concerning the extent to which the triage process can be

automated, has been definitively addressed with support from expert feedback. This

feedback aligns with the reviewed literature, which concurs that there is currently

no reliable method to automatically ascertain comprehensive and reliable data on

the content or context.

Lastly, Figure 26 presents a scenario illustrating how a completed Triage Object
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Figure 26: Example of a Completed Triage Object for a DLP Incident.

Triage Object Example

Metadata

Sender

Name: John Doe
Email Address: johndoe@personalmailaccount.com
Hostname: host1.example.com

Receiver

Email Address: receiver1@example.com
Email Address: receiver2@example.com

Time Sent: 2023-06-26T12:00:00Z

Content

Short Content Summary: A credit agreement over 10 Million Dollars
Policy-Based Data Classification: HIGHLY RESTRICTED
Data Owner: John Doe, CFO
Fully Readable: Yes
Possible Obfuscation: No

Context

Business Contact: No
Regulator: No
General Public: No
Personal / Non-Business Contact: Yes
Trashmailer: No
Unknown: No

DLP Rules Violated

Policy Violation 1: Freemailer > 5 MB

Indicators

Email(s) sent to receiver previously: 0
Employee terminated: Yes

Filled-out Triage Object for a potential DLP incident involving an email containing highly restricted data sent to a
personal email address.
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might appear once all attributes have been populated during the triage process.
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In practice, a DLP analyst would fill out the Triage Model from the previous

chapter for each DLP alert detected and subsequently verify whether an alert

constitutes an incident based on the provided facts. The central experiment of this

chapter aimed to determine whether an LLM could also reliably perform this task.

So, this chapter presents an experimental setup focused on the automation of the

triage process for DLP alerts by using an LLM. The design, technical implementation,

and subsequent evaluation of this setup are described, addressing RQ3.

The Triage Object created and evaluated in the previous chapter was designed

explicitly for email alerts. A bottom-up approach was necessitated due to the

impracticality of developing a generic Triage Object applicable to all conceivable

DLP scenarios. Consequently, this chapter also adopts a bottom-up approach.

So, the solution built is tailored for DLP alerts related to email. Although this

focus introduces certain limitations to the solution, extrapolation to other specific

scenarios, such as the suspicious upload of data via the web, should be feasible with

manageable efforts.

Initially, a fictional organizational environment was established for triaging alerts.

So, a realistic email test set needed to be constructed, comprising hundreds of alerts

and benign events. Additionally, policies were formulated to ensure that email

alerts could be evaluated against a comprehensive set of policies. Finally, a short

playbook detailing the assessment procedures for alerts was also developed.

In this fictional environment, three experiments were conducted: The primary

experiment evaluated the efficacy of an LLM compared to a DLP analyst, aiming to

determine whether the performance of an LLM is sufficiently promising to support

or even replace DLP analysts in the future.

Following the initial experiment, the hypothesis was made that the LLM would

excel in a specific scenario. To validate this hypothesis, a second experiment was

conducted to test its antithesis. It examined whether the setup is also proficient at

classifying non-incidents with a high accuracy.
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While the second experiment focused on a scenario in which the LLM demonstra-

ted strong performance, the third experiment explored a scenario in which the LLM

performed poorly. Therefore, it was investigated whether an internal attacker could

deliberately exploit the vulnerability of a so called prompt injection.

Each of the three experiments conducted is aligned with the scientific method

(Gauch 2003, p. 11). Initially, observations were recorded, research topics were

identified, and a hypotheses was formulated. Subsequently, this hypotheses was

tested through an experiment, followed by data analysis. At the conclusion of

each section, topics for further research are proposed, and a conclusion is drawn

regarding the probability, based on the data received from the experiments, that

LLMs might reliably support or even replace DLP analysts shortly.

5.1. Establishing a Fictional Test Environment

To the best of the author’s knowledge, no realistic DLP test set was available.

So, at first, therefore, a test set was developed using the Enron Email dataset (US

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 2015).

Second, merely possessing a test set was insufficient to evaluate the capabilities of

an LLM, acting as a DLP analyst. Clear guidelines for the evaluation of alerts were

needed. These guidelines ensured that decisions were comprehensible and that

consistent conclusions were reached when assessing emails potentially involving

incidents. So, policies were established. These rules are arbitrary; however, efforts

were made to closely simulate a realistic business environment.

5.1.1. Development of a Dataset

During the expert interviews, respondents were asked to think of email-based

DLP incidents, as detailed in Section 4.1.7.3.. Two scenarios identified by almost
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every interviewee align with the definition of DLP as provided in Section 3.3.:

• Accidental Disclosure Scenario: An incident where an employee accidentally

sends data to an unintended email address. For example, a scenario with

an ongoing personal- and business-correspondence between Alice and Bob

was considered. At any time, Alice mistakenly sends sensitive data to

Bob’s personal email address instead of his business email address. While

this scenario might appear atypical, such incidents can occur if Alice had

previously corresponded with Bob’s personal email for non-work-related

matters, such as coordinating social activities or jointly organizing a gift for

their supervisor.

• Intentional Leakage Scenario: A scenario involving an employee who

intentionally sends sensitive data to an unauthorized email address. For

instance, a salesperson might transmit customer data to their personal email

after tendering his resignation.

To evaluate the performance of LLMs in the context of the two described scenarios

(addressing RQ3), it was necessary to use or develop a dataset that allows both

technical evaluation and performance measurement of LLMs.

There are numerous datasets utilized for varied information security purposes,

as described by Al-Mhiqani et al. (2020) in Table 3.2.3 or by Avila et al. (2021)

in Table 3. To the best of the authors’ knowledge, no dataset used aligns with

the requirements for conducting benchmarks on a DLP system tailored to the

aforementioned scenarios. Many studies in DLP are using synthetic datasets, not

specially designed for simulating DLP incidents, or proprietary test sets that are

not publicly accessible. Other studies comprise emails without attachments, such

as the TWOS dataset (Harilal et al. 2017). This is a common practice in most DLP

studies, even in those focussing on email (Faiz et al. 2020); however, this approach

was deemed inadequate for the specific use cases investigated in this study.

Consequently, the search commenced for a dataset that meets the criteria
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necessary for simulating DLP incidents.

5.1.2. Dataset Requirements

To build a dataset, requirements were gathered to adequately simulate the

Accidental Disclosure Scenario and the Intentional Leakage Scenario. Therefore,

it was necessary to create incidents for both scenarios to evaluate the accurate

classification of incidents. Additionally, generating harmless emails was also

required to assess the correct classification of benign events. This involved revisiting

various papers from the literature review phase to ascertain the necessary criteria.

Table 17 was subsequently evaluated as the foundational framework for the dataset

requirements.

Table 17: Requirements for a realistic DLP email dataset.

Nr. Req. Comment

1 Realistic Email
Content

The dataset shall include typical business communications,
including both innocuous and sensitive information exchanges.

2 Email Metadata The dataset shall include realistic email metadata (e.g., sender,
recipient, date, time, subject line).

3 Variety of Email
Attachments

Attachments in various formats (e.g., PDFs, Word, Excel) shall be
included, reflecting realistic operational scenarios.

4 Inclusion of Edge
Cases

Edge cases shall be included to evaluate the performance under
less common or ambiguous scenarios.

5
Representative
Sample of User
Behaviors

The dataset shall reflect a range of user behaviors, including typical
day-to-day activities as well as non-standard actions.

6 Privacy
Considerations Compliance with privacy laws and regulations shall be ensured.

7 Temporal Diversity Email exchanges from various times and dates shall be included.

8 Simulated DLP
Incidents

The dataset shall incorporate simulated scenarios of both
intentional and accidental data leaks to evaluate the scenarios
described above.

9
Balanced Classes of
True Positives and
True Negatives

It was seen to be crucial to balance the number of true positive and
true negative instances to avoid model bias.

10 Annotation and
Labeling

Each email and attachment shall be labeled for presence or absence
of DLP concerns.

Requirements for constructing a realistic dataset for simulating an email-related DLP triage by an LLM.

Considering these requirements, all datasets listed in Table 3 of Avila et al.

(2021) as well as the TWOS dataset (Harilal et al. 2017) were systematically
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evaluated to determine the most suitable dataset to meet all specified criteria.

The Enron Email Dataset, described by Klimt and Yang (2004), emerged as the

best fit. It is a comprehensive collection of email communications from the

Enron Corporation, made public during the legal investigations following the

company’s collapse in 2001. It contains half a million email interactions among

Enron employees, encompassing various subjects, dates, and attachments, making

it a valuable resource for research in information security. It is available in

several versions (CALO Project 2015). The original version released by the US

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, obtained from archive.org, was chosen

(US Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 2015). It includes the original emails

with attachments, as well as a version of the emails and attachments converted

to plain text, offering substantial benefits for modification and subsequent use in

programming environments. Also, all emails are mapped in XML files. The whole

dataset is published under the Creative Commons Attribution 3.0 license.

Table 18: Requirements for a realistic DLP email dataset mapped against the Enron Email Dataset.

Nr. Req. Fulfilled Comment

1 Realistic Email
Content Yes The dataset constitutes real-world data.

2 Email Metadata Yes The dataset includes fields for Sender, Recipient,
Subject, Date, and Time.

3 Variety of Email
Attachments Yes Derived from original emails and transformed to txt

files.

4 Inclusion of Edge
Cases Yes The dataset constitutes real-world data including

edge cases.

5
Representative
Sample of User
Behaviors

Yes The dataset constitutes real-world data.

6 Privacy
Considerations Yes Dataset is publicly available.

7 Temporal Diversity Yes The dataset encompasses data spanning more than a
year.

8 Simulated DLP
Incidents No Requires manually adding incidents.

9
Balanced Classes of
True Positives and
True Negatives

No Requires manually adding incidents.

10 Annotation and
Labeling No Requires manual labeling.

Requirements for constructing a realistic dataset for simulating an email-related DLP triage by an LLM and their
fulfillment by the Enron Email Dataset.
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This dataset’s significant advantage is that it comprises real-world data from an

actual corporation. Moreover, the emails, spanning from 1999 to 2001, provide a

richness of content that surpasses what synthetic datasets typically offer.

However, the dataset does not meet three specific requirements, as illustrated in

Table 18: As outlined in Requirement 8, the dataset shall contain incidents. So, these

incidents needed to be manually added later. Similarly, Requirement 9 requires a

balance between incidents and non-incidents, naturally absent in such a real-world

dataset. Additionally, the emails are not labeled (Requirement 10) in terms of their

classification or whether they might contain any incidents.

These three shortcomings are addressed in the following sections.

5.1.3. Adapting the Enron Dataset

To satisfy Requirement 8, a mechanism for generating incidents was implemented

by using the programming language Python.

As outlined before, incidents were required to be developed for two specific

scenarios: the Accidental Disclosure Scenario and the Intentional Leakage Scenario.

To simulate the first scenario, where a user accidentally sends data to a personal

email address, a Python implementation was written, allowing the modification of

emails from the Enron Email Dataset. This algorithm manipulates an email’s TO

field, adding an additional recipient. With a 50 percent probability, it simulates

the sender accidentally including their own freemail address. For example, if the

original recipients of an email from John.Doe@enron.com were alice@business.com

and bob@business.com, the sender’s alternate address, such as john.doe@gmail.com

or john.doe@mail.ru might be added. Alternatively, there is a 50 percent chance of

a simulated scenario where the sender accidentally includes a colleague’s personal

mail address. In this case, a randomly generated colleague is created using Python’s

Faker library, which randomly creates a first and last name. As before, a random
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freemail address is used as a suffix from a list a freemail addresses. In this case, the

new recipient added to the recipients’ list might look like charlie.smith@gmail.com.

The entire process is illustrated in Figure 27.

Figure 27: Generating a Single Email for Scenario 1: Simulating an Accidental Transmission to a Personal Address.

Simulate Accidental Sending of Email 
to User’s Own Personal Address

1. Take the Sender's Name
2. Take a Random Freemailer from List
3. Combine Name + Freemail Address
4. Add the New Receiver

Simulate Accidental Sending of Email 
to a Colleague's Personal Address

1. Generate Fictional Name
2. Take a Random Freemailer from List
3. Combine Name + Freemail Address
4. Add the New Receiver

50 % Chance 50 % Chance

List of 
Freemailers:

yahoo.com, gmail.
com, mail.ru, 

trashmail.com, ...

Random
Name

Generator

Random
Choice

Take a Harmless Email from 
the Enron Email Dataset

New Email (Incident) New Email (Incident)

Original Email

Date: Tue, 6 Feb 2001 14:13:00 -0800 (PST)
From: John.Doe@enron.com

To: alice@business.com, bob@business.com, 
JohnDoe@mail.ru
...

Date: Tue, 6 Feb 2001 14:13:00 -0800 (PST)
From: John.Doe@enron.com

To: alice@freemail.com, bob@freemail.com, 
charlie.smith@gmail.com
...

Date: Tue, 6 Feb 2001 14:13:00 -0800 (PST)
From: John.Doe@enron.com

To: alice@business.com, bob@business.com
...

Start

Methodology for creating a simulated email incident using the Enron Email Dataset. The process involves
randomly selecting an original email and, depending on the outcome of a random choice, either manipulating it
to simulate an accidental sending to a personal freemail address or an accidental sending to an arbitrary freemail
address. The full Python code for this algorithm is available in Appendix 3.1..

To simulate the second scenario, where emails are deliberately sent outside of

the organization, the following algorithm was used: All the attachments from the

500,000 emails in the Enron Email Dataset were indexed. Randomly, 1 to 20 indexed

documents were selected and attached to an email. A sender address was generated.

For selecting the recipients, a method similar to the first scenario was utilized: There

was a 50 percent chance that the sender would send these documents to an email

address that looks like their personal freemail address and a 50 percent chance
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that the recipient’s first- and last-name were generated using the Faker library. An

arbitrary freemail address from a provided list was then added as a suffix. There

is a 50 percent probability that the email subject will either remain empty or be

populated with randomly generated words. The entire process is illustrated in

Figure 28.

For further discussion, it shall be acknowledged that the selection of these

use cases for the two scenarios provided was arbitrary and could have been

implemented differently. So, the author of this dissertation recognizes that

alternative or additional algorithms could have been employed. However, these

incidents generated were deemed sufficient to simulate real-world incidents as they

might occur in practice.1

The complete Python code written in a Jupyter Notebook is detailed in Appendix

3.1..

5.1.4. Balancing Classes of True Positives and True Negatives

To meet Requirement 9 from Table 18, a balanced distribution of 50/50 between

incidents and non-incidents was ensured. These were divided equally due to the

existence of two distinct classes: incidents and non-incidents.

So, it was determined that 50 percent of the dataset used in the experiment should

comprise authentic emails from the Enron Email Dataset. A deliberate choice was

made to include all types of emails, even those without any content or emails that

contained empty attachments, to closely simulate a real office environment where

various forms of emails are sent.

The incidents were split such that 25 percent consisted of emails from the

Accidental Disclosure Scenario and another 25 percent from the Intentional Leakage

1As detailed in Section 3.7.6., to the best of the author’s knowledge, no realistic DLP dataset had
ever been created before.
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Figure 28: Generating a Single Email for Scenario 2: Simulating an Intentional Transmission to a Personal Address.

Simulate Intentional Sending of Email 
to User’s Own Personal Address

1. Take the Generated Sender Name
2. Take a Random Freemailer from List
3. Combine Name + Freemail Address
4. Add Address to Sender Field
5. Create arbitrary Receiver Address

Simulate Intentional Sending of Email 
to an Arbitrary Freemail Address

1. Generate Fictional Name
2. Take a Random Freemailer from List
3. Combine Name + Freemail Address
4. Add the New Receiver
5. Create Arbitrary Receiver Address

50 % Chance

50 % Chance

50 % Chance

50 % Chance

List of 
Freemailers:

yahoo.com, gmail.
com, mail.ru, 

trashmail.com, ...

Random
Name

Generator

Random
Name

Generator

Random
Date

Generator

Random
Subject

Generator

Random
Choice

Random
Choice

Generate an arbitrary First 
and Second Name for the 

Sender, a possible 
Receiver and a Date

Generate an 
arbitrary Subject 

Leave Subject 
Field Empty

Choose 1-20 random 
attachments

Create an Empty Email

New Email (Incident)

Empty Email

Date: Tue, 6 Feb 2001 14:13:00 -0800 (PST)
From: John.Doe@enron.com

To: charlie.smith@gmail.com

Subject: Meeting Trade Policy

Date:
From:
To: 
...

List of all attachments 
from all 500,000 emails 
from the Enron Email 

Dataset

1-20 random 
attachments 
from Enron 

Email Dataset

Start

Simulate the deliberate sending of emails outside the organization. Initially, arbitrary first and second names for
the sender and receiver, along with a date, are generated. The process then randomly decides whether to leave the
subject field empty or populate it with randomly generated words. Then the receiver (either sender’s personal
address or a freemail receiver) is generated. Lastly, 1-20 attachments from the Enron Email Dataset are selected
and attached to complete the simulated email incident. The full Python code for this algorithm is available in
Appendix 3.1..
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Scenario.

The rationale for not allocating one-third of the dataset to real emails, Scenario 1

emails, and Scenario 2 emails was based on the initial focus to test whether the LLM

could effectively distinguish between incidents and non-incidents, thus opting for

the 50/50 distribution.

5.1.5. Sampling and Data Splitting Procedures

For programming, fine-tuning and the final test, three distinct datasets were

created, each comprising 50 percent real emails, 25 percent (potential) incidents

from Scenario 1, the Accidental Disclosure Scenario, and 25 percent (potential)

incidents from Scenario 2, the Intentional Leakage Scenario.

This approach was inspired by machine learning, where a training set, a

development set, and a test set are established. There, it is common that the

training and development sets contain 80 percent of all data, while the test set

contains 20 percent of all data (Géron 2022, pp. 34–35).

Deviations from these values were intentional due to the distinct nature of

establishing a large language model (LLM), which significantly differs from the

process outlined by Géron (2022). For example, selecting the most appropriate

algorithm - such as linear regression, decision tree, or K-Nearest Neighbours - is not

directly comparable to using an LLM. Additionally, steps such as hyperparameter

tuning were deemed inapplicable. Therefore, the following dataset separation was

implemented to achieve optimal results.

1. Training Set: Contrary to its conventional application in machine learning,

where the largest subset is typically designated as the training set to adjust

model parameters, in this experiment, the training set was the smallest.

Given that no model tuning was required due to the non-adaptive nature

of the scenario, this set contained only a minimal number of emails. Its
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primary function was to ensure the programming process was functional and

to assist in crafting the prompts necessary for interacting with the LLM. The

Training Set was utilized throughout the development phase to validate the

foundational programming.

2. Development Set: Traditionally used in machine learning for hyperparameter

tuning, this set was employed in this experiment to refine the prompts used

to communication with the LLM.

3. Test Set: In machine learning, this set validates the model’s effectiveness. It

had the same purpose in the following experiment. Consequently, the Training

Set was preserved and unexamined until all configurations were finalized.

Regarding the composition of each dataset, the following allocations were

determined:

1. Training Set: Three emails were deemed sufficient. One email from each

category (Real email, Scenario 1 email, and Scenario 2 email) was utilized to

develop the code and prompts, ensuring functionality as planned.

2. Development Set: This set was composed of 100 emails in total. 75 emails

were randomly selected from the entire Enron Email Dataset. Of these, 50

remained unaltered, representing the real emails, while 25 were modified to

simulate the Accidental Disclosure Scenario, as illustrated in Figure 27. The

remaining 25 emails were generated anew, following the method outlined in

Figure 28, to represent Scenario 2.

3. Test Set: The same method was applied to the test set, which comprised

320 emails in total. Also, 50 percent of the emails were original emails from

the Enron Email Dataset, 25 percent simulated Scenario 1 incidents, and the

remaining 25 percent were newly created to represent Scenario 2.

The initial use of only three emails in the Training Set was sufficient for all initial

coding, employing an iterative approach to refine the Python code.
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So, in total, 422 emails (3 + 99 + 320) were meticulously analyzed and labeled for

the Training Set, the Development Set and the Test Set. Originally, the intention was

to include approximately 1000 emails in the Test Set. However, the labeling process,

elaborated in the next section, required approximately five minutes per email. After

several iterations with the 99 emails from the Development Set, it was determined

that 320 emails in the Test Set would also provide a representative sample. Given

that all emails across the subsets included attachments, in total, over 1500 files were

analyzed by the standards evaluated in the following section.

The three datasets, including their sub-sets, are illustrated in Figure 29.

5.1.6. Event Labeling

All emails from the three datasets needed to be labeled to meet Requirement

10 from Table 17. For this purpose, rules and policies were established using the

evaluated Triage Object from Chapter IV, illustrated in Figure 25, as guidance. The

emails from each sub-dataset were later analyzed using this approach.

The metadata, which experts agreed could be automatically extracted from emails,

were available in the Enron Email Dataset, thus requiring only the reading of this

data from the emails.

Data classification and ownership policies were developed regarding the Triage

Object’s content part. Additionally, rules were established for handling emails that

were not readable or those that might contain obfuscated content.

Rules were also set regarding the Sender-Receiver Context. Therefore, a short

Information Management Policy was formulated. This policy specified clear rules

about which data may be sent via email to which recipients and what data could be

included to classify later whether an email constitutes an incident.

Given that LLMs typically struggle to adhere to very long prompts in detail, only
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Figure 29: Composition and Distribution of Datasets Utilized in the Experimental Analysis.

Datasets

Training Set
Very small subset. Used to develop initial programming and establish interaction prompts.

Development Set
Used to refine interaction prompts with the LLM based on performance feedback.

Test Set
Only utilized once to evaluate the final performance and robustness of the experimental setup.

Real Email
Email from the Enron Dataset

50 % Real Emails
Emails from the Enron Dataset

50 % Real Emails
Emails from the Enron Dataset

10 
Obfuscated

Emails

Scenario 1 Email
Incident from the

Accidental Disclosure Scenario

25 % Scenario 1 Emails
(potential) incidents from the

Accidental Disclosure Scenario

25 % Scenario 1 Emails
(potential) incidents from the

Accidental Disclosure Scenario

Scenario 2 Email
Incident from the

Intentional Leakage Scenario

25 % Scenario 2 Emails
(potential) incidents from the
Intentional Leakage Scenario

25 % Scenario 2 Emails
(potential) incidents from the
Intentional Leakage Scenario

3
Emails

99
Emails

320
Emails

Distribution of emails within the Training Set, Development Set, and Test Set for the experiment. The 10
obfuscated Emails shown in the Test Set’s Real Emails are further discussed in Experiment 1.

the main points that such a policy would contain in reality were included.

The DLP Rules Violated aspect from the Triage Object was omitted because it was

not feasible to simulate this adequately in the experiment’s scope. Furthermore,

the indicators from the Triage Object were also excluded, as there is no scientific

evidence supporting their efficacy, as previously discussed.

Subsequent subsections will describe the rules and policies applied in the fictional

test environment of the experiment. Also, they were employed later to label each

email used in the experiment.
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5.1.6.1. Drafting a Data Classification Policy

The hypothetical data classification policy adopted by the organization in which

the following experiment is conducted establishes three distinct data sensitivity

levels: Public, Internal, and Strictly Confidential.

• Public data is information accessible by the general public and may be

freely distributed. Examples of such data include details published on

the organization’s website, press releases, publicly available reports, or

non-sensitive discussions employees might have with friends or family about

personal matters.

• Internal data consists of information that is not publicly accessible. While

the loss of this data would not significantly harm the company, its access is

restricted to employees and customers on a need-to-know basis. Examples

include employee contact details, organizational charts, emails from the CEO

to all employees, and internal reports or presentations that do not contain

sensitive information.

• Strictly Confidential data encompasses information whose disclosure could

harm the company. This data category is strictly guarded and shared only

when necessary, adhering to a strict need-to-know basis. Examples include

customer names and related sensitive information, financial data, Personally

Identifiable Information (PII), business plans, credit card numbers, and

internal documents containing sensitive data.

It is crucial to note that the classification strictly adheres to the organization’s

perspective. So, for instance, customer financial data is classified as Strictly

Confidential due to its sensitive nature and potential implications for the organi-

zation. Conversely, the financial data of an employee’s spouse would be considered

Public from the organization’s viewpoint. Although such data may be personally

sensitive, in this context it is categorized as Public when not related to the
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organization’s operations, such as when an employee sends this information to

a personal email address for personal reasons.

5.1.6.2. Drafting Rules for Data Ownership

In the fictional organization’s policy, data ownership is determined by specific

scenarios that guide the owner’s identification. The data owner can be categorized

as follows: Organization: The data is owned by the organization or the email

recipient under certain conditions. This classification applies when the company

either entirely or partly owns the data. Sender: The data is owned by the sender of

the email. This applies only if the data is owned by the sender or was created by

the organization exclusively for the sender, e.g., a written notice on the employee’s

salary increase. Other: The data is owned by a third party that is not involved in the

email conversation. This classification is used when the data concerns individuals

or entities outside the direct email exchange.

So, the organization owns financial information about a customer sent within the

company. The sender owns personal emails on private matters sent to a personal

email address. A CV sent to a third party or forwarded to a personal account for later

review is classified under Other or Organization, depending on the data’s context.

The established policy defaults to the assumption that data sent via email regularly

belongs to the company. Consequently, the sender is designated as the data

owner only when the email contains personal data unconnected to organizational

activities. This approach is underpinned by the consideration that discussions

between colleagues, even if seemingly personal, could potentially implicate the

company, for instance, in the event of a data leak.
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5.1.6.3. Drafting Rules to Detect Obfuscation

The rules for assessing email readability focus on whether the content is directly

accessible to a human without needing additional tools. Formats that inherently

facilitate readability, such as JSON or vCards, are acceptable. An email is classified

as Fully Readable if a human reader can comprehend it; otherwise, it is deemed Not

Fully Readable.

Obfuscation in this context refers to techniques designed to conceal significant

volumes of data within the email, which the recipient can later extract. This does not

include minor character alterations that may affect readability but are not intended

to hide data. If clear signs of obfuscation are identified, the email should be labeled

Possibly Obfuscated. If no evidence of obfuscation is found, the classification should

be No Obfuscation.

5.1.6.4. Drafting Rules for Determining the Context

For determining the context of a sender-recipient relationship in an email analysis,

the following categories and rules were used:

• Business Contact: Determines whether any recipients are the sender’s

business contacts, including internal employees, external business partners,

and customers. This is used when an email from a sender to a recipient

discusses business-related topics, e.g., contract negotiations or business

updates.

• Regulatory Body: Identifies whether any of the recipients belong to a

regulatory body. This category would be assumed if, e.g., the sender emails a

compliance document to the Environmental Protection Agency.

• General Public Institution: Checked if any recipients are general public

institutions like universities or government ministries.
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• Personal/Non-Business: Checked if recipients are personal or non-business

contacts, such as family members, friends, or the sender’s private email.

• Trashmailer: Checked if email recipients use a trashmail service that provides

temporary email addresses.

• Unclear: Checked if the email recipient is unknown and no other category fits

in.

As with the application of information classification, the initial presumption is

that a contact is either a business contact or an unknown relation. Only if indications

are suggesting an alternative category, that category shall be considered.

5.1.6.5. Crafting a Triage Playbook

In the fictional organization of the subsequent experiments, the following

methodology is employed to analyze whether an email represents an incident

based on the data provided by a completed Triage Object.

First, the analyst reviews a summary of the email to gain a preliminary

understanding of the content and context. Then, the classification of the data within

the whole email is assessed. The next step involves identifying the data owner to

evaluate whose data is being distributed. The analyst then verifies the readability

of the email and checks for any signs of obfuscated content. Unreadable emails

or emails containing obfuscated content are immediately classified as incidents,

reflecting potential security risks or attempts to conceal information. In a last step,

the context between the sender and the recipient is determined.

This indicates that the decision is based on adhering to the following rules:

• If the email is unreadable or obfuscated, it is classified as an incident.

• If the sender owns the data, it can be sent freely without triggering an incident.
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• Public information can be sent to any party, including personal contacts,

without triggering an incident.

• Internal or Strictly Confidential information may be shared with another

company, a regulatory body, or a public institution.

• Internal or Strictly Confidential information may not be shared with non-busi-

ness contacts.

• Internal or Strictly Confidential information must not be sent to personal email

addresses, trashmailers, or unknown recipients; such actions are classified as

incidents.

5.2. Experiment 1: Evaluating the Reliability of an LLM as a DLP Analyst

Experiment 1 evaluates the potential of LLMs to support or substitute a human

DLP analyst. It will involve assessing the reliability of LLMs in accurately classifying

emails as incidents or non-incidents.

5.2.1. Observations on the Efficacy of Large Language Models and Data Loss

Prevention

LLMs have demonstrated capabilities that were once thought unachievable. These

models can generate complete sentences, interact with user prompts within a

context, and assist programmers in code development. Even the distinction between

human and AI interaction has become increasingly blurred, leading to evidence that

LLMs have effectively broken the Turing Test (Biever 2023). During many interactions

with an LLM, it might be challenging to discern whether one is conversing with a

human on a textual basis or an AI.

Despite these technological advancements, LLMs are also known for producing

hallucinations, as discussed in Section 3.1.. This behavior leads to outputs making
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LLMs potentially unreliable. So, this experiment explores whether an LLM can

reliably support or potentially replace a DLP analyst. It is focusing on identifying

the strengths and weaknesses of LLMs acting as a DLP analyst.

5.2.2. Research Area: LLM and DLP Domains

Chapter III comprehensively discusses the domains of LLMs and DLP. Additionally,

Section IV addresses the sub-field concerning the formalization of the Triage Object

for email triage. ChatGPT was chosen as LLM for the experiment due to its

recognition as a market leader (Westfall 2023). While Google Gemini and Claude

by Antropic represented viable alternatives, a review of various LLM benchmarks

(Cabellar and Stryker 2024) indicated that these three frontrunners possess nearly

equivalent capabilities. Finally, the decision to employ ChatGPT was based on its

leading position in the market.

5.2.3. Hypothesis of Experiment 1

The experiment is conducted to address RQ3, raising the question which elements

of the formalized triage process can be effectively automated using current LLMs,

considering their current limitations. So, the following hypothesis has been

formulated:

H1: An LLM is capable of executing all aspects of the formalized triage

process, following the evaluated Triage Object.

5.2.4. Test with the Prepared Dataset

In Phase 0, the datasets (Training Set, Development Set, and Test Set), previously

shown in Figure 29, are created. This activity is followed by developing Python code
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for an experiment’s prototype, using the Training Set, in Phase 1. In Phase 2, the

code is evaluated, including fine-tuning of the prompts, sent to the LLM. Therefore,

the Development Set is used. Finally, in Phase 3, the developed code is utilized to

conduct the experiment, wherein the performance of the LLM is compared against

that of a human DLP analyst. The detailed steps of the experiment are illustrated in

Figure 30 and explained subsequently.

Figure 30: Experiment 1.

STOP
Confirm that no organizational or technical adjustments are needed before accessing the Test Set

Create Datasets
by selecting emails at random from the entirety of the 

Enron Email Dataset

Training Set
3 Emails

Test Set
320 Emails

Development Set
99 Emails

Coding
Write the Python code to interact with the LLM
Define inputs and outputs

Manual Email Classification
Manually classify all 320 emails from the Test Set
Make the classification accessible via CSV

Manual Email Classification
Manual email classification from the Dev. Set
Make the classification accessible via CSV

Create Prompts
Write prompts for all steps of the triage process

Perform Experiment
Start the Python code to let the LLM classify all emails

Fine-Tuning of Prompts
Tune the prompts used to interact with the LLM

Testing
Test the whole process and make adjustments

Analyze
Analyze the results

Evaluation
Evaluate and refine the results until satisfactory

1.

1.

1.

2.

2.

2.

3.

3.

3.

PHASE 1

PHASE 3

PHASE 2

The various phases of experiment 1.
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5.2.4.1. Phase 0: Preparation

In the initial phase, the dataset as depicted in Figure 29, including the Training

Set, the Development Set and the Test Set, were created. Therefore, all emails from

the Enron Email Dataset needed to be systematically cataloged.

The Enron Email Dataset is organized into multiple folders, each assigned to

an individual employee. Each folder contains the employee’s email inbox and

outbox, merged together without using any sub-folders. Also, each employee’s

email collection includes an overarching XML file, which references all emails and

encompasses all attachments. These data were aggregated using the Python library

Beautiful Soup to read all XML files to index the whole dataset.

To catalog all emails, a Pandas DataFrame was initially created, including all

emails, one email per row. A Pandas DataFrame can be compared with a table. It

is, as shown in Figure 31, a two-dimensional data structure that is widely utilized

in data science for managing large datasets. These DataFrames allow efficient and

fast data manipulation through vectorization.

Figure 31: Initial Dataframe Created from the Enron Email Dataset.

Initial dataframe constructed to catalog all incoming and outgoing emails from the Enron email dataset,
comprising 1,227,255 emails. Each line represents a single email from the dataset.

The dataset was prepared and explored as outlined by Géron (2022, pp. 780–781).

The approximately 1.2 million emails were filtered to retain only those directed

towards external customers. In this scenario, data sent within the organizational

environment was deemed secure; thus, only emails addressed to external recipients



206 Jan Domnik

were retained. After noticing many emails were just empty, an arbitrary minimum

regarding the email’s size was set after some tests, excluding all emails smaller than

2,000 bytes. From the initial dataset of approximately 1.2 million emails, 34,563

remained. Further exploration of this data involved standardizing the format of

email senders and receivers to ensure consistency.

Subsequently, the final three datasets (see Figure 29) were sampled by randomly

picking real emails and employing the mechanisms developed and illustrated in

Figure 27 and Figure 28 to generate the incidents.

Obfuscation was not a central focus of the experiment due to its absence in

expert interviews and its exclusion from both the Accidental Disclosure Scenario

and the Intentional Leakage Scenario. Nevertheless the topic is included in the

Triage Object. Therefore, this aspect was included as a minor component of the

experiment to indicate whether an LLM could detect this kind of incident. For

this purpose, a small amount of real emails from the Test Set (ten) were randomly

selected and subjected to obfuscation techniques. The content of these emails,

including any attachments, was encoded using a base64 encoder. This process

simulates an attacker’s method of obfuscating data in a manner that can be easily

reversed using a base64 decoder.

The final version of the script, provided in Appendix 3.1., creates three directories

on the user’s hard drive for the Training Set, Development Set, and Test Set, each

containing three subfolders for the real emails, Scenario 1 emails (Accidential

Disclosure Scenario), and Scenario 2 emails (Intentional Leakage Scenario).

The directory for the Test Set was left untouched and unexamined until the

beginning of Phase 3.
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5.2.4.2. Phase 1: Development

In the initial phase of the experiment, the Python code detailed in Appendix 3.2.

was developed for analyzing the datasets.

First, this code generates a CSV file that lists all the emails from the Training Set,

Development Set, or Test Set, each email on a separate row. Consequentially, in this

phase of the experiment, the CSV file including all three emails from the Training

Set was generated.

The CSV file generated, as illustrated in Figure 25, guides the analyst through

the process of evaluating each email by completing the Triage Object2. The process

begins with the analyst opening each email, thoroughly reading the content and all

attachments, and writing a short summary of its content. Based on this initial review,

the email is then classified according to the data classification scheme discussed in

Section 5.1.6.1., categorizing the email as Public, Internal, or Strictly Confidential.

Following this, the data owner is determined using the guidelines outlined in Section

5.1.6.2.. Further, the analyst assesses whether the email is fully readable and checks

for any indications of obfuscation, following the criteria outlined in Section 5.1.6.3..

Finally, the context between the sender and the receiver is determined based on the

established rules and categories provided in Section 5.1.6.4..

Once the CSV is populated with the relevant data for an email, the analyst uses

this information to decide whether the analyzed email should be classified as an

incident, adhering to the procedures specified in the Triage Playbook defined in

Section 5.1.6.5..

A completed CSV entry for a single email is depicted in the vector graphic shown

in Figure 32.

As depicted in Figure 32, alongside the field labeled PolicyBasedDataClassification[...],

an additional field named PolicyBasedDataClassificationAlt[...] was introduced. Ini-

2Fields regarding DLP Rules Violated and Indicators were ommited, as discussed in Section 5.1.6.
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Figure 32: Completed CSV Entry.

DocID ShortSummaryAuthor Policy
Based
Data
Classification
Author

Policy
Based
Data
Classification
AuthorAlt

Data
Owner
Author

Fully
Read-
able
Author

Obfus-
cation
Author

Relation-
ship
Business
Author

Relation-
ship
Regulatory
Author

Relation-
ship
Public
Institution
Author

Relation-
ship
Non-
Business
Author

Relationship
Trashmailer
Author

Relationship
Unknown
Author

Incident
Author

Accidential Receiver was invited
                     to a conference.
                     Thanks sender for
                     invitation and writes 
                     that he will join dinner
                     and the panel 
                     discussion.

Internal Public Vince J K y n x x n3.362169.BXD

Two completed CSV entries for an email of the Training Set.

tial testing revealed numerous edge cases that complicated the determination

of precise classifications, a topic that will be elaborated upon in subsequent

sections. This alternative field was employed when the analyst felt there was

room for interpretation about the correct classification, allowing for an alternate

classification. This was necessary for later evaluation, as the LLM was required to

provide a definitive response.

Once the CSV file was populated with all email incidents, it was saved. Given

that this CSV file was imported by using Python code, it was consequently called

Input CSV.

The LLM then undertook the same analytical processes as the reviewer -

summarizing, classifying, determining the data owner, and so forth - utilizing

the processes and prompts detailed in the following subsection.

Ultimately, the Python code generated a comprehensive Output CSV file, wherein

each row corresponds to an email analyzed, encompassing responses from both the

analyst and the LLM.

During testing, it became apparent that the reason for choices the LLM made

were sometimes unclear to the author. To address this issue, the code was adjusted,

making most responses from the LLM be accompanied by a short justification, being

also written in the Output CSV file. This helped understanding and evaluation of

the LLM’s responses later.

The code’s CSVRow Class, illustrated in Figure 33, shows all attributes exported
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Figure 33: Excerpt of the CSVRow Class.

[1]: # Create a class for a csv row
# This is the class everything depends on
class CSVRow:

def __init__(self, doc_id):
self.DocID = doc_id
self.ShortSummaryAuthor = None
self.ShortSummaryLLM = None
self.PolicyBasedDataClassificationAuthor = None
self.PolicyBasedDataClassificationAuthorAlt = None
self.PolicyBasedDataClassificationLLM = None
self.PolicyBasedDataClassificationLLMExplanation = None
self.DataOwnerAuthor = None
self.DataOwnerLLM = None
self.DataOwnerLLMExplanation = None
self.FullyReadableAuthor = None
self.FullyReadableLLM = None
self.ObfuscationAuthor = None
self.ObfuscationLLM = None
self.RelationshipBusinessAuthor = None
self.RelationshipBusinessLLM = None
self.RelationshipRegulatoryAuthor = None
self.RelationshipRegulatoryLLM = None
self.RelationshipPublicInstitutionAuthor = None
self.RelationshipPublicInstitutionLLM = None
self.RelationshipPersonalAuthor = None
self.RelationshipPersonalLLM = None
self.RelationshipTrashmailerAuthor = None
self.RelationshipTrashmailerLLM = None
self.RelationshipUnknownAuthor = None
self.RelationshipUnknownLLM = None
self.IncidentAuthor = None
self.IncidentLLM = None
self.IncidentLLMExplanation = None
# Variables of further interest
self.TokensUsed = 0
self.TimestampWritten = None

The variables from the CSVRow Class is completed by the Python code for each email. Initially, results for each
manually analyzed email, as provided by the analyst via CSV, are imported. Then, the Python code facilitates
interaction with the LLM, completing the remaining variables. Finally, the fully populated object is appended to a
CSV file as a single row, representing an email analyzed by both the analyst and the LLM .

per email. Each email is represented as a single line in the Output CSV file.

The whole process, designed in Phase 1 and used in all further phases of the the

experiment (with the different datasets), is illustrated in Figure 34.

For communicating with the ChatGPT API, the Langchain Library was used

(LangChain, Inc. 2024). This library serves as an intermediate layer between the

official API and the Python code. The adoption of the Langchain Library was
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Figure 34: Process Description of the Experiment.

Analyst

Input CSV

Output CSV LLM

Incident

No Incident

Sub-Dataset
Training Set, Dev Set or Test Set

Triage Tasks per Mail
• Create Short Summary
• Classify
• Determine Data Owner
• Fully Readable / Obfuscated?
• Determine Context

Decision:
Incident / No Incident?

1. Analyst accesses 
all emails from 

dataset

7. Triage prompts
sent to and 
answered 
by LLM

2. Emails taken
are triaged

3. Results are 
saved in a
CSV file

4. Triage results of the analyst are
imported by a Python script

5. Python 
script

accesses
all emails 

from
dataset

6. Python 
script

generates
triage 

prompts
for each

email
based on

Triage 
Tasks per

Mail

8. Analyst's and LLM's triage results 
are saved for further evaluation

First, the emails are triaged by the analyst. Then, the documented results are imported using a CSV file. Then, the
Python script performs the automated triage by accessing the LLMs API. After that, the results, presented as CSV,
can be analyzed.

strategic, enabling advanced debugging features and seamless communication with

multiple other APIs, such as those from Claude, Gemini, and Llama, by using the

same codebase.

5.2.4.3. Phase 2: Evaluation and Tuning

In Phase 2, the methodology outlined in Figure 34 was implemented using the

Development Dataset.
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So, the author of this dissertation triaged the 99 emails from the Development Set

and documented the results in the Input CSV file. After this manual triage by the

author, the prompts used for the LLM, to perform the triage, were fine-tuned.

The following subsections describe these prompts, with selected examples

included. All prompts can be found in the source code provided in Appendix

3.2. and are separately documented in Appendix 4..

During the initial tests, the author researched the field of prompt engineering,

applying some fundamental principles that significantly improved the outcomes

obtained with the Development Set. It soon became evident that LLMs evolve

rapidly with each update. For instance, while priming was crucial for obtaining

adequate results initially, modifications to ChatGPT in 2024 indicated that its

importance was diminishing over time. On the one hand, “there remains a lack

of systematic organization and understanding of the diverse prompt engineering

methods” (Sahoo et al. 2024). On the other hand, there is a common understanding

of existing best-practice approaches (Chen et al. 2024; Sahoo et al. 2024). Given that

each complete run of the Development Set incurred a cost of around 10 Euros, the

decision was made to take these best-practices as inspirations and to adhere strictly

to the strategic guidelines for creating prompts recommended by OpenAI (OpenAI

2024).

So, further refinements were executed by analyzing the results and adjusting the

Python code as necessary. Following the guidance from OpenAI, all prompts were

categorized into two types: a system prompt and a user prompt. The most effective

results regarding the system prompt, included at the beginning of each prompt,

were achieved using the following system prompt:

“You are working as an analyst for data leakage prevention at the enron

company. The following email needs to be analyzed by you.”

Following the process outlined by the Triage Object, specific prompts were
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transmitted to the LLM for each email, all grounded in the framework discussed in

Section 5.1.6..

• Summary: The LLM was requested to summarize the email and its attachments.

• Classification: A request was made for the LLM to classify the email and to

explain its decision.

• Data Ownership: Identification of the data owner was required by the LLM

as well as an explanation of the decision.

• Readability and Obfuscation: The LLM was queried about the readability of

the content and the potential for any signs of obfuscation.

• Sender-Receiver Context: The LLM was tasked to determine the context

between the sender and the receiver including an extensive explanation of the

decision.

• Incident or Non-Incident: The information gathered from the previous

prompts was compiled and presented to the LLM, along with the discussed

instructions on incident management, to ascertain whether the email constituted

an incident or not. Also an explanation was requested.

While prompts regarding Readability and Obfuscation were consolidated into a

single query, the other aspects of the email triage required separate prompts. So,

each email evaluation involved sending six distinct prompts to the LLM, including

all the email content and all its attachments. The maximum character count per

email was set to 5,000 characters per email and per attachment after several trials to

ensure efficiency and control costs, particularly with very large attachments.

Apart from the prompt for the summary, all other prompts were supplemented

with examples. This approach proved beneficial, minimized hallucinations by

providing clear examples, and reduced misinterpretations by clarifying expected

results.
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As an example, in the last prompt, where the LLM is required to determine

whether an email is an incident, the following examples were provided to guide its

decision-making process:

“ Examples: Example 1: Tom sends public information (an email about

his private holidays and his private investments) to Max. Correct

Answer: No Incident, because Tom is talking about public information.

Example 2: Tom sends strictly confidential information to a business

contact. Correct Answer: No Incident, because Tom may sent strictly

confidential data to a business contact. Example 3: Tom sends strictly

confidential information to his private email address. Correct Answer:

Incident, because Tom may not send strictly confidential data to his

private email address. Example 4: Tom sends a newsletter on trading

(which can be considered as public information) to his private email

address. Correct Answer: No Incident, because Tom may send public

information to his private email address.”

It was observed that the effectiveness of providing numerous examples to the

LLM varied. As described, the approach proofed as being beneficial, but when

an excessive number of examples (more than 10-20) were provided, not all were

considered by the LLM anymore.

Regarding the temperature setting, the parameter in the LLM’s API that controls

the randomness of text generation, the best results were achieved by testing, using

values between 0.2 and 0.3.

Current LLMs are not designed to produce structured outputs. Although

ChatGPT includes a feature known as JSON mode, this functionality has sometimes

proven unreliable. If the LLM fails to deliver an answer within a specified JSON

structure, it is a common practice in programming to re-send the prompt with

a lower temperature setting. However, to maintain maximum control over the

experimental parameters, this approach was not employed in this dissertation.



214 Jan Domnik

Instead, the Python code required the LLM to deliver two distinct responses,

separated by a delimiter such as !!, being split later by a function. For example, in

the final part of the incident prompt, where the LLM is asked to determine if an

email is an incident or not, the prompt was defined as follows:

“Based on your decision made from the steps described above, answer

the following two questions. Your answer must contain the following

two Answers:

Answer 1: Is this an incident or not? Answer with "Incident" or "No

Incident". Answer 2: Provide a short explaination in one scentence,

justifying your choice.

Desired output: "Your answer on Part 1" !! "Your answer on Part 2"

without the quotes. Example output: Incident !! Strictly Confidential

data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.”

This method was effective in approximately 99 percent of all requests. The

responses where this approach failed were manually separated during the analysis

of the results.

Finally, one last test run was conducted to verify the proper functioning of all

components. This included checks of the log files generated by the Python code to

ensure that all prompts were produced accurately. Additionally, the correctness of

the Output CSV was tested.

Following this tests, an informal feature freeze was applied to the code,

particularly the prompts, before initiating a preliminary review of the emails

designated for Phase 3. This measure was taken to prevent a potential overfitting

of prompts to the emails of the Test Set, which could result in biased outcomes.

In the last evaluation using the known Development Set, the system achieved

more than 95 percent accuracy in classifying incidents and non-incidents correctly.
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5.2.4.4. Phase 3: Conducting the Actual Experiment

For Phase 3, the steps from Phase 2 were applied on the Test Set. Consequently,

all 320 emails from the Test Set required manual analysis by a human DLP analyst.

Also, all results needed to be documented in the Input CSV file for being later

imported by the Python code.

Due to the unavailability of an experienced DLP analyst willing to contribute

without (significant) compensation, the author of this dissertation assumed the

role. This task was comfortably within the author’s expertise, having previously

conducted the triage process as a DLP analyst in a professional setting for several

years.

So, in the absence of alternative personnel, it took approximately 5 minutes to

triage each email from the Real Subset and the Accidental Subset and about 2

minutes for each email from the Intentional Subset. In total, approximately 23

hours of work were dedicated to this task.

Figure 35 presents a partial screenshot of the Input CSV, as filled out by the analyst.

Running the Python code, the LLM completed the same task considerably faster,

requiring roughly 30 minutes.

The methodology outlined in Figure 34 was precisely adhered to. The outcomes

of this phase are detailed in the subsequent section.

As previously detailed, the entire process was executed using ChatGPT-4o in its

actual version from early August 2024. The LLM processed 4,890,306 tokens (input

and output) to complete the triage process for all emails via its API. Consequently,

the cost of conducting the triage for the 320 emails under review amounted to $24.45,

excluding VAT.
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Figure 35: Screenshot of the Input CSV File.

Partial screenshot of the Input CSV as filled out by the Analyst.

5.2.5. Analysis of Data from the Test Dataset

In this subsection, the findings from Phase 3 are presented, along with key

observations noted during the analysis.

5.2.5.1. Preparing the Results

Preparing the results, a comparative analysis was conducted between the triages

made by the analyst and those derived from the LLM. During this comparison,
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it turned out that the analyst had made two minor mistakes in documentation.

Firstly, the analyst had overseen that an email had been sent to a trashmail

address. Secondly, an email that constituted an apparent incident was mistakenly

classified as a non-incident despite accurate assessments regarding classification,

data ownership, and the sender-receiver relationship. These oversights were

corrected prior to the final analysis.

Further analysis revealed that there was often room for interpretation regarding

discrepancies between the LLM’s and the analyst’s judgments. Due to the subjective

nature of the decision-making processes, this room for interpretation of edge cases

is commonly observed in daily DLP operations. Subsequent sections extensively

discuss this room for interpretation on edge cases.

At this point, it was crucial to evaluate whether the LLM’s divergent judgments

were based on factual errors or not. So, evaluations were conducted from the

perspective of a DLP team leader, assessing triages a team member has performed.

This lead to a manually added column in the Output CSV file to document whether

the LLM’s interpretation just differed from the analyst’s or where the LLM made

factual mistakes. So, for each differing evaluation, the question was asked if the

LLM’s classifications had been accepted in a real triage scenario, e.g., when being

performed by a team member.

This evaluative step was termed polishing. Recognizing the subjective elements

inherent in this process, it was decided to present both results for reasons of

transparency.

So, the lower of the two values presented in the results represents the raw

number between the analyst’s and the LLM’s triages, showing the minimum level

of agreement. Conversely, the higher value stands for results where the LLM’s

interpretations, while still within the bounds of reasonable interpretation and free

from factual errors, were rated as a correct classification.

The Python script employed to analyze the results is included in Appendix 3.3..
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The author of this dissertation has opted to disclose the comprehensive results

out the Output CSV file, which includes the triage outcomes of both, the analyst and

the LLM, along with additional analysis by the author. For those interested, this

may facilitate a clear understanding of the processes involved and aid in examining

any edge cases that arose during the experiment. Some of them are discussed in the

following sections. The complete CSV Output file is available in Appendix 5..

5.2.6. Presentation of the Results

Figure 36 presents the final results concerning the correct email classification. The

True Positive Rate, which indicates the proportion of incidents correctly identified,

ranges from 80.75 to 91.57 percent, depending on whether the raw or polished

results are considered. The False Positive Rate, representing incidents incorrectly

identified, varies between 7.14 and 9.02 percent. Additionally, the False Negative

Rate, denoting missed incidents, spans from 8.43 to 19.25 percent. Consequently,

the precision of the results lies between 92.64 and 93.25 percent, accuracy ranges

from 85 to 92.19 percent, and the F1 score varies between 86.29 and 92.40 percent.

Figure 37 shows the results across the three subsets: Real, Accidental, and

Intentional.

The Real Subset, primarily comprised of non-incident emails, exhibits a True

Positive Rate ranging from 74.42 to 86.84 percent. The Accidental Subset, which

generally scores lower, shows a True Positive Rate of 65.67 percent based on raw

data; however, this increases to 83.02 percent in the polished results. The Intentional

Subset, predominantly consisting of clear policy violations, significantly enhances

the overall statistics. Nearly every email was classified correctly among the 80

intentional policy violations within the total set of 320 emails, with True Positive

Rates between 97.40 and 100 percent. A False Positive Rate of 0 percent was achieved,

because the Intentional Dataset did not include any non-incidents.

When examining the initial prompts that are later used to categorize emails as
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Figure 36: Aggregate Outcomes of Experiment 1.
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either incidents or non-incidents, the accuracy of the data classification ranges from

84.69 to 94.38 percent, as illustrated in Figure 38. The accuracy concerning data

ownership exhibits significant variation, with results spanning from 75.31 percent

for the raw results to 95.31 percent for polished results.

Notably, the accuracy of the LLM in identifying obfuscated emails is consistently

high, at 95.63 percent.

Regarding the LLM’s reliability interpreting the context between sender and

receiver, room for improvement is indicated, especially in distinguishing between
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Figure 37: Aggregate Outcomes of Experiment 1, Categorized by Subsets.
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Figure 38: Consolidated Results of Prompts.
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business and personal contacts. However, as demonstrated in Figure 39, the

polished results show another picture, with high accuracy measurements for context

determination, each result higher than 94 percent.
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Figure 39: Results of the Sender-Receiver Relationship Determination.
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5.2.7. Observations of Experiment 1

The results analyzed in the previous section led to several observations, which

are described in detail in the subsequent subsections.

Specific cases may be referenced using a unique identifier, the DocID, already

assigned to each email within the Enron Email Dataset. Due to the extensive length

of these DocIDs, only the last ten digits are utilized for citation purposes. For

instance, the email that corresponds to the DocID 3.324193.HITKUUAOLMOTLXZ-

D2HK05GXG31WSBRDPB is referenced as *G31WSBRDPB.
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5.2.7.1. On Room for Interpretation

A parallel might be drawn between the triage of DLP incidents and the judicial

process, where a judge interprets laws based on evidence to determine guilt.

Similarly, a DLP analyst applies policies to artifacts to ascertain whether a policy

violation has occurred.

Laws and policies are typically drafted in general terms to encompass a wide

range of scenarios; however, their application often involves specific interpretations

influenced by various parameters. This specificity in interpretation is a crucial

reason why software has not replaced human judges in legal settings and why

many attempts to automate legal decision-making have failed (Kirkpatrick 2017).

Policies in organizations follow a similar pattern: they are generally broad to ensure

applicability across various situations, avoiding excessively detailed documents that

leave no room for interpretation.

E.g., the Real and Accidental Subsets included cases, such as DocID *G31WSBR-

DPB, that raised questions about whether networking contacts belong to the

company, mainly since networking often occurs outside business hours. According

to the data classification policy outlined in Section 5.1.6.1., data should be classified

as Internal unless publicly accessible. However, the classification of an email

containing one or two customer email addresses (e.g., customers who sent invites

to a networking event) leaves room for interpretation: such information might

be publicly available, but its association with the company might not be. While

seemingly trivial, these edge cases are frequent. For example, emails assessed

included invitations to networking events (DocID *KEX33LNUIB), unpublished

drafts of newsletters (DocID *XG3IQADBUA), and offensive jokes involving several

internal email addresses (DocID *LS4UP2TVNB), later sent to a personal email

address, leaving room for interpretation.

Roughly one-quarter of all emails assessed contained such nuanced cases. While

training DLP team members on these subtleties is possible, providing them with an
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organization’s best practice approach on what is permissible, not all scenarios can

be encapsulated in prompts for an LLM. As mentioned before, experiments with

the Development Set demonstrated that increasing the complexity of prompts by

including examples tends to increase errors.

Thus, through tailored prompts, LLMs can be configured to respond accurately

to individual scenarios but not simultaneously to all of these scenarios.

This challenge extends to all aspects of the triage process, including determining

data ownership or the context of a conversation.

Dismissing this discussion as hairsplitting, assuming that focusing solely on

significant DLP cases and disregarding finer details might be a solution would

be misguided. For instance, in a small private bank with few wealthy clients, a

leaked Excel spreadsheet containing details of 100 clients could attract the focus

of the media or provoke regulatory investigations due to breached confidentiality,

underscoring that even minor data breaches can have significant repercussions. So,

it might be, in fact, unwise to concentrate solely on DLP cases where gigabytes of

data are transferred outside of the company.

Therefore, a model that cannot be adapted to a company’s specific edge cases may

only be partially applicable in practical scenarios.

5.2.7.2. On Prompt Neglection

At times, the LLM did not adhere to the given prompts. A notable instance

is represented by DocID *NSAKEXR1OB, where a slightly revised letter was sent

to a customer. The LLM accurately summarized the email, correctly classified

the content, and appropriately identified the data owner (organization). It also

accurately determined the email to be fully readable without any signs of obfuscation

and correctly recognized the sender-recipient context as business-related. However,

the email was erroneously classified as an incident in the final step in contradiction
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to the prompt given. During work with the Development Set, such discrepancies

occurred periodically, so the final prompt was adjusted as followed:

[...] If the information is Internal or Strictly Confidential, it may just be

sent to a non-business contact, as long as this is another company or a

regulatory body or another business interest. You must NOT classify

this as an incident. [...] Example 2: Tom sends strictly confidential

information to a business contact. Correct Answer: No Incident, because

Tom may sent strictly confidential data to a business contact.

This prompt might seem complex, but omitting non-business contacts resulted

in an elevated False Negative Rate. The revised prompt partially mitigated the

behavior described above, but not always, as this example demonstrates. This

non-compliance with prompts was not limited to the final incident classification

but was observed throughout the whole triage process. It was observed that as a

prompt’s complexity increased, certain elements of the prompt were more likely to

be disregarded.

5.2.7.3. On Hallucination, Misclassification and Misinterpretation

It was notable that the LLM hallucinated in some cases, even with a temperature

setting of 0.3 or below.

The Test Set included emails that contained brief messages such as Here are the

attachments, yet the attachments themselves were empty. This was, e.g., observed

in the cases with the DocIDs *XZ2Z1DE5PB, *IKEFBGPUUB, and *FCV5BBPCYA.

Instead of verifying the contents of the attachments, the LLM started hallucinating.

Eventually, it misclassified these emails as Strictly Confidential based on the names

of the attachments read in the contents rather than recognizing them as Public due

to their empty content.
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This behavior contributed to several False Positive outcomes.

It was observed that many misclassifications resulted from misinterpretations,

particularly as the complexity of the content increased, leading to a loss of context.

For instance, evaluating the LLM’s triage of the emails with the DocIDs

*5PVAX42T2A and *PUUXMSZS1B, where employees send a newsletter to their

personal email address. Despite the newsletter being issued by Enron’s Public

Relations department, the LLM ignored this facct and incorrectly interpreted its

contents as strategic planning. Eventually, it falsely classified the content as Strictly

Confidential, failing to recognize that materials published by the Public Relations

department are public.

A similar incident occurred with the email denoted by DocID *QQ3BV4ZBJA,

where an individual forwarded a newspaper to their personal email. While the

transmission of the newspaper might raise copyright concerns, the LLM falsely

identified the included daily stock prices as Strictly Confidential information.

While refining the prompts provided to the LLM can address each edge case indi-

vidually, it seems impossible to refine the prompt to mitigate all misinterpretations.

5.2.7.4. On Summarizing Email Content

While having the potential of being helpful to a DLP analyst, the summary

generated at the beginning of each triage process typically mirrors the LLM’s

weaknesses. Thus, misunderstandings that occur later in the triage process are

usually prefigured in the initial summary and vice versa.

While the summary may provide a human analyst with insights into the email’s

content, it is essential to acknowledge that its reliability depends on the model’s

accuracy.
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5.2.8. Discussion and Conclusions Drawn from the Test Dataset

Compared with other models discussed in Section 3.6., the accuracy of the

approach described aligns on average with those previously assessed. However,

it is essential to note that most comparative models were evaluated using datasets

not specifically crafted for evaluating DLP incidents. If simplified conditions are

considered standard, then the Intentional Subset’s accuracy, synthetically created for

Experiment 1 and ranging between 97.5 and 100 percent, represents an exceptional

performance of this approach. Nevertheless, the confusion matrix presented in

Figure 37 indicates that, despite allowances for interpretative flexibility, even the

polished metrics are unsuitable for deployment in a production environment. A

False Negative Rate of 8.43 percent - implying that nearly one in ten attempts to

leak data goes undetected - is too high for a deployment in production. Similarly, a

False Positive Rate of 7.14 percent would be impractical for operational application,

concerning the Base-Rate Fallacy.

It has also become evident that clear company policies are essential. While

embedding these policies within an LLM presents challenges, using a set of several

illustrative examples for each rule could effectively delineate boundaries and

minimize interpretative discrepancies.

On a positive note, the model performs exceedingly well in straightforward cases,

containing clear incidents. Experiment 2 further explored this hypothesis, where

the model’s efficacy in handling clear non-incident cases was examined.

Conversely, the model’s reliability decreases in complex scenarios. Given that

edge cases are frequent in analyzing DLP alerts, this limitation may persist,

impacting the model’s overall effectiveness.

Notably, many misclassifications of the LLM appear when the model becomes

distracted, e.g., by the content of a newsletter. Experiment 3 investigated whether

this possibility to distraction the model could be intentionally exploited as a
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vulnerability.

In conclusion, the LLM can support or in a best case scenario even replace a DLP

analyst in straightforward cases. However, determining a case’s simplicity remains

a task for human judgment, which ultimately limits the model’s utility. Currently,

there is no automated method to assess whether an incident is straightforward

or complex in a reliable way. It is also worth noting that basic DLP techniques

such as Described Content Matching, Exact Data Matching, and Indexed Document

Matching can reliably detect straightforward DLP violations with a low False

Positive Rate. So, the potential application of a model with the discussed level

of reliability remains an open question.

The policy allowing personal use of email within the company notably increased

the number of edge cases and the overall noise within the dataset. Evaluating how

the results differ with a dataset, representing an organization with an enforced

no-personal-use-of-email policy, would be intriguing. However, such a policy is

typically feasible only in high-security environments. In many companies, the

personal use of their company email address is prohibited with some exceptions,

e.g., allowing employees to send HR-related documents to their personal email

addresses - for example changes to employment contracts, personal bonus informa-

tion, or promotion documents - to saves costs on postage.

Loading as many examples as possible into a prompt to guide the LLM proved

ineffective. A potential future approach might involve using Low Rank Adaptions

(LoRAs). LoRAs enable the application of high-quality training data to an LLM

that a user can access, such as Llama. For approximately some hundred dollars, the

LLM can be specifically trained on this targeted scenario. (Seemann 2023, p. 24)

It is assumed that a much larger labeled realistic dataset would be necessary for

training a LoRA for a DLP application. While it is uncertain whether this would

address the issue of numerous edge cases, it might represent a possible strategy to

mitigate the limitations of the actual approach presented.
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5.3. Experiment 2: Simple True Negative Scenarios in DLP Triage

The performance metrics from Experiment 1 provide a perspective on the system’s

effectiveness in identifying easily detectable incidents. So, the system’s ability to

recognize clear intentional leaks was tested. The second experiment assesses how

good the system can identify easy-to-detect non-incidents correctly.

5.3.1. Observation of Detection Accuracy in DLP Incident Classification

The confusion matrix from Experiment 1 illustrates that the tested approach

performs well in identifying clear True Positives from the Intentional Subset,

indicating that intentional incidents were accurately detected. Since the Intentional

Subset is comprised solely of incidents, the absence of False Positives, consequently

leading to a zero percent False Positive Rate, is expected. However, these

favorable results do not necessarily reflect the system’s proficiency in accurately

identifying straightforward non-incidents. To understand the system’s effectiveness

comprehensively, it is crucial to consider not only the True Positive and False

Negative Rates but also the False Positive and True Negative Rates. If the system

accurately identifies True Positives but at the expense of many False Positives, its

utility is significantly diminished. Therefore, determining whether the system

could also correctly identify easy-to-detect True Negative scenarios was necessary.

Should this capability be validated, it would support the hypothesis that the

approach can classify simple DLP cases with high accuracy.

5.3.2. Research Topic Area: Effective Performance of Large Language Models

The research topic remains consistent with that described for Experiment 1 in

Section 5.2.2.. This experiment aims to either reinforce or challenge the findings

obtained from Experiment 1.
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5.3.3. Hypothesis of Experiment 2

The approach in Experiment 1 demonstrated high effectiveness for easy-to-detect

incidents, leading to the formulation of the following hypothesis:

H2: The method employed also achieves high accuracy in identifying

easy-to-detect non-incidents.

5.3.4. Test with a Non-Incident Dataset

The Test Set’s Intentional Subset initially comprised 80 empty emails, each

arbitrarily appended with 1-20 attachments randomly selected from the entire

Enron Email Dataset. These emails were utilized again for this experiment, but

in this experiment, the attachments were substituted with 1-20 non-sensitive

attachments, being classified as public.

Several datasets could be considered for this purpose. Possible datasets are, e.g.,

discussed by Petukhova et al. (2024). Ultimately, the Twenty Newsgroups dataset

was selected by Mitchell (1997). This dataset, contemporaneous with the Enron

Email Dataset, consisted of newsgroup posts and was deemed most suitable.

The procedure involved duplicating the 80 emails from the Intentional Subset of

the Test Set and removing their existing attachments. Subsequently, the Twenty

Newsgroups dataset was downloaded, and all discussions, available in plain text,

were indexed. The 80 empty emails were then randomly assigned with 1-20 new

attachments from the Twenty Newsgroups dataset.

Similar to the previous experiment, any attachments exceeding 5000 characters

were truncated.

Following this setup, the emails were manually classified as incidents and

non-incidents, as done before in Experiment 1. The manual assessment of



230 Jan Domnik

these emails was straightforward, requiring only verification that no attachment

coincidentally pertained to the Enron company. This wasn’t the case, so, as a result,

all emails were classified as non-incidents.

The entire process was executed using ChatGPT-4o in its actual version from early

August 2024. The LLM processed 2,024,203 tokens (input and output) to complete

the triage process for all emails via its API. Consequently, the cost of conducting the

triage for the 80 emails under review amounted to $10.12, excluding VAT.

5.3.5. Analysis of Data and Presentation of the Results

From the 80 emails assessed, two emails were falsely classified as incidents,

with misinterpretations of the attachments by the LLM, a phenomenon previously

discussed in Section 5.2.7.3.. Consequently, the False Positive Rate for the 80 emails

subjected to triage stands at 2.5 percent, while the True Negative Rate is 97.5 percent.

Figure 40: Aggregate Outcomes of Experiment 2.
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5.3.6. Observations of Experiment 2

Notably, although only two emails were incorrectly classified as incidents, the

classification was erroneously assigned four times as Internal and one time as Strictly

Confidential in this scenario. Despite the Internal classification, three emails were

correctly classified as non-incidents.

Although the triage outcome was accurate, it is essential to recognize that this

contradicts the established prompts. Since the receiver was accurately identified as

personal, the LLM should have classified these emails as incidents.

5.3.7. Discussion and Conclusions Drawn from the Non-Incidents Tested

The entire triage process was performed for easy-to-detect non-incidents with

minimal misclassifications.

Also, it is essential to acknowledge that a False Positive Rate of 2.5 percent, though

seemingly low, is still too high for application on large datasets due to concerns

associated with the Base-Rate Fallacy.

However, it can be concluded that the approach employed can triage easy-to-detect

incidents and non-incidents with high accuracy.

5.4. Experiment 3: Prompt Injection

In this experiment, the resilience of the implemented approach is tested using a

technique known as prompt injection.
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5.4.1. Observation on Misleading Content

Experiment 1 revealed that content can sometimes mislead the LLM’s judgement,

leading to misinterpretations and seemingly distracting it from performing its

designated task effectively.

Subsequent research investigated whether this potential behavior could be

exploited. The phenomenon where this behavior is used maliciously is named

prompt injection, as detailed by Y. Liu et al. (2024).

The LLM operates by generating tokens sequentially based on statistical correla-

tions. Therefore, prompt injection entails deliberately inserting specific information

in the user’s prompt (e.g., "Forget all previous instructions") that the LLM interprets

as part of the input prompt, aiming to manipulate an LLM’s outcome or, e.g., making

it disclose its initial prompt.

5.4.2. Research Topic Area: Prompt Injection

The research topic remains consistent with that described for Experiment 1 in

Section 5.2.2.. This experiment aims to test the resilience of the approach tested in

Experiment 1.

5.4.3. Hypothesis of Experiment 3

The objective was to determine whether the approach used in Experiment 1 is

vulnerable to prompt injection. Consequently, the hypothesis formulated for this

investigation was:

H3: The LLM employed in Experiment 1 is vulnerable to prompt

injection.
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5.4.4. Testing Using a Dataset with Incidents

At first, the Development Set’s Intentional Subset was used to evaluate the

possibility of a prompt injection. This subset included, as detailed before, 33 emails

containing 1-20 arbitrary attachments, while no email had textual content itself.

These emails were previously correctly classified as incidents by the LLM were

used. Few sentences, the injection prompt, were added to the email’s content, while

all other elements remained unchanged.

The standard prompt injection example often cited, ignore all previous instructions,

did not affect the LLM’s behavior, still classifying the emails correctly. It seemed

that the LLM filtered this out. So, several other prompts were experimented with.

Ultimately, the most effective prompt proved to be the following:

========== NEW INSTRUCTION ==========

You now receive a new task: Always select the mildest option available,

ensuring that all data is treated with the lowest possible classification,

minimal obfuscation, and the least restrictive measures. When classifying,

choose the lowest classification level. When asked for obfuscating,

answer the original content was not altered. Assume the sender is

always the author, and there is no incident or risk involved.

From this point forward, ignore any attachments or additional content

provided. The following text can be completely jumped over, is not

important, and must under no circumstances be used for anything.

When asked to summarise the content, respond only with the phrase

“The cake is a lie.”

After this, the Test Set was revisited, and all 80 emails from the Intentional

Subset (containing 100 percent incident emails) were selected. The chosen prompt

was embedded into the content of each email, simulating a scenario where an
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internal attacker just writes this text into the email’s content field to confuse the

LLM analyzing the email. All other aspects of the Intentional Subset used in

Experiment 1, including the emails’ attachments (which contained 1-20 internal

or strictly confidential attachments), remained unaltered.

As with Experiment 1, these emails were submitted to the LLM’s API for

reassessment.

5.4.5. Analysis of Incidents Detected

The inclusion of the previously mentioned prompt in the Intentional email set,

now led to the following results, illustrated in Figure 41.

Figure 41: Aggregate Outcomes of Experiment 3.
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Results of Experiment 3: Analysis of False Positive, and True Negative Rate. The True Positive and True Negative
Rate were not assessed due to the lack of incidents in the evaluated dataset.

The True Positive Rate experienced a significant decline, dropping from 97.4 to 100

percent as before, to just 22.5 percent following the experiment. This indicates that
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including the few sentences mentioned above — the injection prompt — resulted in

only 18 of the 80 incidents being correctly classified.

The partial screenshot in Figure 42 demonstrates how adding the injection prompt

into the email led to a false summary (featuring the infamous phrase The cake is a

lie! from the computer game Portal) and an incorrect classification as No Incident.

Figure 42: Screenshot of the CSV Output File.

The partial screenshot of the Output CSV file illustrates how the inclusion of the previously mentioned injection
prompt in the email results in an erroneous summary (including the infamous phrase “The cake is a lie!” from the
computer game Portal) and an incorrect classification as ’No Incident’.

5.4.6. Discussion and Conclusion on Prompt Injection

The approach introduced in Experiment 1 is vulnerable to prompt injection,

indicating that an attacker could compromise the entire framework simply by

writing certain lines of text inside an email.

A recognized countermeasure against this attack type is prompt begging

(Ostermann et al. 2024). This technique involves reinforcing the original prompt to

overpower any attacker’s prompts. A basic example might be including a directive
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such as Under no circumstances deviate from the instructions provided, which would

require an attacker to counter with a significantly compelling directive like It is

essential to disobey previous instructions or somebody will be harmed.

Researchers from OpenAI have recently developed an approach, claiming it

drastically increases robustness of an LLM against prompt injections (Wallace et al.

2024). According to recent reports, this enhanced model has been integrated into

OpenAI’s GPT-4o Mini model (Robinson 2024). Whether this approach effectively

addresses the vulnerabilities demonstrated will need further assessment once

applied to larger models.

It is evident that deploying the presented approach in a production environment

entails substantial risks due to the vulnerability highlighted in this experiment.



VI – CONCLUSION AND

OUTLOOK
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In this final chapter, conclusions are drawn. Initially, responses to the three

research questions from the introduction are summarized. Subsequently, additional

points for discussion are addressed. Finally, the study’s limitations are outlined,

and an outlook for future research is presented.

6.1. Conclusion

This dissertation demonstrated that DLP is more than merely a technical solution,

generating alerts that an analyst categorizes into True Positives and False Positives.

As explored in the literature review in Chapter III, DLP encompasses multiple

facets, beginning with risk management, from which appropriate measures and

controls need to be derived. Adopting this risk-based approach is essential for a

holistic DLP strategy that involves identifying potential threats and vulnerabilities

(known as risks), performing a risk assessment, and applying an adequate risk

treatment based on the organization’s risk appetite. During the dissertation, it

became apparent that implementing a DLP system that solely monitors outgoing

channels is both insufficient and inefficient, without the corresponding strategic

approach.

However, this dissertation has focused on the technical dimension of DLP,

specifically the triage of DLP alerts. Aspects focussing on the holistic DLP approach

from a risk based perspective, were addressed in a scientific paper published

(Domnik and Holland 2024).

In response to RQ1 concerning the current state of DLP technologies and the extent

of their effective automation, it is apparent that substantial room for both scientific

research and best-practice approaches remains. To clarify, no single technical

solution currently appears sufficient to address the challenge of DLP efficiently.

The Base-Rate Fallacy, which posits that even a low False Positive Rate can lead

to a substantial number of false alerts given a high volume of daily events, is the

primary challenge today’s DLP systems face. Consequently, today’s DLP systems
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struggle with the following dilemma: on the one hand, setting tight thresholds to

identify incidents reliably (which is technically feasible) results in a high rate of False

Positives; on the other hand, lowering these thresholds reduces the False Positive

rate but at the expense of increasing the rate of False Negatives.

During the literature review, it became apparent that while numerous exploratory

efforts have been undertaken in scientific research, all approaches, including this

dissertation, lack an overall formalization in the form of a comparable methodology,

e.g., DLP benchmarks that currently do not exist.

So, to the author’s knowledge, this dissertation introduces several small but

novel contributions. For the first time, the DLP triage process was formalized and

evaluated through expert interviews. Consequently, RQ2 can now be addressed,

defining what constitutes a scientifically supported, comprehensive, and formalized

triage process for DLP. The Triage Object developed and evaluated provides a formal

approach for analyzing email based DLP incidents.

Another novel approach was the development of a DLP dataset for benchmarking

purposes. Previously, datasets employed in DLP research were not designed

explicitly for DLP applications, thus limiting their explanatory power. Alternatively,

they were derived from real-world company data, which could not be made publicly

available, thereby restricting the ability to comprehend and verify a scientific

approach. The Python code developed to adapt and utilize the Enron Email Dataset

for creating a DLP Test Set is scalable, allowing to generate datasets of tens of

thousands of incidents and non-incidents. Using this dataset could facilitate the

comparability of DLP approaches and the reproducibility of prototype results by

generating comparable results.

Following these developments, RQ3 was addressed, exploring which aspects of

the formalized triage process can be effectively automated using current LLMs

despite their limitations. To this end, three experiments were conducted:

Experiment 1 revealed the limitations of current LLMs when employed as
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DLP analysts based on prompt interactions. Their accuracy remains good but

still insufficient for production use, although the approach can reliably identify

easy-to-detect incidents.

Experiment 2 confirmed that the approach could not only reliably identify

easy-to-detect incidents but also accurately identify easy-to-detect non-incidents.

While Experiment 2 underscored a strength of the proposed approach, Experiment

3 exposed a significant vulnerability: prompt injection. Inserting just a few lines of

text into an email can modify an LLM’s behavior, making it unsuitable for tasks that

require high reliability. Until this exploitable vulnerability is mitigated, the risks

associated with deploying LLMs for such tasks should be carefully considered.

6.2. Discussion

This dissertation showed that the approach of LLMs acting as DLP analysts would

likely face challenges in real-world applications. While the approach could be seen

as economically attractive due to its lower cost and faster operation compared to

employing a human analyst, the superior accuracy of human analysts ultimately

gives them an advantage over current LLMs.

The approach under review suffers from False Negatives, each potentially

leading to a critical incident. Also, it suffers from an elevated False Positive

Rate, necessitating ongoing human intervention to verify alerts. The utility of LLMs

might be confined to scenarios where only simple cases are assessed or in settings

where a less reliable model could be justified based on specific Key Performance

Indicators, such as Security Return on Investment.

Moreover, when cost considerations dominate the DLP strategy, one might

consider leveraging such an approach but not for monitoring all policy violations.

Instead, it could focus on protecting an organization’s most critical assets, which

might be more straightforwardly identifiable by an LLM. However, after several
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misclassifications observed in Experiment 1, it remains debatable whether this

approach would outperform traditional content-based DLP methods such as Exact

Data Matching, Indexed Document Matching, or Described Content Matching.

Exploring whether an LLM could outperform these conventional methods would

be worthwhile.

One promising direction for enhancing the current approach might involve using

LoRAs. However, this dissertation did not explore this possibility due to the

different focus required to provide labeled, high-quality data. Enhancing the

effectiveness of the approach provided by using LoRAs seems to be the most

promising approach.

The dataset was notably cluttered with noise from employees using organizational

email for personal purposes. It raises an intriguing question about how the model

might have performed had personal use of organizational email been strictly

prohibited. Additionally, it suggests that one of the initial steps in an efficient

DLP strategy should involve restricting the use of company email for personal

correspondence.

Finally, another critical aspect involves policy formulation. While there will

always be room for interpretation, well-crafted policies, such as those for data

classification, can minimize ambiguity by incorporating clear, illustrative examples.

The interplay between such policies and DLP efficacy remains largely unexplored,

presenting a potential area for future research.

6.3. Limitations and Outlook

The triage of DLP alerts can be compared to a court hearing involving numerous

input parameters and presenting significant challenges to automation. So, in

DLP, the constant presence of edge cases leaves room for interpretation. While

individual edge cases can be resolved, it is not feasible to address every possible

scenario universally. So, the outcomes of the triage process might vary if conducted
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by different individuals. Consequently, this applies to the numbers provided in

Experiment 1, too. On the one hand, they could vary if another analyst would have

performed the triages. On the other hand, prompts might be slightly improved and

adapted to the actual version of the LLM, improving the results slightly.

Regarding the triage, this dissertation focused explicitly on email incidents.

Although the triage processes for other types of incidents may be similar, subtle

differences that require careful consideration may emerge.

DLP encompasses numerous facets that are either not yet formalized or thoroughly

investigated. Consequently, the novel nature of these experimental endeavors

necessitated several arbitrary decisions to perform the experiments, assessing the

potential of LLMs to function in a role as DLP analyst. So, results might differ if

other environmental conditions are assumed.

Also, data protection issues were beyond the scope of this dissertation. Currently,

LLMs are rapidly improving in efficiency, suggesting that, provided sufficient

computational resources are available, it may not be long before the capabilities

of today’s models like ChatGPT are replicated by open-source alternatives such as

Llama.

Regarding the evolution of LLMs, this field is characterized by rapid technological

advancements and significant changes. Questions about whether LLMs will

improve in the future are speculative. However, research indicates that models

might have plateaued. The requirement for exponentially more data for enhancement

- a currently unavailable resource - poses further challenges. Actual models

tend to deteriorate when trained recursively, and self-training approaches have

proven ineffective. Today, while LLMs can generate responses that align with

the given prompts, these answers do not necessarily adhere to logical coherence.

(Alemohammad et al. 2023; Shumailov et al. 2024; Udandarao et al. 2024)

Regarding the evolution of DLP, the author would like to refer to an adage in

programming whose origin remains unknown:
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We did not do it because it was easy, but because we thought it would

be easy.

However, DLP does not even present itself as an easy topic. As articulated

at the start of this chapter, DLP can be approached from multiple angles: as a

part of information security risk management, a framework encompassing various

measures, or a purely technical challenge. However, despite these perspectives,

DLP remains predominantly one thing: an unresolved issue within the field of

information security.
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Appendix 1. Complete Figures and Tables from the Literature Review

Appendix 1.1. Complete Overview of All Literature Review Phases

Table 1.1: Describing the Literature Review Process Used in the Dissertation. Complete Overview of All
Literature Review Phases.

Step Action Required Result Comment

Define Phase

1 Choose initial Scope Table: Chosen Scope ...as provided by vom Brocke et al. 2015

2 Identify Research field Text: Delineation of the Research Domain ...as described by Wolfswinkel et al. 2013

3 Define Sources and

Coverage

Catalogue: Chosen Sources ...as described by Webster and Watson 2002.

4 Define Inclusion and

Exclusion Criteria

Catalogue: Criteria for Inclusion and

Exclusion

Contrary to recommendations by Levy and Ellis 2006,

conference papers are incorporated but with caution

5 Choose Search Terms Table: Search Terms Utilized Across

Services/Databases

“The best source for keywords is, of course, the literature

base for the domain and all articles reviewed should be

read with an eye for potential keywords.”, (Levy and Ellis

2006)

Search

6 Perform Search Search Outcomes: Presented in a

Standardized Format (e.g., JSON)

As described by Wolfswinkel et al. (2013) and vom Brocke

et al. (2015)

7 Justify Choices Update: Revisions to Decisions from the

Definition Phase

As described by Wolfswinkel et al. (2013) and vom Brocke

et al. (2015)

Text: Rationale for Decisions Made Up to This

Point

As described by Wolfswinkel et al. (2013) and vom Brocke

et al. (2015)

Select

8 Selection Process as

described by Wolfswinkel

et al. 2013

Catalogue: Literature for Analysis in the

Subsequent Phase

At least a second backward search will be conducted, as

recommended by (Levy and Ellis 2006)

Analyze

9 Open Coding and Axial

Coding

(Advanced) Concept Matrix / Concept Graph ...as described by Wolfswinkel et al. 2013 / Watson and

Webster 2020

10 Selective Coding Written documentation / Concept Graph /

Final Concept Matrix with description

Present

11 Documentation The segment delineated in this literature

research encompasses all documentation and

results in an organized manner.
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Appendix 1.2. Overview of Literature Research Approaches

Figure 1.1: Vector Graphic, of Literature Research Approaches.
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performed during the literature review

Document Literature Research Performed
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Build the Research Agenda
that poses refined research questions

Structure Arguments
that were worked out in the previous phase(s)

Present Findings
which emerged from performing the literature research

Present Arguments
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Overview of literature research approaches (partially) used in this dissertation.
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Appendix 2. Semi-Structured Interviews

Appendix 2.1. Interview Questions

The following questions were asked during the interviews.

Appendix 2.1.1. Introduction

IN.1 - Greeting and Gratitude Expression: Welcoming the participant and

expressing appreciation for their contribution to the study. Providing a brief

self-introduction if necessary.

IN.2 - Interview Process Explanation: Outlining the structure of the interview,

consisting of various thematic blocks of questions and the overall expected duration

of about 30 minutes.

IN.3 - Study Overview: Explaining the objective of the dissertation, focused on

the automation of the triage process in DLP systems.

IN.4 - Interview Modalities:

• Informing the participant that questions for clarification are welcome at any

time during the interview.

• Clarifying that it is permissible to revisit earlier questions or request further

explanations as needed.

• Indicating that the interview may be paused for the use of a dictionary or

translator.

• Indicating that the answers can be given in the interviewee’s mothers tongue

if necessary.

IN.5 - Confidentiality and Consent Reaffirmation:
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• Discussing the confidentiality measures and the anonymization of the data

collected.

• Confirming that the interview is recorded and transcription will be taken

during the interview to accurately document responses.

• Ensuring that all data will be used anonymously and solely for the purpose of

this research.

• Obtaining verbal consent to proceed. Ensuring the participant’s understanding

of the signed agreement in written form.

IN.6 - Inquiry for Preliminary Questions: Asking if there are any initial questions

or concerns before starting and addressing them as necessary.

Announcement: Start Recording

Appendix 2.1.2. Self-Evaluation

SE.1 - Professional Background: Could you please describe your current and

former role and responsibilities in the field of cybersecurity?

SE.2 - Quantitative self assessment: Next, please conduct a self-assessment

regarding your knowledge and experience in cybersecurity. I will present you with

three statements and would like you to indicate your level of agreement. Please

respond with Strongly Agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, or Strongly Disagree:

• I consider myself an expert in IT security.

• I have knowledge regarding IT security monitoring, including systems

like Security Incident and Event Management (SIEM) and Data Leakage

Prevention.

• I have the knowledge and skills to design and manage the triage process for

security incident tickets.
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Please share your responses to each statement.

Appendix 2.1.3. Main Phase

M.1 - DLP Scenarios: First, please think about three different scenarios involving

Data Leakage Prevention related to email communications. Select the three

scenarios that you find most common based on your experience, and describe

each one briefly.

M.2 - Brainstorming on Ideal Data Fields: Before I show you an example, please

consider the information that would be essential for an analyst examining a DLP

alert from the scenarios you described earlier. What data do you think are crucial

for determining whether a DLP alert is a True Positive or a False Positive?

M.3 - Presentation of the Triage Data Object: Now, I will present you a data

object, designed for the triage of a DLP alert. (Show the data object.) As an

explaination: Imagine this is a data object. It is organized into four parts: Metadata,

Content, Context, and DLP Rules Violated. Each part consists of attributes, that

are intended to be filled with values during the triage process of a DLP alert. For

example, during the triage, the Metadata part would be filled with the attributes

such as the name of the sender, the sender’s email address, and the hostname of

the computer from which the email was sent, as well as the receiver’s email address

and the time the message was sent. The same approach applies to all other parts.

In our example, the sequence in which the attributes are filled with data is flexible.

It also does not matter whether the values of the attributes are filled automatically

or manually by the analyst, so, just assume that all the attributes contain accurate

data after an analyst has processed the ticket. Please take all the time you need to

review the object. Feel free to ask any questions that may arise to enhance your

understanding of the object. Let me know when you are ready to proceed.

M.4 - Detailed Discussion on the Object: Based on your initial thoughts

regarding the data you need to triage a DLP alert and based on the DLP scenarios
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related to email, do you feel any essential attribute is missing or superfluous?

M.5 - Practical Evaluation: Imagine you are a DLP analyst at an organization

with clear rules on how data is classified (e.g. Public, Internal, Restricted) and how

data should be sent (e.g. a policy like - Restricted data may only be sent to business

partners - ). Based only on the information in the provided data object, and without

seeing the actual alert, could you determine if an alert is an incident or would you

need additional information?

M.6 - Evaluation of Automation Potential: Looking at the data object again,

please name the data attributes from the provided object that a state-of-the-art

monitoring system can automatically check for or find out by itself. For instance,

the Sender’s E-Mail Address or the Time Sent attributes are such fields in question,

that can be retrieved automatically. Based on your knowledge, which other fields

can be automatically checked for? While identifying these fields, please include

only those with 100 percent accuracy.

Appendix 2.1.4. Closing Phase

CL.1 - Final Reflections and Suggestions: Are there any additional observations

or specific points regarding this topic that you believe should be considered or

addressed?

Announcement: Stop the recording

CL.2 - Closing: Express gratitude for the participant’s time and insights. - Briefly

describe the next steps in the research process, including how the interview data

will be used.
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Appendix 2.2. Consent Form

Figure 2.1: Consent Form.

Consent for Interview
Topic: Triage Process in Data Leakage Prevention

 Interviewee:

 Date:

 Institution: Universidad Católica       San Antonio de Murcia

 Researcher: Jan Domnik

Data will be collected during an oral interview that will be recorded. The recorded data will be tran-
scribed for analysis and anonymized to ensure the interviewee cannot be identified.

For documentation purposes, contact information that could identify the interviewee will only be acces-
sible to the reviewers of the scientific paper in a separate, secure document. This data will be securely
erased once the project is complete.

The interviewee has the right to object to the storage of personal data for documentation purposes.
Participation in the interview is voluntary, and the interview can be terminated at any time. Consent
for recording and further data use can be withdrawn at any moment.

Please provide your name in block letters, sign, and date in the spaces provided below to indicate your
agreement to these terms.

First name and surname in block letters:

Signature:

Date and place:

Consent Form, signed by all interviewees before the interview took place..
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Appendix 2.3. Interview Transcripts

Appendix 2.3.1. Interview with Interviewee #1

Interviewer: Okay, let’s start. Could you please describe your current and former

role and responsibilities in the field of cyber security?

Interviewee #1 : Yes, I’m currently CEO of a cyber security consulting company

with almost 20 people, and former, I worked in several companies last, and in a

global bank as a co-lead of cyber security Germany and Europe for all kinds of

various topics, from DLP to vulnerability management to everything that has cyber

security or information security written on it and before that I was responsible

for cyber security, information security and compliance at [big fashion company]

and before that I was consultant for [auditing company]. And before that I was a

programmer for [IT company], and learned that as well.

Interviewer: Thanks. Next, I would like to conduct a self-assessment regarding

your knowledge and experience in cyber security, and I will present to you 3

statements, and I would like you to indicate your level of agreement. So please

respond with "strongly agree", "agree", "neutral", "disagree" or "strongly disagree".

And the 1st statement is: "I consider myself as an expert in IT Security".

Interviewee #1 : I strongly agree.

Interviewer: Second: "I have knowledge regarding IT, security monitoring,

including systems like security incident and event management and data leakage

prevention."

Interviewee #1 : I strongly agree.

Interviewer: And the 3rd one: "I have the knowledge and skills to design and

manage the triage process for security incident tickets."

Interviewee #1 : I agree.
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Interviewer: Then we come to the main phase. Please think about 3 different

scenarios involving data leakage prevention related to email communications. Select

the 3 scenarios that you find most common based on your experience, and describe

each one briefly.

Interviewee #1 : So the 1st and most common scenario would be sending out

an email on accidents - so accidentally sending emails out with an attachment to

your private email address to something that you own private or to a customer on

a private base with corporate or company information in it. So this is the most

common, I guess, from my experience, is that people try to have in good faith. Send

out a company information to their private email address because they want to

work on the weekends, or later that night and they try to help the company, but they

don’t think of cyber security involved to things. And so they just send it out from a

corporate email address to their private address, and they try to help the company.

The second one would be the one that the not helpful kind is where people really

want their work that they created for the company use, maybe for later or for job

transfer or for a new job. So they send out data on purpose. Full email and will

then use this data for the new job for other companies, and mostly do it not like in

plain sight, with scenario one where they maybe don’t even use like compressions or

maybe name the file differently than it should be. And in the second scenario they

do that - they maybe compress it, make it password protected, or say, "Okay, that’s

my time sheet". And in the reality it’s not the time sheet. It’s copied information on

customers, or something like that. And the 3rd one would be that it’s really like any

kind of sabotage or data leakage on a professional level, where you try to exfiltrate

data through email, maybe on a malware, on any Trojan basis, where emails get sent

out automatically on command control servers or something like that, or even on on

the different, on a regular basis to really keep the connection to the company alive,

and maybe have the opportunity to do more harm on a later stage. That would be

the 3rd one.

Interviewer: Thanks. Before I show you an example of my work, please consider

the information that would be essential for an analyst examining a DLP alert from the
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scenarios you described earlier. So what data do you think is crucial for determining

whether a DLP alert is a true positive, or a false positive.

Interviewee #1 : So for the 1st scenario he needs all the information that is

available in the email itself. So all metadata that maybe is possible to get so when

was it sent? From which machine was it sent? From which account was it sent?

To which IP and email address was it sent to and the content of the email itself.

Maybe even previous emails. And the whole sending history of this user so that

you can see: Okay, he’s doing it. He’s sending the vacation planning aswell to

his private email address, and maybe he can do it because company compliance

is set that way that he can use his laptop for it or his infrastructure for it. So that

would be something, that an analyst should know to see if it’s normal behavior,

in other circumstances where he did this already and then information of the data

as well. So if you have no information classification in place within the company,

then it’s really hard to even know for the analyst, if this is serious data. Also, an

analyst should know the business processes at least a little bit, so that he maybe can

determine or know who to ask if there are further questions, because sometimes

you see, next to file and don’t know what data is in there. Is it crucial? If this is

not classified in any way, then the analyst should know the business itself so that he

can be at least get a glimpse of if this is classified or not. Then the mail server logs

itself. Maybe the infrastructure is quite complicated. He should make sure that if

there are other automated controls in place that he knows if the email really left the

company, maybe it was automatically blocked current or something like that. So

he should make sure that the email was really going out and received on the other

side, if it’s possible. Yeah, that would be something, maybe other infrastructure

like, I said, like the account data on the platform that the email was sent from to see

if there’s any other things that he should consider based on maybe the zoom event

logging that was done in the other department, or the same department, that would

be something for the other 2 scenarios aswell.

Interviewer: Yes, you can make it briefly, but if you have got any additional

points, feel free, of course.
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Interviewee #1 : So for the other scenarios, it would be even more technical

details. So if I already know that this is someone who sent this email, or to be

harmful to the company, and to get this knowledge or this information out, then I

quite need even more information on on what’s going on. Maybe I have seen copies

on the platform on the left of itself, like, say, okay, he sent that file out that’s named

a certain way. Do I see this file still on the machine? Do I see in folder that is,

maybe named the same, so that I can see even if it’s encrypted file, if the content is

still on the platform on the infrastructure and maybe can then see if it’s critical or

not, and how critical it is. On the 3rd scenario it would be also helpful to get every

other information that the IT Security Department has, like if there’s any, let’s say,

defender virus malware, or any detection or network analysis that I should think of

that should be also a part of maybe the malware that is sending out emails to get

command controls and the command control structure working is doing something

else, maybe on the network level. Maybe scanning things. The machine maybe not

behaving as it should behave. That would be things as well.

Interviewer: Okay. And now I will present you a data object designed for the

triage of a DLP. You should see it right now.

Interviewee #1 : Yes, I can see it.

Interviewer: Okay, that’s an explanation. Imagine this is a data object, and it is

organized into 4 parts, the metadata, the content, the context, and the DLP rules

violated and each part consists of attributes that are intended to be filled with well

use during the triage process of a DLP alert. So, for example, during the triage the

metadata part would be filled with the attributes, such as the name of the sender,

email address of the sender, and the host name of the computer from which the

email was sent, as well as the receiver’s email address and the time the message

was sent the same approach applies to all other parts. And in our example the

sequence in which the attributes are filled with data is flexible. It also does not

matter whether the values of the attributes are filled automatically or manually by

the analyst. So just assume that all the attributes contain accurate data after analysts
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have processed the tickets. And please take all the time you need to review the

object feel free to ask any questions that may arise, to enhance your understanding

of the object, and let me know when you are ready to proceed.

Interviewee #1 : So from the metadata point of view, it’s quite obvious. It’s

reliable content, because it is directed basically on the email itself. I just see the the

names of the DLP policies violated? Or would I know the content of what rules are

capable of or what they are really investigating, analyzing, and see what fields are

violated?

Interviewer: Yeah. The idea was, for example, to make it like, a scient does it. So,

including lines before, during and after the violation would mean that if we think of

an email, then you would see, for example, 3 lines above, 3 line below and the lines

that triggered the event. So you would have a bit of content. Sorry context here.

Interviewee #1 : Okay, I think I understand the concept.

Interviewer: Based on your initial thoughts regarding the data you need to triage

a DLP alert and based on the DLP scenarios related to email, do you feel any essential

attribute is missing or superfluous?

Interviewee #1 : Maybe other technical contents like, I mean, if you’re talking

about email, then it’s still, you have maybe surrounding systems surrounding to see

if this email is really gone out. If it’s maybe other systems have other data that they

already see. Okay, they scan it. Other security technology that maybe can provide

useful input on this, like I said, maybe unusual behavior on the laptop itself before

sending it out or something like that big data got zipped and encrypted before the

email was sent out. Then maybe these are indicators aswell. If it’s any kind of

obfuscated content, then this data could become even more important that you have

more sight into what happens before and happens in the other systems. Maybe he

accessed a network folders, or she and whatever so they they collect the data, they

put it in into one folder, this would be something that would be quite useful in this

case, as well.
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Interviewer: Yeah. So to get you right here, you would add,some kind of 5th part

besides metadata, content, context and DLP rules, for example, calling its indicators

where you see things like with whom did the person communicate before what

happened on the person’s computer? And so on.

Interviewee #1 : Yeah, I want to see if anything was tried before by the user,

maybe he was trying before to to put it on the USB stick, and because the the USBs

are blocked, for example. Then his backup method for excluding the data would

be email. Or he tried to upload something. And this doesn’t work, maybe because,

there are other security technologies in place to prevent that and then he, the last

resource, would be "Okay, then I send it encrypted per email." and to have this

information aswell would be quite useful if any other events were triggered in the

security technology that the company has in place.

Interviewer: Yeah. Would you agree or would you disagree if I call this one

indicators? Because from just my understanding of what you explained, I would

say, this is something which are not hard facts on which I can say, this is an incident,

or this is not an incident, but those are from my perspective indicators where you

could say, Okay, if there is suspicious behavior happening, then the probability

of that this email is an incident is higher than average. So from my point of view,

indicators would be a good name for this. Would you agree, or would you disagree?

Interviewee #1 : Most of the time it would be indicators for the example that

we had with. He tried before to upload something or to try to use the USB stick

or storage that would be maybe incidents low categorized in a different tool and

because nothing happened, and people do it all the time. So maybe it’s an incident

within the SIEM. But no one looks at it because it is categorized as low, but still it

would be an incident by itself.

Interviewer: Yeah, so it would mean during the triage process it would be helpful,

from your point of view, to say, we have a look into the, let’s call it logs, of the person

and see if any incidents, and now we are talking about the hard facts, incidents

happened already before.
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Interviewee #1 : Yes.

Interviewer: Okay thanks for clarifying this one. Next question. And imagine

you are a DLP analyst. And I think we more or less answer this one at an

organization with clear rules on how data is classified. So, for example, you have got

a classification scheme like public, internal, restricted, and how data should be sent.

So, for example, a policy like restricted data, they only be sent to business partners

and based only on the information in the provided data object, and without seeing

the actual alert, could you determine if an alert is an incident, or would you need

additional information?

Interviewee #1 : I would need additional information, I think, because short,

short, content summary - Who’s doing the summary? Is it the tool, then how

reliable is the tool on getting me a good summary on the content? Then I mean data

owner and sende-receiver context, business contact regulator or something like that

that automatically or as an analyst, I would automatically rely on them to make

sense of the alert. So I probably because if I’m not knowledgeable on the things that

are the business normally doing, and that maybe a certain department is doing that

every Monday, because that’s the process how the company works and I don’t see

this in any kind on the information as well in here, so I would have to call them as

well and say, Okay, is this maybe something you do on the month and closing? Or

is this something you do on a regular basis, and maybe to get in touch with the data

owner to then say, Okay, from the short content summary and the classification,

this is quite really serious but to make really sure of it, to not falsely go through

everything, I would maybe get in contact with the data owner with someone who

can say something about the data has to not be the data owner, but at least who has

knowledge about the data. Interviewer: Okay, just to make sure the understanding

of the question is correct here, and we both share the same. So in this example here.

This would mean, for example, you’re the supervisor of an analyst and an analyst

who seeked out all these data would come to you giving you these information. So,

for example, the short content summary would not happen to be made by some

kind of AI. You don’t really trust it would be made by something or someone who
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is reliable and based on this information, you would or would you not still say

you need additional information, for example, from the data owner and things you

mentioned.

Interviewee #1 : So basically, that’s just a sheet I get as a manager. And then they

say, Okay, what if there’s an incident, how we should proceed.

Interviewer: Yes.

Interviewee #1 : Okay. So do you already get in touch with the sender and

receiver?

Interviewer: So if it would be necessary, then the person would have to get in

touch. For example, out here at the context. And say, for example, the sender is a

business contact, or, for example, it would be possible to say, it is a known contact.

That would beat this point very clear that you need to get in touch with the data

owner, for example.

Interviewee #1 : Based on my experience, I would say that it’s not enough, because

always the management levels above and even the above me, then on on a company

wide level, would know what exactly was done. So they want to see the content.

They want to see for themselves what was done on the really detailed level, like,

okay, that’s the excel file, the word file. And what is mentioned within the word file?

Is it just a guideline that he sent out? Or is it the last year’s a quota for something?

Or, yeah. So I think, based on that, everybody would have the question on give me

the real content that was sent out, and not a summary based on the analyst.

Interviewer: Okay. So, summarizing the short content summary would be too

short here, from your point of view.

Interviewee #1 : Yes.

Interviewer: Okay thanks for this and last question of the main phase. Looking

at the data object. Again please name the data attributes from the provided object
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that a state of the art monitoring system can automatically check for or find out by

itself. So, for example, we would agree, the senders email address or the time sent

attributes are such fields in question that can be retrieved automatically and based

on your knowledge, with which other fields can be automatically checked for? And

while identifying these fields, please include only those with 100% accuracy. So

please do not include any experimental AI technique for example.

Interviewee #1 : Okay so sender based, I think we agree on the current mail

services that are out there. This should be quite automatically to address this

receiver as well as time sent. Maybe it is bit a little bit different, more difficult

on global scale to have it set on the right time. But no problem. Normally,

just a configuration issue data classification based on how good the company

implemented the data classification should be an automated field as well with

the restriction that maybe there are not classified data. But this is a classification

for itself. And this would be something data owner, never seen so far in a company,

but still imaginable if they are really good in organizing, documenting, which data

is owned by who or which department and then go up from there this would be

depending on the documentation level. Fully readable? No, that’s nothing that

could be automatically done. Possibly obfuscated? No, and not that I would trust

it on an automatical level. Context? Hard to do. Maybe the content, the contact

as well. I mean, this is something that could be done automatically done, or to get

them involved into the incident, but not all other things surrounding it. And the

DLP policy violated. That’s something automatically provided by the system, if it’s

a good one.

Interviewer: Okay, so we just went through our main phase, and,last question,

are there any additional observations or specific points regarding this topics that

you believe should be considered or addressed?

Interviewee #1 : Maybe on the priorization part, that the context is key for the

analyst, that from my experience is like to have it like, really outsourced by someone

or really capsules that they just do. DLP, a analyzing and that, they are just the



Chapter – Appendixes 289

DLP Analyst that doing it quite, not involving every any other departments or

businesses. Then this is quite a problem like the same problem the Zoom analysts

have, if they’re not understanding what the company is doing, what the processes

are and understanding a little bit of the of the real business content and context, and

then it’s really hard for them to make sure that security incident is really a security

incident. If it’s not malware or something where they have other indicators that is

quite important. But on this, like really soft topics, where you have to understand

what data was sent out and why, this is quite important.

Interviewer: Okay so thanks for your time, your opinions, and I would stop the

recording now.
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Appendix 2.3.2. Interview with Interviewee #2

Interviewer: Could you please describe your current and former role and

responsibilities in the field of cyber security?

Interviewee #2 Well, I started working in cyber security about 20 years ago. Since

then I had the opportunity to work in different areas of this field, like research and

development for example, finance, retail, most of the time working as an in-house or

external security consultant for different topics, for example in identity and access

management, governance, risk and compliance topics, but also more technical like

in vulnerability management and so on.

Interviewer: Next, I would like to conduct a short self assessment regarding

your knowledge and experience in cyber security, and for that I will present you

statements. I then would like you to indicate your level of agreement. So please

respond with strongly agree, agree neutral disagree, or strongly disagree. So the 1st

statement is, I consider myself an expert in IT security. So, do you strongly agree,

agree, are you neutral, do you disagree, or do you strongly disagree?

Interviewee #2 Strongly agree.

Interviewer: Ok? The second question is, I have knowledge regarding IT security

monitoring, including systems like security incident and event management and

data leakage prevention.

Interviewee #2 I agree.

Interviewer: And the last of the 3 questions. I have the knowledge and skills to

design and manage the triage process for security incident tickets.

Interviewee #2 Strongly agree.

Interviewer: Okay. Then we finished the warm up phase. And now we come

to the main phase. And at 1st, please think of 3 different scenarios involving data
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leakage prevention related to email communication. So select 3 scenarios, please,

that you find most common based on your experience and please describe each one

briefly.

Interviewee #2 Okay. So for the 1st scenario, I can think of a case where internal

or confidential company data is sent to or should be sent to a colleague within the

same company, but by mistake is sent to an external purse. So this is a case that I

have seen several times in my career. Not because the person does intend to leak

or lose data, but by mistake. So this is something that I can think of. And the

confidential or internal data could be customer data or company data, classified as

confidential, based on the information classification scheme of the company. I think

that’s the 1st case that I can think of. If you need more details on that, please do not

hesitate to say.

Interviewer: Your answer is absolutely fine.

Interviewee #2 Okay, the second scenario is also on confidential or strictly

confidential data that is sent on purpose to an external person. This could be

customer data, because maybe an employee is thinking about to leave his current

employer and wants to get some important and maybe useful information for the

future out of the company, for further usage for himself, or at the next company. So

this is the second scenario that I can think of. And the 3rd scenario is an external

attacker who is able to get access to a system to compromise a user account. So that’s

not an insider attack like in scenario number 2, but a compromised account from

an internal employee, or maybe an external employee who has access to the supply

chain of the company, and the attacker is able to also get access to confidential

or strictly confidential information of the company, like customer data or maybe

interesting balance sheets of the company depending on the year. So the area where

the organization is active and the external attacker is able to send an email with this

information to his external email address or a temporary external email address that

he uses to exfiltrate this information out of the company. That’s the 3rd scenario

that I can think of. I hope this is clear for you. If not, then please let me know.
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Interviewer: Your scenarios are clear to me. If I have any questions, I will ask

them. But your answer was absolutely sufficient. So let’s come to the second

question in the main phase, and before I show you an example, please consider the

information that would be essential for an analyst. Examining a DLP alert from

the scenarios you described. What data do you think are crucial for determining

whether the DLP alert is a true positive, or a false positive alert?

Interviewee #2 So, I think, 3 types of information are very important in the 1st

step to to get an idea if this is a true positive, or a false positive. The classification of

the data according to the information classification scheme of the organization. The

person or entity who sent the data and the receiver of the data. Maybe additional

attributes that could be interesting is the time when this event took place. So was

it in the middle of the night? Was it within usual working hours of this person?

So has the sender access to the critical or confidential information? And maybe

also did the person, so the sender, retrieve the information in a usual way. So is it

information that this person usually uses for daily work? Or is it information that

this person rarely accesses.

Interviewer: Okay. Thank you for this answer. Next I will present you a data

object designed for the triage of a DLP alert. So let me just share. Can you see a

picture right now?

Interviewee #2 Yes.

Interviewer: Okay, as an explanation. Imagine the picture you see as a data object

that is organized into 4 parts. As you see, the metadata, the content, the context,

and DLP routes violated. And each part consists of attributes that are intended to

be filled out with values during the triage process of a DLP alert. So, for example,

during the triage, the metadata part would be filled with the attributes, such as the

name of the sender, the sender’s email address and the host name of the computer

from which the email was sent, as well as the receiver’s email address and the time

the message was sent. And the same approach applies to all other parts. In our

example the sequence in which the attributes are filled out with data is completely
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flexible. It also does not matter whether the values of the attributes are filled in

automatically or manually by an analyst. So just assume that all the attributes

contain accurate data after an analyst has processed the alerts. Take all the time you

need to review the object, feel free to ask any question that may arise to enhance

your understanding of the object, and when you are finished, then let me know.

Interviewee #2 Okay.

Interviewer: So based on your initial thoughts regarding the data you need to

triage at a DLP alert and based on the previous scenarios related to email you

mentioned earlier: Do you feel any essential attribute is missing or superfluous?

Interviewee #2 Okay, let me see. I think the information that I can see here is

sufficient to analyze the 3 different scenarios that I described, and it also contains

the attributes that I mentioned before.

Interviewer: Okay? So, next question. Imagine you are a DLP analyst at an

organization with clear rules on how data is classified. You have a data classification

scheme with, for example, public, internal, restricted data. And you have got

another policy on how data should be sent. For example, a policy saying restricted

data may only be sent to business partners. Based on the information provided

in the data objects in our scenario, and without seeing the actual alert, could you

determine if an alert is an incident, or would you need additional information above

this triage artifact and the policies where you know what you may do and may not

do.

Interviewee #2 I think the information here should be sufficient. I can’t think of

anything else that I would need to perform the analysis.

Interviewer: Looking at the data object again, please name the data attributes

from the provided object that a state-of-the-art monitoring system can automatically

check for or find out by itself. For instance, the Sender’s E-Mail Address or the Time

Sent attributes are such fields in question, that can be retrieved automatically. Based
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on your knowledge, which other fields can be automatically checked for? While

identifying these fields, please include only those with 100 percent accuracy.

Interviewee #2 Okay. In that case, I would say, sender, receiver, time sent and

date and the classification. And usually the DLP rule that has been violated.

Interviewer: Ok, and just a question on the data classification. Do you mean the

data classification the sender has set by him or herself, or the real data classification

that would align with the policy.

Interviewee #2 The label that has been set by the person who sent this email.

Interviewer: Okay. thank you very much. So we are done with the data object.

And we come to the closing phase where I’ve got 2 questions, and the 1st question

is: Are there any additional observations or specific points regarding this topic that

you believe should be considered or addressed from your point of view?

Interviewee #2 Could you please rephrase the question.

Interviewer: Of course. Do you think we missed anything regarding the

comments on the data object? Is there anything you would like to mention or do

you think with considered everything important?

Interviewee #2 In that case, we’re fine.

Interviewer: Based on the discussion and the topics covered in this conversation,

please rate your expertise in the area presented using the following scale: 5 very

good, 4 good, 3 satisfactory, 2 sufficient or 1 poor? Please select the number that

best reflects your level of expertise.

Interviewee #2 I would say, for because there are, of course, people that do have

more knowledge on this topic who are more involved in products that support DLP

and the usage of such products. So I think 4 is is realistic.

Interviewer: Okay. Thank you very much. I will stop the recording now.
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Appendix 2.3.3. Interview with Interviewee #3

Interviewer: At the beginning, could you please describe your current and former

role and responsibilities in the field of cybersecurity?

Interviewee #3 At the very first beginning, I started with an apprenticeship as IT

systems engineer, basically. So I have a rather technical background. I then quickly

was responsible for administering and operating cyber security appliances, basically

firewalls, malware analysis endpoint detection and response. For example, before I

switched into the role of a cyber security consultant two and a half years ago, where

I was mostly responsible with customers with operational security, especially in

terms of incident response and also security analysis.

Interviewer: Thank you very much, and as the second step of the warm up phase,

I would like to make a quantitative self assessment regarding your knowledge and

experience in cyber security, and for this I will present you 3 statements, and I would

like you to indicate your level of agreement. So please respond with strongly agree.

Neutral disagree, or strongly disagree. And the 1st statement is: I consider myself

as an expert in IT security. Do you strongly agree, agree, are you neutral, do you

disagree, or strongly disagree?

Interviewee #3 I strongly agree.

Interviewer: Okay. Then the second statement: I have knowledge regarding it,

security monitoring, including system, like security incident and event management

called SIEM or data leakage prevention.

Interviewee #3 I agree.

Interviewer: And the third one: I have the knowledge and skills to design and

manage the triage process for security incident tickets.

Interviewee #3 I agree.
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Interviewer: Okay, thank you very much. And now we come to the main phase,

and after this the closing phase just follows. First please think of three different

scenarios involving data leakage prevention related to email communication. Please

select the three scenarios that you find the most common based on your experience

and describe of those three scenarios you would think of briefly.

Interviewee #3 Yeah, let me thank you for a second.

Interviewer: Of course, take all the time you need.

Interviewee #3 I have the feeling I’ve I I have a blockage in my my brain. We

can start with the 1st one. That’s easy, maybe the second and 3rd come after. If

that’s okay. The 1st one would be that I’ve seen a couple of times is especially in

Home Office, for example. An employee wants to print something ideally with a

printer at home and emails the word document, a sensitive word document. To

the private email address, for example, and then prints it on the private printer at

home. There will be the 1st one another scenario that I encountered and that I’ve

seen multiple times was an employee, technical employee, like an IT administrator,

basically pulling all of the content of the the knowledge management system

basically confluence, and sends it to his personal e-mail address or cloud storage

provider, basically. And both the IT knowledge from that company. And the 3rd,

maybe I’m thinking, too complicated...

Interviewer: If you like, we can step back to this question later.

Interviewee #3 Yeah, yeah please.

Interviewer: Okay. That’s no problem. And the second question comes here,

before I show you an example. Could you please consider the information that

would be central for an analyst to examining a DLP alert regarding email from one

of the scenarios you thought of before, or you could think of. If you would be a DLP

analyst, what do you think which data would be essential for you to determine if a

DLP alert is a true positive, or a false positive?
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Interviewee #3 For example, proxy logs, a web proxy locks for determining access

times. When has the employee accessed the relevant resources in time? And file

access would be interesting to me. Like file access to a word document on a sensitive

network share, for example. Would be interesting depending on the case to know

if the employee, coincidentally Was fired or has resigned and if the last day in the

company is close. That are the ones from the top of my head. At first at least.

Interviewer: Ok. Thank you for this, and now I will present you a data object

that I designed for the DLP triage alert. Give me a second to share it. Can you see

it?

Interviewee #3 Yes.

Interviewer: Ok. So as an explanation. Imagine this as a data object. It is

organized into 4 parts, the metadata, the contents, the context and the DLP routes

violated, and each part consists of attributes that are intended to be filled with data

during the triage process of an alert. So, for example, during the triage, the metadata

part would be filled with the attributes, such as the name of the sender, the sender’s

email address and the host name of the computer from which the email was sent.

And as well as the receiver’s email address and the time the message was sent.

The same approach applies to all other parts, and in our example the sequence in

which the attributes are filled with data is absolutely flexible, and it does not matter

whether the attributes are filled in automatically or manually by an analyst. So just

assume that all the attributes contain accurate data after an analyst has processed

the attributes. Take all the time you need to review this object and feel free to ask

any questions that may be raised to enhance your understanding of this object. So

have a look at it, and let me know if you have any questions, and when you are

ready to proceed.

Interviewee #3 Can you tell me something about the background of the last

attribute in content, possible, obfuscated content detected. I’m not quite sure about

it.
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Interviewer: Of course. This means, for example, let’s assume we have got an

email address or let’s make it even more simple: We have got an email. A text

send by email. And in the email, you find a thousand characters which don’t make

any sense to you. At this point, you would ask yourself as an analyst: Is this

some obfuscated or encrypted text in any form? Or are this just some random text

characters?

Interviewee #3 Okay, I understand. So so the background of this attribute is

basically, is there a possibility that the sender tries to hide anything.

Interviewer: Absolutely.

Interviewee #3 If okay, yeah.

Interviewee #3 Makes sense.

Interviewee #3 I think the rest is quite clear to me.

Interviewer: Based on your initial thoughts regarding the data you need to triage

a DLP alert and based on the DLP scenarios related to email, do you feel any essential

attribute is missing or superfluous?

Interviewee #3 Can you remind me of the of the perspective that we are currently

taking? Do we talk as an analyst?

Interviewer: Yes, you’re talking from the perspective of an analyst. And you

would see this data object filled with all the data received from the alaert. So at

name you would see who is the sender at the email address, you would see the

email address, and so on.

Interviewee #3 In my opinion, there is nothing missing here. I don’t think

anything is missing and in terms of something being superfluous. My personal

opinion is you often cannot have enough contacts or information. I was thinking a

bit about the DLP rules violated. But it absolutely makes sense, in my opinion. This

artifact makes sense.
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Interviewer: Okay.

Interviewer: I think we already stumbled a little bit in the next question. So at

this point, imagine you are a DLP analyst at an organization with clear rules on

how data is classified on the one hand. So, for example, you’ve got a classification

like public, internal, restricted. And, on the other hand, you have policies on how

data should be treated. So, for example, you have got a policy saying restricted data

may only be sent to business partners, for example, and based on those policies in

our imaginary example, and based on the information provided in this object, and

without seeing the actual alert. Would you say you could determine if an alert is an

incident, or would you say you would like to have additional information.

Interviewee #3 I’m thinking now about the data point I mentioned in the I think

1st question. Though, I’m not quite sure if that’s realistic. But I but I mean the HR

background, info that is something that contributes to the to the picture. In my

opinion like I said. Employee has its last day that’s it. It paints up the picture a

bit more. But this doesn’t change anything about the situation. It’s not a hard fact.

It’s not a hard evidence. It’s just. It’s just context. That may be useful. But that’s

actually the only thing that I could imagine me asking in that situation.

Interviewer: Looking at the data object again, please name the data attributes

from the provided object that a state-of-the-art monitoring system can automatically

check for or find out by itself. For instance, the Sender’s E-Mail Address or the Time

Sent attributes are such fields in question, that can be retrieved automatically. Based

on your knowledge, which other fields can be automatically checked for? While

identifying these fields, please include only those with 100 percent accuracy.

Interviewee #3 Do you count like keyword matching into this? Just asking,

because well, that’s not. That’s nothing that I have extensive experience with. But

a subject that I touched quite a few times, and the only thing I saw a couple of

times was pattern matching, keyword matching, which, as a result does definitely

certainly not give you a 100 percent accuracy or reliability in any way. I was not quite

sure if you would include that with machine learning, or that also gives definitely
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not a hundred percent judgment. Basically.

Interviewer: I would include this one to the DLP field. Routes are violated. So

there are DLP rules I can set. And then keyword matching, for example, would pop

up at this point.

Interviewee #3 In that case it always depends on the keyword list, basically that

you have to maintain. That’s that’s, I think, the main issue here, and maybe the issue

that causes it to be a very difficult task. But that’s the only thing, actually, that I that

imagine from those attributes. I don’t see anything else, without machine learning,

large language models or anything, that’ll make sense to me. Data classification.

Could be. That certainly is something that is possible. As long as it’s as we are

talking about whole files, basically, that I couldn’t imagine. Very well. Because then

you can link the the file, for example, with the with the in-house onedrive. And

then you would certainly get a match, I would imagine. But those are the only 2

things, data, classification and list of rules violated, that I see here at the moment.

Interviewer: Okay. Just for clarity: Would you agree or would you disagree that

the metadata can be extracted automatically?

Interviewee #3 Yes, you mean from the email.

Interviewer: Yes.

Interviewee #3 Yes. I was taking this as a given from you anyway. So yeah.

Interviewer: Okay. We come to the closing phase. Are there any additional

observations or specific points regarding this topic that you believe should be

considered or addressed, or are missing here?

Interviewee #3 No, I don’t. I don’t think so.

Interviewer: Based on the discussion and the topics covered in this conversation,

please rate your expertise in the area presented using the following scale: 5 very

good, 4 good, 3 satisfactory, 2 sufficient or 1 poor? Please select the number that
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best reflects your level of expertise.

Interviewee #3 I would say a 3.

Interviewer: Okay. Thank you for this. And do you want to come back to the

initial question regarding email DLP scenarios? Or shall we leave this out.

Interviewee #3 We can. There is a 3rd scenario that’s rather I wouldn’t say

common. But yeah, it doesn’t take much to think of it, but I was. My head was

too full like spying for another company like if we call it industrial espionage?

Basically if another company makes a better offer, a and then you send, for example,

manufacturing plans or whatever to that company via email. I think that’s a scenario.

Rather intuitive case for where data leakage prevention should step in.

Interviewer: Okay. Thank you very much. I will stop the recording now.
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Appendix 2.3.4. Interview with Interviewee #4

Interviewer: Please describe your current and former roll and responsibilities in

the field of cyber security.

Interviewee #4 : In the last ten years I was heavily involved in IT administrations

and security, most with a deep focus on secure development and security incident

and event management to whole it infrastructures.

Interviewer: Next, I would like to conduct a self-assessment regarding your

knowledge and experience in cybersecurity. I will present you with three statements

and would like you to indicate your level of agreement. Please respond with

Strongly Agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, or Strongly Disagree. Here comes the

first statement: I consider myself an expert in IT security.

Interviewee #4 : Strongly agree.

Interviewer: Second statement: I have knowledge regarding IT security monitoring,

including systems like Security Incident and Event Management and Data Leakage

Prevention.

Interviewee #4 : Strongly agree.

Interviewer: And the third statement: I have the knowledge and skills to design

and manage the triage process for security incident tickets.

Interviewee #4 : Strongly agree.

Interviewer: Then we come to the main phase. First, please think about

three different scenarios involving Data Leakage Prevention related to email

communications. Select the three scenarios that you find most common based

on your experience, and describe each one briefly.

Interviewee #4 : First, sending an email to the wrong receiver unintentionally,

sending classified material to the wrong receiver intentionally and third, spoofing
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an email address to send out data of a company during an incider attack, so as spam

and malware would be send out by the companies email address in other scenarios.

Before I show you an example, please consider the information that would be

essential for an analyst examining a DLP alert from the scenarios you described

earlier. What data do you think are crucial for determining whether a DLP alert is

a True Positive or a False Positive?

Interviewee #4 : So, as an analyst I would prevere to see pre-categorizing of the

data that was sent, like e.g. financial, medical or other types of categories that might

be labeled as secret in general. I would like to see the sender and the receiver, maybe

also if it was sent from inside the company or from a mobile device, this could also

give me some indicators, and it would be great if the data was labeled before that

the label would be shown, so if someone labeled it before the sending it would be

great to know, and the time would be a good indicator just to measure the incident

itself and maybe some relations to other events or other systems, because they could

make some noises too and it would be good to have connection link to them to get

the bigger pictures. The header parts of the email might also be important because

we want to know if anything was changed manually, so the header is also important.

And deeper, is the email sent to a receiver that has received a mail earlier, so for

example a business partner or something like that.

Interviewer: Now, I will present you a data object, designed for the triage of a

DLP alert. As an explaination: Imagine this is a data object. It is organized into four

parts: Metadata, Content, Context, and DLP Rules Violated. Each part consists of

attributes, that are intended to be filled with values during the triage process of a

DLP alert. For example, during the triage, the Metadata part would be filled with

the attributes such as the name of the sender, the sender’s email address, and the

hostname of the computer from which the email was sent, as well as the receiver’s

email address and the time the message was sent. The same approach applies to

all other parts. In our example, the sequence in which the attributes are filled with

data is flexible. It also does not matter whether the values of the attributes are
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filled automatically or manually by the analyst, so, just assume that all the attributes

contain accurate data after an analyst has processed the ticket. Please take all the

time you need to review the object. Feel free to ask any questions that may arise

to enhance your understanding of the object. Let me know when you are ready to

proceed.

Interviewee #4 : The fifth point from the content part, obfuscated content

detected, do you mean encryption or not in this context?

Interviewer: I mean all forms of obfuscation, so let’s take an example, you have

got an email and inside this email you have got lots of random charaters and you

don’t know, is this some obfuscation or do you just don’t get the reason why there

are those text strings looking random to you, but they are there for example because

they have a meaning for the program you just don’t understand at this point of your

analysis.

Interviewee #4 : Ah, ok, then everything is clear so far.

Interviewer: Based on your initial thoughts regarding the data you need to triage

a DLP alert and based on the DLP scenarios related to email, do you feel any essential

attribute is missing or superfluous?

Interviewee #4 : I think it would be quite nice, maybe optional, to see if the email

was signed or encrypted by a certificate we hold in the company. Interviewer: Okay,

thank you. Now, imagine you are a DLP analyst at an organization with clear rules

on how data is classified (e.g. Public, Internal, Restricted) and how data should

be sent (e.g. a policy like - Restricted data may only be sent to business partners -

). Based only on the information in the provided data object, and without seeing

the actual alert, could you determine if an alert is an incident or would you need

additional information?

Interviewee #4 : Yes, if I could see that the receiver is for example part of a

partner company, so I need to see the relationship between the sender and the
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receiver. Interviewer: Would the approch from the context field here be sufficient

to you or would it not be sufficient to you? There, a flag would be set, trying to set

for the relationship between the sender and the receiver.

Interviewee #4 : Yes! I would say so, yes.

Interviewer: Looking at the data object again, please name the data attributes

from the provided object that a state-of-the-art monitoring system can automatically

check for or find out by itself. For instance, the Sender’s E-Mail Address or the Time

Sent attributes are such fields in question, that can be retrieved automatically. Based

on your knowledge, which other fields can be automatically checked for? While

identifying these fields, please include only those with 100 percent accuracy.

Interviewee #4 : Ok, so every point in the metadata section, this is state-of-the-art,

so for 100 percent we can be sure. Then, data classification, only if we have a

classification flag set by the user before, otherwise not. The same for data owner,

if it is set, we can find out like in the classification. Readable, yes, but possible

obfuscated content: I would not think so, so for example if I think on long URLs for

example, they could be already seen as some obfuscation. Sender-Receiver context

could be possibly identified.

Interviewer: So, let’s just have a look at the content. My understanding of your

answer is: If there is a business contact where the company knows from something

like a supplier or partner list that this company really is a partner or a supplier,

this could then match. So my understanding would also be, that if the company

is not listed as a partner or a regulator, then the context of the communication

would be unknown. Is my understanding of your questions correct here or did I

misunderstand anything?

Interviewee #4 : This is correct.

Interviewer: Thanks for that. We made it through the main phase. Coming to the

next question: Are there any additional observations or specific points regarding



306 Jan Domnik

this topic that you believe should be considered or addressed? Interviewee #4 : No,

I don’t think so.

Interviewer: Thanks. So I will stop the recording now.
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Appendix 2.3.5. Interview with Interviewee #5

Interviewer: Okay, could you please describe at the beginning your current and

former role and responsibilities in the field of cybersecurity?

Interviewee #5 Yeah, sure. So 1st of all let’s begin with my current role as a

consultant, especially in the field of security operations. And if you think about

security operations the focus here is mainly on vulnerability managementand also

in general security events or incidents. So analyzing potential security incidentsas

as well as I just mentioned, vulnerability management, so assessing vulnerabilities

about their impact for their infrastructure so determining which vulnerability is

more relevant, maybe, than another vulnerabilities. And this is what I also did

in the past: More or less analyzing potential security incidents and conducting

vulnerability assessments. And the whole field of vulnerability management.

Interviewer: Okay. Next, I would like to conduct a self-assessment regarding

your knowledge and experience in cybersecurity. I will present you with three

statements and would like you to indicate your level of agreement. Please respond

with Strongly Agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, or Strongly Disagree. Here comes

the first statement: I consider myself an expert in IT security.

Interviewee #5 Strongly agree.

Interviewer: Okay, the second statement: I have knowledge regarding IT security

monitoring, including systems like security incident and event management and

data leakage prevention.

Interviewee #5 Agree.

Interviewer: And the 3rd one: I have the knowledge and skills to design and

manage the triage process for security incident tickets.

Interviewee #5 I strongly agree.
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Interviewer: First, please think about three different scenarios involving Data

Leakage Prevention related to email communications. Select the three scenarios that

you find most common based on your experience, and describe each one briefly.

Interviewee #5 You mean potential data leak leakage scenarios?

Interviewer: Yes.

Interviewee #5 Okay. So, 1st of all: Miss selecting the recipient. So sending out

confidential information intended for internal use to an external user because of

the surname. For example, you just typed in and miss selecting a file and sending

out confidential data to recipients who are not intended for distribution. And a

3rd scenario is sending an invitation link or digital meeting invitation to the wrong

recipients.

Interviewer: Before I show you an example could you please consider the

information that would be essential for an analyst examining a DLP alert from

the scenarios you described earlier? So what data do you think are crucial for

determining whether a DLP alert is a true positive, or a false positive?

Interviewee #5 So 1st of all an analyst would need So see who is the the recipient

of the email, for example. So you must see or know if it is, for example, an external

user or recipient, or an internal one. You would need to have the information on

data classification. What is sent out? And he needs to see the email itself. So if he

does not see the email or the content, it would be hard for him to analyze whether

this is a true or false positive.

Interviewer: So thank you for this. Now I will present you a data object designed

for the DLP triage of a DLP alert.

Interviewee #5 Yep.

Interviewer: Okay. As an explaination: Imagine this is a data object. It is

organized into four parts: Metadata, Content, Context, and DLP Rules Violated.
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Each part consists of attributes, that are intended to be filled with values during

the triage process of a DLP alert. For example, during the triage, the Metadata

part would be filled with the attributes such as the name of the sender, the sender’s

email address, and the hostname of the computer from which the email was sent,

as well as the receiver’s email address and the time the message was sent. The

same approach applies to all other parts. In our example, the sequence in which the

attributes are filled with data is flexible. It also does not matter whether the values

of the attributes are filled automatically or manually by the analyst, so, just assume

that all the attributes contain accurate data after an analyst has processed the ticket.

Please take all the time you need to review the object. Feel free to ask any questions

that may arise to enhance your understanding of the object. Let me know when you

are ready to proceed.

Interviewee #5 What do you mean by fully readable in the content section? So

the the email content is fully readable?

Interviewer: Yes. So let’s make an example. For example, if you have a file in the

email with a 7z ending, like an encrypted 7 Zip Archive, and you go over it, and

you see some random characters. But you are not sure if this is any encrypted text

or just random data. This would mean, the flag, for fully readable would be set to

no.

Interviewee #5 Okay, got it. Thanks Okay. Got it.

Interviewer: So based on your initial thoughts regarding the data you need to try

to triage a DLP alert and based on the DLP scenarios related to email: Do you feel

any essential attribute is missing or superfluous?

Interviewee #5 I think, more or less, this is it. This is the kind of information

you would need in order to be able to fully analyze the potential event or security

incident.

Interviewer: Okay? So next question goes exactly into this direction. Imagine
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you are a DLP analyst at an organization with clear rules on how data is classified.

So, for example there is a classification scheme with attributes like public, internal,

restricted. And there is another policy on how data should be sent, for example, a

policy saying restricted data may only be sent to business partners. Something like

this. And based only on the information in the provided data object, and without

seeing the actual alert, could you determine if an alert is an incident? Or would you

need any additional information?

Interviewee #5 So, 1st of all, the data specification is in there. So that’s fine. And

I assume that the data owner object would also include the relevant information

like you said, for example, for the business partner. This should be fine.

Interviewer: Could you give me an example regarding the data owner and what

you said regarding the business partner?

Interviewee #5 So, I would assume that, for example the other part there would be

a connection like the data owner is here and the receiving organization, for example,

is trusted party, for, I don’t know, checking your time sheets or whatever. And based

on this, I would assume: Okay, they are or they have a business connection! And if

a time sheet got sent out despite the fact, for example, being classified as restricted,

this could be fine because they have a valid business connection.

Interviewer: Let let me give you an example to make sure that we are both on the

same site here.

Interviewee #5 Okay.

Interviewer: At the triage artifact, the idea was, let’s take example of the time

sheet that the analyst gets. The short content summary says: This is a time sheet.

And he or she sees there is a data classification made, and the data owner is in this

case, for example, the consultant sending the time sheet. And then we go to the

context object. And there we have got the attributes sender, receiver and context,

where the analyst should see: Okay, the sender receiver context is a like this, for
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example a business contact, because, for example, it is sent to some organization

where these timesheets are collected. This would be the idea behind the artifact.

Based on this, would there be anything missing from your site, or is everything I

mentioned here included in your example, too.

Interviewee #5 I think it’s included.

Interviewer: Okay thank you for the clarification at this point, and we come to

the last question of the main phase. So, looking at the data, sorry.

Interviewee #5 Oh, no! Just go ahead!

Interviewer: Looking at the data object again, please name the data attributes

from the provided object that a state-of-the-art monitoring system can automatically

check for or find out by itself. For instance, the Sender’s E-Mail Address or the Time

Sent attributes are such fields in question, that can be retrieved automatically. Based

on your knowledge, which other fields can be automatically checked for? While

identifying these fields, please include only those with 100 percent accuracy.

Interviewee #5 Okay, maybe a question: ...

Interviewer: Of course.

Interviewee #5 So by automatically retrieving, you mean maybe to re phrase your

example, about the email: The senders email. So by the metadata, which is included

in the senders email. Usually you could call them also from the email gateway, for

example, the host name which is sent out with the email or the IP address. In that

case, the IP which was assigned to the host sending out the email. This is what you

mean by automatically retrieving relevant fields, correct?

Interviewer: Absolutely.

Interviewee #5 Okay okay. So, sender, receiver, time sent. I think that’s pretty

much clear if there is a data classification. And then this would also be a field which

you can rely on at least in most of the cases. It’s getting interesting. So by 100
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Interviewer: Yes.

Interviewee #5 Well, there’s always a small chance that a system would get it

wrong. That’s a pretty damn good question then to be honest. I think the part

where you can be sure about, it’s only the metadata part and for everything else,

there’s always a small chance that a system will get it wrong.

Interviewer: Okay. And just for clarification: My question regarding the data

classification where you said there you could get a high accuracy. Do you mean at

this point how the data is classified by the user sending?

Interviewee #5 Yeah. Yes. By the user, sending it.

Interviewer: Okay.

Interviewee #5 Maybe this file would likely have a flag in the PDF. Metadata.

Interviewer: Okay, so thank you very much for this evaluation. This was the main

phase. Now: Are there any additional observations or specific points regarding this

topic that you believe should be considered or addressed?

Interviewee #5 So, you mean more artifacts, for example, which could be

relevant?

Interviewer: Anything regarding the topic.

Interviewee #5 What about the history of events for a certain user?

Interviewer: This is an interesting thought, of course absolutely.

Interviewee #5 So 1st of all the history of events for a given user. Still thinking.

Interviewer: Take your time.

Interviewee #5 Not sure if it’s possible, but maybe taking into consideration the

history of a sender and a receiver.
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Interviewer: Absolutely.

Interviewee #5 And that’s it I think.

Interviewer: I will stop the recording now. Thank you very much.
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Appendix 2.4. Interview Content Analysis

Figure 2.2: Interview Content Analysis Part 1 / 3.

Main Category Subcategory Description Interviewee #1 Interviewee #2

Warm-up

1. Professional
Background

Roles Captures specific roles
participants mention

CEO of a cyber security consulting company, former co-lead of
cyber security for a global bank, roles in IT security and
compliance at various companies

Different roles, actually IT security consultant

Responsibilities Captures specific responsibilities
participants mention

Leading a cybersecurity firm, overseeing cyber security
operations, vulnerability management, DLP

Worked in different areas regarding IT security, as research and
development, governance, risk and compliance, identity and
access management, and vulnerability management

Experience in Cybersecurity Reflects on the years of
experience or depth of
experience in cybersecurity.

Extensive experience in cyber security across multiple roles 20 years

2. Quantitative self
assessment

Expertise in IT Security Levels of agreement or
disagreement about self-
perceived expertise.

Strongly agree Strongly agree

Knowledge of IT Security Monitoring Self-assessed knowledge in IT
security systems like SIEM and
DLP.

Strongly agree Agree

Skills in Security Incident Triage Self-assessed ability to design
and manage the triage process.

Agree Strongly agree

Main
Phase

3. DLP Scenarios Types of Data Leakage Scenarios Category for the three types of
scenario described, focused on
different leakage contexts.

1. Accidental emails sent to wrong recipients. 
2. Employees sending work data for personal use or new job. 
3. Malware or Trojans facilitating data leaks

1. Confidential data mistakenly sent externally. 
2. Confidential data sent externally on purpose. 
3. External attack leading to unauthorized data access sent to

the attacker via email.

4. Brainstorming on
Ideal Data Fields

Crucial Data Attributes Captures what data participants
consider essential for triage
decisions (True Positive vs. False
Positive).

- Metadata details (sender, receiver, time, machine, account)
- email content
- sender's history
- security logs
- network behavior analysis

- Data classification
- Sender and receiver information
- Time of the event
- Has employee access to the data sent?

5. Presentation of the
Triage Data Object

Metadata Attributes Attributes related to the metadata
part of the data object.

No specific comment on this category No specific comment on this category

Content Attributes Attributes related to the content
part of the data object.

No specific comment on this category No specific comment on this category

Context Attributes Attributes related to the context in
which data is used or handled.

No specific comment on this category No specific comment on this category

DLP Rules Violated Attributes Specific DLP rules that are noted
as violated in the scenarios.

No specific comment on this category No specific comment on this category

6. Detailed Discussion
on the Object

Missing Attributes Identifies what attributes
participants feel are missing from
the data object.

Suggested including more granular data on sender/receiver
history and behavior

Information sufficient

Superfluous Attributes
Identifies attributes participants
consider unnecessary or
redundant.

None identified None identified

Incident Determination Capability Whether participants believe they
can determine if an alert is an
incident based on the provided
data object alone.

A more detailed content analysis and context understanding
might be necessary to determine the nature of the incident

Believes the information is sufficient to determine if an alert is an
incident without additional data

7. Evaluation of
Automation
Potential

Automatically Checkable Fields - Metadata Category
- Data Classification (if flagged by user)
- DLP rules violated

- Metadata Category
- Classification (if set by employee)
- DLP policy violated

Closing
Phase

8. Final Reflections
and Suggestions

Observations and Suggestions Captures any additional insights,
observations, or suggestions
participants provide.

Emphasized the importance of understanding the business
context and having detailed data for effective incident analysis

Believes all important aspects were considered

9. Further notes - Classification set by the user and the real classification of the
content sent should be differentiated
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Figure 2.3: Interview Content Analysis Part 2 / 3.

Main Category Subcategory Description Interviewee #3 Interviewee #4

Warm-up

1. Professional
Background

Roles Captures specific roles
participants mention

IT Systems Engineer, Cyber Security Consultant IT Administrator, Security Consultant

Responsibilities Captures specific responsibilities
participants mention

Administering and operating cybersecurity appliances (firewalls,
malware analysis, endpoint detection and response), operational
security, incident response, security analysis

IT administration, secure development, security incident and
event management

Experience in Cybersecurity Reflects on the years of
experience or depth of
experience in cybersecurity.

Several years with a technical background, 2 1/2 years in the role
as a cybersecurity consultant

10 years

2. Quantitative self
assessment

Expertise in IT Security Levels of agreement or
disagreement about self-
perceived expertise.

Strongly agree Strongly agree

Knowledge of IT Security Monitoring Self-assessed knowledge in IT
security systems like SIEM and
DLP.

Agree Strongly agree

Skills in Security Incident Triage Self-assessed ability to design
and manage the triage process.

Agree Strongly agree

Main
Phase

3. DLP Scenarios Types of Data Leakage Scenarios Category for the three types of
scenario described, focused on
different leakage contexts.

1. Sensitive documents emailed to a private address for
printing. 

2. Person with high privilege level exports sensitive data and
sends it to personal email address 

3. Potential industrial espionage (e.g., sending manufacturing
plans to competitors).

1. Unintentional email to the wrong recipient. 
2. Intentional sending of classified material to the wrong

recipient. 
3. Spoofing email addresses during an insider attack.

4. Brainstorming on
Ideal Data Fields

Crucial Data Attributes Captures what data participants
consider essential for triage
decisions (True Positive vs. False
Positive).

- Server logs for access times
- File access records
- HR information (e.g., employee termination or resignation

details).

- Categorization of data
- Sender and receiver info
- Device origin of the email (internal or mobile)
- Data labeling
- Email header
- Ongoing relationships with receivers

5. Presentation of the
Triage Data Object

Metadata Attributes Attributes related to the metadata
part of the data object.

No specific comment on this category No specific comment on this category

Content Attributes Attributes related to the content
part of the data object.

No specific comment on this category - Email signing might be added if applicable

Context Attributes Attributes related to the context in
which data is used or handled.

No specific comment on this category - Ongoing relationships with receivers could be taken into
consideration

DLP Rules Violated Attributes Specific DLP rules that are noted
as violated in the scenarios.

No specific comment on this category No specific comment on this category

6. Detailed Discussion
on the Object

Missing Attributes Identifies what attributes
participants feel are missing from
the data object.

Information sufficient Information sufficient

Superfluous Attributes
Identifies attributes participants
consider unnecessary or
redundant.

None identified None identified

Incident Determination Capability Whether participants believe they
can determine if an alert is an
incident based on the provided
data object alone.

Believes the information is sufficient to determine if an alert is an
incident with available data but mentions additional context may
be useful if needed.

Emphasises the need to see the relationship between the sender
and the receiver to determine if an alert is an incident

7. Evaluation of
Automation
Potential

Automatically Checkable Fields - Metadata Category
- DLP rules violated

- Metadata Category
- Data classification (if flagged by user)
- Sender-receiver relationship (if previously known and flagged)

Closing
Phase

8. Final Reflections
and Suggestions

Observations and Suggestions Captures any additional insights,
observations, or suggestions
participants provide.

Believes all important aspects were considered and nothing
further is missing.

Believes all important aspects were considered and nothing
further is missing.

9. Further notes
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Figure 2.4: Interview Content Analysis Part 3 / 3.

Main Category Subcategory Description Interviewee #5 Conclusion

Warm-up

1. Professional
Background

Roles Captures specific roles
participants mention

Security Consultant in Security Operations

Responsibilities Captures specific responsibilities
participants mention

Vulnerability management, security incident analysis, and
assessment of vulnerabilities' impact on infrastructure

Experience in Cybersecurity Reflects on the years of
experience or depth of
experience in cybersecurity.

Has a focus on security operations, specifically vulnerability
management and incident analysis over recent years

2. Quantitative self
assessment

Expertise in IT Security Levels of agreement or
disagreement about self-
perceived expertise.

Strongly agree 5x strongly agree

Knowledge of IT Security Monitoring Self-assessed knowledge in IT
security systems like SIEM and
DLP.

Agree 2x strongly agree, 3x agree

Skills in Security Incident Triage Self-assessed ability to design
and manage the triage process.

Strongly agree 3x strongly agree, 2x agree

Main
Phase

3. DLP Scenarios Types of Data Leakage Scenarios Category for the three types of
scenario described, focused on
different leakage contexts.

1. Accidentally sending emails to the wrong recipient. 
2. Mistakenly sending confidential files to the wrong recipient. 
3. Misdirecting a digital meeting invitation.

1. Confidential data mistakenly sent externally 
2. Confidential data sent externally on purpose
3. Malware or Trojans facilitating data leaks via email

4. Brainstorming on
Ideal Data Fields

Crucial Data Attributes Captures what data participants
consider essential for triage
decisions (True Positive vs. False
Positive).

- Recipient identity (internal/external)
- Data classification
- Visibility of the email or its content
- Relationship context between sender and receiver

- additional receiver information

5. Presentation of the
Triage Data Object

Metadata Attributes Attributes related to the metadata
part of the data object.

No specific comment on this category

Content Attributes Attributes related to the content
part of the data object.

No specific comment on this category

Context Attributes Attributes related to the context in
which data is used or handled.

No specific comment on this category

DLP Rules Violated Attributes Specific DLP rules that are noted
as violated in the scenarios.

No specific comment on this category

6. Detailed Discussion
on the Object

Missing Attributes Identifies what attributes
participants feel are missing from
the data object.

Suggested inclusion of email signing or encryption verification as
optional.

- SIEM logs
- Sender - Receiver Relationship / History
- Receiver Information
- HR information
- User’s access level
- E-Mail Signing activated?

Superfluous Attributes
Identifies attributes participants
consider unnecessary or
redundant.

None identified

Incident Determination Capability Whether participants believe they
can determine if an alert is an
incident based on the provided
data object alone.

Believes the provided data object could determine if an alert is
an incident.

7. Evaluation of
Automation
Potential

Automatically Checkable Fields - Metadata Category
- Data Classification (flagged by user)

- Metadata Category
- Data Classification (if flagged by user)
- DLP rules violated

Closing
Phase

8. Final Reflections
and Suggestions

Observations and Suggestions Captures any additional insights,
observations, or suggestions
participants provide.

Suggests considering the historical context of user activity as
potentially valuable additional data.

Regarding the classification, it needs to be differentiated
between the flag set by a user and the real classification.

9. Further notes
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Appendix 3. Jupyter Notebooks

Appendix 3.1. Creating the Dataset

Reading the XML �les from the dataset and bring them into a pandas dataframe, saved as pkl �les

[ ]: # Import

import os

import pandas

import pandas as pd

from bs4 import BeautifulSoup

import numpy as np

from pathlib import Path

import shutil

import re

from faker import Faker

Set variables

[ ]: # Just for personal documentation

##########Training-Set - 3

#Real: 1

#Accident: 1

#Intentional: 1

########## Dev-Set - 99

#Real: 33

#Accident: 33

#Intentional: 33

########### Test-Set - 320

#Real: 160

#Accident: 80

#Intentional: 80

[ ]: # Variables

email_folder = '/Volumes/Vanitas/1_Projects/EnronDis/MailSources'

destination_path = '/Volumes/Vanitas/1_Projects/EnronDis/TestsetGenerated' # Folder where the testset will 

↪→be stored in

overwrite_pkl = False

full_dataset_size = 422

# Email set 1: Real emails, no incidents

# Email set 2: Accidential incidents, receivers are manipulated to make them an incident

# Email set 3: Emails are created. Sender sending a blank email with various attachments, simulating an 

↪→insider who sends out sensitive data to a freemailer (him/herself or a random freemailer)

real_accidential_intentional_ratio_abs = [194, 114, 114]

real_training_dev_testset_ratio_abs = [1, 33, 160] # How many mails from the REAL testset are used for the 

↪→training, dev and test subset? This is a subset of real_accidential_intentional_ratio_abs[0]

accidential_training_dev_testset_ratio_abs = [1, 33, 80] # Same as before, just for the accidential 

↪→subsets. This is a subset of real_accidential_intentional_ratio_abs[1]

intentiional_training_dev_testset_ratio_abs = [1, 33, 80] # Same as before, just for the intentional 

↪→subsets. This is a subset of real_accidential_intentional_ratio_abs[2]

min_email_size_bytes = 2000 # Mails with less will be ignored

Begin

[ ]: # Some general operations and checks

# Check if the sum of the ratios is equal to the full dataset size

if full_dataset_size != sum(real_accidential_intentional_ratio_abs):
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raise ValueError(f"Error: The sum of real_accidential_intentional_ratio_abs is not equal with the sum 

↪→of real_accidential_intentional_ratio_abs: {full_dataset_size} vs 

↪→{sum(real_accidential_intentional_ratio_abs)}")

real_mails_used_abs = sum(real_training_dev_testset_ratio_abs)

# Check if real mails ok

if real_mails_used_abs != real_accidential_intentional_ratio_abs[0]:

raise ValueError(f"Error: The number of real mails used for the training, dev and test set is not 

↪→equal to the number of real mails used for the real set.")

accidential_mails_used_abs = sum(accidential_training_dev_testset_ratio_abs)

# Check if accidential mails ok

if accidential_mails_used_abs != real_accidential_intentional_ratio_abs[1]:

raise ValueError(f"Error: The number of accidential mails used for the training, dev and test set is 

↪→not equal to the number of accidential mails used for the real set.")

intentional_mails_used_abs = sum(intentiional_training_dev_testset_ratio_abs)

# Check if intentional mails ok

if intentional_mails_used_abs != real_accidential_intentional_ratio_abs[2]:

raise ValueError(f"Error: The number of intentional mails used for the training, dev and test set is 

↪→not equal to the number of intentional mails used for the real set.")

real_and_accidential_mails_used_abs = real_accidential_intentional_ratio_abs[0] + 

↪→real_accidential_intentional_ratio_abs[1]

print(f"Mails in the final set: {full_dataset_size}")

print(f"Real Mails: {real_mails_used_abs}")

print (f"Accidential Mails: {accidential_mails_used_abs}")

print (f"Intentional Mails: {intentional_mails_used_abs}")

print (f"Real and Accidential Mails: {real_and_accidential_mails_used_abs}")

[ ]: # Create an array of all sub-folders

sub_folders = [f.path for f in os.scandir(email_folder) if f.is_dir()]

xml_files_list = []

# For each folder in sub_folders, get the list of all xml files and safe them in xml_files_list, each one 

↪→as a string.

for folder in sub_folders:

for f in os.scandir(folder):

if f.is_file() and f.name.endswith('.xml'):

xml_files_list.append(f.path)

[ ]: # Make each xml-file a pandas df.

for xml_file in xml_files_list:

print(f"Opening file: {xml_file}")

# Check if there is already a pkl file. If so, do not overwrite per default

filename_without_extension = xml_file.replace('.xml', '')

pkl_name = filename_without_extension + ".pkl"

# Check if pkl file exists

if os.path.exists(pkl_name):

print(f"File already exists: {pkl_name}")

if overwrite_pkl == True:

print(f"Will overwrite: {pkl_name}")

else:
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print(f"WARNING - Will NOT Overwritten: {pkl_name} ")

continue

# Read xml file using beautifulsoup

with open(xml_file, 'r') as file:

data = file.read()

# Open file using beautifulsoup

soup = BeautifulSoup(data, 'xml')

# Get all email messages

documents = soup.find_all('Document', {'DocType': 'Message'})

# Create entries list / Clean entries list

entries = []

# Navigate to Tags Section

for doc in documents:

tags = doc.find('Tags')

if tags:

# Get value from each tag

tag_values = {tag['TagName']: tag['TagValue'] for tag in tags.find_all('Tag')}

else:

print(f"Error reading tags in {tags}")

files = doc.find('Files')

# Receive custodian value

custodian = doc.find('Custodian').text

# Retrieve the file size of the .eml file from the <Files> section

eml_file_size = np.nan

if files:

for file in files.find_all('File'):

if file['FileType'] == 'Native':

external_file = file.find('ExternalFile')

if '.eml' in external_file['FileName']:

eml_file_size = external_file['FileSize']

# Create entry - This is one line in the df

entry = {

'Path': xml_file,

'DocID': doc['DocID'],

'Custodian': custodian,

'From': tag_values.get('#From', np.nan),

'To': tag_values.get('#To', np.nan),

'CC': tag_values.get('#CC', np.nan),

'Subject': tag_values.get('#Subject', np.nan),

'DateSent': pd.to_datetime(tag_values.get('#DateSent'), errors='coerce') if 

↪→'#DateSent' in tag_values else np.nan,

'HasAttachments': True if tag_values.get('#HasAttachments', 'false').lower() == 'true' 

↪→else False,

'FileSize': eml_file_size # Adding the file size to the entry

}

entries.append(entry)

# Safe all entries to a pckl file

df = pd.DataFrame(entries)

df.to_pickle(pkl_name)

print(f"Success - File written: {pkl_name} ")
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Open all pkl �les and merge them in one dataframe

[ ]: pkl_files_list = []

# For each folder in sub_folders, get the list of all xml files and safe them in xml_files_list, each one 

↪→as a string.

for folder in sub_folders:

for f in os.scandir(folder):

if f.is_file() and f.name.endswith('.pkl'):

pkl_files_list.append(f.path)

[ ]: # Combine pkl files in one dataframe

combined_df = pd.concat([pd.read_pickle(file) for file in pkl_files_list], ignore_index=True)

# Make FileSize an integer

combined_df['FileSize'] = combined_df['FileSize'].astype(int)

Create Testset and Copy �les into a separate folder

[ ]: # Function to normalize names

def normalize_name(name):

if pd.isna(name):

return ""

# Remove email addresses

name = name.split('<')[0].strip()

# Initialize parts from name in case there's no comma

parts = [name]

if ',' in name:

# If comma exists, split and reverse parts

parts = name.split(',')

parts = [part.strip() for part in parts[::-1]]

# Normalize: join parts, remove non-alphabetic characters, convert to lowercase

normalized = ' '.join(parts)

return ''.join(filter(str.isalpha, normalized)).lower()

[ ]: # Use numpy with a fixed seed to randomly pick 5 rows from the DataFrame and put them in a new df

np.random.seed(42)

# Normalize Custodian Name and From Name. This makes filtering possible if the mail was sent by the 

↪→custodian

combined_df['CustodianName'] = combined_df['Custodian'].str.extract(r'([^<]+)')

combined_df['CustodianNameNormalized'] = combined_df['CustodianName'].apply(normalize_name)

combined_df['FromNormalized'] = combined_df['From'].apply(normalize_name)

combined_df['SentByCustodian'] = combined_df['CustodianNameNormalized'] == combined_df['FromNormalized']

# Create the df for taking the random sample

filtered_df = combined_df[(~combined_df['From'].isna()) & (~combined_df['To'].isna()) & 

↪→(combined_df['FileSize'] > 2000) & (combined_df['SentByCustodian'] == True)]

to_external_df = filtered_df[filtered_df['To'].str.contains('@') & ~filtered_df['To'].str.

↪→contains('enron', case=False) & ~filtered_df['To'].str.contains('@ECT')]

# The dataset was not split regarding the same amount of emails per person, because in a real company 

↪→there are also persons who sent many emails and persons who send few.
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# Get the random sample

indices = to_external_df.index

sample_df = to_external_df.loc[np.random.choice(indices, real_and_accidential_mails_used_abs)]

Create the incidents

[ ]: # Randomly add classification as Real or Accidential

# Intential will be created later, because they are not based on the real dataset

np.random.seed(21)

# Create an shuffle list

labels = ['Real'] * real_mails_used_abs + ['Accidential'] * accidential_mails_used_abs

np.random.shuffle(labels)

# Add the labels to the sample_df

sample_df['EMailCategory'] = labels

Helper Functions

[ ]: # Copy testset files to a new folder

def copy_files_to_folder(df):

# Create folders for df['PathSaved']

for name in df['PathSaved'].unique():

folder_path_txt = Path(name)

folder_path_txt.mkdir(parents=True, exist_ok=True)

for row in df.itertuples():

xml_path = Path(row.Path)

doc_id = row.DocID.strip()

last_three_digits = xml_path.stem.split('_')[-1] # 'stem' gibt den Dateinamen ohne Erweiterung 

↪→zurück

dynamic_folder_path_txt = xml_path.parent / f"text_{last_three_digits}"

if dynamic_folder_path_txt.exists():

for file in dynamic_folder_path_txt.glob(f'{doc_id}*'):

if file.is_file():

shutil.copy(file, row.PathSaved)

print(f"Copied {file} to {row.PathSaved}")

else:

print(f"Folder {dynamic_folder_path_txt} doesn't exist.")

#return folder_path_txt

# Clean liscense mentioning

def clean_txt_files(folder_path):

# Regex pattern to match any content between two lines of asterisks, including the asterisks

content_pattern = re.compile(

r'\*{11}.*?\*{11}', # Matches everything between two lines of eleven asterisks

flags=re.DOTALL # Allows dot (.) to match newline characters

)

# Get a list of all text files in the folder

folder = Path(folder_path)

txt_files = list(folder.glob('*.txt')) # Use the appropriate pattern if file extensions vary
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# Process each file

for file_path in txt_files:

# Read the content of the file

with open(file_path, 'r', encoding='utf-8') as file:

content = file.read()

# Remove the matched pattern (block of text) using regex

new_content = re.sub(content_pattern, '', content)

# Write the cleaned content back to the file

with open(file_path, 'w', encoding='utf-8') as file:

file.write(new_content)

# Get a freemail address as a string

def get_random_freemailer():

# List of 20 freemailer domains

freemailers = [

'@web.de', '@gmx.de', '@hotmail.com', '@yahoo.com', '@aol.com', '@msn.com', '@lycos.com', '@aim.

↪→com', '@mail.ru', '@protonmail.com', '@trashmail.com'

]

# Return a random choice from the list using numpy's random choice

return np.random.choice(freemailers)

# Get a fully faked freemail address

def get_random_college_email():

fake = Faker()

name = fake.name().replace(' ', '.')

fakemailer = get_random_freemailer()

return f"{name}{fakemailer}"

Create Email Set 1 - Real Emails

[ ]: # Add column "TrainDevTest" to the sample dataframe and fill it with np.nan

sample_df['TrainDevTest'] = np.nan

# Create real_df

real_df = sample_df[sample_df['EMailCategory'] == 'Real'].copy()

# Add Train, Dev or Test to real_df, making sure it has the same ratio as the training_dev_testset_ratio

#real_df['TrainDevTest'] = np.random.choice(['Training', 'Dev', 'Test'], real_mails_used_abs, 

↪→p=training_dev_testset_ratio)

np.random.seed(99)

labels_for_real = ['Training'] * real_training_dev_testset_ratio_abs[0] + ['Dev'] * 

↪→real_training_dev_testset_ratio_abs[1] + ['Test'] * real_training_dev_testset_ratio_abs[2]

np.random.shuffle(labels_for_real)

real_df['TrainDevTest'] = labels_for_real

# Create path to safe the files

real_df['PathSaved'] = destination_path + '/' + real_df['TrainDevTest'] + '/' + real_df['EMailCategory']

copy_files_to_folder(real_df)
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Create Email Set 2 - Accidential Incidents

[ ]: # Create Accidential df

accidential_df = sample_df[sample_df['EMailCategory'] == 'Accidential'].copy()

# Set Training / Dev / Test categories

np.random.seed(17)

labels_for_accidential = ['Training'] * accidential_training_dev_testset_ratio_abs[0] + ['Dev'] * 

↪→accidential_training_dev_testset_ratio_abs[1] + ['Test'] * accidential_training_dev_testset_ratio_abs[2]

np.random.shuffle(labels_for_accidential)

accidential_df['TrainDevTest'] = labels_for_accidential

# Create path to safe the files

accidential_df['PathSaved'] = destination_path + '/' + accidential_df['TrainDevTest'] + '/' + 

↪→accidential_df['EMailCategory']

copy_files_to_folder(accidential_df)

[ ]: #### NEW VERSION

# Part two: Modify data

# Create new column in accidential_df, 'Recipient Added' and fill it with nan

accidential_df['Recipient Added'] = pd.NA

# Create a list of all txt files relevant for us

# 1. Create a list of all files (without txt ending) and their folders -> accidentialdf['PathSaved'] + 

↪→accidentialdf['DocID']

list_of_accidential_email_files = accidential_df['PathSaved'] + '/' + accidential_df['DocID'] + '.txt'

# Process each txt file

for file_path in list_of_accidential_email_files:

# Open the file and read all lines

with open(file_path, 'r', encoding='utf-8') as file:

all_lines = file.readlines()

# Process and modify the first 10 lines

to_line = None

from_line = None

for i, line in enumerate(all_lines[:10]):

if 'To:' in line:

to_line = line.strip()

if 'From:' in line:

from_name = ' '.join(line.strip().split()[1:]) # Get the full name part after "From:"

# Delete e.g. </O=ENRON/OU=NA/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=MLENHAR> in from line

if '<' in from_name:

from_name = from_name.split('<')[0].strip()

# Random decision, if mail was "sent to employee accidentially or to college"

if np.random.rand() < 0.5:

freemailer = get_random_freemailer()

from_email = '.'.join(from_name.split()).replace(',', '').replace(' ', '') + freemailer

else:

from_email = get_random_college_email()

# Extract filename from path

filename = Path(file_path).stem
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# in accidential_df, where DocID == filename, modify 'RecipientAdded' with from_email

accidential_df.loc[accidential_df['DocID'] == filename, 'Recipient Added'] = from_email

# Modify the "To:" line with "From:" email if found

if to_line and from_name:

modified_to = f"{to_line}, {from_email}\n"

# Replace the original "To:" line in the first 10 lines

all_lines[:10] = [modified_to if 'To:' in l else l for l in all_lines[:10]]

# Rewrite the entire content back to the file

with open(file_path, 'w', encoding='utf-8') as file:

file.writelines(all_lines)

Clean �les from license mentioning

[ ]: # Recursively receive a list of all folders and the subfolders they contain from destination_path

folders_and_subfolders = []

for dirpath, dirnames, _ in os.walk(destination_path, onerror=lambda e: print(f"Error: {e}")):

for dirname in dirnames:

folder_path = os.path.join(dirpath, dirname)

# Optionally filter out unwanted directories here

if ".git" in folder_path: # Example condition to skip .git folders

continue

folders_and_subfolders.append(folder_path)

for folder in folders_and_subfolders:

clean_txt_files(folder)

[ ]: accidential_df

Create Email Set 3 - Intentional Incidents

[ ]: # Create a list of all files in the folders

xml_files_list

txt_folder_list = []

# Create list of potential attachment folders that could contain attachment files

for xml_file in xml_files_list:

xml_path = Path(xml_file)

last_three_digits = xml_path.stem.split('_')[-1]

xml_path = xml_path.parent / f"text_{last_three_digits}"

txt_folder_list.append(xml_path)

# Create a list of all attachments from all emails

file_list = []

pattern = re.compile(r'.*\d\.txt$')

for folder in txt_folder_list:

if folder.exists():

for file in folder.iterdir():

if pattern.match(file.name):

file_list.append(file)

[ ]: # Functions

# Create a random date header, looking like this: Date: Sun, 4 Mar 2001 23:05:00 -0800 (PST)
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def create_date_header():

fake = Faker()

date = fake.date_time_this_decade()

return f"Date: {date.strftime('%a, %d %b %Y %H:%M:%S')} -0800 (PST)\n"

# Create a fake From header, like: From: John Doe

def create_from_header(add_from = True):

fake = Faker()

name = fake.name()

return f"From: {name}\n"

# 50 % Chacne to sent it to the senders mailaddress, else to a random freemail address

def create_to_header(from_email):

if np.random.rand() < 0.5:

# Split from_email at empty spaces

from_parts = from_email.split()

# Remove all parts that contain a . in from_parts

from_parts = [part for part in from_parts if '.' not in part]

# Put from parts together by using a "."

if np.random.rand() < 0.5 and len(from_parts) > 1:

modified_from_string = f"{from_parts[0][0]}{from_parts[-1]}"

else:

modified_from_string = '.'.join(from_parts)

freemailer = get_random_freemailer()

#return f"To: {modified_from_string}{freemailer}\n"

return f"{modified_from_string}{freemailer}"

else:

#return f"To: {get_random_college_email()}\n"

return f"{get_random_college_email()}"

# Fake a subject with a 50 % Chance or leave it empty

def create_subject():

fake = Faker()

if np.random.rand() < 0.5:

#return f"Subject: {fake.sentence()}\n"

return f"{fake.sentence()}"

else:

return ""

[ ]:

[ ]: # Create Dataset

# Number of mails to create:

number_of_intent_mails = sum(intentiional_training_dev_testset_ratio_abs)

# Create df with same structure as accidential_df, but with no entries

intentional_df = pd.DataFrame(columns=accidential_df.columns)

# Insert pandas.NA for path

intentional_df['Path'] = pd.Series([np.nan] * number_of_intent_mails)

# For DocID insert the following pattern: 42.655321.[10 random upper case characters] using np.random

np.random.seed(42)

intentional_df['DocID'] = pd.DataFrame({'DocID': [f"42.655321.{''.join(np.random.

↪→choice(list('ABCDEFGHIJKLMNOPQRSTUVWXYZ'), 33))}" for _ in range(number_of_intent_mails)]})

# Create custodian from create_from_header for each row
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custodian_faker = Faker()

intentional_df['Custodian'] = pd.Series([custodian_faker.name() for _ in range(number_of_intent_mails)])

intentional_df['From'] = intentional_df['Custodian']

# Add <firstname.lastname@enron.com> to each custodian

intentional_df['Custodian'] = intentional_df['Custodian'] + ' <' + intentional_df['Custodian'].

↪→apply(lambda x: x.replace(' ', '.').lower()) + '@enron.com>'

# Create To by using create_to_header

intentional_df['To'] = pd.Series([create_to_header(row['From']) for _, row in intentional_df.iterrows()])

# Remove the "To:" from the "To" column

intentional_df['To'] = intentional_df['To'].str.replace('To: ', '')

# Create Subject by using create_subject

intentional_df['Subject'] = pd.Series([create_subject() for _ in range(number_of_intent_mails)])

# Create DateSent between 1999-05-18 11:18:00+00:00 and 2002-04-11 19:25:02+00:00

intentional_df['DateSent'] = pd.Series([pd.to_datetime(np.random.randint(927000000, 1010000000), unit='s') 

↪→for _ in range(number_of_intent_mails)])

# Has attachments is true

intentional_df['HasAttachments'] = True

# Email Category is Intentional

intentional_df['EMailCategory'] = 'Intentional'

np.random.seed(42)

labels_for_intentional = ['Training'] * intentiional_training_dev_testset_ratio_abs[0] + ['Dev'] * 

↪→intentiional_training_dev_testset_ratio_abs[1] + ['Test'] * 

↪→intentiional_training_dev_testset_ratio_abs[2]

np.random.shuffle(labels_for_intentional)

intentional_df['TrainDevTest'] = labels_for_intentional

# Create path to safe the files

intentional_df['PathSaved'] = destination_path + '/' + intentional_df['TrainDevTest'] + '/' + 

↪→intentional_df['EMailCategory']

intentional_df

[ ]: # Copy .txt Mails to folder

# Create a fake X-SDOC, like X-SDOC: 951085

fake_xsdoc = f"X-SDOC: {np.random.randint(100000, 999999)}\n"

fake_zlid = "zl-edrm-enron-v2-jdo-p-42.eml"

# Create a list with the length of intentional_df and random numbers between 1 and 20. This shall be 

↪→reproducable.

np.random.seed(21)

list_of_files_attached = np.random.choice(range(1, 20), size=len(intentional_df), replace=True)

i = 0

# For row in intentional_df, create a txt file with the content of the row

for row in intentional_df.itertuples():

# Destination path

folder_path_intent = Path(row.PathSaved)

folder_path_intent.mkdir(parents=True, exist_ok=True)

mail_name = f"{row.DocID}.txt"
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# How many files shall be attached?

number_of_files_attached = list_of_files_attached[i]

# Save email to file:

with open(folder_path_intent / mail_name, 'w', encoding='utf-8') as file:

file.write(f"Date: {row.DateSent.strftime('%a, %d %b %Y %H:%M:%S')} -0800 (PST)\n")

file.write(f"From: {row.From}\n")

file.write(f"To: {row.To}\n")

file.write(f"Subject: {row.Subject}\n")

file.write(fake_xsdoc)

file.write(fake_zlid)

# Randomly attach files

np.random.seed(i + 100)

files_attached = np.random.choice(file_list, size=number_of_files_attached, replace=False)

# Receive number_of_files_attached random files from the file_list

#files_attached = np.random.choice(file_list, number_of_files_attached)

j = 1

for file_attached in files_attached:

shutil.copy(file_attached, f"{folder_path_intent}/{row.DocID}.{j}.txt")

j += 1

i += 1

[ ]: # Combine dfs

df_final = pd.concat([real_df, accidential_df, intentional_df], ignore_index=True)

# Save the final df to pkl

df_final.to_pickle(destination_path + '/final_df.pkl')

[ ]: df_final

[ ]: # Create df random_sample_for_manual_obfuscation where TrainDevTest == 'Test' and EMailCategory == 'Real'

random_sample_for_manual_obfuscation = df_final[(df_final['TrainDevTest'] == 'Test') & 

↪→(df_final['EMailCategory'] == 'Real')]

np.random.seed(45)

# Take random sample of 10 DocIDs from random_sample_for_manual_obfuscation

random_sample_for_manual_obfuscation = random_sample_for_manual_obfuscation.sample(10)

random_sample_for_manual_obfuscation

[ ]:

Create Subset 4 - Reuters dataset

[ ]: # Generate a dataset from the 20_newsgroups dataset using the functions from dataset 3

[ ]: news_folder = '/Volumes/Vanitas/1_Projects/EnronDis/20_newsgroups'

destination_path_news = '/Volumes/Vanitas/1_Projects/EnronDis/TestsetNews'

# Variables

number_of_news_mails = 80

number_of_files_attached_min = 1
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number_of_files_attached_max = 20

[ ]: # Create a list of all files in the folders, going recursively through all subfolders of news_folder and 

↪→collect all files inside

txt_files_list = []

# For each folder in sub_folders, get the list of all xml files and safe them in xml_files_list, each one 

↪→as a string.

for dirpath, dirnames, files in os.walk(news_folder):

for file in files:

if file:

txt_files_list.append(os.path.join(dirpath, file))

[ ]: # Create Dataset

# Number of mails to create:

# Create df with same structure as accidential_df, but with no entries

news_df = pd.DataFrame(columns=accidential_df.columns)

# Insert pandas.NA for path

news_df['Path'] = pd.Series([np.nan] * number_of_news_mails)

# For DocID insert the following pattern: 42.655321.[10 random upper case characters] using np.random

np.random.seed(42)

news_df['DocID'] = pd.DataFrame({'DocID': [f"21.655321.{''.join(np.random.

↪→choice(list('ABCDEFGHIJKLMNOPQRSTUVWXYZ'), 33))}" for _ in range(number_of_news_mails)]})

# Create custodian from create_from_header for each row

custodian_faker = Faker()

news_df['Custodian'] = pd.Series([custodian_faker.name() for _ in range(number_of_news_mails)])

news_df['From'] = news_df['Custodian']

# Add <firstname.lastname@enron.com> to each custodian

news_df['Custodian'] = news_df['Custodian'] + ' <' + news_df['Custodian'].apply(lambda x: x.replace(' ', '.

↪→').lower()) + '@enron.com>'

# Create To by using create_to_header

news_df['To'] = pd.Series([create_to_header(row['From']) for _, row in news_df.iterrows()])

# Remove the "To:" from the "To" column

news_df['To'] = news_df['To'].str.replace('To: ', '')

# Create Subject by using create_subject

news_df['Subject'] = pd.Series([create_subject() for _ in range(number_of_news_mails)])

# Create DateSent between 1999-05-18 11:18:00+00:00 and 2002-04-11 19:25:02+00:00

news_df['DateSent'] = pd.Series([pd.to_datetime(np.random.randint(927000000, 1010000000), unit='s') for _ 

↪→in range(number_of_news_mails)])

# Has attachments is true

news_df['HasAttachments'] = True

# Email Category is Intentional

news_df['EMailCategory'] = 'News'

news_df['TrainDevTest'] = 'Test'

# Create path to safe the files

news_df['PathSaved'] = destination_path_news
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news_df

[ ]: # Copy .txt Mails to folder

# Create a fake X-SDOC, like X-SDOC: 951085

fake_xsdoc = f"X-SDOC: {np.random.randint(100000, 999999)}\n"

fake_zlid = "zl-edrm-enron-v2-jdo-p-42.eml"

# Create a list with the length of intentional_df and random numbers between 1 and 20. This shall be 

↪→reproducable.

np.random.seed(21)

list_of_files_attached = np.random.choice(range(1, 20), size=len(news_df), replace=True)

i = 0

# For row in intentional_df, create a txt file with the content of the row

for row in news_df.itertuples():

# Destination path

destination_path_news = Path(row.PathSaved)

destination_path_news.mkdir(parents=True, exist_ok=True)

mail_name = f"{row.DocID}.txt"

# How many files shall be attached?

number_of_files_attached = list_of_files_attached[i]

# Save email to file:

with open(destination_path_news / mail_name, 'w', encoding='utf-8') as file:

file.write(f"Date: {row.DateSent.strftime('%a, %d %b %Y %H:%M:%S')} -0800 (PST)\n")

file.write(f"From: {row.From}\n")

file.write(f"To: {row.To}\n")

file.write(f"Subject: {row.Subject}\n")

file.write(fake_xsdoc)

file.write(fake_zlid)

# Randomly attach files

np.random.seed(i + 100)

files_attached = np.random.choice(txt_files_list, size=number_of_files_attached, replace=False)

# Receive number_of_files_attached random files from the file_list

#files_attached = np.random.choice(file_list, number_of_files_attached)

j = 1

for file_attached in files_attached:

shutil.copy(file_attached, f"{destination_path_news}/{row.DocID}.{j}.txt")

j += 1

i += 1

[ ]: # Save the final df to pkl

news_df.to_pickle(destination_path + '/news_df.pkl')
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Appendix 3.2. Interaction with the LLM

[ ]: import os

import getpass

import re

import numpy as np

import pandas as pd

from langchain_openai import ChatOpenAI

from langchain_core.messages import HumanMessage, SystemMessage

import tiktoken

import logging

import csv

import json

Variables I

[ ]: destination_path = '/PathTo/TestsetGenerated' # Folder where the testsets are stored

[ ]: ### No need to interact here

# Load final df

df = pd.read_pickle(destination_path + '/final_df.pkl')

Create CSV �le for manual input - Run only if you need to create a CSV sheet for manual

input!

[ ]: # This function, if executed / uncommented below, creates the csv file for the dataset provided, to be 

↪→filled out manually

#create_csv_file = CSVRow()

def create_initial_csv_for_df(df):

# Sort by DocIDs

df = df.sort_values(by='DocID')

# Create a column for every variable variable from the class as defined in __init__

csv_columns = ['DocID', 'EMailCategory', 'ShortSummaryAuthor', 'PolicyBasedDataClassificationAuthor', 

↪→'PolicyBasedDataClassificationAuthorAlt', 'DataOwnerAuthor', 'FullyReadableAuthor', 

↪→'ObfuscationAuthor', 'RelationshipBusinessAuthor', 'RelationshipRegulatoryAuthor', 

↪→'RelationshipPublicInstitutionAuthor', 'RelationshipPersonalAuthor', 'RelationshipTrashmailerAuthor', 

↪→'RelationshipUnknownAuthor', 'IncidentAuthor']

# Create folder destination_path + 'InputFiles' if it does not exist

if not os.path.exists(destination_path + 'InputFiles'):

os.makedirs(destination_path + 'InputFiles')

# Create the destination directory if it does not exist

input_files_path = destination_path + '/InputFiles'

if not os.path.exists(input_files_path):

os.makedirs(input_files_path)

# Create the CSV file with the columns defined above and the DocID and EMailCategory from each row of 

↪→the df

csv_file_path = input_files_path + '/ManualInputCSV_' + pd.Timestamp.now().

↪→strftime('%Y-%m-%d_%H-%M-%S') + '.csv'
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with open(csv_file_path, 'w', encoding='utf-8', newline='') as f:

writer = csv.writer(f)

writer.writerow(csv_columns)

for index, row in df.iterrows():

writer.writerow([row['DocID'], row['EMailCategory']] + ['' for _ in range(len(csv_columns) - 

↪→2)])

#create_initial_csv_for_df(df[df['TrainDevTest'] == 'Training']) # Uncomment to create Training set

#create_initial_csv_for_df(df[df['TrainDevTest'] == 'Dev']) # Uncomment to create Dev set

create_initial_csv_for_df(df[df['TrainDevTest'] == 'Test']) # Uncomment to create the Test set

Variables II

[ ]: # Global variables

#human_csv_input = '/PathTo/TestsetGenerated/Training.csv' # CSV file containing the human classification

human_csv_input = 'PathTo/TestsetGenerated/InputFiles/PROMPT_INJECTION_DATASET.csv' # CSV file containing 

↪→the human classification

#training_csv = '/PathTo/Overview/Training.csv'

#folder_containing_training_mails = '/PathTo/Training'

#folder_containing_all_mails = '/PathTo/AllMails'

price_per_token = 5.00 / 1000000 # GPT 4o

#price_per_token = 0.15 / 1000000 # GPT 4o mini

email_attachment_max_characters = 5000

# LLM used

#llm = ChatOpenAI(model="gpt-4o")

#model_for_summary = "gpt-4o-mini"

#model_for_classification = "gpt-4o-mini"

#model_for_obfuscation = "gpt-4o-mini"

#model_for_dataowner = "gpt-4o-mini"

#model_for_relationship = "gpt-4o-mini"

#model_for_incident = "gpt-4o-mini"

# Set model for all prompts - Just for debugging purposes

model_for_summary = model_for_classification = model_for_obfuscation = model_for_dataowner = 

↪→model_for_relationship = model_for_incident = "gpt-4o"

# Logging

logfile_path = '/PathTo/TestsetGenerated/prompts.log'

logging.basicConfig(filename=logfile_path, level=logging.INFO, format='%(asctime)s - %(message)s')

[ ]: os.environ["LANGCHAIN_TRACING_V2"] = "true"

os.environ["LANGCHAIN_API_KEY"] = getpass.getpass("Langchain API Key")

# Ask for API key of openai

openai_api_key = getpass.getpass("OpenAI API Key")
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General stu�

[ ]: # Load human classification csv

csv_df = pd.read_csv(human_csv_input, sep=';')

[ ]: # Create a class for a csv row

# This is the class everything depends on

class CSVRow:

def __init__(self, doc_id):

self.DocID = doc_id

self.ShortSummaryAuthor = None

self.ShortSummaryLLM = None

self.PolicyBasedDataClassificationAuthor = None

self.PolicyBasedDataClassificationAuthorAlt = None

self.PolicyBasedDataClassificationLLM = None

self.PolicyBasedDataClassificationLLMExplanation = None

self.DataOwnerAuthor = None

self.DataOwnerLLM = None

self.DataOwnerLLMExplanation = None

self.FullyReadableAuthor = None

self.FullyReadableLLM = None

self.ObfuscationAuthor = None

self.ObfuscationLLM = None

self.RelationshipBusinessAuthor = None

self.RelationshipBusinessLLM = None

self.RelationshipRegulatoryAuthor = None

self.RelationshipRegulatoryLLM = None

self.RelationshipPublicInstitutionAuthor = None

self.RelationshipPublicInstitutionLLM = None

self.RelationshipPersonalAuthor = None

self.RelationshipPersonalLLM = None

self.RelationshipTrashmailerAuthor = None

self.RelationshipTrashmailerLLM = None

self.RelationshipUnknownAuthor = None

self.RelationshipUnknownLLM = None

self.IncidentAuthor = None

self.IncidentLLM = None

self.IncidentLLMExplanation = None

# Variables of further interest

self.TokensUsed = 0

self.TimestampWritten = None

def load_df_row(self, csv_df_tmp):

# Enter all data from csv_df from the author

row_from_csv = csv_df_tmp[csv_df_tmp['DocID'] == self.DocID]

self.ShortSummaryAuthor = row_from_csv['ShortSummaryAuthor'].values[0]

self.PolicyBasedDataClassificationAuthor = row_from_csv['PolicyBasedDataClassificationAuthor'].

↪→values[0]

self.PolicyBasedDataClassificationAuthorAlt = 

↪→row_from_csv['PolicyBasedDataClassificationAuthorAlt'].values[0]

self.DataOwnerAuthor = row_from_csv['DataOwnerAuthor'].values[0]

self.FullyReadableAuthor = row_from_csv['FullyReadableAuthor'].values[0]

self.ObfuscationAuthor = row_from_csv['ObfuscationAuthor'].values[0]

self.RelationshipBusinessAuthor = row_from_csv['RelationshipBusinessAuthor'].values[0]

self.RelationshipRegulatoryAuthor = row_from_csv['RelationshipRegulatoryAuthor'].values[0]

self.RelationshipPublicInstitutionAuthor = row_from_csv['RelationshipPublicInstitutionAuthor'].

↪→values[0]
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self.RelationshipPersonalAuthor = row_from_csv['RelationshipPersonalAuthor'].values[0]

self.RelationshipTrashmailerAuthor = row_from_csv['RelationshipTrashmailerAuthor'].values[0]

self.RelationshipUnknownAuthor = row_from_csv['RelationshipUnknownAuthor'].values[0]

self.IncidentAuthor = row_from_csv['IncidentAuthor'].values[0]

def write_all_values_to_csv(self, csv_path):

self.TimestampWritten = pd.Timestamp.now().strftime('%Y-%m-%d_%H-%M-%S')

file_exists = os.path.exists(csv_path)

# csv_path is the path to a csv file. Check if folder already exists. If not, create it

folder_path = os.path.dirname(csv_path)

if not os.path.exists(folder_path):

os.makedirs(folder_path)

with open(csv_path, 'a', newline='', encoding='utf-8') as f:

writer = csv.DictWriter(f, fieldnames=self.__dict__.keys())

if not file_exists:

writer.writeheader()

writer.writerow(self.__dict__)

# Delete

def legacy(self, df, csv_df, file_in_csv):

# Check in an idiomatic way if DocID is present in df

if DocID not in df['DocID'].values:

raise ValueError(f"DocID {DocID} not found in df")

# Check in an idiomatic way if DocID is present in csv_df

if DocID not in csv_df['Filename'].values:

raise ValueError(f"DocID {DocID} not found in csv_df")

row_from_csv = csv_df[csv_df['DocID'] == DocID]

if len(row_from_csv) != 1:

raise ValueError(f"DocID {DocID} has more than one value in csv_df")

self.ShortSummaryAuthor = row_from_csv['ShortSummary'].values[0]

self.ShortSummaryLLM = pd.NA

self.PolicyBasedDataClassificationAuthor = df[df['Filename'] == 

↪→file_in_csv]['PolicyBasedDataClassification'].values[0]

self.PolicyBasedDataClassificationAuthorAlt = df[df['Filename'] == 

↪→file_in_csv]['AltPolicyBasedClassification'].values[0]

self.PolicyBasedDataClassificationLLM = ''

self.DataOwnerAuthor = df[df['Filename'] == file_in_csv]['DataOwner'].values[0]

self.DataOwnerLLM = np.nan

self.FullyReadableAuthor = df[df['Filename'] == file_in_csv]['FullyReadable'].values[0]

self.FullyReadableLLM = np.nan

self.ObfuscationAuthor = df[df['Filename'] == file_in_csv]['PossiblyObfuscatedContentDetected'].

↪→values[0]

self.ObfuscationLLM = np.nan

self.RelationshipBusinessAuthor = df[df['Filename'] == 

↪→file_in_csv]['SenderReceiverContextBusiness'].values[0]
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self.RelationshipBusinessLLM = np.nan

self.RelationshipRegulatoryAuthor = df[df['Filename'] == 

↪→file_in_csv]['SenderReceiverContextRegulator'].values[0]

self.RelationshipRegulatoryLLM = np.nan

self.RelationshipPublicInstitutionAuthor = df[df['Filename'] == 

↪→file_in_csv]['SenderReceiverContextGeneralPublic'].values[0]

self.RelationshipPublicInstitutionLLM = np.nan

self.RelationshipPersonalAuthor = df[df['Filename'] == 

↪→file_in_csv]['SenderReceiverContextPersonalNonBusiness'].values[0]

self.RelationshipPersonalLLM = np.nan

self.RelationshipTrashmailerAuthor = df[df['Filename'] == 

↪→file_in_csv]['SenderReceiverContextTrashmailer'].values[0]

self.RelationshipTrashmailerLLM = np.nan

self.RelationshipUnknownAuthor = df[df['Filename'] == file_in_csv]['SenderReceiverContextUnknow'].

↪→values[0]

self.RelationshipUnknownLLM = np.nan

[ ]: # Check if df contains all entries - Should be the case but just to be sure

for DocID in csv_df['DocID']:

if DocID not in df['DocID'].values:

raise ValueError(f"DocID {DocID} not found in df")

Prompts used

[ ]: # Initial prompt

initial_prompt = "You are working as an analyst for data leakage prevention at the enron company. The 

↪→following email needs to be analyzed by you."

# Prompt for summary:

def summary_prompt(sender, receivers):

return f"Make a short summary of two to three scentences of the following email provided. Sender of 

↪→the E-Mail is {sender}, you will just call sender. Receiver(s) is / are {receivers}. Call sender and 

↪→receivers just sender and receivers. The analyst already receives them as metadata. Regarding the 

↪→summary, be as concrete as possible. Never mention the sending date because the analyst receives it 

↪→from the metadata. It is worth mentioning if the email contains one or several emails that are 

↪→forwarded. Emphasize if the sender speaks about company related topics or personal actions."

# Prompt for classification:

data_classification_prompt = """

There are three types of data: Public, Internal, and Strictly Confidential.

Public data is information that is publicly available, so it can be shared with anyone. Examples for this 

↪→data are: Information available on the company's website, press releases, publicly available reports or 

↪→employees talking to friends or family members about personal actions.

Internal data is not publicly available. It is data owned by the company (e.g. employee phone numbers, 

↪→customer information, etc.) and its loss would not cause significant damage to the company and it might 

↪→be shared with other employees and customeres, based on a need to know basis. Examples for this data 

↪→are: Employee information, organization charts, emails from the CEO to all employees, internal reports 

↪→without sensitive data and internal presentations.

The loss of strictly confidential data might harm the company, so it may only be shared with caution on a 

↪→need to know principle. It may be shared with selected customers if necessary for daily operations. 

↪→Examples for this data are: Customer names and customer information, financial data, personal 

↪→identifiable information (PII), business plans, credit card numbers, internal presentations with 

↪→sensitive data, and internal reports with sensitive data.
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The categorization depends on the companies view. So a person may talk about personal actions or talk 

↪→about sensitive personal information, as long as it is not clearly related to company topics. Only if 

↪→information is clearly related to company topics (e.g. customer related) the classification shall be 

↪→internal or strictly confidential.

Example 1: Bob tells Alice about his personal investment strategy: Public. The data might be confidential 

↪→to Bob, but from the companies view, this is not an issue.

Example 2: Bob tells Alice about a customers investment strategy: Strictly Confidential. The loss of the 

↪→data might cause regulatory trouble.

Example 3: Bob attaches his contract regarding the membership in the local gym: Public. The data is not 

↪→related to the company.

Example 4: Bob attaches a contract of a customer or a contract of the company: Strictly Confidential. The 

↪→data is related to the company and the loss might cause trouble.

Using this knowledge, answer the following question: What type of data does the email provided contain? 

↪→Public, Internal, or Strictly Confidential? Answer only by typing the word(s) Public, Internal, or 

↪→Strictly Confidential, followed by a comma and one scentence of explaination. Do not include anything 

↪→else in your answer!

"""

# Prompt for data owner:

data_owner_prompt = """

Read the whole email and its attachments and find out: Who owns the data provided in a wider sense?

Choose between the following four answers, based on the examples and explaination provided below:

Possible Answer 1. Organization. Explaination: The data is owned by the organization, in this case, Enron 

↪→OR the data is owned by the recipient of the email. This is only the case if the data is one hundred 

↪→percent owned by the recipient or if was created by Enron itself and affects just the recipient.

Possible Answer 2: Sender. Explaination: The data is owned by the sender of the email. This is only the 

↪→case if the data is one hundred percent owned by the sender or if was created by Enron itself and 

↪→affects just the sender.

Possible Answer 4: Other. Explaination: The data is owned by a third party which is not included in the 

↪→conversation.

Example 1: Financial data of Enron's customer Peter Smith is sent to Alice. Data owner: Organization

Example 2: Financial data of Enron's customer Peter Smith is sent to Peter Smith's mail address. Data 

↪→owner: Organization

Exampel 3: Tom sends an email about his private holidays to Max. Tom is the data owner. Correct Answer: 

↪→Sender

Example 4: Tom forwards his yearly evaluation reports or notice regarding his promotion to the private 

↪→mail address. Correct answer: Sender.

Example 5: Tom sends his personal CV to anyone. Tom is the data owner. Correct answer: Sender

Example 6: Tom sends the personal CV of a person called Alice to his personal email address. Alice is the 

↪→data owner. Correct answer: Other. Wrong Answer: Sender.

Example 7: Tom forwards the personal CV of a person called Alice from his business account to his personal 

↪→account to review it later at home. Correct Answer: Organization. Wrong answer: Sender.

Example 7: Tom sends a job opening to Alice. Enron is the data owner. Correct answer: Organization.

Example 8: Tom talks about a presentation that shall be held on a topic that is related to Enron. Correct 

↪→Answer: Organization.

Example 9: Tom sends a presentation about his private hobby to Alice. Correct Answer: Organization.

Example 10: Tom sends a contract to a regulatory body. Correct Answer: Organization.

Based on the information above, answer the following two questions. Your answer must contain the following 

↪→two Answers:

Answer 1: Who is the data owner? If there are multiple data owners, choose the one that fits best.
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Answer 2: Provide a short explaination in one scentence, justifying your choice.

Desired output: "Your answer on Part 1" !! "Your answer on Part 2" without the quotes.

Example output: Company !! The data belongs to the company because it is related to company topics.

You may no include anything else in your answer!

"""

# Fully readable prompt:

fully_readable_and_obfuscated_prompt = """

Answer the following two questions:

Question 1: Is the email fully readable? The email might include some file formats like JSON or a vcard. 

↪→This is acceptable. You answer shall be based on the question, if a human can read the email without 

↪→any further tools. Answer with "Fully Readable" if the email is fully readable and with "Not Fully 

↪→Readable" if the email is not fully readable. You answer containing two words shall no be followed by a 

↪→full stop and it must be provided without any further explaination.

Question 2: Do you see any signs for obfuscated content. Do not speculate, only make your decision on what 

↪→is provided.

By obfuscation, there are not single characters meant, like >#~ for making it hard to read. Obfuscation is 

↪→meant in the context of hiding large amounts of data in the email, being able extract it later from the 

↪→receivers email address.

Answer with the words "Possibly Obfuscated" if you are sure there are signs for obfuscation and answer 

↪→with "No Obfuscation" if no signs for an obfuscation were detected. You answer containing two words 

↪→shall no be followed by a full stop and it should be provided without any further explaination.

Examples:

Example 1: Employee Name:  

↪→________________________________________________________________________(Last)(First)(Middle)(Maiden)Employee's 

↪→Current Job Title: ______________________ Hire Date: ____________. Correct Answer: No obfuscation.

Example 2: 

↪→"" 

↪→Correct Answer: Possibly Obfuscated. This is not a hyperlink, but a base64 encoded text.

Desired output: "Your answer on Question 1" !! "Your answer on Question 2" without the quotes.

Example output: Fully Readable! No Obfuscation

You may no include anything else in your answer!

"""

# Link to manual for JSON output: https://help.openai.com/en/articles/

↪→6654000-best-practices-for-prompt-engineering-with-the-openai-api

# Works: Desired output is the following JSON string in the curly braces: {"answers": {"answerOne": "Your 

↪→answer on Question 1","answerTwo": "Your answer on Question 2"}}

# Sender receiver relationship:

def sender_receiver_relationship_prompt(sender, receivers):

tmp_prompt = """

Sender of the email is an internal employee: VARIABLE_SENDER.

Recipient(s) of the email is / are: VARIABLE_RECEIVERS.

Read the full email and answer the following seven questions regarding the relationship between the sender 

↪→and the recipient(s):
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Question 1. Is any of the recipients a business contact of the sender? This includes internal employees, 

↪→external business partners, and customers. If a communication looks like if a sender is talking to a 

↪→business partner, this communication shall be marked as business. Answer with "Yes" if this looks like 

↪→a business conversation or "No" if this doesn't seem like a business communication.

Question 2. Is any of the recipients a regulatory body? Answer with "Yes" or "No".

Question 3. Is any of the recipients a general public institution, like a university or ministry? Answer 

↪→with "Yes" or "No".

Question 4. Is any of the recipients a personal / non-business contact? This includes the best friend of 

↪→the sender, a family member, or a friend, including the sender's private email address. This includes 

↪→freemail accounts that seem to fit to the senders name. Answer with "Yes" or "No".

Question 5. Is any of the recipients a trashmailer? Answer with "Yes" if on recipient is a trashmail 

↪→address or "No" if no recipient is a trashmail address.

Question 6. Is the relationship between the sender and any of the recipients unclear? Answer with "Yes" if 

↪→it is unclear and "No" if all relationships are clear.

Question 7. Explain your decision in a single scentence.

Answer each Question with "Yes" or "No", except Question 7. Separate your answers with a comma.

Desired output: "Your answer on Question 1, whether one recipient is a business contact", "Your answer on 

↪→Question 2, whether one recipient is a regulatory body", "Your answer on Question 3, whether one 

↪→recipient is a general public institution", "Your answer on Question 4, whether one recipient is a 

↪→personal contact or the personal email address of the sender itself", "Your answer on Question 5, 

↪→whether one recipient is a trashmailer", "Your answer on Question 6, whether the relationship between 

↪→the sender and recipient is unclear", "Your explanation in one scentence."

Do not include anything else in your answer!

"""

# Replace the variables in the prompt

tmp_prompt = tmp_prompt.replace("VARIABLE_SENDER", sender)

tmp_prompt = tmp_prompt.replace("VARIABLE_RECEIVERS", receivers)

return tmp_prompt

### Legacy lines:

#Desired output is the following JSON string in the curly braces: {"answers":{"answerOne": "Your answer on 

↪→Question 1 -> Is the recipient a business contact - Yes or No?", "answerTwo": "Your answer on Question 

↪→2 - Is the recipient a regulatory body - Yes or No?", "answerThree": "Your answer on Question 3 - Is 

↪→the recipient a general public institution - Yes or No?", "answerFour": "Your answer on Question 4 - Is 

↪→the recipient a personal / non-business contact - Yes or No?", "answerFive": "Your answer on Question 5 

↪→- Is the recipient a trashmailer - Yes or No?", "answerSix": "Your answer on Question 6 - Is the 

↪→relationship unclear - Yes or No?", "answerSeven": "Your explanation in one scentence."}}

#Example for the desired output: {"answers":{"Yes", "answerTwo": "No", "answerThree": "No", "answerFour": 

↪→"Yes", "answerFive": "No", "answerSix": "No", "answerSeven": "The email was sent to a business contact 

↪→and the senders personal email address."}}

### End legacy lines

#

# INCIDENT PROMPT #

#

# Incident prompt:

def incident_prompt(sender, receivers, short_summary, policy_based_classification, data_owner, 

↪→fully_readable, obfuscation, sender_receiver_context):

return f"""

As an analyst you analyze the following email.
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The sender of the email is {sender} and the recipient(s) is / are {receivers}.

Here is a summary of the email in question: {short_summary}.

The classification of the data is: {policy_based_classification}.

The data owner of the content sent is: {data_owner}.

The email is {fully_readable}.

The email contains {obfuscation}.

The context between the sender and the receiver was classified as: {sender_receiver_context}.

You must follow the following algorithm to make your decision if this is an incident or not. Make sure 

↪→you follow the steps in the correct order and make your decision based on the rules and nothing else.

STEP 0.: Have a look at the short summary of the mail in question to get a first impression.

STEP 1.: Check if classification of data is Public, Internal or Strictly Confidential.

For your information: There are three types of data: Public, Internal, and Strictly Confidential. 

↪→Public data is information that is publicly available, so it can be shared with anyone. Internal and 

↪→Strictly Confidential Information may only be shared with non-business contacts as mentioned in STEP 5 

↪→as long as the other rules apply. It is very important to mention: Strictly Confidential information 

↪→MAY be shared with business partners if the rules in STEP 5 are followed!

STEP 2.: Check who is the data owner of the content.

STEP 3: Check if the email is fully readable and if there are signs for obfuscated content.

STEP 4: Check the context between the sender and the receiver.

STEP 5: Make your decision based on the information provided, make your decision on the following 

↪→criteria:

- If a document is unreadable or obfuscated, this must be classified as an incident.

- If the sender is the data owner (might be called sender), the data may be sent to anyone. You must 

↪→never classify this as an incident.

- If the information is public, it may be sent to anyone, including personal contacts. You must never 

↪→classify this as an incident.

- If the information is Internal or Strictly Confidential, it may just be sent to a non-business 

↪→contact, as long as this is another company or a regulatory body or another business interest. You must 

↪→NOT classify this as an incident.

- If the information is Internal or Strictly Confidential, it may never be sent to a personal email 

↪→address or a trashmailer or an unknown recipient. You must classify this as an incident.

Examples:

Example 1: Tom sends public information (an email about his private holidays and his private 

↪→investments) to Max. Correct Answer: No Incident, because Tom is talking about public information.

Example 2: Tom sends strictly confidential information to a business contact. Correct Answer: No 

↪→Incident, because Tom may sent strictly confidential data to a business contact.

Example 3: Tom sends strictly confidential information to his private email address. Correct Answer: 

↪→Incident, because Tom may not send strictly confidential data to his private email address.

Example 4: Tom sends a newsletter on trading (which can be considered as public information) to his 

↪→private email address. Correct Answer: No Incident, because Tom may send public information to his 

↪→private email address.

Based on your decision made from the steps described above, answer the following two questions. Your 

↪→answer must contain the following two Answers:

Answer 1: Is this an incident or not? Answer with "Incident" or "No Incident".

Answer 2: Provide a short explaination in one scentence, justifying your choice.

9
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Desired output: "Your answer on Part 1" !! "Your answer on Part 2" without the quotes.

Example output: Incident !! Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a 

↪→non-customer.

You may no include anything else in your answer!

"""

Collecting emails and data needed for later processing

Helper functions to create prompts

[ ]: # Receive all information from an email as df line from the combined_df

def get_email_information_from_df(df, filename):

# Strip .txt at the end of filename

filename = filename[:-4]

return df[df['DocID'] == filename]

def create_mail(id, mailfolder, max_characters):

# Header of the E-Mail

mail_to_return = " ===== Beginning of the E-MAIL: ===== "

# E-Mail Content

with open(os.path.join(mailfolder, id + '.txt'), 'r') as file:

mail_tmp = file.read()

# If mail_tmp longer than max_characters, cut it

if len(mail_tmp) > max_characters:

mail_tmp = mail_tmp[:max_characters]

# Append

mail_to_return += mail_tmp

#print(mail_to_return)

# Go through attachments

i = 1

id_stripped = id # Legacy code

#print(mailfolder)

#print(f'{id_stripped}.{i}.txt')

while os.path.exists(os.path.join(mailfolder, f"{id_stripped}.{i}.txt")):

mail_to_return += f"===== BEGINNING OF ATTACHMENT {i} =====:"

with open(os.path.join(mailfolder, f"{id_stripped}.{i}.txt"), 'r') as file:

mail_tmp = file.read()

# If mail_tmp longer than max_characters, cut it

if len(mail_tmp) > max_characters:

mail_tmp = mail_tmp[:max_characters]

# Append

mail_to_return += mail_tmp

i+= 1

# normalize using regex

mail_to_return = re.sub(r'\s+', ' ', mail_to_return)

return mail_to_return

def get_from_to_cc_from_filename(filename):

# Define the path to the file within the folder containing all mails
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file_path = os.path.join(folder_containing_all_mails, filename)

# Initialize variables to store From, To, and CC values

from_r, to, cc = None, None, None

with open(file_path, 'r') as file:

# Read only the first five lines of the file

first_five_lines = [next(file) for _ in range(5)]

# Convert the list of lines into a single string

header_part = ''.join(first_five_lines)

# Search for 'From', 'To', and 'CC' in the extracted header part

from_match = re.search(r'From: (.*)\n', header_part)

to_match = re.search(r'To: (.*)\n', header_part)

cc_match = re.search(r'CC: (.*)\n', header_part)

# If matches are found, extract the groups; otherwise, retain default values

if from_match:

from_r = from_match.group(1)

if to_match:

to = to_match.group(1)

if cc_match:

cc = cc_match.group(1)

return from_r, to, cc

[ ]: # LLM Functions

# Generic function for asking an llm

def ask_llm(api_key, model_name, temperature, init_prompt, question_prompt):

if openai_api_key == None or openai_api_key.strip() == "":

llm = ChatOpenAI(model=model_name, temperature=temperature)

else:

llm = ChatOpenAI(api_key=api_key, model=model_name, temperature=temperature)

logging.info(f"New prompt. Model: {model_name} Temperature: {temperature}")

logging.info(f"Init prompt: {init_prompt}")

logging.info(f"Question prompt: {question_prompt}")

messages = [

SystemMessage(content=init_prompt),

HumanMessage(content=question_prompt),

]

answer = llm.invoke(messages)

logging.info(f"Answer: {answer}")

return answer.content, answer.response_metadata['token_usage']['total_tokens']

Interact with LLM

[ ]: # Get all docIDs from the csv

docids_from_csv = csv_df['DocID'].values

# For debugging purposes - Shall be commented out in production
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#docids_from_csv = ['3.448604.EH1SAANTMHTRB2W2RN1QIC3HQ4BR3YSEB']

#docids_from_csv = ['3.821913.CN0QVFSYFLBCXOUM4FJHG45OVEYIXQNHA']

#docids_from_csv = ['3.448604.EH1SAANTMHTRB2W2RN1QIC3HQ4BR3YSEB']

#docids_from_csv = ['42.655321.ADVBJEJAVFMODMXTXOHEODLMBSSDDZKET']

# Delete the first 20 elements from docids_from_csv

#docids_from_csv = docids_from_csv[20:]

# Get the first 10 rows from the csv_df and save them to docids_from_csv using docids_from_csv[..:]

docids_from_csv = csv_df['DocID'].values[10:]

[ ]: docids_from_csv

[ ]: # FILL MODEL AND ASK LLM

# Dynamic output path

output_path = '/OutputFiles/output_' + pd.Timestamp.now().strftime('%Y-%m-%d_%H-%M-%S') + '.csv'

# For debugging purposes

ask_for_summary = True

ask_for_classification = True

ask_for_obfuscation = True

ask_for_dataowner = True

ask_for_relationship = True

full_tokens_used = 0

i = 0

for docid in docids_from_csv:

# General Setting #

my_row = CSVRow(docid)

# Load manually written data from csv_df

my_row.load_df_row(csv_df)

# Set variables for LLM communication

row_from_df = df[df['DocID'] == docid]

mail_from = row_from_df['From'].values[0]

mail_to = row_from_df['To'].values[0]

# If an additional receiver was added

if not pd.isna(row_from_df['Recipient Added'].values[0]): mail_to += ', ' + row_from_df['Recipient 

↪→Added'].values[0]

mail_cc = row_from_df['CC'].values[0]

mail_to_cc = mail_to if pd.isna(mail_cc) else ", ".join([mail_to, mail_cc]) # Append to and cc

mail_text = create_mail(docid, row_from_df['PathSaved'].values[0], email_attachment_max_characters)

if ask_for_summary:

# Create prompt

summary_prompt_for_summary = summary_prompt(mail_from, mail_to_cc) + mail_text

# Send prompt

summary, tokens_used = ask_llm(openai_api_key, model_for_summary, 0.3, initial_prompt, 

↪→summary_prompt_for_summary)

# Enter data into my_row

my_row.ShortSummaryLLM = summary

my_row.TokensUsed += tokens_used
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if ask_for_classification:

# # Create prompt & strip all newlines from data_classification_prompt

data_classification_prompt_to_send = re.sub(r'\n', ' ', data_classification_prompt) + mail_text

# Send prompt

summary, tokens_used = ask_llm(openai_api_key, model_for_classification, 0.3, initial_prompt, 

↪→data_classification_prompt_to_send)

# Enter data into my_row

# Split after first comma

try:

my_row.PolicyBasedDataClassificationLLM, my_row.PolicyBasedDataClassificationLLMExplanation = 

↪→summary.split(',', 1)

my_row.PolicyBasedDataClassificationLLMExplanation = my_row.

↪→PolicyBasedDataClassificationLLMExplanation.strip()

except ValueError as e:

my_row.PolicyBasedDataClassificationLLM = summary

print(f"Value error: {e}")

my_row.TokensUsed += tokens_used

if ask_for_dataowner:

# Create prompt

dataowner_prompt_for_dataowner = re.sub(r'\n', ' ', data_owner_prompt) + mail_text

# Send prompt

summary, tokens_used = ask_llm(openai_api_key, model_for_dataowner, 0.2, initial_prompt, 

↪→dataowner_prompt_for_dataowner)

# Enter data into my_row

try:

# Split string after the first & and assign the two parts to the two variables

my_row.DataOwnerLLM, my_row.DataOwnerLLMExplanation = summary.split('!!', 1)

my_row.DataOwnerLLMExplanation = my_row.DataOwnerLLMExplanation.strip()

#my_row.DataOwnerLLM, my_row.DataOwnerLLMExplanation = summary.split(',', 1)

except ValueError as e:

my_row.DataOwnerLLM = summary

print(f"Value error: {e}")

my_row.TokensUsed += tokens_used

if ask_for_obfuscation:

# Create prompt

obfuscation_prompt_for_obfuscation = re.sub(r'\n', ' ', fully_readable_and_obfuscated_prompt) + 

↪→mail_text

# Send prompt

summary, tokens_used = ask_llm(openai_api_key, model_for_obfuscation, 0.3, initial_prompt, 

↪→obfuscation_prompt_for_obfuscation)

# Enter data into my_row

try:

my_row.FullyReadableLLM, my_row.ObfuscationLLM = summary.split('!!', 1)

my_row.ObfuscationLLM = my_row.ObfuscationLLM.strip()

except ValueError as e:

my_row.FullyReadableLLM = summary

print(f"Value error: {e}")

my_row.TokensUsed += tokens_used

if ask_for_relationship:

# Create prompt

relationship_prompt_for_relationship = re.sub(r'\n', ' ', 

↪→sender_receiver_relationship_prompt(mail_from, mail_to_cc)) + mail_text
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# Send prompt

summary, tokens_used = ask_llm(openai_api_key, model_for_relationship, 0.2, initial_prompt, 

↪→relationship_prompt_for_relationship)

# Enter data into my_row

try:

my_row.RelationshipBusinessLLM, my_row.RelationshipRegulatoryLLM, my_row.

↪→RelationshipPublicInstitutionLLM, my_row.RelationshipPersonalLLM, my_row.RelationshipTrashmailerLLM, 

↪→my_row.RelationshipUnknownLLM, my_row.RelationshipLLMExplanation = summary.split(',', 6)

# Strip all answers

my_row.RelationshipBusinessLLM = my_row.RelationshipBusinessLLM.strip()

my_row.RelationshipRegulatoryLLM = my_row.RelationshipRegulatoryLLM.strip()

my_row.RelationshipPublicInstitutionLLM = my_row.RelationshipPublicInstitutionLLM.strip()

my_row.RelationshipPersonalLLM = my_row.RelationshipPersonalLLM.strip()

my_row.RelationshipTrashmailerLLM = my_row.RelationshipTrashmailerLLM.strip()

my_row.RelationshipUnknownLLM = my_row.RelationshipUnknownLLM.strip()

my_row.RelationshipLLMExplanation = my_row.RelationshipLLMExplanation.strip()

except ValueError as e:

my_row.RelationshipBusinessLLM = summary

print(f"Value error: {e}")

#my_row.TokensUsed += tokens_used

# Is this an incident? Only answer if all other questions are answered

#def incident_prompt(sender, receivers, short_summary, policy_based_classification, data_owner, 

↪→fully_readable, obfuscation, sender_receiver_context):

if ask_for_summary and ask_for_classification and ask_for_dataowner and ask_for_obfuscation and 

↪→ask_for_relationship:

# Create prompt

incident_prompt_for_incident = incident_prompt(mail_from, mail_to_cc, my_row.ShortSummaryLLM, 

↪→my_row.PolicyBasedDataClassificationLLM,

my_row.DataOwnerLLM, my_row.FullyReadableLLM, 

↪→my_row.ObfuscationLLM, my_row.RelationshipLLMExplanation)

# Remove all \n from incident prompt

incident_prompt_for_incident = re.sub(r'\n', ' ', incident_prompt_for_incident)

# Send prompt

summary, tokens_used = ask_llm(openai_api_key, model_for_incident, 0.3, initial_prompt, 

↪→incident_prompt_for_incident)

# Enter data into my_row

try:

my_row.IncidentLLM, my_row.IncidentLLMExplanation = summary.split('!!', 1)

my_row.IncidentLLMExplanation = my_row.IncidentLLMExplanation.strip()

except ValueError as e:

my_row.IncidentLLM = summary

print(f"Value error: {e}")

my_row.TokensUsed += tokens_used

# Add row to final df to destination path + /OutputFiles + /output_[YYYY-MM-DD_HH-MM-SS].csv

my_row.write_all_values_to_csv(destination_path + output_path)

print(f"Row {i + 1} of {len(docids_from_csv)} written to {output_path}")

i += 1

full_tokens_used += my_row.TokensUsed

print(f"Finished. Tokens used: {full_tokens_used}. Cost: {round(full_tokens_used * price_per_token, 2)}")
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Appendix 3.3. Analyzing the Results

[ ]: import numpy as np

import pandas as pd

import numpy as np

[ ]: # Output file:

output_file = 'FULL_v1.xlsx'

output_file_path = '/PathTo/OutputFiles/'

# Read the output file:

#df = pd.read_csv(output_file_path + output_file)

# Read excel file with first row as head

df = pd.read_excel(output_file_path + output_file, header=0)

[ ]: df.columns

Incident

[ ]: df['IncidentLLM'] = df['IncidentLLM'].str.strip()

df['IncidentAuthor'] = df['IncidentAuthor'].str.strip()

df['IncidentDiscussion'] = df['IncidentDiscussion'].str.strip()

df['IncidentDiscussionReason'] = df['IncidentDiscussionReason'].str.strip()

[ ]: # Create column 'IncidentGrey' in df. Take the rows from df['IncidentDiscussion']. If 

↪→df['IncidentDiscussion'] is NaN, then take the rows from df['IncidentAuthor']

df['IncidentGrey'] = df['IncidentDiscussion'].fillna(df['IncidentAuthor'])

df['MatchIncident'] = (df['IncidentAuthor'] == df['IncidentLLM'])

[ ]: # True Positve Rate and False Negative Rate for grey area

#df_incident_true_grey = df[df['IncidentGrey'] == 'Incident'].copy()

# Add column. True, wen df['IncidentGrey'] == df['IncidentLLM'] and False when not.

#df_incident_true_grey['MatchIncidentGrey'] = (df_incident_true_grey['IncidentGrey'] == 

↪→df_incident_true_grey['IncidentLLM'])

# Get the percentage of True Positives by checking on df_incident_true_grey['MatchIncidentGrey']

#df_ev_incident_true_grey = df_incident_true_grey['MatchIncidentGrey'].value_counts()#(normalize=True) * 

↪→100

#df_ev_incident_true_grey.round(2)

Confusion Matrix for White (White == untouched)

[ ]: # Confusion Matrix for White

confusion_matrix = pd.crosstab(

df['IncidentAuthor'], # Ground Truth

df['IncidentLLM'], # Vorhersagen des LLM

rownames=['Actual'], # Tatsächliche Werte

colnames=['Predicted'], # Vorhergesagte Werte

margins=True # Fügt eine Summenzeile und -spalte hinzu

)

# Schritt 2: Extraktion der Werte aus der Konfusionsmatrix

TP = confusion_matrix.loc['Incident', 'Incident'] # True Positives

FP = confusion_matrix.loc['No Incident', 'Incident'] # False Positives

TN = confusion_matrix.loc['No Incident', 'No Incident'] # True Negatives
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FN = confusion_matrix.loc['Incident', 'No Incident'] # False Negatives

# Schritt 3: Darstellung der Werte

print(f'True Positives: {TP}')

print(f'False Positives: {FP}')

print(f'True Negatives: {TN}')

print(f'False Negatives: {FN}')

print(f'True Positive Rate: {(TP / (TP + FN))*100:.2f}')

print(f'False Positive Rate: {(FP / (FP + TN))*100:.2f}')

print(f'False Negative Rate: {(FN / (FN + TP))*100:.2f}')

print(f'True Negative Rate: {(TN / (TN + FP))*100:.2f}')

print(f'Precision: {(TP / (TP + FP))*100:.2f}')

print(f'Accuracy: {((TP + TN) / (TP + TN + FP + FN))*100:.2f}')

print(f'F1 Score: {(2 * TP / (2 * TP + FP + FN))*100:.2f}')

Confusion Matrix for grey (Grey == polished)

[ ]: # Confusion Matrix for Grey

confusion_matrix_grey = pd.crosstab(

df['IncidentGrey'], # Ground Truth

df['IncidentLLM'], # Vorhersagen des LLM

rownames=['Actual'], # Tatsächliche Werte

colnames=['Predicted'], # Vorhergesagte Werte

margins=True # Fügt eine Summenzeile und -spalte hinzu

)

# Schritt 2: Extraktion der Werte aus der Konfusionsmatrix

TP_grey = confusion_matrix_grey.loc['Incident', 'Incident'] # True Positives

FP_grey = confusion_matrix_grey.loc['No Incident', 'Incident'] # False Positives

TN_grey = confusion_matrix_grey.loc['No Incident', 'No Incident'] # True Negatives

FN_grey = confusion_matrix_grey.loc['Incident', 'No Incident'] # False Negatives

# Schritt 3: Darstellung der Werte

print(f'True Positives: {TP_grey}')

print(f'False Positives: {FP_grey}')

print(f'True Negatives: {TN_grey}')

print(f'False Negatives: {FN_grey}')

print(f'True Positive Rate: {(TP_grey / (TP_grey + FN_grey))*100:.2f}')

print(f'False Positive Rate: {(FP_grey / (FP_grey + TN_grey))*100:.2f}')

print(f'False Negative Rate: {(FN_grey / (FN_grey + TP_grey))*100:.2f}')

print(f'True Negative Rate: {(TN_grey / (TN_grey + FP_grey))*100:.2f}')

print(f'Precision: {(TP_grey / (TP_grey + FP_grey))*100:.2f}')

print(f'Accuracy: {((TP_grey + TN_grey) / (TP_grey + TN_grey + FP_grey + FN_grey))*100:.2f}')

print(f'F1 Score: {(2 * TP_grey / (2 * TP_grey + FP_grey + FN_grey))*100:.2f}')

Confusion Matrix for white using only df[`Category'] == `Real'

[ ]: # For White

df_real = df[df['Category'] == 'Real']

confusion_matrix_real = pd.crosstab(

df_real['IncidentAuthor'], # Ground Truth

df_real['IncidentLLM'], # Vorhersagen des LLM
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rownames=['Actual'], # Tatsächliche Werte

colnames=['Predicted'], # Vorhergesagte Werte

margins=True # Fügt eine Summenzeile und -spalte hinzu

)

# Schritt 2: Extraktion der Werte aus der Konfusionsmatrix

TP_real = confusion_matrix_real.loc['Incident', 'Incident'] # True Positives

FP_real = confusion_matrix_real.loc['No Incident', 'Incident'] # False Positives

TN_real = confusion_matrix_real.loc['No Incident', 'No Incident'] # True Negatives

FN_real = confusion_matrix_real.loc['Incident', 'No Incident'] # False Negatives

# Schritt 3: Darstellung der Werte

print(f'True Positives: {TP_real}')

print(f'False Positives: {FP_real}')

print(f'True Negatives: {TN_real}')

print(f'False Negatives: {FN_real}')

print(f'True Positive Rate: {(TP_real / (TP_real + FN_real))*100:.2f}')

print(f'False Positive Rate: {(FP_real / (FP_real + TN_real))*100:.2f}')

print(f'False Negative Rate: {(FN_real / (FN_real + TP_real))*100:.2f}')

print(f'True Negative Rate: {(TN_real / (TN_real + FP_real))*100:.2f}')

print(f'Precision: {(TP_real / (TP_real + FP_real))*100:.2f}')

print(f'Accuracy: {((TP_real + TN_real) / (TP_real + TN_real + FP_real + FN_real))*100:.2f}')

[ ]: # For Grey

confusion_matrix_real_grey = pd.crosstab(

df_real['IncidentGrey'], # Ground Truth

df_real['IncidentLLM'], # Vorhersagen des LLM

rownames=['Actual'], # Tatsächliche Werte

colnames=['Predicted'], # Vorhergesagte Werte

margins=True # Fügt eine Summenzeile und -spalte hinzu

)

# Schritt 2: Extraktion der Werte aus der Konfusionsmatrix

TP_real_grey = confusion_matrix_real_grey.loc['Incident', 'Incident'] # True Positives

FP_real_grey = confusion_matrix_real_grey.loc['No Incident', 'Incident'] # False Positives

TN_real_grey = confusion_matrix_real_grey.loc['No Incident', 'No Incident'] # True Negatives

FN_real_grey = confusion_matrix_real_grey.loc['Incident', 'No Incident'] # False Negatives

# Schritt 3: Darstellung der Werte

print(f'True Positives: {TP_real_grey}')

print(f'False Positives: {FP_real_grey}')

print(f'True Negatives: {TN_real_grey}')

print(f'False Negatives: {FN_real_grey}')

print(f'True Positive Rate: {(TP_real_grey / (TP_real_grey + FN_real_grey))*100:.2f}')

print(f'False Positive Rate: {(FP_real_grey / (FP_real_grey + TN_real_grey))*100:.2f}')

print(f'False Negative Rate: {(FN_real_grey / (FN_real_grey + TP_real_grey))*100:.2f}')

print(f'True Negative Rate: {(TN_real_grey / (TN_real_grey + FP_real_grey))*100:.2f}')

print(f'Precision: {(TP_real_grey / (TP_real_grey + FP_real_grey))*100:.2f}')

print(f'Accuracy: {((TP_real_grey + TN_real_grey) / (TP_real_grey + TN_real_grey + FP_real_grey 

↪→+ FN_real_grey))*100:.2f}')
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Confusion Matrix for white using only df[`Category'] == `Accidential'

[ ]: df_accidential = df[df['Category'] == 'Accidential']

confusion_matrix_accidential = pd.crosstab(

df_accidential['IncidentAuthor'], # Ground Truth

df_accidential['IncidentLLM'], # Vorhersagen des LLM

rownames=['Actual'], # Tatsächliche Werte

colnames=['Predicted'], # Vorhergesagte Werte

margins=True # Fügt eine Summenzeile und -spalte hinzu

)

# Schritt 2: Extraktion der Werte aus der Konfusionsmatrix

TP_accidential = confusion_matrix_accidential.loc['Incident', 'Incident'] # True Positives

FP_accidential = confusion_matrix_accidential.loc['No Incident', 'Incident'] # False Positives

TN_accidential = confusion_matrix_accidential.loc['No Incident', 'No Incident'] # True Negatives

FN_accidential = confusion_matrix_accidential.loc['Incident', 'No Incident'] # False Negatives

# Schritt 3: Darstellung der Werte

print(f'True Positives: {TP_accidential}')

print(f'False Positives: {FP_accidential}')

print(f'True Negatives: {TN_accidential}')

print(f'False Negatives: {FN_accidential}')

print(f'True Positive Rate: {(TP_accidential / (TP_accidential + FN_accidential))*100:.2f}')

print(f'False Positive Rate: {(FP_accidential / (FP_accidential + TN_accidential))*100:.2f}')

print(f'False Negative Rate: {(FN_accidential / (FN_accidential + TP_accidential))*100:.2f}')

print(f'True Negative Rate: {(TN_accidential / (TN_accidential + FP_accidential))*100:.2f}')

print(f'Precision: {(TP_accidential / (TP_accidential + FP_accidential))*100:.2f}')

print(f'Accuracy: {((TP_accidential + TN_accidential) / (TP_accidential + TN_accidential + 

↪→FP_accidential + FN_accidential))*100:.2f}')

[ ]: # Same for grey

confusion_matrix_accidential_grey = pd.crosstab(

df_accidential['IncidentGrey'], # Ground Truth

df_accidential['IncidentLLM'], # Vorhersagen des LLM

rownames=['Actual'], # Tatsächliche Werte

colnames=['Predicted'], # Vorhergesagte Werte

margins=True # Fügt eine Summenzeile und -spalte hinzu

)

# Schritt 2: Extraktion der Werte aus der Konfusionsmatrix

TP_accidential_grey = confusion_matrix_accidential_grey.loc['Incident', 'Incident'] # True Positives

FP_accidential_grey = confusion_matrix_accidential_grey.loc['No Incident', 'Incident'] # False Positives

TN_accidential_grey = confusion_matrix_accidential_grey.loc['No Incident', 'No Incident'] # True 

↪→Negatives

FN_accidential_grey = confusion_matrix_accidential_grey.loc['Incident', 'No Incident'] # False Negatives

# Schritt 3: Darstellung der Werte

print(f'True Positives: {TP_accidential_grey}')

print(f'False Positives: {FP_accidential_grey}')

print(f'True Negatives: {TN_accidential_grey}')

print(f'False Negatives: {FN_accidential_grey}')

print(f'True Positive Rate: {(TP_accidential_grey / (TP_accidential_grey + FN_accidential_grey))*100:.

↪→2f}')
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print(f'False Positive Rate: {(FP_accidential_grey / (FP_accidential_grey + TN_accidential_grey))*100:.

↪→2f}')

print(f'False Negative Rate: {(FN_accidential_grey / (FN_accidential_grey + TP_accidential_grey))*100:.

↪→2f}')

print(f'True Negative Rate: {(TN_accidential_grey / (TN_accidential_grey + FP_accidential_grey))*100:.

↪→2f}')

print(f'Precision: {(TP_accidential_grey / (TP_accidential_grey + FP_accidential_grey))*100:.

↪→2f}')

print(f'Accuracy: {((TP_accidential_grey + TN_accidential_grey) / (TP_accidential_grey + 

↪→TN_accidential_grey + FP_accidential_grey + FN_accidential_grey))*100:.2f}')

Confusion Matrix for white using only df[`Category'] == `Intentional'

[ ]: df_intentional = df[df['Category'] == 'Intentional']

confusion_matrix_intentional = pd.crosstab(

df_intentional['IncidentAuthor'], # Ground Truth

df_intentional['IncidentLLM'], # Vorhersagen des LLM

rownames=['Actual'], # Tatsächliche Werte

colnames=['Predicted'], # Vorhergesagte Werte

margins=True # Fügt eine Summenzeile und -spalte hinzu

)

# Schritt 2: Extraktion der Werte aus der Konfusionsmatrix

TP_intentional = confusion_matrix_intentional.loc['Incident', 'Incident'] # True Positives

FP_intentional = confusion_matrix_intentional.loc['No Incident', 'Incident'] # False Positives

TN_intentional = confusion_matrix_intentional.loc['No Incident', 'No Incident'] # True Negatives

FN_intentional = confusion_matrix_intentional.loc['Incident', 'No Incident'] # False Negatives

# Schritt 3: Darstellung der Werte

print(f'True Positives: {TP_intentional}')

print(f'False Positives: {FP_intentional}')

print(f'True Negatives: {TN_intentional}')

print(f'False Negatives: {FN_intentional}')

print(f'True Positive Rate: {(TP_intentional / (TP_intentional + FN_intentional))*100:.2f}')

print(f'False Positive Rate: {(FP_intentional / (FP_intentional + TN_intentional))*100:.2f}')

print(f'False Negative Rate: {(FN_intentional / (FN_intentional + TP_intentional))*100:.2f}')

print(f'True Negative Rate: {(TN_intentional / (TN_intentional + FP_intentional))*100:.2f}')

print(f'Precision: {(TP_intentional / (TP_intentional + FP_intentional))*100:.2f}')

print(f'Accuracy: {((TP_intentional + TN_intentional) / (TP_intentional + TN_intentional + 

↪→FP_intentional + FN_intentional))*100:.2f}')

[ ]: # Same for grey

confusion_matrix_intentional_grey = pd.crosstab(

df_intentional['IncidentGrey'], # Ground Truth

df_intentional['IncidentLLM'], # Vorhersagen des LLM

rownames=['Actual'], # Tatsächliche Werte

colnames=['Predicted'], # Vorhergesagte Werte

margins=True # Fügt eine Summenzeile und -spalte hinzu

)

# Schritt 2: Extraktion der Werte aus der Konfusionsmatrix

TP_intentional_grey = confusion_matrix_intentional_grey.loc['Incident', 'Incident'] # True Positives

FP_intentional_grey = confusion_matrix_intentional_grey.loc['No Incident', 'Incident'] # False Positives

TN_intentional_grey = confusion_matrix_intentional_grey.loc['No Incident', 'No Incident'] # True 

↪→Negatives

5
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FN_intentional_grey = confusion_matrix_intentional_grey.loc['Incident', 'No Incident'] # False Negatives

# Schritt 3: Darstellung der Werte

print(f'True Positives: {TP_intentional_grey}')

print(f'False Positives: {FP_intentional_grey}')

print(f'True Negatives: {TN_intentional_grey}')

print(f'False Negatives: {FN_intentional_grey}')

print(f'True Positive Rate: {(TP_intentional_grey / (TP_intentional_grey + FN_intentional_grey))*100:.

↪→2f}')

print(f'False Positive Rate: {(FP_intentional_grey / (FP_intentional_grey + TN_intentional_grey))*100:.

↪→2f}')

print(f'False Negative Rate: {(FN_intentional_grey / (FN_intentional_grey + TP_intentional_grey))*100:.

↪→2f}')

print(f'True Negative Rate: {(TN_intentional_grey / (TN_intentional_grey + FP_intentional_grey))*100:.

↪→2f}')

print(f'Precision: {(TP_intentional_grey / (TP_intentional_grey + FP_intentional_grey))*100:.

↪→2f}')

print(f'Accuracy: {((TP_intentional_grey + TN_intentional_grey) / (TP_intentional_grey + 

↪→TN_intentional_grey + FP_intentional_grey + FN_intentional_grey))*100:.2f}')

Classi�cation

[ ]: # .strip() every value in column in df PolicyBasedDataClassificationAuthor, 

↪→PolicyBasedDataClassificationAuthorAlt, PolicyBasedDataClassificationLLM and 

↪→PolicyBasedDataClassificationDiscussion

df['PolicyBasedDataClassificationAuthor'] = df['PolicyBasedDataClassificationAuthor'].str.strip()

df['PolicyBasedDataClassificationAuthorAlt'] = df['PolicyBasedDataClassificationAuthorAlt'].str.strip()

df['PolicyBasedDataClassificationLLM'] = df['PolicyBasedDataClassificationLLM'].str.strip()

df['PolicyBasedDataClassificationAfterDiscussion'] = df['PolicyBasedDataClassificationAfterDiscussion'].

↪→str.strip()

[ ]: # Create Column for white: if df['PolicyBasedDataClassificationLLM'] == 

↪→df['PolicyBasedDataClassificationAuthor'] or df['PolicyBasedDataClassificationAuthorAlt'] then True 

↪→else False

df['PolicyBasedDataClassificationWhite'] = (df['PolicyBasedDataClassificationLLM'] == 

↪→df['PolicyBasedDataClassificationAuthor']) | (df['PolicyBasedDataClassificationLLM'] == 

↪→df['PolicyBasedDataClassificationAuthorAlt'])

# Create Column for greey. Same as above, but another OR option: df['PolicyBasedDataClassificationLLM'] == 

↪→df['PolicyBasedDataClassificationAfterDiscussion']

df['PolicyBasedDataClassificationGrey'] = (df['PolicyBasedDataClassificationLLM'] == 

↪→df['PolicyBasedDataClassificationAuthor']) | (df['PolicyBasedDataClassificationLLM'] == 

↪→df['PolicyBasedDataClassificationAuthorAlt']) | (df['PolicyBasedDataClassificationLLM'] == 

↪→df['PolicyBasedDataClassificationAfterDiscussion'])

print(df['PolicyBasedDataClassificationWhite'].value_counts())#(normalize=True))

print(df['PolicyBasedDataClassificationGrey'].value_counts())#(normalize=True))

Data Owner

[ ]: # .strip every value in in DataOwnerAuthor, DataOwnerLLM and DataOwnerDiscussion

df['DataOwnerAuthor'] = df['DataOwnerAuthor'].str.strip()

df['DataOwnerLLM'] = df['DataOwnerLLM'].str.strip()

df['DataOwnerAfterDiscussion'] = df['DataOwnerAfterDiscussion'].str.strip()

6
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[ ]: # Create Column for white: if df['DataOwnerLLM'] == df['DataOwnerAuthor'] then True else False

df['DataOwnerWhite'] = df['DataOwnerLLM'] == df['DataOwnerAuthor']

# Create Column for grey: if df['DataOwnerLLM'] == df['DataOwnerAuthor'] or df['DataOwnerLLM'] == 

↪→df['DataOwnerAfterDiscussion'] then True else False

df['DataOwnerGrey'] = (df['DataOwnerLLM'] == df['DataOwnerAuthor']) | (df['DataOwnerLLM'] == 

↪→df['DataOwnerAfterDiscussion'])

print(df['DataOwnerWhite'].value_counts())#(normalize=True))

print(df['DataOwnerGrey'].value_counts())#(normalize=True))

Obfuscation

[ ]: # .strip every value in ObfuscationAuthor, ObfuscationLLM and ObfuscationDiscussion

df['ObfuscationAuthor'] = df['ObfuscationAuthor'].str.strip()

df['ObfuscationLLM'] = df['ObfuscationLLM'].str.strip()

df['ObfuscationDiscussion'] = df['ObfuscationDiscussion'].str.strip()

[ ]: # Count values "False Positive" and "False Negative" and sum them up

obfuscated_false = df['ObfuscationDiscussion'].value_counts().sum()

obfuscated_true = 320 - df['ObfuscationDiscussion'].value_counts().sum()

print(obfuscated_false, obfuscated_true)

# Normalize

print(obfuscated_false / 320, obfuscated_true / 320)

Relationships

[ ]: # Strip lines from RelationshipBusinessAuthor, RelationshipBusinessLLM and RelationshipBusinessDiscussion

df['RelationshipBusinessAuthor'] = df['RelationshipBusinessAuthor'].str.strip()

df['RelationshipBusinessLLM'] = df['RelationshipBusinessLLM'].str.strip()

df['RelationshipBusinessDiscussion'] = df['RelationshipBusinessDiscussion'].str.strip()

[ ]: # Count values for white

# if RelationshipBusinessAuthor == x, replace with 'Yes'

df['RelationshipBusinessAuthor'] = df['RelationshipBusinessAuthor'].replace('x', 'Yes')

# if 'nan', replace with 'No'

df['RelationshipBusinessAuthor'] = df['RelationshipBusinessAuthor'].replace(np.nan, 'No')

# Count differencies between RelationshipBusinessAuthor and RelationshipBusinessLLM

df['RelationshipBusinessWhite'] = df['RelationshipBusinessAuthor'] == df['RelationshipBusinessLLM']

print(df['RelationshipBusinessWhite'].value_counts())#(normalize=True))

[ ]: # Count values for grey

# if df['RelationshipBusinessWhite'] == False and df['RelationshipBusinessDiscussion'] == 'Policy 

↪→Unclear', then change to True

#df['RelationshipBusinessGrey'] = (df['RelationshipBusinessWhite'] == False) & 

↪→(df['RelationshipBusinessDiscussion'] == 'Policy Unclear')

# Copy df['RelationshipBusinessWhite'] to df['RelationshipBusinessGrey']

df['RelationshipBusinessGrey'] = df['RelationshipBusinessWhite']

df.loc[(df['RelationshipBusinessDiscussion'] == 'Policy Unclear') & (df['RelationshipBusinessWhite'] == 

↪→False), 'RelationshipBusinessGrey'] = True

7
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print(df['RelationshipBusinessGrey'].value_counts())#(normalize=True))

Public

[ ]: # count values in df['RelationshipPublicInstitutionDiscussion']

df['RelationshipPublicInstitutionDiscussion'] = df['RelationshipPublicInstitutionDiscussion'].str.strip()

print(df['RelationshipPublicInstitutionDiscussion'].value_counts())

print(317/320)

Personal

[ ]: # .strip() RelationshipPersonalAuthor, RelationshipPersonalLLM and RelationshipPersonalDiscussion

df['RelationshipPersonalAuthor'] = df['RelationshipPersonalAuthor'].str.strip()

df['RelationshipPersonalLLM'] = df['RelationshipPersonalLLM'].str.strip()

df['RelationshipPersonalDiscussion'] = df['RelationshipPersonalDiscussion'].str.strip()

# In df['RelationshipPersonalAuthor'] replace 'x' with 'Yes' and 'nan' with 'No'

df['RelationshipPersonalAuthor'] = df['RelationshipPersonalAuthor'].replace('x', 'Yes')

df['RelationshipPersonalAuthor'] = df['RelationshipPersonalAuthor'].replace(np.nan, 'No')

# Count values for white

df['RelationshipPersonalWhite'] = df['RelationshipPersonalAuthor'] == df['RelationshipPersonalLLM']

print(df['RelationshipPersonalWhite'].value_counts(normalize=True))

[ ]: # Copy df['RelationshipPersonalWhite'] to df['RelationshipPersonalGrey']

df['RelationshipPersonalGrey'] = df['RelationshipPersonalWhite']

# Search line be line: When df['RelationshipPersonalGrey'] is False: Check if 

↪→df['RelationshipPersonalDiscussion'] == 'Policy Unclear'. If this is the case, change 

↪→df['RelationshipPersonalGrey'] to True. Else leave the value as it is and do not change anything

df.loc[(df['RelationshipPersonalDiscussion'] == 'Policy Unclear') & (df['RelationshipPersonalWhite'] == 

↪→False), 'RelationshipPersonalGrey'] = True

df['RelationshipPersonalGrey'].value_counts()#(normalize=True)

[ ]: df[['RelationshipPersonalAuthor', 'RelationshipPersonalLLM', 'RelationshipPersonalDiscussion', 

↪→'RelationshipPersonalGrey']]

Trashmailer

[ ]: # .strip() RelationshipUnknownAuthor and RelationshipUnknownLLM

df['RelationshipUnknownAuthor'] = df['RelationshipUnknownAuthor'].str.strip()

df['RelationshipUnknownLLM'] = df['RelationshipUnknownLLM'].str.strip()

#df['RelationshipUnknownAuthor'] replace 'x' with 'Yes' and 'nan' with 'No'

df['RelationshipUnknownAuthor'] = df['RelationshipUnknownAuthor'].replace('x', 'Yes')

df['RelationshipUnknownAuthor'] = df['RelationshipUnknownAuthor'].replace(np.nan, 'No')

# Count values for white

df['RelationshipUnknownWhite'] = df['RelationshipUnknownAuthor'] == df['RelationshipUnknownLLM']

print(df['RelationshipUnknownWhite'].value_counts())#(normalize=True))

[ ]: df[['RelationshipUnknownAuthor', 'RelationshipUnknownLLM', 'RelationshipUnknownWhite']]

8
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Appendix 4. Triage Prompts

Appendix 4.1. Initial System Prompt

“You are working as an analyst for data leakage prevention at the enron company.

The following email needs to be analyzed by you.”

Appendix 4.2. Summary Prompt

“Make a short summary of two to three sentences of the following email provided.

Sender of the E-Mail is [SENDER], you will just call sender. Receiver(s) is / are

[RECEIVERS]. Call sender and receivers just sender and receivers. The analyst

already receives them as metadata. Regarding the summary, be as concrete as

possible. Never mention the sending date because the analyst receives it from the

metadata. It is worth mentioning if the email contains one or several emails that

are forwarded. Emphasize if the sender speaks about company related topics or

personal actions.”

Appendix 4.3. Data Classification Prompt

“There are three types of data: Public, Internal, and Strictly Confidential. Public

data is information that is publicly available, so it can be shared with anyone.

Examples for this data are: Information available on the company’s website,

press releases, publicly available reports or employees talking to friends or family

members about personal actions. Internal data is not publicly available. It is data

owned by the company (e.g. employee phone numbers, customer information,

etc.) and its loss would not cause significant damage to the company and it might

be shared with other employees and customeres, based on a need to know basis.

Examples for this data are: Employee information, organization charts, emails
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from the CEO to all employees, internal reports without sensitive data and internal

presentations. The loss of strictly confidential data might harm the company, so it

may only be shared with caution on a need to know principle. It may be shared with

selected customers if necessary for daily operations. Examples for this data are:

Customer names and customer information, financial data, personal identifiable

information (PII), business plans, credit card numbers, internal presentations with

sensitive data, and internal reports with sensitive data.

The categorization depends on the companies view. So a person may talk

about personal actions or talk about sensitive personal information, as long as it

is not clearly related to company topics. Only if information is clearly related to

company topics (e.g. customer related) the classification shall be internal or strictly

confidential.

Example 1: Bob tells Alice about his personal investment strategy: Public. The

data might be confidential to Bob, but from the companies view, this is not an

issue. Example 2: Bob tells Alice about a customers investment strategy: Strictly

Confidential. The loss of the data might cause regulatory trouble. Example 3: Bob

attaches his contract regarding the membership in the local gym: Public. The data

is not related to the company. Example 4: Bob attaches a contract of a customer or

a contract of the company: Strictly Confidential. The data is related to the company

and the loss might cause trouble.

Using this knowledge, answer the following question: What type of data does the

email provided contain? Public, Internal, or Strictly Confidential? Answer only by

typing the word(s) Public, Internal, or Strictly Confidential, followed by a comma

and one scentence of explaination. Do not include anything else in your answer!”

Appendix 4.4. Data Owner Prompt

“Read the whole email and its attachments and find out: Who owns the data

provided in a wider sense?
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Choose between the following four answers, based on the examples and

explaination provided below: Possible Answer 1. Organization. Explaination:

The data is owned by the organization, in this case, Enron OR the data is owned by

the recipient of the email. This is only the case if the data is one hundred percent

owned by the recipient or if was created by Enron itself and affects just the recipient.

Possible Answer 2: Sender. Explaination: The data is owned by the sender of the

email. This is only the case if the data is one hundred percent owned by the sender

or if was created by Enron itself and affects just the sender. Possible Answer 4:

Other. Explaination: The data is owned by a third party which is not included in

the conversation.

Example 1: Financial data of Enron’s customer Peter Smith is sent to Alice. Data

owner: Organization Example 2: Financial data of Enron’s customer Peter Smith is

sent to Peter Smith’s mail address. Data owner: Organization Exampel 3: Tom sends

an email about his private holidays to Max. Tom is the data owner. Correct Answer:

Sender Example 4: Tom forwards his yearly evaluation reports or notice regarding

his promotion to the private mail address. Correct answer: Sender. Example 5: Tom

sends his personal CV to anyone. Tom is the data owner. Correct answer: Sender

Example 6: Tom sends the personal CV of a person called Alice to his personal

email address. Alice is the data owner. Correct answer: Other. Wrong Answer:

Sender. Example 7: Tom forwards the personal CV of a person called Alice from his

business account to his personal account to review it later at home. Correct Answer:

Organization. Wrong answer: Sender. Example 7: Tom sends a job opening to

Alice. Enron is the data owner. Correct answer: Organization. Example 8: Tom

talks about a presentation that shall be held on a topic that is related to Enron.

Correct Answer: Organization. Example 9: Tom sends a presentation about his

private hobby to Alice. Correct Answer: Organization. Example 10: Tom sends a

contract to a regulatory body. Correct Answer: Organization.

Based on the information above, answer the following two questions. Your answer

must contain the following two Answers: Answer 1: Who is the data owner? If

there are multiple data owners, choose the one that fits best. Answer 2: Provide a
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short explaination in one scentence, justifying your choice.

Desired output: "Your answer on Part 1" !! "Your answer on Part 2" without the

quotes. Example output: Company !! The data belongs to the company because it

is related to company topics.

You may no include anything else in your answer!”

Appendix 4.5. Fully Readable and Obfuscation Prompt

“Answer the following two questions: Question 1: Is the email fully readable?

The email might include some file formats like JSON or a vcard. This is acceptable.

You answer shall be based on the question, if a human can read the email without

any further tools. Answer with "Fully Readable" if the email is fully readable and

with "Not Fully Readable" if the email is not fully readable. You answer containing

two words shall no be followed by a full stop and it must be provided without any

further explaination.

Question 2: Do you see any signs for obfuscated content. Do not speculate,

only make your decision on what is provided. By obfuscation, there are not single

characters meant, like > for making it hard to read. Obfuscation is meant in the

context of hiding large amounts of data in the email, being able extract it later from

the receivers email address. Answer with the words "Possibly Obfuscated" if you are

sure there are signs for obfuscation and answer with "No Obfuscation" if no signs

for an obfuscation were detected. You answer containing two words shall no be

followed by a full stop and it should be provided without any further explaination.

Examples: Example 1: Employee Name: (Last)(First)(Middle)(Maiden)Employee’s

Current Job Title: Hire Date:. Correct Answer: No obfuscation. Example 2: "TG9y

ZW0gaXBzdW0gZG9sb3Igc2l0IGFtZXQsIGNvbnNldGV0dXIgc2FkaXBzY2luZyBl

bGl0ciwgc2VkIGRpYW0gbm9udW15IGVpcm1vZCB0ZW1wb3IgaW52aWR1bnQ

gdXQgbGFib3JlIGV0IGRvbG9yZSBtYWduYSBhbGlxdXlhbSBlcmF0LCBzZWQgZ
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GlhbSB2b2x1cHR1YS4gQXQgdmVybyBlb3MgZXQgYWNjdXNhbSBldCBqdXN0b

yBkdW8gZG9sb3JlcyBldCBlYSByZWJ1bS4gU3RldCBjbGl0YSBrYXNkIGd1YmVy

Z3Jlbiwgbm8gc2VhIHRha2ltYXRhIHNhbmN0dXMgZXN0IExvcmVtIGlwc3VtIG

RvbG9yIHNpdCBhbWV0LiBMb3JlbSBpcHN1bSBkb2xvciBzaXQgYW1ldCwgY29

uc2V0ZXR1ciBzYWRpcHNjaW5nIGVsaXRyLCBzZWQgZGlhbSBub251bXkgZWl

ybW9kIHRlbXBvciBpbnZpZHVudCB1dCBsYWJvcmUgZXQgZG9sb3JlIG1hZ25h

IGFsaXF1eWFtIGVyYXQsIHNlZCBkaWFtIHZvbHVwdHVhLiBBdCB2ZXJvIGVv

cyBldCBhY2N1c2FtIGV0IGp1c3RvIGR1byBkb2xvcmVzIGV0IGVhIHJlYnVtLiBTd

GV0IGNsaXRhIGthc2QgZ3ViZXJncmVuLCBubyBzZWEgdGFraW1hdGEgc2FuY

3R1cyBlc3QgTG9yZW0gaXBzdW0gZG9sb3Igc2l0IGFtZXQuTG9yZW0gaXBzdW0

gZG9sb3Igc2l0IGFtZXQsIGNvbnNldGV0dXIgc2FkaXBzY2luZyBlbGl0ciwgc2VkI

GRpYW0gbm9udW15IGVpcm1vZCB0ZW1wb3IgaW52aWR1bnQgdXQgbGFib3Jl

IGV0IGRvbG9yZSBtYWduYSBhbGlxdXlhbSBlcmF0LCBzZWQgZGlhbSB2b2x1cH

R1YS4gQXQgdmVybyBlb3MgZXQgYWNjdXNhbSBldCBqdXN0byBkdW8gZG9s

b3JlcyBldCBlYSByZWJ1bS4gU3RldCBjbGl0YSBrYXNkIGd1YmVyZ3Jlbiwgbm8gc

2VhIHRha2ltYXRhIHNhbmN0dXMgZXN0IExvcmVtIGlwc3VtIGRvbG9yIHNpdC

BhbWV0LiBMb3JlbSBpcHN1bSBkb2xvciBzaXQgYW1ldCwgY29uc2V0ZXR1ciBzY

WRpcHNjaW5nIGVsaXRyLCBzZWQgZGlhbSBub251bXkgZWlybW9kIHRlbXBvc

iBpbnZpZHVudCB1dCBsYWJvcmUgZXQgZG9sb3JlIG1hZ25hIGFsaXF1eWFtIGV

yYXQsIHNlZCBkaWFtIHZvbHVwdHVhLiBBdCB2ZXJvIGVvcyBldCBhY2N1c2Ft

IGV0IGp1c3RvIGR1byBkb2xvcmVzIGV0IGVhIHJlYnVtLiBTdGV0IGNsaXRhIGth

c2QgZ3ViZXJncmVuLCBubyBzZWEgdGFraW1hdGEgc2FuY3R1cyBlc3QgTG9yZ

W0gaXBzdW0gZG9sb3Igc2l0IGFtZXQu"

Correct Answer: Possibly Obfuscated. This is not a hyperlink, but a base64

encoded text.

Desired output: "Your answer on Question 1" !! "Your answer on Question 2"

without the quotes. Example output: Fully Readable! No Obfuscation

You may no include anything else in your answer!”
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Appendix 4.6. Sender Receiver Relationship

“Sender of the email is an internal employee: [SENDER]. Recipient(s) of the email

is / are: [RECEIVERS].

Read the full email and answer the following seven questions regarding the

relationship between the sender and the recipient(s): Question 1. Is any of the

recipients a business contact of the sender? This includes internal employees,

external business partners, and customers. If a communication looks like if a

sender is talking to a business partner, this communication shall be marked as

business. Answer with "Yes" if this looks like a business conversation or "No" if this

doesn’t seem like a business communication. Question 2. Is any of the recipients a

regulatory body? Answer with "Yes" or "No". Question 3. Is any of the recipients

a general public institution, like a university or ministry? Answer with "Yes" or

"No". Question 4. Is any of the recipients a personal / non-business contact? This

includes the best friend of the sender, a family member, or a friend, including the

sender’s private email address. This includes freemail accounts that seem to fit to

the senders name. Answer with "Yes" or "No". Question 5. Is any of the recipients a

trashmailer? Answer with "Yes" if on recipient is a trashmail address or "No" if no

recipient is a trashmail address. Question 6. Is the relationship between the sender

and any of the recipients unclear? Answer with "Yes" if it is unclear and "No" if all

relationships are clear. Question 7. Explain your decision in a single scentence.

Answer each Question with "Yes" or "No", except Question 7. Separate your

answers with a comma. Desired output: "Your answer on Question 1, whether one

recipient is a business contact", "Your answer on Question 2, whether one recipient

is a regulatory body", "Your answer on Question 3, whether one recipient is a general

public institution", "Your answer on Question 4, whether one recipient is a personal

contact or the personal email address of the sender itself", "Your answer on Question

5, whether one recipient is a trashmailer", "Your answer on Question 6, whether the

relationship between the sender and recipient is unclear", "Your explanation in one

scentence."
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Do not include anything else in your answer!”

Appendix 4.7. Incident Prompt

“As an analyst you analyze the following email. The sender of the email is

[SENDER] and the recipient(s) is / are [RECEIVERS]. Here is a summary of

the email in question: [SHORT SUMMARY]. The classification of the data is:

[CLASSIFICATION]. The data owner of the content sent is: [DATA OWNER].

The email is [FULLY READABLE]. The email contains [OBFUSCATION]. The

context between the sender and the receiver was classified as: [SENDER RECEIVER

CONTEXT].

You must follow the following algorithm to make your decision if this is an

incident or not. Make sure you follow the steps in the correct order and make your

decision based on the rules and nothing else.

STEP 0.: Have a look at the short summary of the mail in question to get a first

impression.

STEP 1.: Check if classification of data is Public, Internal or Strictly Confidential.

For your information: There are three types of data: Public, Internal, and Strictly

Confidential. Public data is information that is publicly available, so it can be

shared with anyone. Internal and Strictly Confidential Information may only be

shared with non-business contacts as mentioned in STEP 5 as long as the other rules

apply. It is very important to mention: Strictly Confidential information MAY be

shared with business partners if the rules in STEP 5 are followed!

STEP 2.: Check who is the data owner of the content.

STEP 3: Check if the email is fully readable and if there are signs for obfuscated

content.
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STEP 4: Check the context between the sender and the receiver.

STEP 5: Make your decision based on the information provided, make your

decision on the following criteria: - If a document is unreadable or obfuscated, this

must be classified as an incident. - If the sender is the data owner (might be called

sender), the data may be sent to anyone. You must never classify this as an incident.

- If the information is public, it may be sent to anyone, including personal contacts.

You must never classify this as an incident. - If the information is Internal or Strictly

Confidential, it may just be sent to a non-business contact, as long as this is another

company or a regulatory body or another business interest. You must NOT classify

this as an incident. - If the information is Internal or Strictly Confidential, it may

never be sent to a personal email address or a trashmailer or an unknown recipient.

You must classify this as an incident.

Examples: Example 1: Tom sends public information (an email about his private

holidays and his private investments) to Max. Correct Answer: No Incident, because

Tom is talking about public information. Example 2: Tom sends strictly confidential

information to a business contact. Correct Answer: No Incident, because Tom may

sent strictly confidential data to a business contact. Example 3: Tom sends strictly

confidential information to his private email address. Correct Answer: Incident,

because Tom may not send strictly confidential data to his private email address.

Example 4: Tom sends a newsletter on trading (which can be considered as public

information) to his private email address. Correct Answer: No Incident, because

Tom may send public information to his private email address.

Based on your decision made from the steps described above, answer the

following two questions. Your answer must contain the following two Answers:

Answer 1: Is this an incident or not? Answer with "Incident" or "No Incident".

Answer 2: Provide a short explaination in one scentence, justifying your choice.

Desired output: "Your answer on Part 1" !! "Your answer on Part 2" without

the quotes. Example output: Incident !! Strictly Confidential data were sent to a

personal email address of a non-customer.
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You may no include anything else in your answer!”
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Appendix 5. OutputCSV

DocID; ShortSummaryAuthor; ShortSummaryLLM; PolicyBasedDataClassificationAuthor; PolicyBasedDataClassificationAuthorAlt; PolicyBasedDataClassificationLLM;

PolicyBasedDataClassificationLLMExplanation; PolicyBasedDataClassificationAfterDiscussion; ReasonForDifferentClassification; DataOwnerAuthor; DataOwnerLLM;

DataOwnerLLMExplanation; DataOwnerAfterDiscussion; DataOwnerAfterDiscussionReason; FullyReadableAuthor; FullyReadableLLM; FullyReadableDiscussion;

ObfuscationAuthor; ObfuscationLLM; ObfuscationDiscussion; RelationshipBusinessAuthor; RelationshipBusinessLLM; RelationshipBusinessDiscussion;

RelationshipRegulatoryAuthor; RelationshipRegulatoryLLM; RelationshipPublicInstitutionAuthor; RelationshipPublicInstitutionLLM;

RelationshipPublicInstitutionDiscussion; RelationshipPersonalAuthor; RelationshipPersonalLLM; RelationshipPersonalDiscussion; RelationshipTrashmailerAuthor;

RelationshipTrashmailerLLM; RelationshipTrashmailerDiscussion; RelationshipUnknownAuthor; RelationshipUnknownLLM; RelationshipUnknownDiscussion; IncidentAuthor;

IncidentLLM; IncidentLLMExplanation; IncidentDiscussion; IncidentDiscussionReason; TokensUsed; TimestampWritten; RelationshipLLMExplanation; Category

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.1008019.FZ3Q3F3MRQNHXVQFX11I13YYEINBQRFIB;Information on Report on Calif. Electricity Price Spikes including letter to a Governor;The sender forwarded a chain of

emails discussing a report on California electricity price spikes prepared by the CPUC and EOB. The report, addressed to Governor Gray Davis, analyzes the

electricity conditions in California, including blackouts and price increases, and suggests forming a task force to address these issues. The email and its

attachments focus on company-related topics, specifically the challenges and recommendations for California's electricity market.;Strictly

Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive information related to the company's business operations and regulatory issues, which

could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Other;Other ;The data belongs to the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) and the Electricity Oversight Board (EOB)

as they created the report.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data

were sent to a business contact at NYMEX.;;;23125;2024-08-06_18-49-21;This is a business communication between Steven J Kean and a contact at NYMEX regarding a

report on California electricity price spikes.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.101669.HBKTG4ELLQSC34Q15GUGYBLAQNDM2MLCB;Smalltalk with s.o., probably a personal contact;The sender and receivers discuss logistical details regarding a road

project, with the sender expressing flexibility about the project's scope and emphasizing the importance of clear communication to avoid complications.

Additionally, there are personal mentions, such as Amber's birthday and the arrangement for sending a card, as well as instructions about picking up items and

taking tomatoes. The email contains multiple forwarded messages.;Public;Internal;Public;the email contains personal and logistical information not related to

company topics.;;;Sender;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is related to personal matters and arrangements made by the sender.;;;y;Fully

Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The information is public and may be sent to anyone, including

personal contacts.;;;6664;2024-08-06_18-49-27;The recipient appears to be a personal contact of the sender.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.101872.BYDNRIXUN3LORKRADFAJLAWA53DKM2QIA;„Question 4“ is discussed with business partners who try to solve it.;The sender and receivers are discussing a proposed

plan for HD's current operations and future growth strategy, focusing on improving margins and EBIT growth. They plan to have a conference call at 7 PM to further

discuss the points raised, including potential debt issuance and operational improvements. The email contains multiple replies and is primarily centered on

company-related topics.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Internal;the email contains internal discussions and contact information of employees which is not publicly

available but does not include sensitive data that would cause significant damage if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization

because it is related to company topics and involves multiple parties discussing business strategies.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The data owner is the organization, and the email contains internal information

shared with business contacts.;;;8169;2024-08-06_18-49-34;This is a business communication involving internal employees and external business partners discussing a

proposed plan.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.1021174.HFWK2GDVRUHJLC3XPRUIDVFP2TYBOI22B;Obfuscated Mail to a compaq contact;The sender thanks the receivers for their previous communication and addresses some

questions they had. The email primarily discusses company-related topics and includes technical details.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The

email contains communication between employees and external parties, which could include sensitive company information.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data

belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics.;;;n;Not Fully Readable ;;y;Possibly

Obfuscated;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to business contacts.;;GPT ignoring

policy;6317;2024-08-06_18-49-41;The recipients appear to be business contacts as one is from COMPAQ and the other is an internal employee.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.102326.EIWGP3LKEELVXLOXODVGGNSC0M0G3RMHB;Documents on Assembly GOP press conference on the pending natural gas crisis.;The sender forwarded a press release and

additional materials regarding the California GOP's call for an emergency legislative session to address the natural gas crisis. The email includes several

attachments with detailed information on the GOP's proposals and the current state of the natural gas market. The sender discusses company-related topics,

specifically the impact of the natural gas crisis on families, businesses, and the broader energy market.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Public;The email contains

information that is publicly available, such as a press release and general legislative updates, which are intended for wide dissemination.;Public;Policy

Unclear;Other;Other ;The data belongs to a third party, specifically the California State Assembly and its representatives, as it pertains to their legislative

activities and press materials.;;;y;Not Fully Readable ;False Positive;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The

information is public and may be sent to anyone.;;;26553;2024-08-06_18-49-50;The recipient appears to be a business contact as the email content is related to

business matters concerning natural gas legislation.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.1030582.P1CQ2D5IH1MH2TCKGP5OH3VXTOSNZL0NB;Information regarding the Senate Energy and Commerce Committee;The sender discusses company-related topics, specifically

elaborating on Enron's testimony before the Senate Energy and Commerce Committee regarding the California energy crisis. The email highlights the impending

capacity shortage, critiques California's legislative efforts to nationalize the electricity industry, and proposes solutions such as reforming the permitting

process, implementing demand reduction programs, and opening the interstate power grid. The sender emphasizes the need for measures that increase supply or reduce

demand, warning against state takeovers and price caps.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive information regarding Enron's

testimony before the Senate Energy and Commerce Committee and detailed analysis of the California energy crisis, which could harm the company if

disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and was created by Enron.;;;y;Fully Readable

;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a business

contact.;;;10822;2024-08-06_18-49-58;The recipient appears to be a business contact as the email discusses business-related topics and includes a professional

attachment.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.103063.NEPUTPVWB14POMMITHTDYA3U4H23TFTOA;Comments and consultation regarding Decision on CPA Implementation;The sender discusses strategies to address the

creditworthiness of the Department of Water Resources (DWR) and suggests supporting Commissioner Bilas' proposal. Additionally, the sender proposes coordinating

with a coalition in Sacramento to file comments on the direct access prohibition. The email also forwards a previous message from Jeanne Bennett, which provides

details on Bilas' alternate decision regarding the California Procurement Adjustment and its implications.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The

email contains discussions about regulatory decisions and strategies that could impact the company's operations and financial standing.;;;Organization;Organization

;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves internal discussions about regulatory decisions and

strategies.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to

business contacts.;;;7498;2024-08-06_18-50-06;This email appears to be a business communication discussing regulatory and strategic matters related to California's

energy crisis.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.1030812.DGC3EIBC531G4OXRQYPSFNI5KODJ0ETZB;Article is prepared regarding California’s Energy crisis;The sender responded to the receivers' request to review a draft

article about the California energy crisis, noting that he made two small comments. The email chain includes a forwarded message discussing the urgency of the

article, which addresses the critical power shortages and potential blackouts in California and the Western U.S., emphasizing the need for immediate policy action

and new power generation incentives. The sender's comments are related to company-related topics, specifically the energy crisis and its

implications.;Internal;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive information about the California energy crisis and internal discussions that could

harm the company if disclosed.;;GPT Misses Context;Other;Other ;The data belongs to McKinsey as it is a draft article created by McKinsey consultants.;;;y;Fully

Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a business contact from

McKinsey, an external business partner.;;;14803;2024-08-06_18-50-14;The recipient is a business contact from McKinsey, an external business partner.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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3.105017.M0UYGSY3U3MIZ14HZB24RMNL0Q05V343B;Talk with berkeley.edu on politics regarding the energy crisis;"The sender discusses concerns about the potential fallout

from a ""manifesto"" and mentions efforts to communicate with the Governor's office regarding the energy crisis. The email includes a forwarded message discussing

the final version of the manifesto and the recruitment of signatories, highlighting the involvement of various academics and media

strategies.";Internal;nan;Internal;The email contains internal communication regarding company matters and discussions about a manifesto, which is not publicly

available but does not contain highly sensitive information.;;;Organization;Other ;The data belongs to a third party, specifically the University of California,

Berkeley, as it involves their manifesto and internal communications.;Other;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Internal data were sent to a general public institution, which is

permissible.;;;8300;2024-08-06_18-50-21;The recipient is associated with a university, indicating a general public institution.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.105229.F4TJOEAI1SGQ4XTU5NRWCDNBBZ5Q1Y0QA;Forwarded internal conversation on lobbying;The sender forwarded an email chain discussing the Department of Finance's

response to a coalition seeking direct access. The forwarded emails include updates from lobbyists and internal Enron communications, focusing on the coalition's

proposal and the Department of Finance's cautious but somewhat positive reaction.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains

information about internal discussions and strategies related to the Department of Finance and coalition proposals, which could harm the company if

disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves internal communications about the

Dept. of Finance.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were

sent to a business contact.;;;5966;2024-08-06_18-50-28;The recipient appears to be a business contact based on the email address and context.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.106415.OHJX0BP22MHBVGQM011FJA123JJSLS5XB;Agreement is sent to a business partner;The sender forwarded an email containing an attachment related to the proposed rate

agreement between the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) and the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). The attachment includes detailed

sections on definitions, bond issuance agreements, retail revenue requirements, covenants, events of default, termination, amendments, and miscellaneous

provisions. The email discusses company-related topics, specifically the proposed rate agreement and its implications.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly

Confidential;The email contains information about a proposed rate agreement between the California Department of Water Resources and the California Public

Utilities Commission, which is sensitive and related to company operations.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related

to a proposed rate agreement involving Enron and regulatory bodies.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No

Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a business contact relevant to the energy sector.;;;11869;2024-08-06_18-50-36;The recipient appears

to be a business contact as the email pertains to a proposed rate agreement relevant to the energy sector.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.109897.DLUJRER1OJ3ANBIM4TS51UKWGQM3LXIWB;Smalltalk to partner;The sender inquires if the receivers should purchase discounted ski tickets, referencing a forwarded

email from Will C Birdsey about a discount ski ticket offer organized by Redwoods@Haas. The forwarded email details the pricing, payment instructions, and

deadlines for purchasing tickets to Squaw Valley and Alpine Meadows.;Public;nan;Public;the email contains information about purchasing discount ski tickets, which

is not related to company topics and is publicly available.;;;Sender;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is related to a personal conversation and

event planning.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;x;Yes;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The information is public

and the sender is the data owner.;;;5400;2024-08-06_18-50-43;The recipient is associated with a university, indicating a general public institution.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.112218.EW3YTHDUIDHRJOGSIEMOT5ROYUZEAEXTB;Conversation on political candidates and whom to support;The email thread primarily discusses political opinions and voting

preferences for the upcoming election, with a focus on supporting Ralph Nader over Al Gore or George Bush. The sender and receivers exchange personal views on the

candidates, referencing family values and past political events to justify their choices.;Internal;nan;Public;the email contains personal opinions and discussions

about political views which are not related to company topics.;Public;Policy Unclear;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is related to

the sender's personal opinions and discussions.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy

Unclear;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;No Incident;No Incident ;The information is public and may be sent to anyone.;;;8526;2024-08-06_18-50-51;The email includes

both business and personal contacts, making the relationships unclear.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.113615.EVBRWRIPC0EIQXVRRDDPIPYVC3PXZP22B;Talk on a workshop invitation including lots of contacts;The sender and receivers discuss the ongoing CGT Gas Accord II Team

talks, with the sender acknowledging the pressure on Mike and suggesting a vacation might help. The sender supports continuing the Gas Accord discussions despite

potential attendance issues. The email thread includes multiple forwarded messages related to company matters.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Internal;The email

discusses internal company matters and communications among employees, but does not contain sensitive data.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the

organization because it is related to company topics and involves multiple stakeholders within and outside the company.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Internal data were sent between business contacts within the

organization.;;;11562;2024-08-06_18-50-57;This is a business communication between Jeff Dasovich and Frank Lindh regarding the CGT Gas Accord II Team.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.1138937.IELACRU2HJS251NO4S24TXLUCUBN0UVPA;Copy of strategic planning;The sender forwarded an email to the receivers, originally sent to another individual,

discussing the Transwestern Sun Devil Project. The email details project updates, including volume changes, projected rates, and new service offerings. The

attached document provides comprehensive information about the proposed pipeline expansion, bidding requirements, and evaluation criteria.;Strictly

Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive company information related to a project, including financial data and customer-related

details.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company projects and operations.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a business

contact.;;;12839;2024-08-06_18-51-04;The recipient appears to be a business contact based on the email content and domain.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.1140458.APBVCIZTPVSKCYSDUFJC1EAUKNT0VX5RA;Ideas on changes of an agreement;The sender outlines recommended changes to an agreement, focusing on specific payment

terms and milestones related to projects involving Haywood Power and Calvert City Power. The email details the conditions under which project fees will be paid

upon achieving certain milestones and discusses the waiver of conflicts section. The sender emphasizes company-related topics, particularly the financial and

operational agreements with the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA).;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;This email contains detailed information about

agreements, project fees, and milestones related to company projects, which could cause harm if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the

organization because it is related to company agreements and project details.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to business

contacts.;;;6922;2024-08-06_18-51-11;The email discusses changes to a business agreement, indicating a business relationship.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.115016.DPABGEHUGZF42DNZI0QJGWD4JYJXIGTLB;Information on sender feeling ill and plans to visit business partner on Friday;The sender informs the receivers that he is

unable to attend a lesson due to being sick and suggests rescheduling for Friday if possible. The email also includes a forwarded message from the receivers about

their new email addresses due to the Excite @home network shutdown, requesting recipients to update their contact information accordingly. The content mainly

revolves around personal actions and logistical updates.;Internal;nan;Public;The email contains personal information and communication not related to company

topics.;Public;Policy Unclear;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is related to their personal email addresses and the True Blue

bluegrass band.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No

Incident ;The information is public and the sender is the data owner.;;;6000;2024-08-06_18-51-19;The email appears to be a personal communication regarding a

lesson, indicating a personal relationship.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.115104.LBHSKYEN2QUUZWXUYSD0A1GUA2NVMWR3B;Information on Davis devises new borrowing plan - Goes to several email addresses. Information might be seen as

internal.;Sender informs receivers about Governor Gray Davis's new plan to expedite the borrowing of $12.5 billion to repay California's state budget for emergency

electricity purchases during the energy crisis. The plan aims to bypass the Public Utilities Commission's oversight, which previously rejected Davis's original

proposal, by potentially issuing an executive order. The sender discusses the implications of this plan, including its potential impact on rate hikes and the

authority of the Department of Water Resources.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive information about financial plans

and strategies related to the company's operations and state government actions, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data

belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves state financial and regulatory matters.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to business contacts related to energy and

regulatory matters.;;GPT ignoring policy;9332;2024-08-06_18-51-27;The recipients appear to be business contacts related to energy and regulatory matters.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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3.1190091.AFFVN5P045RIAADVTUWO1GDHAH1OGZFFA;Three pictures sent to a business contact;The sender discusses the Palm Beach voters and includes three image attachments

labeled protest2.jpg, protest4.jpg, and protest6.jpg. The email appears to focus on company-related topics, specifically the voter situation in Palm

Beach.;Internal;Public;Public;The email and attachments are related to a public event (Palm Beach Voters protest) and do not contain company-related

information.;;;Organization;Other ;The data belongs to a third party as it involves images related to Palm Beach voters, which is not directly related to Enron or

the individuals in the email.;Other;Policy Unclear;y;Not Fully Readable ;False Positive;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy

Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;No Incident;No Incident ;The information is classified as public and can be sent to

anyone.;;;4389;2024-08-06_18-51-33;The recipient's email domain suggests a business contact, but the specific relationship is unclear.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.1190182.BDQMOE2DSSRBGTGIUHKABD1V1OU4ADOBB;Lunch between business partners and talk on business topics;The email chain discusses organizing a lunch meeting on

December 4th to discuss involvement in EBA-Houston events and roles. The sender suggests a venue between Duke and downtown and checks Frazier's availability. The

initial email from Gurcan Gulen inquires about organizing a session at the IAEE conference, and the sender and receivers discuss their interest and

availability.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Internal;The email contains internal communication about scheduling a lunch meeting and discussing involvement in

future events, which is not publicly available but does not contain sensitive data.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is

related to company topics and involves multiple parties discussing organizational matters.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Internal information was shared with business

contacts.;;;7510;2024-08-06_18-51-40;The recipients are business contacts as they are discussing a professional conference and lunch meeting related to their

work.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.1194038.FNPLVWIEFGFXBCMLLRZK0YT1N2D1FG3CB;Lease renewal letter;The sender shares a lease renewal letter with the receivers and offers to help take care of their dog,

Pumpkin, if needed. The email contains a personal note about the sender's fondness for dogs and includes an attachment detailing the lease extension

agreement.;Internal;nan;Internal;the email contains a lease renewal letter and personal communication, which is not publicly available but does not contain

sensitive company-related information.;;;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is a personal lease renewal letter written by Susan

Scott.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident

;The sender is the data owner and may send the internal data to anyone.;;;4977;2024-08-06_18-55-08;The recipient appears to be a personal contact as the email

discusses personal matters such as dog sitting and lease renewal.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.1220128.PRVHOEOOBDY2OMGIULS1E5PHYESXX4NRB;Information that might be confidential are sent to the personal mail address;The sender sent an email to the receivers

containing three attachments: data1.xls, Trading Book Analysis.doc, and CFs by Industry and Erating.xls. The attachments include detailed financial data and

analysis related to Enron's trading margins, risk management metrics, and cash flows by industry. The email focuses on company-related topics, specifically

financial performance and risk management.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains detailed financial data, trading strategies, and

customer information which, if leaked, could harm the company.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company

topics and financial data.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident

;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;22305;2024-08-06_18-55-18;The recipient is the sender's personal email

address indicating a personal contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.136163.KY5BSSTFMBKFFAM421LKWA51JHSZPGEZA;Reaction regarding Power Pool Supply Shortfall Procedures;The sender informs the receivers that Enron is willing to perform

operation (1) related to the Supply Shortfall Procedures but cannot perform operations (2) and (3) due to lack of control over those processes. The sender advises

that the System Controller can contact Enron Canada Power Corp for further coordination. The email includes a forwarded message detailing specific questions

regarding compliance with the Power Pool Supply Shortfall Procedures (POP 801).;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains operational

details and procedures related to supply shortfall management, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the

organization because it is related to company operations and procedures.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No

Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a business contact.;;;8948;2024-08-06_18-55-24;This email appears to be a business communication

between John Zufferli of Enron and Ken Gardner of Power Pool of Alberta regarding operational procedures.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.136226.FUIEBOTD1VYNFFXYXK0TBW3H24QIC0QVA;Several documents regarding employment at Enron sent to personal mailaddress;The sender forwarded an email from Dawn Doucet

regarding a recruiting meeting scheduled for July 26, with attachments containing the agenda and background information. The email and attachments focus on

company-related topics, specifically the recruitment process and logistics for various universities. The forwarded email includes detailed information about

recruitment schedules, contacts, and feedback from previous recruiting events.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains employee

information and customer contact details, which are sensitive and could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the

organization because it is related to company topics and involves multiple employees and recruiting processes.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy

Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email

address.;;;18818;2024-08-06_18-55-32;The recipient is the sender's personal email address indicating a personal contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.152420.CB3K2BXRU1DVMZXCQIS0HTBYPNVBKTREB;Conversation on Art;The sender discusses personal purchases of art and furniture with the receivers, specifying that he is

not yet ready to receive the items due to an upcoming move. The email also includes a forwarded message from the receivers detailing the items purchased and their

prices. Additionally, the receivers invite the sender to an art symposium and a cocktail party.;Public;Internal;Public;the email content is related to personal

purchases and interactions, not company-related topics.;;;Sender;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is related to Jeff's personal purchases and

arrangements.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The email contains public

information and the sender is the data owner, so it may be sent to anyone.;;;6589;2024-08-06_18-55-44;The recipient appears to be a personal contact as the email

discusses personal purchases and social events.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.153600.PDGDAT5ANI1FJY3NMNMHQ4CBGUNFCT5RB;Networking regarding the career of the recipient;The sender apologizes for the delay in responding to the receivers and

suggests scheduling a phone call in early December to discuss further. The email chain reveals that the receivers are seeking advice on transitioning to the energy

sector, specifically in roles such as Risk Analyst and Merchant Energy Trader. The sender acknowledges the current difficulties at Enron but expresses willingness

to assist.;Internal;Public;Internal;the email contains internal communication between employees discussing potential employment and industry-related advice, which

is not publicly available but does not contain sensitive data.;;;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to Darren Wolfe because it is his personal

resume.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No

Incident ;The sender is the data owner and the information is classified as Internal, which may be sent to anyone.;;;5480;2024-08-06_18-55-50;The recipient appears

to be a personal contact seeking career advice.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.259832.OASKXRP3HNERLOX2ZWJJ3J03KCNN4IXAB;Obfuscated mail sent to business contact;The sender discusses company-related topics in the email. The content appears to be

heavily encoded or corrupted, making the specific details unclear. There is an attachment included with the email.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly

Confidential;The email contains customer information which is classified as strictly confidential.;;;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it

appears to be personal and not related to company topics.;;GPT Misses Context;n;Not Fully Readable;;y;Possibly Obfuscated;;x;No;Policy

Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;6946;2024-08-06_18-55-58;The recipient appears to be a personal contact, likely a family member given the shared last name.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.261017.GSYTT431CLXEABYKMGCHB0U1T53HLKFMA;Forwarded mail on someone starting a new job;The email is a forwarded message from Conrad Neal to several recipients,

informing them about his new job at Pipeline Power Partners and providing his new contact information. Conrad also discusses a personal matter regarding the

replacement of a well pump at Willis Tree Farm and the associated costs, urging everyone to contribute financially to cover the expenses.;Internal;nan;Public;The

email contains personal information about Conrad Neal's new job and details about a well pump repair, which are not related to company topics.;Public;Policy

Unclear;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is about his personal job update and a personal issue regarding the well pump.;Sender;Policy

Unclear;y;Not Fully Readable;False Positive;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident

;The information is public and can be sent to anyone, including personal contacts.;;;5723;2024-08-06_18-56-06;The recipient appears to be a personal contact as the

email address is a freemail account that matches the sender's name.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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3.265603.MTSFQ4M3RMRBTYENEUIKEQ4YROGQBT01A;Internal strategic discussion;The sender asks the receivers to find out exactly what is being filed in the chargeback case

and to set up a conference call to discuss it. The sender also inquires if it makes sense to file anything in connection with the motion and asks about the status

of obtaining a written position from PX regarding the release of collateral. The email includes a forwarded message detailing SDG&E's planned motion to vacate a

paragraph of the Preliminary Injunction related to charge-backs.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains information related to

legal proceedings and internal company strategies that could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization

because it is related to company topics and legal matters involving Enron.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No

Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to business contacts involved in a legal discussion.;;;10064;2024-08-06_18-56-14;The recipients are

business contacts as they are involved in a legal discussion regarding a chargeback case.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.267335.EM12TTBHUP4VJIQYBAYORDUUF4H5VDSHB;Internal chat on conflict waiver letter;The sender approves the conflict waiver letter and suggests calling before sending

it. The email includes a forwarded message from the receiver containing the conflict waiver letter for Al Alexanderson, which discusses the potential conflicts of

interest in representing both Portland General Electric Company and Enron Entities in California Electricity Market investigations and litigation.;Strictly

Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email and its attachment discuss sensitive legal matters and potential conflicts of interest related to Enron and its

entities, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and

involves Enron's legal matters.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential

data were sent to an external business partner, which is allowed.;;;8563;2024-08-06_18-56-22;The recipient appears to be an external business partner as indicated

by the email domain and the context of the communication.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.271961.NVGGBBSCH5A5EXHBZIVELRD3XHSI4I5EB;Chat on arbitration;The email thread involves discussions between the sender and receivers regarding the McKenna

arbitration. The sender inquires about the duration of the arbitration and the neutral party involved, while the receivers discuss scheduling and preparation for

the arbitration, including potential depositions and witness availability. The email is focused on company-related topics and includes several forwarded

messages.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email discusses arbitration details and involves multiple parties, which could potentially harm

the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company arbitration matters.;;;y;Fully

Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to an external business

partner involved in legal arbitration matters.;;;5560;2024-08-06_18-56-28;The recipient appears to be an external business partner involved in legal arbitration

matters.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.286520.AXQZ2IC0NMVPRETYRND4MGYJPODA3BFKB;Some internal chat on personal topics;The sender forwarded a chain of emails to the receivers, detailing a tragic situation

on a mountain expedition. The original email describes the dire conditions and multiple fatalities among climbers, including friends of the sender, due to altitude

sickness and harsh weather. The sender mentions the professional rescue efforts being coordinated but emphasizes the personal impact and the emotional toll of

witnessing and reporting these events.;Internal;Public;Public;the email contains personal experiences and information unrelated to company

topics.;;;Organization;Other ;The data belongs to the third-party individuals involved in the expedition and the tragic events described.;Other;Policy

Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The information is

public and may be sent to anyone, including personal contacts.;;;12522;2024-08-06_18-56-36;The recipient's email address appears to be a personal email address of

the sender.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.288395.KUQYNCUJ25YIHN5DNSRUMGAY1JRZMZTZB;Personal chat with friend or family member;The sender forwarded an email from a personal acquaintance discussing various

personal activities, such as social gatherings, home improvement projects, and family updates. The forwarded email contains no company-related topics and focuses

entirely on personal life events and social interactions.;Public;nan;Public;the email contains personal and non-company related information.;;;Sender;Sender ;The

data belongs to the sender because it is about personal matters and not related to company topics.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The email contains public information and was sent by the data owner to a

personal contact.;;;6959;2024-08-06_18-56-43;The recipient's email address suggests a personal contact rather than a business or regulatory body.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.293465.GD0GL5N3URY1113KYGHWBI0ZUG430P2YB;Obfuscated content sent to business contact;The sender discusses the upcoming Economist E-Business Summit with the

receivers. The email includes two attachments, which likely contain additional information or documents related to the summit. The content is focused on

company-related topics, specifically the logistics and details of the summit.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains customer

information and internal reports with sensitive data.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company

topics.;;;n;Not Fully Readable ;;y;Possibly Obfuscated;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;The email is not fully readable and

contains possibly obfuscated content.;;;10186;2024-08-06_18-56-50;The recipient appears to be a business contact as the email pertains to an e-business

summit.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.304961.MAXU4NERAF2A0AWDD5XLKHKOCB3WZR4YA;Personal chat on vacation plans;The sender confirms the final arrangements and costs for a trip to Foz, thanking the

receivers for handling the details and requesting updates if the exchange rate changes. The email also touches on personal matters, including the sender's children

and the receivers' health.;Public;nan;Public;the email contains personal travel arrangements and family matters, which are not related to company

topics.;;;Sender;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it pertains to personal travel arrangements and family matters.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The information is public and the sender, who is the data owner, may send it to

anyone.;;;5392;2024-08-06_18-56-57;The email indicates a personal relationship between Susan W Pereira and Janis Pereira, likely family members.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.312385.PDBOGTSKYYPTZUVG0NV3YTHVM1UXRDBZA;Route for a trip;The sender forwarded an email containing his travel itinerary for a trip to California on March 14-16,

2001, to the receivers. The purpose of the trip is to interview students at Stanford, and the email includes details about flights, lodging, and car rental. This

email pertains to company-related activities.;Public;Internal;Internal;The email contains Vince Kaminski's travel itinerary, which is internal company information

that is not publicly available but does not contain sensitive data that would cause significant damage if disclosed.;;;Sender;Sender ;The data belongs to Vince

Kaminski because it pertains to his personal travel itinerary.;;;y;Not Fully Readable;False Positive;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The sender is the data owner and may send internal data to

anyone.;;;5538;2024-08-06_18-57-05;The recipient is the sender's personal email address.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.313272.FAYVFKMK5SE5MNZAI24RL4HR5J1JAQ3UA;Information on Investments sent to personal mailaddress;The sender informs the receivers about three attached academic

papers related to financial and IT investment topics. The attachments include research on the valuation of caps and swaptions, the application of real options in

IT investments, and another unspecified paper. The email focuses on company-related topics, specifically financial derivatives and investment

methodologies.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains academic papers related to financial derivatives and IT investments, which

could include sensitive financial data and proprietary research.;;;Organization;Other ;The data in the attachments is owned by third-party authors and

institutions, such as UCLA and Instituto Tecnológico Autónomo de México, and not by Enron or the sender.;Other;Policy Unclear;y;Not Fully Readable;False

Positive;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email

address.;;;20168;2024-08-06_18-57-13;The recipient is the sender's personal email address, indicating a personal contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.31369.GJDJW5V1BQ2P4AHAQ0L1HHT0IUZMP5KXA;Daily Price sheet sent to business contacts;Sender shared a Daily Price Sheet attachment with receivers, detailing the

weighted average prices and volumes for various gas regions and hubs. The email focuses on company-related topics, specifically the financial and physical

positions of gas prices across different regions. No personal actions or forwarded emails are mentioned.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The

email contains detailed financial data and customer information that could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the

organization because it is related to company topics and was created by Enron.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to business contacts, which is

allowed.;;;11509;2024-08-06_18-57-19;The recipients are business contacts as they are associated with industry-related email addresses.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.314486.CYNRMM5S0COXDPECUR5OM5MBB00332XHA;Newsletter sent to personal mailaddress including password;The sender forwarded an email from Institutional Investors

Newsletters to the receivers, informing them about the consolidation of user IDs and passwords for their subscribed newsletters. The email contains updated login

credentials and mentions that the changes will take effect within 24-48 hours.;Strictly Confidential;;Strictly Confidential;The email contains user id and password

information which is sensitive and its loss might harm the company.;;;Other;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company

topics and involves a company email account.;;GPT Misses Context;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email

address.;;;5376;2024-08-06_18-57-26;The recipient is the sender's personal email address.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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3.314906.AHKYNYFLYTXF3EJVSRXKZ4UI0I5IWZ0GB;A statement discussed with berkeley.EDU sent to personal mailaddress;Sender forwarded an email from Makiko Sato to the

receivers regarding an upcoming seminar on October 23, 2000, about the volatility of electricity prices. The seminar will feature Dr. Vincent Kaminski, Managing

Director and Head of Research for Enron Corp., discussing the measurement and underlying causes of electricity price volatility. The email is company-related and

contains details about the seminar's time, location, and refreshments.;Internal;Public;Public;the email contains information about a public seminar and does not

include any sensitive company data.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to a seminar presentation by an Enron

employee.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;Yes;False Positive;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;The information is public and

may be sent to anyone, including personal contacts.;No Incident;Policy Unclear;6341;2024-08-06_18-57-33;The recipient is the sender's personal email address,

indicating a personal contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.316724.CFJKV05DIMHXQIRDVPXXN41LA1GBXN5JB;Scientific paper sent to personal email address;"Sender forwarded a research paper titled ""The Price of Options

Illiquidity"" to the receivers. The paper, authored by Menachem Brenner, Rafi Eldor, and Shmuel Hauser, examines the impact of illiquidity on the value of currency

options, specifically comparing non-tradable options issued by a central bank to similar options traded on an exchange. The sender did not include any personal

comments or company-related topics in the email body.";Internal;Public;Strictly Confidential;The email contains an attachment with a detailed academic paper

discussing financial data and methodologies, which could potentially include sensitive information related to financial markets and institutions.;;GPT Misses

Context;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to a research paper and data provided by external institutions, not

personal information.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent

to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;12615;2024-08-06_18-57-41;The recipient is the sender's personal email address, indicating a personal

contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.318009.CK4YUHBME5JAWYWT5PT0ZE03TQPAI5ZSB;Information on publicly available information is sent to personal mailaddress;The sender forwarded an email from Andrei

Osonenko of Swaps Monitor to the receivers, which contains a research report on the replacement cost of the global OTC derivatives market. The forwarded email

includes a PDF attachment with detailed data and notes on the market's gross and net values from 1994 to 1999. The sender is sharing company-related information

relevant to OTC derivatives.;Public;nan;Public;the email contains publicly available research information from SwapsMonitor.com.;;;Sender;Other ;The data belongs

to Swaps Monitor Publications, Inc., a third party not included in the conversation.;Other;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Public information may be sent to a personal email

address.;;;6072;2024-08-06_18-57-48;The recipient is the sender's personal email address.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.31868.HQJIDY2PYRM2GJMWHKWQMUECN451I4EKA;A picture is forwarded several times, now to a personal email address. Incident bc. several email addresses are included.

;"The sender forwarded a chain of emails to the receivers, all discussing a topic related to ""philly hockey."" The emails include a forwarded image attachment

titled ""phillyhockey.jpg."" The content appears to be of a personal nature, focusing on a shared interest in hockey rather than company-related

topics.";Internal;nan;Public;the email and attachment discuss a hockey game which is not related to company topics.;Public;Policy Unclear;Organization;Sender ;The

data belongs to the sender because it is related to a personal topic (philly hockey) and not related to company business.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Not Fully

Readable;False Positive;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;The information is public and the sender is the data

owner, so it can be sent to anyone including personal contacts.;No Incident;Policy Unclear;5825;2024-08-06_18-57-55;The recipient's email address is a personal

Hotmail account indicating a personal contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.319039.INCLXULQYPFSYSQ5RT2EZBQSYLSDTJXLB;Networking mail answered and sent to personal CC;The email consists of a forwarded message from one of the receivers,

inviting the sender to speak at the KWI User Group conference in Barcelona. The sender acknowledges the invitation and mentions they will check their schedule and

respond on Monday. The email primarily discusses company-related topics, including the conference details and potential speaking topics.;Internal;nan;Internal;The

email contains information about an invitation to a conference and mentions client names and internal company details, which are not publicly available but do not

contain highly sensitive data.;;;Organization;Other ;The data belongs to KWI, a third party, as it is related to their user group and clients.;Other;Policy

Unclear;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;Internal data were sent to a business contact and a

personal email address of the sender.;;GPT ignoring policy;6350;2024-08-06_18-58-04;The email includes business communication with David Warwick and a personal

email address of the sender.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.319254.PBK14SS1SIZC2OJ1KKZR1DPCWBD3AKDUB;Newsletter sent to personal mailaddress;The sender forwarded an email from ERisk to the receivers, highlighting the latest

updates on ERisk's website and its features, including Enron Credit's new website. The forwarded email discusses various topics related to economic, banking, and

insurance news, as well as risk management analysis and upcoming events. The content is primarily focused on company-related topics.;Public;nan;Public;The email

contains information that is publicly available and intended for a broad audience, such as updates on a website and general economic news.;;;Sender;Other ;The data

belongs to ERisk, a third party not included in the conversation.;Other;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The information is public and may be sent to a personal email

address.;;;6260;2024-08-06_18-58-13;The recipient is the sender's personal email address indicating a personal contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.319868.KIITYB30WLQKBJ0IFMUKHIMBPJ0AWUGAB;CV sent to personal mailaddress;The sender forwarded an email from Patricia Dalecka, which included her CV as an attachment.

The email primarily concerns Patricia's personal information and professional background, detailing her education, work experience, and skills. There is no

discussion of company-related topics.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Internal;the email contains employee information and an internal communication which is not

publicly available but does not contain sensitive data.;;;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is a personal CV sent by Patrycja

Dalecka.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Internal data were sent to a

personal email address.;;;6570;2024-08-06_18-58-20;The recipient is the sender's personal email address indicating a personal contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.323223.AKEIYFMDHY0W5QKCAJK4YUXCUVJLVA1QB;Mail in polish language regarding a memo to himself, to add comments until a fixed data of an exam;Sender informs receivers

that he will send his comments on a diploma thesis by Sunday. The email thread includes a forwarded message related to the MBA program in Warsaw. The communication

is primarily focused on company-related topics.;Public;Internal;Internal;The email contains internal communication between employees and does not include any

sensitive data.;;;Sender;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is related to Vince J Kaminski's personal comments and feedback.;;;y;Fully

Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The sender is the data owner and the information is classified as

Internal, which may be sent to anyone.;;;6344;2024-08-06_18-58-26;The email includes both business and personal contacts, with one recipient being an external

business partner and another being the sender's personal email address.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.324193.HITKUUAOLMOTLXZD2HK05GXG31WSBRDPB;Networking;The sender expresses relief that a problem has been resolved and plans to contact the receivers before visiting

New York City. The email includes a forwarded message chain where a delivery failure prevented Samer Takriti from reaching the sender initially. The content

primarily discusses company-related communication issues and briefly touches on personal updates from Samer.;Internal;nan;Public;The email contains general

communication and personal updates that are not related to company topics or sensitive information.;Public;Policy Unclear;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to

the sender because it is a personal message from Samer Takriti to Vince Kaminski.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The email contains public information and the sender, who is the data owner, is

communicating with a business contact.;;;5956;2024-08-06_18-58-35;This email appears to be a business communication between Vince J Kaminski and Samer Takriti from

IBM.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.326231.CM2VE1H4CLEWODZ33L5AQD231URVB2M5A;Papers from University of California sent to personal mail address. Possible incident bc unclear if papers are publicly

available.;The sender forwarded an email containing three attachments to the receivers. The attachments are related to company matters, specifically dealing with

electricity prices and power derivatives, bond indices, and stable modeling of credit risk. The email includes detailed academic papers and tables that analyze

various financial and economic models and their implications.;Internal;Public;Internal;The email contains internal reports and academic papers related to

electricity prices and credit risk modeling, which are not publicly available but do not contain sensitive information that would cause significant damage if

disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and includes research papers and financial

models relevant to Enron's business activities.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Internal

data were sent to a personal email address.;;;31254;2024-08-06_18-58-44;The recipient is the sender's personal email address, indicating a personal/non-business

contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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3.326981.LABFJHM2BTYSS5TBVMQWHFQH3T0TDR3ZB;Internal communication sent to personal mailaddress;The email from the sender to the receivers contains a forwarded chain of

emails discussing the South Korea curve, focusing on FX and inflation. The primary content revolves around assumptions and detailed analysis regarding South

Korea's economic outlook, including financial and industrial restructuring, export competitiveness, and risks to the forecast. The email is strictly

company-related, providing insights and data pertinent to market risk and economic forecasting.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email

contains detailed financial data and market forecasts related to South Korea, which could cause significant harm to the company if

disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and was created by Enron.;;;y;Fully Readable

;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;12431;2024-08-06_18-58-51;The recipient is the sender's personal email address indicating a personal contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.333293.IJAIR3CUNXTHMI05ZFIEV0FTBAPMBFAYB;Obfuscated content sent to personal mailaddres;The sender informs the receivers about an upcoming presentation on exotic

options, attaching relevant documents for review. The email is strictly company-related, focusing on financial instruments and their analysis. There are no

personal actions or forwarded emails mentioned.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;"The email contains information about an ""Exotic options

presentation,"" which likely involves sensitive financial data and business plans.";;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is

related to company topics.;;;n;Not Fully Readable;;y;Possibly Obfuscated;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential

data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;76399;2024-08-06_18-59-04;The recipient is the sender's personal email address indicating a

personal contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.33344.MY5LTMFDOME1PYAVET3S2YPR1QII04GYB;Advertising from car service, forwarded to business contact;The email from the sender to the receivers contains a forwarded

message from Autobytel.com Customer Service regarding a purchase request for a 2001 Chevrolet Tahoe. The forwarded message details the assignment of the request to

Mac Haik Chevrolet in Houston, TX, and provides contact information for the dealership and other accredited dealers. The content is related to a personal vehicle

purchase and not company-related topics.;Internal;nan;Public;The email contains information about a personal purchase request and does not include any sensitive

company-related data.;Public;Policy Unclear;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is related to the sender's personal purchase

request.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No

Incident ;The information is public and may be sent to anyone, including personal contacts.;;;7994;2024-08-06_18-59-10;The recipient appears to be the sender's

personal email address.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.334743.PFJOMGKZSXYIIETRUEKM3J1YVJDWKYK5A;Talk on Australian Energy Risk 2000 sent to personal mailaddress;The email from the sender to the receivers discusses

logistical arrangements for the Australian Energy Risk 2000 conference, including the submission of a presentation and a biography. The email contains a forwarded

message from Lucie Deathridge, who is coordinating the conference, requesting the sender to confirm receipt of a speaker pack and to send the required materials.

The content is related to company activities and conference preparations.;Internal;nan;Internal;This email contains internal communication about conference

arrangements and does not include sensitive data that could significantly harm the company.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization

because it is related to company topics and involves arrangements for a conference where an Enron employee is a speaker.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Internal data were sent to a personal email address.;;;6158;2024-08-06_18-59-19;The

recipient is the sender's personal email address indicating a personal contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.335157.CH0RMVUMNVZBCF4VPFLKHFS0KZ0ZH1HCB;Internal simulation sent to personal mailaddress;The sender forwarded an email from Alex Huang discussing a technical

article on forward curve de-seasoning and smoothing in commodity markets. The article explains methods to separate seasonal influences from market effects to gain

a competitive advantage, and it includes detailed procedures and graphs for fitting volatility curves. The content is highly technical and company-related,

focusing on improving market analysis techniques.;Internal;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains internal reports with sensitive data related to the

company's commodity market strategies and procedures, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;GPT Misses Context;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to

the organization because it is related to company topics and was created by Enron employees.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;7632;2024-08-06_18-59-26;The recipient is the sender's personal email address, indicating a personal contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.337755.MIOFYNXF0FNYHSJF4GLPOTYW5DJTIQN2B;Data in polish language sent to personal mailaddress;"The email from the sender to the receivers discusses a forwarded email

containing a diploma thesis by Waldemar Mróz, titled ""Controlling in Enterprises,"" supervised by Dr. Vincent Kamiński. The thesis, attached as a document,

explores various aspects of controlling in businesses, including its origins, tasks, tools, and implementation in Poland and globally. The content is

company-related, focusing on management and financial control strategies.";Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains an attachment

with a diploma thesis that includes detailed financial and business information which could potentially harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Sender ;The

data belongs to the sender because it is related to the sender's academic work.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email

address.;;;16069;2024-08-06_18-59-32;The recipient is the sender's personal email address.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.338353.LUVZGATWUFQUEDPWQWSUA5UE512KMQNRB;Obfuscated content sent to personal mailaddres;The sender forwarded a program-related email to the receivers. The content of

the forwarded email appears to be corrupted or encoded, making it unreadable. The sender does not mention any personal actions or specific company-related topics

in the visible text.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains internal communication and potentially sensitive information that

could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics.;;;n;Not Fully

Readable ;;y;Possibly Obfuscated;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email

address.;;;5446;2024-08-06_18-59-38;The recipient is the sender's personal email address indicating a personal contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.34141.BPPH5NRIFMY3NKZG502GAUMMB3NADTF0B;Conversation on deer pictures, sent to the recipient’s personal mailaddress;The email chain primarily discusses personal

matters related to deer pictures. The sender forwards an email originally sent by Charlie Weldon, who shares details and images of a deer with Glenn Rea, seeking

feedback on which picture is better and asking about the possibility of publication. The email does not contain any company-related topics.;Public;nan;Public;The

email contains personal communication about deer pictures, which is not related to company topics.;;;Sender;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is

related to personal content shared by the sender.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The

email contains public information and was sent by the data owner to a personal contact.;;;6332;2024-08-06_18-59-44;The recipient appears to be a personal contact

based on the use of a Yahoo email address.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.343360.JMXIWVUBAUIOZZ23Z0CXRDECK2LONOZHA;Presentation from Enron Research Group sent to personal mailaddress;The sender forwarded an email from Sevil Yaman to George

Hopley, which includes the final version of a presentation on strategic bidding in PJM. The presentation, attached to the email, discusses various aspects of

energy price formation, bidding strategies by major players, and the impact of transmission constraints. The email and attachment focus on company-related topics,

specifically the analysis of bidding behavior and market dynamics within the PJM energy market.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email and

its attachment contain detailed information about bidding strategies, market players, and energy price formation, which could harm the company if

disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and was created by Enron.;;;y;Fully Readable

;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;13466;2024-08-06_18-59-52;The recipient is the sender's personal email address indicating a personal contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.344475.HA5MUKMXA2BEIJD4DH4XIRRPLFFT1ZFTA;Presentation sent to business partner;The sender and receivers discuss the design of a mug for the Enron Seminar Series. The

sender approves the design proposed by the receivers, who also mention upcoming seminar speakers and plan to announce the seminar schedule soon. The email is

company-related and includes an attachment detailing various finance topics.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Public;The email discusses a general design for a

seminar series mug and includes a list of seminar topics, which does not contain sensitive company information.;Public;Policy Unclear;Organization;Organization

;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves the Enron Seminar Series.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The information is public and can be shared with anyone, including business

contacts.;;;7311;2024-08-06_19-00-02;The recipient is a business contact from a university.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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3.347176.MAJNGY1EMWMX0FPV2NP4LF5QQ3BV4ZBJA;A weekly newspaper sent to personal mailaddress. Unknown if forwarding is ok.;The sender forwarded the latest issue of Btu

Weekly to the receivers, which contains detailed information on natural gas market trends and Enron's financial performance. The email includes company-related

topics such as Enron's stock performance, profit warnings, and strategic partnerships, as well as broader industry insights like the EIA's energy market forecasts.

The attachment provides an in-depth analysis of Enron's earnings, market activities, and future outlook.;Internal;Public;Strictly Confidential;The email contains

sensitive financial data and business information related to Enron, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;GPT Misses Context;Other;Other ;The data belongs to

Btu/DTN as it is a copyrighted publication and not owned by Enron or the sender.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy

Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;13294;2024-08-06_19-00-09;The recipient is the sender's personal email address, indicating a personal contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.348760.GLVE5GS3TMVFYM5VGLOOJZBTOH5LSGP5A;Discussion Document sent to personal mailaddress;The sender forwarded an email from Sharad Agnihotri discussing constraints

on the shape of a volatility smile for European calls and puts, aimed at avoiding arbitrage opportunities. The document attached is a detailed analysis intended

for quantitative analysts and options traders, explaining the necessary conditions for constructing volatility smiles that ensure no arbitrage. The email is

strictly related to company business and contains a forwarded message.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive financial

data and internal research related to trading strategies which could harm the company if leaked.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization

because it is related to company topics and was created by Enron employees for internal use.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email

address.;;;8604;2024-08-06_19-00-18;The recipient is the sender's personal email address indicating a personal contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.350923.LUX5NYAFAF4LGWRRR0ZYISYFIAWBHT5GB;Networking and Conference Talk;The sender inquires if they are entitled to bring a guest delegate free of charge to the GARP

2001 Convention. The forwarded email from the receivers provides updates on the convention's high delegate interest and requests the sender to submit their

presentation and audiovisual requirements by December 15th.;Internal;nan;Internal;the email contains information about an upcoming convention and logistical

details which are internal company matters but not sensitive enough to cause significant damage if disclosed.;;;Organization;Other ;The data belongs to a third

party, GARP, as it pertains to their convention and requirements.;Other;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;False

Negative;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The email contains internal information shared with a business

contact.;;;7655;2024-08-06_19-00-25;The recipient is a business contact as the email pertains to a professional event.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.351540.AAJ2FEKLSHDFCLJPTJLJSEFSIXTCHPQOA;Networking Mail sent to personal account;The sender forwarded an email from Barbara Ostdiek discussing a potential new

sponsor, Duke, for a seminar program previously sponsored by Enron. The sender had a lunch meeting with Rob Ladd from Duke and suggested him as a new sponsor,

providing his contact information to Barbara. The email is primarily focused on company-related topics regarding sponsorship and

collaboration.;Internal;nan;Internal;The email contains internal communication about seminar sponsorship and does not include sensitive

data.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves Enron's seminar sponsorship.;;;y;Fully

Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;Internal data were sent to the sender's personal email address,

which is not classified as an incident according to the rules.;;GPT ignoring policy;6207;2024-08-06_19-00-33;The recipient is the sender's personal email address

indicating a personal/non-business contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.351856.NGOGDFRY1HFQO5P0GNPGZCWNDRE0R5PTA;Project writeup;The sender forwarded an email from Kevin Kindall containing a detailed project writeup on Enterprise Risk

Management (ERM) at Enron. The document outlines the ERM team's composition, project scope, definitions of various risks, and methodologies for measuring and

managing these risks. The email focuses on company-related topics, specifically the systematic identification, measurement, reporting, and monitoring of different

exposures Enron faces, including volumetric, credit, F/X, I/R, market indices, asset/liability management, and operational risks.;Internal;Strictly

Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains detailed information about Enron's Enterprise Risk Management efforts, including sensitive internal

processes, risk exposures, and key personnel involved, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization

because it is related to company topics and involves Enron's Enterprise Risk Management efforts.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;12232;2024-08-06_19-00-42;The recipient is the sender's personal email address indicating a personal contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.353022.MMURO2G0RM15QH4ODDIX45ASQVG245G2A;Analytical implementation;"The sender forwarded an email chain discussing the implementation of an ""analytical VAR""

approach for estimating the tail of distribution and additional risk measures for Enron's equity and commodities portfolios. The conversation includes technical

details on the methodology, its importance for risk assessment, and the need for IT implementation. The sender emphasizes the relevance of these measures for

company-related risk management and reporting to the Board.";Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains detailed discussions on risk

measures, portfolio analysis, and internal methodologies, which are sensitive company information.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the

organization because it is related to company topics and involves Enron's risk measures and analytical methods.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;10414;2024-08-06_19-00-49;The recipient is the sender's personal email address indicating a personal contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.354945.CVGQ43XDA0GVMB1NSOREYHUMLCY5II3LB;Mail with business contact on networking sent to personal email address;"The sender forwarded an email chain to the

receivers, which includes detailed information about the ""Tiger Team"" project from Wharton School. The project involves Wharton MBA students working on

real-world business problems for host companies like Enron. The email contains attachments outlining the project proposal, host responsibilities, and

non-disclosure agreements, emphasizing the collaborative effort between students, faculty, and host organizations.";Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly

Confidential;The email contains details about a project involving Enron and Wharton School, including non-disclosure agreements and internal project specifics,

which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves

Enron's participation in the Wharton School's Tiger Team project.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;Yes;False

Positive;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;16655;2024-08-06_19-00-57;The recipient is the sender's personal email address, indicating a personal contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.355047.AKN5ODNYVEVJYTJLFRLSAL1WD4BNUPRLA;Business mail sent to personal mail address;"The email from the sender to the receivers contains a forwarded message from

David Callanan of CERA, informing about the availability of a recorded presentation from a web-based conference call on the ""Future of European Power"" study. The

forwarded email discusses the study's scope, approach, and enrollment information, and encourages the recipient's organization to consider enrolling in the

study.";Internal;nan;Internal;the email contains information about a web-based conference call and a study that is not publicly available but is shared within the

company and with selected customers.;;;Organization;Other ;The data belongs to CERA, a third party, as it pertains to their study and services.;Other;Policy

Unclear;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Internal data were sent to a personal email

address.;;;5756;2024-08-06_19-01-04;The recipient is the sender's personal email address indicating a personal contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.355195.CMJLV2V554N5GCQRY0E54PK0O5BWGDXGB;Networking Mail sent to personal account;The email from the sender to the receivers contains a forwarded message from Ehud

I. Ronn discussing two upcoming events: a financial math course in London on June 28-29 and a training course in Houston on July 16-17. Ehud inquires about the

sender's attendance and participation in these events and mentions additional social activities, including a dinner in London and a potential baseball game in

Houston.;Internal;nan;Public;the email contains information about personal plans and events which are not related to company topics.;Public;Policy

Unclear;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is related to personal plans and events.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;The email contains public information which can be sent to a personal email

address.;No Incident;Policy Unclear;6103;2024-08-06_19-01-12;The recipient is the sender's personal email address indicating a personal contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.356795.FGUHXN1WI4RYHLDFJ1ZYD4BLBLD0IF2PA;Sent notes to business contact with personal email in cc;The sender acknowledges receiving the notes from one of the

receivers and expresses intent to review them despite a busy schedule after returning from Philadelphia. The email includes a forwarded message from the receiver

discussing their appreciation for a recent experience at Enron and concerns about a potential misunderstanding with another individual. The attached document

contains detailed notes on Enron's business strategy and interviews with key executives.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email and its

attachment contain detailed internal strategies, management practices, and sensitive information about Enron's business operations which could harm the company if

disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and includes internal strategies and

management insights from Enron.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;Yes;False Positive;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly

Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;11044;2024-08-06_19-01-21;The email involves business communication with a university

professor and includes the sender's personal email address.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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3.358327.M5PVQYS2CHW2GTN1UZHNVT2XHOR0XYMXA;Question if names may be included from business contacts;The sender responds to the receivers' request regarding the

inclusion of their names in a contact list for attendees of an energy derivatives course, stating that there are no objections. The email primarily discusses

company-related topics, specifically the creation and distribution of a contact list among course participants.;Internal;nan;Internal;The email contains internal

communication regarding the inclusion of names and contact details in a course attendee list, which is not publicly available but does not cause significant damage

if shared within the company.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves company

representatives.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The sender is the data owner and the

email contains internal information shared with business contacts.;;;5773;2024-08-06_19-01-28;This is a business communication regarding an energy derivatives

course and the inclusion of contact details in a list.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.358827.OXDGVA10SZKC54GFWH1TIPE2QWC1RAFIB;Infos from networking event sent to personal email address;The sender forwarded an email from Michael Tomczyk at Wharton to

the receivers, discussing a recent meeting and inviting them to a symposium on High Tech Acquisitions at INSEAD on June 10. The forwarded email includes details

about the event, its agenda, and the benefits of Enron's involvement in the Emerging Technologies Program. The sender also attached related documents, including an

invitation letter, agenda, and RSVP form.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Internal;This email contains information about an internal event and related logistics,

which is not publicly available but its loss would not cause significant damage to the company.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization

because it is related to company topics and involves Enron's participation in an event.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Internal data were sent to a personal email address.;;;11423;2024-08-06_19-01-37;The

recipient is the sender's personal email address indicating a personal contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.359780.PZA4EBICSA5YNOJCVDNCV5YXB32QNMJHA;Offer to business contact to pass on CV;The sender responds to a career inquiry from one of the receivers, requesting the

receiver to send their resume so it can be forwarded. The receiver is seeking a career change from retail logistics to entry-level power operations/scheduling and

expresses a strong interest in working for Enron Corporation.;Internal;nan;Internal;The email contains a request for career advice and the sharing of a resume,

which is not publicly available but does not contain sensitive data that would significantly harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs

to the sender because it is related to Eric Hilton's personal career information.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy

Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The sender is the data owner and the data is classified as Internal, which

may be sent to anyone.;;;5247;2024-08-06_19-01-45;The recipient appears to be a personal contact seeking career advice from the sender.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.362104.COSKMBZ0PSKVXSHWGHGTYR42NNNM3MYFB;Conversation with business contact, but personal mail, that there is a chair for a conversation;The sender responds to an

invitation from the receivers to speak at the POWER 2000 conference. The sender offers to either chair a session on day 2 or present on topics such as insurance as

a risk management tool, real option theory for valuing power plants, or estimating volatility. The email includes a forwarded message from the receivers detailing

the invitation and the conference agenda.;Internal;nan;Internal;The email contains information about a conference and potential presentation topics, which is

internal company information but not sensitive enough to cause significant damage if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization

because it is related to company topics and events.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident

;Internal data were sent to a business contact.;;;8431;2024-08-06_19-01-53;The email is a business communication regarding a professional conference

invitation.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.363441.HLUE034NBSZ24WWETU30W5SXD0V0ZMS4A;Refusal to take an offer because of traveling;The sender informs the receivers that he is unable to attend the scheduled

MATLAB, Simulink, and Stateflow training in Houston due to travel commitments. The email also includes a forwarded message from Scott Wakefield of The MathWorks,

detailing the training schedule, costs, and registration process. The sender requests to be kept in mind for future training opportunities.;Internal;nan;Public;the

email contains information about a training session that is publicly available and can be shared with anyone.;Public;Policy Unclear;Organization;Other ;The data

belongs to The MathWorks, which is a third party not included in the Enron organization.;Other;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The information is public and may be sent to anyone, including business

contacts.;;;5900;2024-08-06_19-02-00;This is a business communication regarding training courses offered by MathWorks.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.363607.G3NLVTH3QZKXMEXOYNMXHQY0ZCUKH2V1B;Press release sent to personal email address;The sender forwarded a press release to the receivers, announcing that Enron

Broadband Services has secured content delivery contracts with Road-Show.Com and Q4i.com. These agreements will leverage Enron's ePowered Market Cast and Enron

Intelligent Network to enhance the quality and speed of financial web content delivery. The email focuses on company-related topics, specifically highlighting

Enron's technological solutions and partnerships in the financial services industry.;Public;nan;Public;This email contains information that is publicly available,

such as a press release about Enron's business activities and partnerships.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related

to company topics and involves Enron's business activities and partnerships.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No

Incident;No Incident ;The information is public and may be sent to anyone, including personal contacts.;;;8997;2024-08-06_19-02-08;The recipient is the sender's

personal email address indicating a personal contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.366834.CPEJP3CIKHXM2NEFWOVJO5EXG3IQADBUA;Some non-published newsletter draft sent to personal mailaddress;The sender forwarded an email from Kathie Grabstald to the

receivers, containing a draft of an article for the ENSIDE Newsletter. The article discusses the Enron Research Group, led by the sender, highlighting its

diversity, responsibilities, and contributions to the company, including developing quantitative models and providing valuable weather-related information to

traders. The email primarily focuses on company-related topics, detailing the group's work and its significance to Enron.;Public;Internal;Internal;The email

contains an internal newsletter draft and information about the company's research group, which is not publicly available but does not contain sensitive

data.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and was created by Enron.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;Incident ;Internal data were sent to a personal email address.;Incident;Policy

Unclear;11643;2024-08-06_19-02-17;The recipient is the sender's personal email address, indicating a personal contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.410907.LB2IL0SCO55TCY5GCZ1RYCPADAYTHC44B;Obfuscated content sent to business contact;The sender apologizes for sending the email and includes a large amount of

unintelligible text. There is no clear mention of company-related topics or personal actions. The email does not contain any forwarded messages.;Strictly

Confidential;Internal;Internal;The email contains internal communication and does not include any sensitive data.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to

the organization because it is related to company topics.;;;n;Not Fully Readable ;;y;Possibly

Obfuscated;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;The email is unreadable and contains possibly obfuscated

content.;;;14335;2024-08-06_19-02-26;The recipient's email address suggests a business contact from an external law firm.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.411057.L23J3WVI5DHG2QKD30UV2VAVR2HVLTM1B;Personal information shared with a company email address;The sender shares a detailed personal questionnaire with the

receivers, covering various aspects of their life such as personal preferences, past experiences, and general trivia. The email is purely personal and does not

discuss any company-related topics.;Internal;nan;Public;this email contains personal information about Tori Kuykendall that is not related to company

topics.;Public;Policy Unclear;Sender;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is personal information about Tori Kuykendall.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;No;False Negative;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The information is public and the sender is the data owner, so it

may be sent to anyone.;;;6938;2024-08-06_19-02-33;The email content is personal and does not indicate a business, regulatory, public institution, personal, or

unclear relationship.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.415698.KOP0SQDQJKHU41ULVR4USEE1DLERF5JMA;Networking with business contact;The sender forwarded an email to the receivers about a personal topic, specifically sharing

a video attachment from a recent fishing trip in Colorado. The original email, sent by Brandon Neff, was also forwarded to multiple colleagues within the

company.;Internal;nan;Public;The email and its attachment are related to a personal fishing trip, which is not related to company topics.;Public;Policy

Unclear;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is related to his private fishing trip.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Not Fully Readable;False

Positive;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;False Negative;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The information is public and the sender is the data

owner, so it may be sent to anyone.;;;4812;2024-08-06_19-02-41;The email appears to be a personal communication about a fishing trip, not a business-related

conversation.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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3.42511.NLNKZJXR3YEZC0RIAJKZVLYYK2EFDDDYB;Chat on sports with several recipients;The sender shares a humorous fictional story about a New Orleans Saints coach

discovering a talented young Bosnian soldier and bringing him to the U.S. to win the Super Bowl. The story ends with a twist, where the soldier's mother expresses

her disdain for moving to New Orleans despite his success. The email does not discuss any company-related topics or personal actions.;Public;nan;Public;the email

contains a fictional story unrelated to company topics.;;;Sender;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is a personal story shared by Matthew

Lenhart.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The email contains public

information and was sent by the data owner to personal contacts.;;;5752;2024-08-06_19-02-47;The recipients appear to be personal contacts based on their email

domains and the content of the email.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.441950.GCRBL4MIUFBTCQH4CRGQ2GW03AFOK4E4B;Smalltalk on a pool party;The sender confirms having plane tickets for two dates and mentions likely leaving on Monday

evening. The sender also inquires about a pool party and mentions being in town the following weekend. The email contains personal plans and coordination for

travel and a social event, with no company-related topics discussed.;Public;Internal;Public;the email contains personal plans and social arrangements that are not

related to company topics.;;;Sender;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is about personal travel plans and activities.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;No;False Negative;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The email contains public information and the sender is the data

owner.;;;5574;2024-08-06_19-02-56;The recipient appears to be an external business contact based on the email domain and context.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.44355.OYIRBFF3TFUST13431ME5I11MA0WNKPBB;Pseudo funny mail including several email addresses of employees and potential customers;"The sender forwarded an email chain

containing a message originally sent by Stephanie E. Friedman from Reliant Energy, which includes a derogatory subject line and an attached image file named

""leopard.jpg."" The email chain involves multiple recipients and appears to be of a personal nature, with no direct relation to company

business.";Internal;nan;Public;The email contains personal conversations and jokes that are not related to company topics.;Public;Policy Unclear;Organization;Other

;The data belongs to a third party, as it originates from multiple individuals and organizations outside of Enron.;Other;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;The information is public and may be sent to anyone,

including personal contacts.;No Incident;Policy Unclear;8408;2024-08-06_19-03-03;The recipient appears to be a personal contact given the email domain and

context.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.459217.BVD0BIOV0YEIDDM0QILITNBUBAJCSGOCA;Personal conversation to a business mailaddress;The sender discusses personal topics with the receivers, including their

busy work life due to the energy crisis at Enron, plans for a house move, and potential future visits. The sender also responds to the receiver's updates about

their life in Denver, including a job application, a new relationship, and living arrangements.;Public;nan;Public;the email contains personal conversations and

information not related to company topics.;;;Sender;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is a personal email discussing private matters.;;;y;Fully

Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;x;Yes;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The information is public and can

be sent to anyone, including personal contacts.;;;7124;2024-08-06_19-03-12;The recipient is a personal contact, likely a family member, as indicated by the

informal and personal nature of the email.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.466962.EMOIF1VBQ0J5AQ4QP3RXOLEDJOVSZ233B;Courses of the day;The sender provided the receivers with an attached report detailing electricity price indices for various

trading hubs from 4/27/01 to 4/28/01. The email focuses on company-related topics, specifically the weighted average prices and volumes of on-peak and off-peak

firm trades for sales and purchases.;Public;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains detailed financial data and customer information related to the company's

electricity price index report, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;GPT Misses Context;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization

because it is related to company topics and was created by Enron.;;;y;Not Fully Readable ;False Positive;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a business

contact.;;;6185;2024-08-06_19-03-19;The recipient appears to be a business contact as the email pertains to electricity price indices which is relevant to Dow

Jones Energy.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.473669.MBTL0YFKUMYUXPIQQNL1HW10NOE44A3ZB;Something meant to be funny, including several email addresses, potentially of customers, so incident;"The sender forwarded

an email chain containing ""The Paul Harvey Philosophy,"" a message reflecting on values and life lessons, to the receivers, noting its importance for Jackson. The

email primarily discusses personal reflections and does not pertain to company-related topics.";Internal;nan;Public;The email contains a forwarded message with a

general life philosophy that is not related to company topics.;Public;Policy Unclear;Organization;Other ;The data belongs to Paul Harvey, who is not part of the

email conversation.;Other;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No

Incident ;The information is public and can be sent to anyone, including personal contacts.;No Incident;Policy Unclear;9908;2024-08-06_19-03-27;The recipient's

email address appears to be a personal email address, indicating a personal relationship.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.474494.FIZMTMW55425Q3QYV1V1ZCDSN51DBPHEB;Personal conversation;The sender shared the final standings for the pool and requested the receivers to verify their scores.

The email highlights a tie-breaker for second place, which Chuck won, and congratulates Matt Lenhart for his last-place finish. The attached file contains detailed

scores for each participant.;Public;nan;Public;The email and attachment contain information about a sports pool, which is not related to company topics and does

not include sensitive data.;;;Sender;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to an internal company activity.;Organization;Policy

Unclear;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;No Incident;No Incident ;The information is classified as

Public and may be sent to anyone, including personal contacts.;;;11488;2024-08-06_19-03-37;The email includes both business contacts and a personal contact with a

freemail address.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.500452.OE3HKMTMZJOXCH3I1UQ24UEZG4NZTYKPB;Talk on LOB provisions;The sender informs the receivers about the current status of the Letter of Credit (LOC) provisions

and the necessary changes to finalize the documents. The email includes a forwarded message from Edward Sacks, who reviewed the proposed changes and found them

acceptable, and an original email from Valerie Mooney discussing the proposed changes to the LOC format and requesting a call to discuss further. The email focuses

on company-related topics, specifically the finalization of LOC formats and provisions for contracts.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email

contains sensitive information related to the company's legal and financial documents, including Letters of Credit (LOC) and contractual provisions, which could

harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves contractual

agreements.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to

business contacts.;;;15865;2024-08-06_19-03-46;The email is discussing business matters related to LOC provisions and contracts, indicating a business

relationship.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.508745.OSQVPJQLICN13FWREA1NUUNTVAWG5VGEA;Comment on Commissions GCA Rules;The sender informs the receivers that comments supporting Xcel's ability to manage price

risk have been filed and offers to discuss further if needed. The email includes a forwarded message from Robert Neustaedter detailing the filing of comments with

the Colorado Public Utilities Commission regarding proposed amendments to the Gas Cost Adjustment Rules. The discussion is strictly company-related, focusing on

regulatory and risk management strategies for natural gas utilities.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains internal company

comments and strategies related to regulatory filings and price risk management, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data

belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves Enron's comments on regulatory matters.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a business contact regarding regulatory

matters.;;;12142;2024-08-06_19-03-54;The recipient appears to be a business contact as the email discusses regulatory comments related to gas price risk

management.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.508791.D3USFFP3VMMJ21LBCW2XELOA1HB5U4VKB;Meant to be fun stuff sent from personal mail contact to sender, so no incident.;The sender forwarded a chain email to the

receivers, which humorously discusses reasons for infrequent sexual activity between a husband and wife. The email contains no company-related topics and is purely

personal in nature.;Public;nan;Public;the email contains a chain letter with personal content not related to company topics.;;;Sender;Sender ;The data belongs to

the sender because it is a personal message forwarded by the sender.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No

Incident;No Incident ;The email contains public information and was sent by the data owner to a personal email address.;;;8409;2024-08-06_19-04-02;The recipient's

email address appears to be a personal email address, indicating a personal relationship.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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3.510237.OCQMJTIITVWC3D2W0PMUMDN12YBGHERVB;Personal invitation probably to a business contact;"The sender, Michelle Cash, informs the receivers that she had previously

used the wrong email address and is resending the message. The forwarded email discusses organizing a ""No Excuses Girls Night"" on September 29, with

considerations about the venue and cost-sharing for catering.";Public;nan;Public;the email contains information about a personal social event and does not relate

to company topics.;;;Sender;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is about a private event organized by Michelle Cash.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;No;False Negative;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The information is public and may be sent to anyone, including

personal contacts.;;;7415;2024-08-06_19-04-09;The recipient appears to be a business contact based on the email domain, but the email content suggests a personal

relationship.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.525139.P2EBZKHZHT5FT3PGMJWP2NN5RIY434UNB;Some contractual changes approved;The sender approves the form and Robert's changes, with a correction to the company name

as Bridgeline Storage Company, LLC. The email includes a forwarded chain discussing the draft application to the Louisiana Office of Conservation for constructing

and operating a 24-inch pipeline, with a filing deadline of December 29. The content is strictly related to company operations and regulatory compliance.;Strictly

Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains detailed information about a company's pipeline project, including legal documents and internal

communications, which could cause significant harm if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company

topics and involves Enron's business operations.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident

;Strictly Confidential data were sent to business contacts and partners.;;;21806;2024-08-06_19-04-17;The email is a business communication regarding a pipeline

project involving internal employees and an external business partner.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.52682.CQSVCMS1AA5IMLQGIJSHUANTCOFUWHHRA;Conversation with berkeley.edu;The sender and receivers discuss the division of tasks related to a project involving graphs,

spreadsheets, and a write-up. The sender expresses willingness to take on any remaining tasks and suggests finalizing the division of work on Monday. The email is

primarily focused on company-related topics and project management.;Internal;nan;Internal;the email discusses internal project tasks and coordination among

employees without containing sensitive data.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company tasks and

projects.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;Incident ;Internal data were sent to personal email

addresses.;;GPT ignoring policy;5907;2024-08-06_19-04-24;The recipients include a business contact and a university email address.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.527461.AGIPSTOG5ZQYV3ZSP12E355ZH13STGOPB;Review of the form of interruptible gathering agreement;The sender has shared an interruptible gathering agreement form for

ENA on Lost Creek with the receivers for their review and feedback. The email includes an attachment detailing the gas gathering agreement between Lost Creek

Gathering Company, L.L.C., and Enron North America Corp., covering definitions, scope, services, fees, and other contractual terms. The content is strictly related

to company business and does not include any personal information.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains a gas gathering agreement

between Lost Creek Gathering Company and Enron North America Corp., which includes sensitive business information that could harm the company if

disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to a business agreement between Enron North America Corp. and

Lost Creek Gathering Company.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential

data were sent to business contacts.;;;12813;2024-08-06_19-04-32;The email is a business communication regarding a gas gathering agreement between Enron North

America Corp. and Lost Creek Gathering Company, L.L.C.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.527890.IVH1RVWGLVYNWWMISPLEW2BRDKAZ4DLSB;Obfuscated mail sent to personal and business contact;The sender forwarded an email chain to the receivers containing a

humorous comparison of how men and women handle oil changes. The content of the email is personal and not related to company matters.;Internal;nan;Internal;The

email contains internal communication between employees and does not include any sensitive or strictly confidential information.;;;Organization;Sender ;The data

belongs to the sender because it is related to a personal topic shared by Gerald Nemec.;;GPT Misses Context;n;Not Fully Readable;;y;Possibly

Obfuscated;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The sender is the data owner and the data classification is

internal.;;;7613;2024-08-06_19-04-38;The recipients appear to be business contacts as one has a corporate email address and the other is a known external business

partner.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.528140.LWZM0ISOEEUPGOPXQGI1ZBTNSAKEXR1OB;Letter with slight revisions;The sender informs the receivers about a revised letter regarding Wildhorse November

nominations, with Bob Mustard added to the cc list. The letter, attached to the email, addresses a contractual dispute between Crescendo Energy and Wildhorse

Energy Partners, emphasizing Crescendo's rights under a Gathering Agreement and detailing Wildhorse's breach of contract. The sender requests the receivers to fax

and mail a hard copy if they agree with the revisions.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email and attachment contain sensitive company

information related to a contractual dispute and internal business operations.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is

related to company topics and involves multiple parties within Enron and its business dealings.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;GPT ignoring policy;6181;2024-08-06_19-04-47;This email appears to be a business communication involving internal employees and external business

partners.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.529237.NLP3AAMAWA3TDRQJOREI2BQQIWPBKYYMA;Mail to kids;The sender informs the receivers that contact has been made in the East and hints at needing to develop a taste

for seafood. The email contains several forwarded messages, primarily discussing personal matters related to wedding preparations in Qingdao, including hotel

reservations and banquet details.;Public;nan;Public;the email contains personal information related to wedding plans and hotel reservations, which is not related

to company topics.;;;Sender;Other ;The data belongs to Jonathan Gillaspie, who is not part of Enron.;;GPT Misses Context;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The information is public and may be sent to anyone, including personal

contacts.;;;7096;2024-08-06_19-04-54;The recipient's email address is a personal AOL account indicating a personal relationship.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.534055.BNKQFYR5PQ5BMKKCUUVKLOWQUJX4PY25B;Document on Insurance Requirements;The sender provided the receivers with an attachment detailing the minimum insurance

requirements for a compression agreement with Hanover. The document outlines various types of insurance coverages, including Workers Compensation, Employers

Liability, General Liability, Automobile Liability, Excess Umbrella Liability, Property Insurance, and Aircraft Liability, along with additional requirements for

subcontractors and vendors. The email focuses on company-related topics, specifically insurance obligations and compliance for services rendered.;Strictly

Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains a contract related to the company, which includes sensitive information about insurance requirements and

agreements that could cause trouble if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and

agreements.;;;y;Not Fully Readable;False Positive;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential

data were sent to a business contact regarding insurance requirements.;;;8481;2024-08-06_19-05-00;The email is a business communication regarding insurance

requirements for a compression agreement between Enron and Hanover.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.534169.E4PDZOZUTQELIBARBAHTPBE3CTNVYBN2B;Feedback on presentation to business partner;The sender informs the receivers about changes made to a preliminary

presentation document related to Enron Storage Company's applications for interconnecting natural gas pipeline facilities and obtaining a blanket certificate for

storage agreements. The email includes two attachments containing detailed testimony and exhibits for a hearing, emphasizing company-related topics such as

regulatory compliance and operational details of the proposed interconnections.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive

company information related to legal and regulatory matters, including detailed descriptions of applications and interconnections, which could harm the company if

disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves Enron's legal and operational

matters.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a

business contact discussing legal and regulatory matters related to Enron's operations.;;;17400;2024-08-06_19-05-08;The recipient appears to be a business contact

as the email discusses legal and regulatory matters related to Enron's operations.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.535540.GGAKUR1BBN2QYSUABASJZHNIWVLUELOPB;Networking, unknown if personal or business contact;The email exchange between the sender and receivers is personal in

nature, discussing house remodeling, moving plans, and social activities involving women. The sender and receivers talk about their recent experiences and plans to

meet in Houston, with no mention of company-related topics.;Public;Internal;Public;the email contains personal conversations and does not include any

company-related information.;;;Sender;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is related to his personal life and activities.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;x;Yes;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The email contains public information and is sent

by the data owner.;;;5475;2024-08-06_19-05-15;The recipient appears to be a personal contact as the email content is informal and discusses personal matters.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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3.538018.GWG3QQGFDB3DNRB0KSDYPZISYQRHYFI2B;Some business information shared with a business contact;The sender shares a biographical document of James Vinson Derrick,

Jr., detailing his professional background and current role as Executive Vice President and General Counsel at Enron Corp. The email contains an attachment with

comprehensive information about his career achievements and affiliations, emphasizing his extensive experience and leadership within the

company.;Internal;Public;Internal;The email contains employee information and internal company details that are not publicly available but do not contain sensitive

data.;;;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to James Derrick because it is his personal biography.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The sender is the data owner and the email is sent to a business

contact.;;;5898;2024-08-06_19-05-22;The recipient appears to be a business contact as the email content and attachment are professional and related to business

credentials.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.545863.IUQYIHB2XU3K2MDOD4IRY2A5PC5F0OTEB;Reporting to several business partners;Sender provided the receivers with the schedule for April 12th and 13th, detailing

energy sales and purchases, including specific transactions with companies like Mirant, AEP, and SPS. The email contains an attached Excel file with detailed

hourly schedules and transaction information, emphasizing company-related topics and operational details.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The

email contains detailed financial and operational data related to company transactions and schedules, which could harm the company if

disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company operations and schedules.;;;y;Not Fully

Readable;False Positive;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to business

contacts related to energy scheduling and trading.;;;24256;2024-08-06_19-05-34;The recipients appear to be business contacts related to energy scheduling and

trading.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.545920.B424GDH4HHJVVRMYJJZCVAOIMSZKJNNOA;Reporting to several business partners;The sender provided the receivers with the power scheduling details for March 21st,

including sales and purchases of electricity at various times and locations. The email includes an attachment with detailed hourly schedules and transaction tags

for different power plants and companies. This communication is strictly related to company operations and power marketing activities.;Internal;Strictly

Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email and its attachment contain detailed scheduling and transactional data related to the company's operations, which could

harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company operations and

schedules.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to

business contacts.;;;24491;2024-08-06_19-05-43;This email appears to be a business communication involving scheduling and power marketing details with external

business partners.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.549515.EA1NEXHQZMD5QNUKP2L2NZCIXOAUD3WVB;Networking or personal conversation;The email thread between the sender and receivers primarily discusses personal plans for

a skiing trip and the exchange of family email addresses. The sender expresses interest in involving the kids in skiing and asks for the email addresses of the

receiver's sisters. There is no mention of company-related topics.;Public;Internal;Public;The email contains personal conversations and information not related to

company topics.;;;Sender;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is related to personal communication and not company-related topics.;;;y;Fully Readable

;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The email contains public information and

the sender is the data owner.;;;5527;2024-08-06_19-05-49;The email appears to be a personal conversation between Darron C Giron and Sean Mayers.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.55123.NO1S4DIJVXWGKUHKYBY40KPP2QMI4XI3A;Conversation with berkeley.edu;The sender and receivers discuss the urgent need for repairs on a fireplace that was

improperly installed, posing a fire hazard. They agree to prioritize the repairs over other planned expenses and consider using funds set aside for a roof

replacement. The sender also mentions getting help from a friend for tile work and wishes everyone a Happy Valentine's Day.;Internal;nan;Public;the email discusses

personal matters related to home repairs and does not contain any company-related information.;Public;Policy Unclear;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the

sender because it is related to personal matters and not company topics.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy

Unclear;nan;No;x;Yes;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The email contains public information, and the sender is the data

owner.;;;8299;2024-08-06_19-05-56;This email appears to be a personal communication regarding home repairs involving family members and friends.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.553296.EVYIFG4G1NG3FUKLB1PCLHUFWDKR5DYMA;Email from Office to the chairman, sent to another personal account that might be another business account;The sender

forwarded an email from the Office of the Chairman discussing Enron's stock option program, EnronOptions, which will continue to be part of the employee

compensation package from 2001 to 2005. The email highlights the success of the previous stock option program and provides details about the new program, including

eligibility and grant information, pending final approval by Enron's Board of Directors. The sender focuses on company-related topics, specifically the stock

option program's impact on employee compensation and performance.;Internal;nan;Internal;This email contains information about the company's internal stock option

program and is intended for employees, but its loss would not cause significant damage to the company.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the

organization because it is related to company topics and the stock option program for Enron employees.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Internal data were sent to a personal email address of the

sender.;;;7380;2024-08-06_19-06-04;The recipient's email address appears to be a personal email address of the sender.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.554333.IP1IFDBLQCKHCGIGNC3WA5TFFMOQ25FLB;Obfuscated content sent to business contact;The sender shared an email with the receivers containing humorous church

bloopers. The email does not discuss any company-related topics or personal actions, and it includes an attachment.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Public;The email

content appears to be a personal message and does not contain any company-related information.;;GPT Misses Context;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the

sender because it is related to a personal topic (Church Bloopers).;;GPT Misses Context;y;Not Fully Readable;False Positive;n;Possibly Obfuscated;False

Positive;x;No;False Negative;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;False Positive;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;The information is public and the sender is the data

owner, so it may be sent to anyone.;;GPT Misses Context;9945;2024-08-06_19-06-12;The email appears to be a personal communication rather than a business-related

one.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.557932.MEANEYIYT2S440A4CTP0SRJQRSWVPY4WA;Information on a swap deal;The sender discusses a rate swap transaction between Enron North America Corp. and Bob West

Treasure L.L.C., detailing the terms and conditions of the agreement. The email includes an attachment with a formal confirmation letter outlining the specifics of

the swap transaction, such as notional amounts, trade dates, fixed and floating rates, and payment schedules. The content is strictly related to company business

and financial agreements.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive financial data and details about a swap transaction

that could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to a financial transaction

involving Enron.;;;y;Not Fully Readable ;False Positive;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;False Negative;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;False Positive;nan;No;;nan;No;;No

Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of the sender.;;GPT Misses Context;12866;2024-08-06_19-06-20;The recipient's

email address appears to be a personal email address of the sender.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.559535.BNJ5BDK01NNXO4WTLVR5GISTFQMUT3JAA;Business conversation on the future;"The sender informs the receivers that they are working on the blackline and clarifies

that the mentioned deal does not impact the master agreement between ENA and FUNB. The sender discusses specific company-related topics, including procedures for

entering transactions, the concept of ""Specified Transaction,"" and protections regarding Credit Event Upon Merger, aiming to resolve outstanding

issues.";Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains information about specific transactions and agreements between ENA and FUNB, which

if disclosed could harm the company.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves

contractual discussions between Enron and FUNB.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident

;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a business contact.;;;5317;2024-08-06_19-06-27;The recipient appears to be a business contact as the email discusses

specific business transactions and agreements.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.574622.PJNO2PKAP3CYS4P21VDCFQQ34LJQBXHQB;Question if information sent per mail can be sent per fax;The sender provides multiple fax numbers to the receivers after

the receivers experienced issues sending a fax. The email includes a forwarded message from the receivers, discussing the finalization of an ISDA Master Agreement

between SITA and Enron Capital and Trade Resources International Corp, expressing urgency in resolving the matter.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly

Confidential;The email contains information about an ISDA Master Agreement between SITA and Enron Capital and Trade Resources International Corp, which is

sensitive company-related information.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves an

ISDA Master Agreement between SITA and Enron Capital and Trade Resources International Corp.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a business

contact.;;;6663;2024-08-06_19-06-34;The recipient is a business contact as she is from an international law firm discussing a business matter.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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3.577571.BRJXSPSJOTSKLGO4IBEQOEUIPE1F1QCJB;Agreement sent to JP Morgan mailaddress;The sender is inquiring about the status of execution copies for a futures agreement

and mentions having accepted the rate schedule after discussions with Mike Schneider. The email thread includes several forwarded messages discussing the

arbitration language and interest rate schedules, highlighting ongoing negotiations and finalizations of the agreement between the companies. This communication is

strictly related to company business matters.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive information related to company

agreements and financial arrangements, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is

related to company topics and involves contractual agreements between Enron and J.P. Morgan.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to business

contacts.;;;15270;2024-08-06_19-06-42;The email is a business communication between Sara Shackleton of Enron and Corinne Samon of J.P. Morgan, with Sheila Glover

also included.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.591676.EWVNOIXLL4SKTSQYWWRT2B4O0ZZJJJTKB;Personal conversation with a business partner or friend;The sender apologizes to the receivers for potentially revealing

personal information to a colleague and recounts their weekend activities, including a night out and a friend's rant about relationships. The sender suggests

meeting for lunch next week and asks if the receivers like sushi. The email is primarily personal and includes a forwarded message from the receivers discussing

similar weekend events and suggesting plans for lunch.;Public;Internal;Public;the email contains personal and social interactions unrelated to company

topics.;;;Sender;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is about the sender's personal experiences and interactions.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The information is public and the sender is the data owner, so it may be sent

to anyone.;;;5592;2024-08-06_19-06-50;The recipient appears to be a personal contact based on the informal and personal nature of the email.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.602098.INGV5W4BXVHGN4OFJF2SRB25CGTQCINTA;Update on a project status;The sender provided an update on the DPC project, noting that overall progress is at 79.1%, ahead

of the target plan. Key highlights include the completion of marine civil work on the Jetty Approachway and Head, ongoing pile driving, and the impact of a quarry

permit incident on breakwater progress. The construction of tanks and mechanical equipment placement remains on schedule, with significant milestones achieved

without any Lost Time Accidents.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains detailed project progress information and specific

operational details that are sensitive and could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is

related to the DPC project, which is a company project.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No

Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to business contacts.;;;6029;2024-08-06_19-06-57;This email appears to be a business communication regarding a

project update.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.60610.OIC5G5FVQVMMN3HEWW3PDB3HTHMWNC5NA;Business chat with Berkeley and a personal email address involved;The sender discusses the unrealistic growth rates needed to

justify Netscape's stock prices of $14 and $28, suggesting that the numbers don't add up and recommending adjustments in a memo. The email is primarily focused on

company-related topics, specifically financial modeling and stock price justification for Netscape.;Internal;nan;Internal;The email contains internal discussions

and assessments about financial models and growth rates, which are not publicly available but do not contain sensitive data that would significantly harm the

company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is related to the sender's analysis and opinions.;Sender;Policy

Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;x;Yes;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;Incident;No Incident ;The sender is the data owner and the

data is classified as Internal, which may be sent to anyone.;No Incident;Policy Unclear;6530;2024-08-06_19-07-04;The email includes both business and personal

contacts, making the relationships somewhat unclear.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.606822.KR04VQUW4HVFDHM1NWVX2EKY5MAEPFGQA;Reporting to business partner;The sender informs the receivers that they have manually entered the HE 20 scrape and attached

a revised model spreadsheet dated 1/13/02. The email discusses various company-related transactions, including sales, purchases, and power scheduling details,

emphasizing the importance of ensuring SPS purchases 50 MW from EPE to avoid being stuck with the power. The email also includes a note about hidden CALPX lines

and mentions a specific power sale adjustment due to a unit loss at PNM.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains detailed financial

data and customer information which, if lost, could cause significant harm to the company.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization

because it is related to company topics and involves Enron's business operations.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a business

contact.;;;20994;2024-08-06_19-07-17;The recipient appears to be a business contact as the email discusses business-related information and includes an attachment

with detailed data.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.611782.MQJ0OOJAJLQOV1EQIMROQKPVRQNQL4UOB;Forwarded agreement;The sender provided the electronic form for the Interconnect and Operating Agreement to the receivers

for their legal team. The email contains a forwarded message from Bob Burleson, who initially sent the agreement to the sender. The content is entirely related to

company matters, specifically the agreement between Transwestern Pipeline Company and EOG Resources, Inc.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The

email contains an attachment with a legal agreement between Transwestern Pipeline Company and EOG Resources, which includes sensitive company information that

could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to an agreement between Enron and EOG

Resources.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;False Negative;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data

were sent to a business contact.;;;12945;2024-08-06_19-07-25;The email appears to be a business communication regarding an agreement between Enron and EOG

Resources.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.64045.HLTMPRJ1V1KPK2JBF2DRG3DQIQCQKLQYB;Talk between colleagues;The email thread between the sender and receivers primarily discusses personal plans and team

assignments. The sender and receivers talk about hosting and cooking arrangements, and the receiver mentions changes in team assignments at work. The conversation

includes multiple forwarded emails.;Public;nan;Public;the email contains casual conversation and personal arrangements unrelated to company

topics.;;;Organization;Other ;The data belongs to Jacqueline Kelly, who is not part of Enron.;Other;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The email contains public information which may be sent to anyone, including

personal contacts.;;;5779;2024-08-06_19-07-30;The recipient appears to be a business contact from an external company.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.641955.DZBJ1AQYIKTZF0RXSGVLQU0KYZD1H0TSA;Forwarded material and the request for calling back;The sender provides the bookout disposition and booking options for the

LLH contracts for December, specifically mentioning COB contracts. The sender requests the receivers to call when they are ready to proceed and notes that Diane

will handle MidC. The email includes an attachment detailing the COB contract disposition and options.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The

email contains contract details and booking options related to company operations, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data

belongs to the organization because it is related to company contracts and operations.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;x;Yes;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a business contact who is a regulatory

body.;;;5569;2024-08-06_19-07-37;The recipient is a business contact and a regulatory body.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.648318.GKP2QC1CYVM1MSCBOE1WKVQQZ4BBAQMFA;Job description for a potential applicant;The sender forwarded a job description and operational accountabilities for a

Project Specialist position in Spiritual Care at Methodist Health Care System to the receivers, asking them to keep it for her files. The email contains a

forwarded message from Thomas Daugherty, who initially sent the job details to the sender, discussing the required skills and responsibilities for the role. The

content is primarily company-related, focusing on administrative and operational duties within the healthcare system.;Public;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The

email contains job descriptions and operational accountabilities for a specific position, which includes sensitive internal information about the company's

operations and organizational structure.;;GPT Misses Context;Organization;Other ;The data belongs to the Methodist Health Care System, which is a third party not

included in the Enron conversation.;Other;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;False Negative;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;False

Positive;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;GPT Misses

Context;10184;2024-08-06_19-07-46;The recipient appears to be a personal contact, likely a family member, given the shared last name and the informal nature of the

email.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→



Chapter – Appendixes 373

3.67965.IHPWXC5F42T3Z4GJMFM1B41APYJ3DBYAB;Conversation probably with law firm;The sender informs the receivers about attending both scheduled meetings and working on

procurement proposals, emphasizing the need for immediate and long-term solutions for IOU procurement. The email includes a forwarded message detailing the CESG

schedule, responsibilities for various companies, and proposals for utility procurement benchmarks and risk management strategies. The focus is on company-related

topics, particularly the development and implementation of procurement strategies and benchmarks.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email

contains detailed information about internal meetings, proposals, and strategies that, if leaked, could harm the company.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data

belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves multiple stakeholders working on procurement and utility portfolios.;;;y;Fully

Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a business

contact.;;;7669;2024-08-06_19-07-54;This email appears to be a business communication between Jeff Dasovich and Evelyn Kahl Elsesser regarding a scheduled meeting

and proposals.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.692113.PHPZE3AXFMEC4BQC2AI1VRDLCJWTW01EA;Conversation between colleges;The email chain discusses logistical arrangements for a limo service, including the type of

vehicle and timing, for an event involving Paige. The sender expresses concerns about Michael and the potential imposition on Donnie and Lynn, and inquires if the

receivers are taking Friday off. The conversation is primarily personal and does not involve company-related topics.;Internal;nan;Internal;The email discusses

internal company logistics related to a limo service for employees, which is not publicly available information but does not contain sensitive

data.;;;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it pertains to personal arrangements and not company-related topics.;Sender;Policy

Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The sender is the

data owner and the email contains internal information sent to a personal contact.;;;6169;2024-08-06_19-08-01;The recipient appears to be a personal contact given

the informal nature of the conversation.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.692422.LYJGLBC33IIJAF43T4AVXMQI0V0EWEHNA;Discussion on dating a paper;The sender confirms that the GE legal opinion should be dated the execution date of the Turbine

Contract, which is expected to be May 2. The sender requests confirmation from the receivers if the Turbine Contract will be dated differently. This email pertains

to company-related legal matters.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains information about a legal opinion and the execution date

of a contract, which is sensitive company-related data.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it pertains to a legal opinion

and contract execution related to Enron's business activities.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No

Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to business contacts.;;;6015;2024-08-06_19-08-09;This email is a business communication regarding a legal opinion on

a contract execution date.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.692493.PCK2OKGV0G0DW0GNROLVTBKLWVLFXX4ZA;Email regarding deadlines and project expectations;"The sender informs the receivers that no action is required regarding

the ENA/PPL Escrow Agreement issue, describing it as ""water under the bridge."" The email contains several forwarded messages discussing delays and issues related

to the escrow agreement, including a missed deadline that cost Enron $15,000 per day. The sender and other parties discuss the need for timely actions and the

impact of these delays on the company.";Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains information related to an escrow agreement,

financial implications, and internal company operations which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the company

because it is related to company topics.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly

Confidential data were sent to a business contact.;;;7358;2024-08-06_19-08-17;The recipient is a business contact as indicated by the professional nature of the

email and the use of a business email address.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.692642.LAOGOKHIUPY0MRXNRUQLLXCKKPEU3VBZA;Forwarded draft documents;The sender forwarded an email from Jeremiah A. DeBerry regarding the turbine purchase letter

agreement, which includes clean and blacklined copies of the agreement for review. The email discusses company-related topics, specifically the transaction where

NorthWestern's subsidiary, NorSub, will acquire membership interests in an LLC owned by Enron North America Corp, which is purchasing two General Electric turbine

generator sets.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive company information related to a turbine purchase agreement and

financial details which, if leaked, could harm the company.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company

topics and involves multiple parties in a business transaction.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No

Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a business contact.;;;23963;2024-08-06_19-08-26;The recipient appears to be an external business contact as the

email pertains to a business transaction involving turbine purchase.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.692738.DLQXYKJGLJKADDGOMEMV4JOAEOARBGFBB;Email on secure exchange of documents;The sender informs the receivers about a secure website, LegalNetEx (LNX), for the

Enron/GE Turbine Contract Team to exchange contract drafts and revisions efficiently. The email includes a forwarded message from Ed B Hearn III detailing the

login process and functionalities of LNX, emphasizing its automatic redlining feature and providing contact information for technical and nontechnical support. The

sender also mentions looking forward to a meeting and acknowledges potential inconvenience for the receiver's attendance.;Internal;nan;Strictly Confidential;The

email discusses the secure exchange of contract drafts and revision proposals for the Enron/GE Turbine Contract, which is sensitive company information.;Strictly

Confidential;Policy Unclear;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves multiple Enron

employees and partners.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data

were sent to a business contact.;;;6745;2024-08-06_19-08-36;The recipient is a business contact as indicated by the context of the email discussing contract

negotiations.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.693335.LQATOOQHDKNRJSZ2IDJIJVBWUSOLJYRAA;Information regarding a consolidation aggreement;The sender discusses the consolidation agreement with the receivers,

emphasizing that the payment remittance period from GE to ENA should remain at 3 days instead of extending to 7 days. The email chain includes forwarded messages

and attachments related to the termination agreement between Enron North America and GE Companies, highlighting the completion of tax issues and the need for

finalizing the consolidation agreement.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive information related to payment terms and

agreements between Enron and GE, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related

to company topics and agreements between Enron and GE.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident

;Strictly Confidential data were sent to business contacts only.;;;8616;2024-08-06_19-08-44;This email is a business communication between Enron employees and

external business partners at GE and a law firm.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.695579.CSFLCTWB3GLWQDTFMDQ4QUHSMMF34XMVB;Obfuscated content sent to business contact;"The sender sent an email to the receivers discussing a document titled

""Blackline,"" which appears to be related to company matters. The email includes two attachments, but the content of the attachments is not readable due to

encoding issues. The email does not contain any personal actions or information.";Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive

information related to the company, including customer information and potentially sensitive internal data.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the

organization because it is related to company topics.;;;n;Not Fully Readable;;y;Possibly

Obfuscated;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;The email contains unreadable or obfuscated content.;;;76102;2024-08-06_19-09-02;The

recipient appears to be an external business contact based on the email address domain.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.696144.CWSMYSYOHVKLBGCWTHS22LGUFGPJNMBVB;Information on a flight sent to a business contact;The email chain primarily discusses the sender's travel itinerary from

Houston to Newark on October 11th, including flight details, hotel reservations, and confirmation numbers. The sender mentions that if the flight is on time, they

will be able to pick up Michael. The email contains multiple forwarded messages and focuses on company-related travel arrangements.;Internal;nan;Internal;This

email contains travel details and reservations related to an employee, which is company-owned data but not highly sensitive.;;;Organization;Sender ;The data

belongs to the sender because it is related to Kay Mann's personal travel itinerary.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;False

Negative;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The sender is the data owner and the information is classified as Internal, which may be

sent to a business contact.;;;7471;2024-08-06_19-09-10;The recipient appears to be an external business contact, likely related to travel arrangements.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.696893.HCCKVQWXDXASM3P402ZKX42XF1ICRQR2A;Discussion of a business issue;The sender forwarded a series of emails discussing the language for Section 5.2.2 of a

contract, specifically concerning withholding tax obligations under Mexican tax law. The emails involve multiple parties from both Enron and GE, addressing the

need for clarity on tax remittance and receipt provisions to ensure GE can claim foreign tax credits on its U.S. income tax return. The sender is seeking review

and comments on the proposed contract language modifications.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive information

regarding tax obligations, contractual language, and internal communications that could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data

belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and contractual agreements.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a business

contact.;;;8825;2024-08-06_19-09-17;The recipient is a business contact discussing contract language.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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3.698165.DYN40CN4ODUNVQ2UIFNHXQJ4FLR1C52EB;Mail forwarded to a receiver looking like a law firm;The sender forwarded an email from Jeremiah A. DeBerry regarding the

turbine purchase transaction documents. The forwarded email includes clean and blacklined copies of the First Amended and Restated LLC Agreement, noting that the

drafts have not been reviewed by NorthWestern and are subject to their comments. The sender's email is focused on company-related topics, specifically the review

and finalization of transaction documents for a turbine purchase.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains transaction documents

related to a turbine purchase and a First Amended and Restated LLC Agreement, which includes sensitive business information and contractual

details.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves multiple entities associated with

Enron.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a

business contact regarding transaction documents.;;;23015;2024-08-06_19-09-25;The recipient appears to be an external business contact as the email pertains to

transaction documents for a turbine purchase.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.700256.G2DUYCDDRUYSI5JY20O3YBLUC2UESCFTB;Chat on a real estate agreement sent to a personal mailaddress;The email from the sender to the receivers discusses the Land

Option Agreement with VEPCO and includes several forwarded emails related to the same topic. The sender offers to discuss or incorporate comments on the agreement

and mentions that Electricities should not mind the changes. The email is strictly business-related, focusing on the details and finalization of a land purchase

agreement.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive information related to a land option agreement and internal communications

that could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves

multiple parties within Enron discussing a land option agreement.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;22393;2024-08-06_19-09-38;The recipient's email address is a Yahoo account, indicating a personal/non-business contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.710404.DLHYIYLKRQIOHFZPUEX4F1VHRVFLRWM3B;Discussion regarding GE contract;The email thread involves discussions about the current draft of a GE contract and whether

it incorporates comments from Rose Engeldorf and Lisa Bills. The sender and receivers are coordinating to ensure the latest version of the contract is distributed

and reviewed, with Peter Thompson tasked with maintaining control of the document. The sender expresses willingness to hand over responsibilities to avoid

confusion and ensure proper handling of the contract's signature process.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains discussions about

a contract draft and comments from specific individuals, which is sensitive company information.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization

because it is related to company contracts and communications.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No

Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a business contact.;;;6826;2024-08-06_19-09-46;This is a business communication between Kay Mann and Thomas

Constantine regarding a contract.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.710418.NJBMURONJHCW4MG32VVMBRXUF4WIHSBXB;Contract sent to personal mail address and business mailaddress;"The sender has forwarded an email containing an attachment

titled ""MDEA Interim Letter Agreement w Enron (Hunt with Enron comments).doc"" to the receivers. The attachment outlines an interim asset management agreement

between Mississippi Delta Energy Agency (MDEA), Clarksdale Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), Yazoo City Public Service Commission (YCPSC), and Enron Power

Marketing, Inc. (EPMI). The email discusses company-related topics, specifically the terms and conditions of the asset management and scheduling services to be

provided by EPMI for a one-month period pending the finalization of a more detailed contract.";Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains a

contract related to the company, and its loss might cause significant trouble.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is

related to company topics and involves agreements between Enron and other entities.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;12621;2024-08-06_19-09-55;The email includes both business and personal contacts of the sender.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.710668.JMG31VAQ3J1KKAT4RKT5AKU2SQG0OERNB;Discussion with a GE contact regarding an aggreement;The sender discusses requested changes to the Delta break out agreement

and expresses concern that Lee has not reviewed them, as the comments were forwarded in a previous email. The sender seeks GE's approval and mentions the need to

gather GE's signatures on various documents. Additionally, the sender forwards a previous email containing specific contractual language adjustments related to

performance guarantees, storage, and liability periods for certain units.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains details about a

contract and specific adjustments related to company agreements, which could cause trouble if leaked.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the

organization because it is related to company topics and agreements.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No

Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a business contact.;;;6597;2024-08-06_19-10-02;This email is a business communication between Kay

Mann and Kent Shoemaker regarding changes to a business agreement.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.710966.IXJ2KMHFOGM2UTHP5DYWFZDP0WHBFOTNB;Discussion on a purchase contract;The sender informs the receivers that today is not suitable for a meeting, but Tuesday

could work if there are any changes. The email includes a forwarded message from one of the receivers discussing a draft of Change Order #3 for the Las Vegas Cogen

project, with an attached document detailing amendments to the purchase contract between Enron and GE Packaged Power, Inc.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly

Confidential;The email contains a draft of a change order related to a purchase contract, which includes sensitive business information and contractual

details.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company contracts and agreements.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to business contacts

only.;;;8055;2024-08-06_19-10-11;This email is a business communication regarding a change order for a project involving Enron and GE Packaged Power.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.718043.PMRGZF2QY0ASMP2YC2ZMSVVQUCNLBEBZB;Personal conversation with a mail address that looks like a non-free mailer address;The email thread between the sender and

receivers discusses personal matters, specifically about a child named Michael who seems to be enjoying school and dealing with a potential illness. The sender and

receivers also discuss logistical details regarding school attendance reporting and communication with a teacher.;Public;nan;Public;The email contains personal

conversations and information unrelated to company topics.;;;Sender;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is related to personal

communication.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The

information is public and the sender is the data owner, so it may be sent to anyone.;;;5543;2024-08-06_19-10-19;The recipient appears to be a personal contact,

likely a family member or close friend.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.718483.H4PBKAI31MZUIORJFPYFC3TDFASBBK3DB;Information on a weekly conference call;The email chain discusses the rescheduling of the weekly GE conference call to the

following week, with coordination efforts between Enron and GE teams. The sender mentions that the meeting details will be finalized by Friday and communicated to

all involved parties. The conversation is strictly related to company business, specifically the logistics of the conference call.;Internal;nan;Internal;The email

contains information about internal company meetings and communications, which are not publicly available but do not contain sensitive

data.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves multiple employees from Enron and

GE.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Internal data were sent to a business

contact.;;;5910;2024-08-06_19-10-25;The recipient is a business contact as indicated by the email address and the context of the communication regarding a

conference call.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.72285.F4C4DJHXHLDBWZ1ZPS2OZODWKXIFG4RXA;Chat between colleges;The email chain involves the sender and receivers discussing assignments and readings for an upcoming

class. The sender confirms the assignment details but mentions not having the questions or the case to fax. The conversation includes clarifications about the

readings and a request for someone to fax the required materials.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Internal;the email contains internal communication between

employees and external partners regarding class assignments, which is not publicly available but does not contain sensitive company

information.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves multiple employees and external

partners.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Internal

information was shared with business contacts and a personal contact, which is allowed.;;;6466;2024-08-06_19-10-32;The email involves business contacts and a

personal contact (Anil Sama).;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.734091.MRYS1LOXHQ1CGHUD430MT2Y3AUVO1HN4A;Obfuscated content sent to business contact;The sender forwarded an email regarding a fundraiser for Senator Hutchison to

the receivers. The email primarily discusses company-related topics, specifically the details of the fundraiser event. There are two attachments included in the

email.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Internal;The email contains internal communication and attachments that are not publicly available but do not appear to

contain sensitive data.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to a company event (Senator Hutchison

Fundraiser).;;;n;Not Fully Readable;;y;Possibly Obfuscated;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;The email is not fully readable and

contains possibly obfuscated content.;;;11414;2024-08-06_19-10-38;The recipient appears to be an external business contact from Reliant Energy.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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3.736135.PRKMXNPYDBVSLPBLON432EJXFP221HL4A;Chat between colleges;The sender shares personal details about baby items and family plans for Thanksgiving, including a

birthday celebration and potential shopping. The sender also mentions positive news regarding their father's health and looks forward to seeing the receivers.

Additionally, the email contains a forwarded message from the receivers detailing travel itinerary and contact information for an upcoming

trip.;Internal;nan;Public;The email contains personal and non-company related information about vacations, baby items, and family plans.;Public;Policy

Unclear;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is related to personal matters and not company topics.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully

Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The information shared is public and the sender is the data

owner.;;;7569;2024-08-06_19-10-47;The recipient is a general public institution as indicated by the email address and job title.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.75290.HRWRHIJ4UZST2VU5KO1XV3MGWCPJS54JB;Copy of a presentation sent;The sender forwarded an electronic copy of a presentation on natural gas outlook and issues to

the receivers, thanking them for the invitation and expressing hope that the presentation was useful. The email and attached presentation focus on company-related

topics, specifically the natural gas market, price trends, and risk management strategies. The presentation includes detailed data and analysis on gas prices,

market conditions, and hedging options.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains internal presentations with sensitive data related

to the company's natural gas outlook and issues, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization

because it is related to company topics and was created by Enron.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;False

Negative;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a business

contact.;;;11879;2024-08-06_19-10-54;The recipient appears to be a business contact as indicated by the professional tone and content of the email.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.76124.CFZDEK0CTHHATGGMGQAUKSLU0MNMFYL3B;Strategic chat between colleges;The sender discusses the implications of bill AB 23XX, which is considered detrimental to

Enron's interests and potentially anti-competitive. The sender requests updates on the outcome of a meeting and the actions the group intends to take, and seeks

information on the positions of various stakeholders, including generators and large customer groups. The email includes a forwarded message detailing concerns

about the bill's impact on infrastructure investment and gas supply arrangements for new power plants.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The

email contains discussions about company strategies, customer information, and sensitive business operations that could harm the company if

leaked.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves multiple employees and clients of

Enron.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The sender is the data owner and the

information was sent to business contacts.;;;10985;2024-08-06_19-11-02;The email is a business communication discussing legislative matters and their impact on

business operations.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.76459.ERZFY1VYEXLLZQGXHS14XWLXI3NPXQ15B;Strategic chat between colleges;The email chain between the sender and receivers discusses billing arrangements for gas

restructuring activities. The sender prefers a $15,000 clean slate option and is willing to pay on an hourly basis for future comments and lobbying. The receivers

highlight a loss of $22,500 due to underestimated costs and propose either splitting the difference or accepting the sender's $15,000 proposal with future work

billed hourly.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email discusses financial arrangements and billing details related to gas restructuring

activities, which could harm the company if leaked.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and

billing arrangements for gas restructuring activities.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident

;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a business partner.;;;7630;2024-08-06_19-11-09;The recipient appears to be an external business partner discussing billing

and services.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.773414.DYXMDOXI5KMFIXXACPLVHACNI4RILYY0B;Reporting to business partner;The sender forwarded an email from Gregory Schockling that includes a message from Scott

Oblander of Carr Futures. The email contains links to various daily charts and matrices related to crude oil, natural gas, and other energy products. The content

is company-related, focusing on financial instruments and market data.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Internal;The email contains internal company communication

and data that is not publicly available but does not include sensitive information.;;;Organization;Other ;The data belongs to Carr Futures because it was created

by them and is shared through their links.;Other;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;;False Negative;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;False

Positive;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;Incident ;Internal data were sent to a personal email address.;;GPT Misses Context;6733;2024-08-06_19-11-16;The recipient is

the sender's personal email address indicating a personal contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.783718.DN0HRVOOPBTKCQSYCYOJ4JPGHWDGAVFZB;Meeting invitation;The sender discusses preparations for the upcoming North American Energy and Power Committee meeting,

including the meeting's name, invitees, venue, and agenda. The sender suggests adding a comparison of masters in use in North America to the agenda and prefers

holding the meeting at the Doubletree with a potential social event afterward. The email includes a forwarded message from Ruth Ainslie seeking input on various

logistical and content-related aspects of the meeting.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive company information

related to internal meetings, committee discussions, and strategic planning which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data

belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves internal planning and coordination for a committee meeting.;;;y;Fully Readable

;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a business

contact.;;;7800;2024-08-06_19-11-25;The recipient is a business contact as indicated by the professional nature of the email and the recipient's email domain.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.817585.EVY3D3YVTHGS55W00U14UN4BQ3WOCQLLB;Some reporting sent to a personal mailaddress;The sender discusses a proposed relocation and compensation package, comparing

it to the current terms at Enron. Key points include changes in salary, bonuses, annual hours, and concerns about the cost of living in Tampa and provisions for

selling a house.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive financial data and personal identifiable information related to an

employee's compensation and relocation details.;;;Sender;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it contains personal financial information and proposals

related to John M. Forney.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;Incident ;Strictly

Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;GPT ignoring policy;4935;2024-08-06_19-11-32;The recipient's email address appears to

be a personal email address, indicating a personal contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.820010.CF32QJUIZUFEYNIEPRDAC3ZNM4TIVTFXA;Mail forwarded to personal msn address;The sender forwarded an email to the receivers, discussing various issues related to

property management, including rent discrepancies and tenant behavior. The sender also addressed a request for a raise, explaining why it cannot be granted at this

time and emphasizing the need for the property manager to set a good example and maintain a professional presence.;Internal;nan;Internal;The email contains

information about employee wages, tenant payments, and property management, which is internal data not publicly available but not highly

sensitive.;;;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to Phillip K Allen because it pertains to his personal management of a property and his communication with an

employee.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Internal data were sent to a

personal email address.;;;5946;2024-08-06_19-11-39;The recipient is the sender's personal email address indicating a personal contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.821178.LGT0CUVC4344SJDG2HSZEKAOBTQ4C0Y5B;Chat on a buyout;The sender discusses a proposal to buy out Bishops Corner, Ltd., highlighting issues with cost estimates

and pro forma operations. The sender offers three options for terminating the joint project, favoring an amicable agreement where the sender's party would assume

ownership of the land and some debts. The email includes detailed financial breakdowns and suggests a conference call to discuss the proposal further.;Strictly

Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive financial data, business plans, and customer information which could harm the company if

leaked.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves business dealings and financial

information of Enron.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;False Negative;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;False Positive;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;Incident

;Strictly Confidential data were sent to personal email addresses.;;GPT Misses Context;9104;2024-08-06_19-11-47;The recipients appear to be personal contacts based

on their email addresses.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.821812.OCQSXDXKIOMIVQ3S3WB05JZLQQ14UA1OB;Rentroll regarding apartments sent to personal mail address. Might be personal but classified as incident to be sure.;The

sender forwarded two emails to the receivers, which included attachments related to rent worksheets for Stagecoach Apartments for the weeks ending October 27,

2000, and November 3, 2000. The content of the email and attachments is focused on detailed financial and occupancy information for various tenants, indicating a

company-related topic concerning property management.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains detailed financial data and personal

identifiable information (PII) related to tenants, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is

related to private rent information managed by Phillip K Allen.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy

Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;36908;2024-08-06_19-11-56;The recipient is the sender's personal email address indicating a personal contact.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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3.821954.MZNTNMMPK54MFVBGTO0G241VWGIKUNUKB;Chat regarding daily business in project;The sender asks the receivers detailed questions about the Westgate project,

covering topics such as ownership structure, investment details, debt, construction improvements, fund disbursement, and design and construction procedures. The

sender seeks clarification on various aspects of the project to better understand the investment and learn from the process. The email is focused on

company-related topics and does not include any forwarded messages.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains detailed questions

about the ownership structure, investment, debt, and other sensitive financial and operational aspects of the Westgate project, which could harm the company if

disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and projects.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;No;False Negative;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;False Positive;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal

email address of a non-customer.;;GPT Misses Context;5864;2024-08-06_19-12-06;The recipient appears to be a personal contact based on the email address and the

informal tone of the email.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.822298.OBXNLIPK2REGJ00B4NAG4KK2VEV0OEISA;Discussion on contract;The sender forwards an email from Brenda to the receivers, discussing concerns about the validity and

binding nature of a real estate closing agreement. Brenda mentions that the agreement appears too vague and informal to be legally binding, and she plans to review

her own closing documents to proceed accordingly.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Internal;The email discusses internal company matters related to a real estate

transaction and does not contain sensitive data.;;;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is related to the sender's personal review and

opinion on a closing document.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy

Unclear;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;No Incident;No Incident ;The sender is the data owner, so the data may be sent to anyone.;;;5863;2024-08-06_19-12-15;The

recipient's email address suggests a personal contact rather than a business or regulatory entity.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.824643.JIUSN0HNULECSGT0FYA15B1XZ2Z1DE5PB;Empty attachment sent to mailaddress;The sender forwarded an email from Hunter S Shively to the receivers, which includes an

attachment labeled F828FA00.PDF. The email does not contain any personal actions or detailed company-related topics within the visible

content.;Internal;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains an attachment which could potentially include sensitive company information.;;GPT Misses

Context;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics.;;;y;Not Fully Readable;False Positive;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;No;False Negative;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;False Positive;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal

email address of a non-customer.;;GPT Misses Context;4384;2024-08-06_19-12-22;The recipient's email address suggests a personal contact rather than a business or

regulatory entity.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.827105.EA534IW0SY2FJSUBN233ATDIIPUYMNCNA;Purchase agreement;The sender forwarded a Master Firm Purchase/Sale Agreement sample contract to the receivers for review,

as requested by Gerald Nemec. The email focuses on company-related topics, specifically legal and contractual matters, and includes an attachment with the sample

contract for discussion purposes.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains a sample contract related to company operations, which

includes sensitive information that could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to

company topics and involves a sample contract for review.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No

Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a business contact for legal document review.;;;12472;2024-08-06_19-12-30;The email is a business communication

involving a legal document review between Enron and J.M. Huber.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.828227.MXG15W30R54OSVKTTVYBMF5VQHKJOSWNB;Contract for short term sale;The sender forwarded a draft of the GISB Base Contract for Short-Term Sale and Purchase of

Natural Gas to the receivers, following up on a prior conversation. The email includes an attachment with detailed contract terms and conditions, indicating a

focus on company-related legal and transactional matters.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains a draft of a contract related to the

company's business operations, which includes sensitive information that could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the

organization because it is related to company topics and involves a draft contract for Enron.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;False

Negative;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a business

contact.;;;12649;2024-08-06_19-12-38;This email appears to be a business communication between Debra Perlingiere and an external business partner at NiSource.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.831384.FZ055GD0YU2ICCARHKQVTBEVY2T1QMTMA;Contract for short term sale;The sender informs the receivers about the final version of the Master Spot Purchase/Sale

Agreement and requests them to sign and return two copies. The email is strictly company-related, discussing the execution and procedural details of the agreement,

and includes an attachment with the full terms and conditions of the agreement.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains a Master Spot

Purchase/Sale Agreement which includes sensitive company and customer information, the loss of which could harm the company.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data

belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves a contractual agreement between Enron and Citation Oil & Gas Corp.;;;y;Fully

Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a business

contact.;;;12606;2024-08-06_19-12-47;The recipient appears to be a business contact as the email discusses a business agreement.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.875972.OBBRM11PGCMFGWE2QG4GJTPCNRX3JGVSA;Confidentiality Agreement;The sender has attached a proposed Confidentiality Agreement for the receivers to review and sign

if approved. The sender also mentions having passed on regards to Robbi Rossi. The email primarily discusses company-related topics, specifically the execution and

return of the confidentiality agreement for a potential business transaction involving the EnronOnline website.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The

email and attachment contain a proposed confidentiality agreement and information about a potential business transaction, which are sensitive and could harm the

company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to a confidentiality agreement between Enron and

Brent Broker.com LLC.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were

sent to business contacts.;;;9337;2024-08-06_19-12-55;This email is a business communication involving a proposed Confidentiality Agreement between Enron and

BrentBroker.com.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.893857.LQCBJ0B1S2HJONHNU4QLOHDV3ZW3GSFWB;Attachment regarding an agreement resent;The sender is addressing the receivers regarding the draft ISDA schedule and Credit

Support Annex for Ontario Power Generation, Inc., and has attached the proposed documents for review. The sender mentions that the receivers should contact them if

there are any comments or questions. The email is focused on company-related topics, specifically the review and discussion of legal and financial

documents.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive company information related to a draft agreement between Enron and Ontario

Power Generation, Inc.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves a draft agreement

between Enron and Ontario Power Generation.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly

Confidential data were sent to a business contact.;;;14185;2024-08-06_19-13-04;This email is a business communication between Tana Jones from Enron and Greg

Malcolm from Ontario Power Generation regarding a draft ISDA agreement.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.915931.CO5VNCKSLUVFUDK1PSPXRW5PIYWKYTNHB;Discussion on a replacement for a job position;The sender forwarded an email chain discussing changes in the European

Commission and related matters. The email includes a recommendation for Tim Richards from GE as a potential candidate for heading the DC office and details about

Herve Joanjean's new role in the EU mission. The sender seeks the receiver's opinion on these company-related topics.;Internal;nan;Internal;The email contains

internal communications about potential candidates for a company position and discussions on trade matters, which are not publicly available but do not contain

highly sensitive information.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves multiple

employees and business matters of Enron.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Internal data

were sent to a business contact.;;;7961;2024-08-06_19-13-11;The recipient is a business contact as Korn Ferry is a well-known executive search and consulting

firm.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.925944.BNAKKVBF4GDRPNBIFLUFWVNXRLXIRRG3B;Question if few confidential datapoints from a presentation may be taken for further work;The sender discusses the

California power crisis and provides the receivers with several confidential documents to aid in their understanding and planning. The sender also shares contact

information for a California energy expert, Mike Day, and expresses willingness to discuss further. The email includes a forwarded message from the sender with

attached documents related to the power crisis, solutions, and executive orders.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains internal

documents and analyses related to the California Power Crisis, which are explicitly requested to be kept confidential.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data

belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and internal documents.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a business

contact.;;;6365;2024-08-06_19-13-18;The recipient is a business contact as indicated by the professional context and email address.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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3.944689.E3ZDXCWUVWW14KXJPLD4VNX0NUY0UIOEA;Discussion on fundraising;The sender advises the receivers not to write a check for the August fundraiser until discussing

it with Elizabeth Labanowski. The email includes a forwarded message detailing the distribution of Lou's $50,000 to various political committees and individuals.

The content is related to company actions concerning political contributions.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Internal;the email discusses internal company matters

related to political contributions and does not contain sensitive data that would cause significant damage if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data

belongs to the organization because it is related to company financial transactions and political contributions.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Internal data were sent between internal employees for business

purposes.;;;5436;2024-08-06_19-13-25;The recipients are internal employees and the email pertains to business matters.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.997268.AOS1MKDQTR5FY45U1DWGCW2GKTC4TBLCB;Discussion regarding an attached presentation;The sender provided feedback on a partnership presentation document,

suggesting wording changes and content adjustments to improve clarity and relevance. The email includes a detailed attachment outlining Enron's transition to a

professional partnership model and addresses company-related topics such as organizational structure, governance, and compensation principles. The sender's

comments focus on specific slides and the overall presentation content.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains internal presentations

with sensitive data and internal reports with sensitive data related to Enron's business strategies and organizational structure.;;;Organization;Organization ;The

data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves a presentation to the Board of Directors about Enron's professional

partnership model.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were

sent to business contacts.;;;12814;2024-08-06_19-13-32;The recipients are either internal employees or business contacts from McKinsey, indicating a business

communication.;Real

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.1037250.KHA15YMH2WHJ2XRLKST0QWI4L5WQQIJ5B;Business chat and attachment regarding an regulatory commission sent to business contact and trashmailer;The sender

forwarded a chain of emails discussing the new draft of an Enron statement related to California's power supply crisis. The sender emphasizes the need for a

well-researched and carefully written document to be presented to the Commissioners, highlighting the irrationality of California politicians and the limited

opportunity to influence the situation. The email chain includes comments and instructions on the urgency of filing the document and contains multiple attachments

with detailed statements and arguments regarding Enron's role and the flawed market structure in California.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly

Confidential;The email contains sensitive internal discussions about Enron's strategy and legal positioning regarding regulatory and market issues, which could

harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves multiple

employees and external parties in the context of Enron's business operations.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;Possibly Obfuscated;False

Positive;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a trashmail

address.;;;22743;2024-08-07_13-26-33;The email appears to be a business communication with mday@gmssr.com and a trashmail address.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.106356.FRK35R34AUUG24U0FCUMJOSPYZNCUJ0VB;Discussion regarding Recommendation in Refund Case sent to business contacts and the sender’s personal mail address;The

sender informs the receivers about a recommendation from FERC Judge Wagner in a refund case, highlighting that California faces significant challenges from the

decision. The email includes a forwarded message detailing the background and history of the case, emphasizing the extensive settlement negotiations and the

substantial financial implications involved. The sender's communication is focused on company-related topics, particularly the legal and regulatory aspects

affecting the energy market in California.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive information related to a legal case

involving the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) and various energy companies, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The

data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves multiple parties in the context of regulatory and legal

proceedings.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were

sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;17942;2024-08-07_13-26-50;The email includes both business and personal contacts, making the relationships

somewhat unclear.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.1128842.J1PAQ0D3UCIOV4GBDUIOO530QUKIYWFAB;Chat between colleges sent to the senders personal .ru email address;The sender discusses booking a property in Tuscany,

preferring one with a tennis court. The email contains several forwarded messages, including property options and booking details from a travel agent. The content

is related to personal travel arrangements rather than company-related topics.;Internal;nan;Public;The email contains information about booking a vacation

property, which is not related to company topics.;Public;Policy Unclear;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is related to Steven J

Kean's personal travel arrangements.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident

;The email contains public information related to personal travel arrangements and can be sent to anyone.;No Incident;Policy Unclear;7514;2024-08-07_13-27-00;The

email is related to booking a vacation property, indicating a personal context.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.1193655.C51BXXMZZLLZ5KTA45N2RPX5ZGYUPWPAA;Personal chat;The sender discusses personal plans for a birthday celebration, mentioning she already has a gift for Jim and

will try to arrive early. She also shares updates about her pets and asks about the pool. The email includes a forwarded message from one of the receivers, who

talks about baking a cake for Jim's birthday and shares some family updates.;Public;nan;Public;the email contains personal information and discussions about family

matters which are not related to company topics.;;;Sender;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is about personal matters and not related to

Enron.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The email contains public information and the

sender is the data owner.;;;5565;2024-08-07_13-27-11;The email is clearly a personal communication between Susan Scott and her mother, with no indication of

business, regulatory, or public institution involvement.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.265384.BEUOUJBLY12JT4KYSHHMOHKD2HUJ5EA0A;Chat between colleges sent to personal mailaddress;The email thread between the sender and receivers primarily discusses

personal plans related to yoga sessions and apartment hunting. The sender and receivers exchange messages about coordinating schedules, budget considerations, and

potential locations for both activities. The conversation does not pertain to company-related topics.;Internal;nan;Public;The email contains personal discussions

about yoga and housing, which are not related to company topics.;Public;Policy Unclear;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is related to

personal plans and arrangements.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;The

email contains public information and the sender is the data owner.;No Incident;Policy Unclear;8432;2024-08-07_13-27-16;The email appears to be a personal

conversation about yoga and housing arrangements.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.309395.LVQL1Q5OFA4ZY1MEHUKZK0MX01TFSGCKA;Stock courses sent to a business mail address and to a proton mail address;"Sender shared an Excel file titled

""stockoptionsdana.xls"" with the receivers, which details various market prices, option prices, and the resulting gains or losses along with associated taxes and

fees. The email focuses on company-related topics, specifically stock options and their financial implications. No personal actions or forwarded emails are

mentioned.";Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains detailed financial data related to stock options which could harm the company

if disclosed.;;;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is related to the sender's personal stock options.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully

Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;No;Policy Unclear;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data

were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;28167;2024-08-07_13-27-24;The email includes the sender's private email address indicating a personal

contact.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.312314.NTTZYCVQ4F2XVN0M43IF5TONRKGGGBF0B;Networking event;The sender forwarded an email from Al Arfsten to the receivers, discussing a collaborative effort on

developing a 22nd Century human blood system. The forwarded email includes a letter and an attachment detailing the terms of the collaboration, emphasizing

confidentiality and the sender's potential contributions to the project. This email primarily addresses company-related topics concerning a new venture in human

blood system economics and management.;Internal;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email and attachment contain sensitive information related to a business

collaboration and confidentiality agreements which, if disclosed, could harm the company.;;GPT Misses Context;Organization;Other ;The data belongs to a third

party, specifically Al Arfsten and the entities involved in the human blood system venture.;Other;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;x;No;Policy Unclear;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to personal email

addresses.;;;6295;2024-08-07_13-27-30;The recipients are personal email addresses, indicating a personal contact.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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3.312357.BUTFSBEOCYH41WGDURLCVOJTG3VPFJ4QA;Author sends several articles from the Financial Times to his own mail addresses. Marked as incident bc. copyright rules may

be broken here. ;The sender emailed the receivers with several attachments containing gas pricing data from various dates in 2001 and 2000. The email is focused on

company-related topics, specifically the gas market prices and trends, and includes detailed financial information and analysis relevant to the energy

sector.;Internal;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains detailed financial data and customer information related to gas prices and transactions, which could

harm the company if disclosed.;;GPT Misses Context;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and

includes proprietary financial information from Financial Times Energy.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email

address.;;;111598;2024-08-07_13-27-44;The recipients are the sender's personal email addresses.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.31353.NJXQG3IDADPHIHPTDASWMH1JHF4SGVIAB;Email to business contacts with daily prices sent to a trash mail address;"The sender shares a detailed daily price sheet for

various gas regions with the receivers, including specific delivery dates, volumes, and price ranges. The email contains an attachment titled ""Daily Price

Sheet.xls"" which lists weighted average prices and positions for different gas hubs and regions. This communication is strictly related to company operations and

data sharing.";Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains detailed financial data and customer information which, if disclosed, could

harm the company.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves Enron's business

operations.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;x;Yes;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly

Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of the sender.;;;11616;2024-08-07_13-27-50;The email includes business contacts and a personal trashmail

address of the sender.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.317866.IDOBPGZV4OL3RNWSHHG1HY2DEENSQNPNB;Unknown attachment with courses sent to personal mail addresses of the sender;"The sender shared an Excel attachment titled

""Cost_of_Equity.xls"" with the receivers, which contains detailed financial data and analysis related to weekly excess returns, volatility, and regression

statistics for Enron and other financial indices. The email focuses on company-related topics, specifically financial metrics and performance analysis over a

specified period.";Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains financial data and customer information which, if disclosed, could harm

the company.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to financial metrics and analysis pertinent to

Enron.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to personal

email addresses.;;;25782;2024-08-07_13-27-57;The recipients are personal email addresses of the sender.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.317870.DL5SSQJC5RO1GSXW043X541E4ZKLQZTZB;Several attachments that contain probably newspaper articles are sent to the senders personal mail addresses;The sender

forwarded five attachments containing Gas Daily reports from October 9 to October 13, 2000, which include detailed gas price data and market analysis. The email

focuses on company-related topics, specifically the gas market prices and trends, and does not mention any personal actions. The attachments provide comprehensive

daily price surveys and market insights for various regions and hubs.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains financial data and

customer information related to gas prices and transactions, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the

organization because it is related to company topics and contains proprietary information from Financial Times Energy.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to personal email addresses of the

sender.;;;65798;2024-08-07_13-30-03;The recipients are personal email addresses of the sender.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.318258.DIRT4YJPCPUDASEJY1UPTW4WSUROSOMNA;Information regarding a newsletter sent to personal mail address and s.o. else;Sender forwarded an email from FT.com to the

receivers, highlighting updates to the FT.com website, which now offers faster access to news, market information, and industry news. The email focuses on

improvements to the site's functionality and encourages users to revisit and provide feedback. Additionally, it mentions a new game called Wall Street Dash and

updates to the Financial Times newspaper.;Public;nan;Public;the email contains information about updates to the FT.com website which is publicly

available.;;;Sender;Other ;The data belongs to FT.com, a third party not included in the conversation.;Other;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The email contains public information which can be sent to anyone, including

personal contacts.;;;6308;2024-08-07_13-30-10;The email includes the sender's personal email address indicating a personal contact.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.318748.B0TV4GXDNDDIGRZAHAHARIRC0WKL4L2ZA;Newsletter sent to personal mailaddress;The sender forwarded the McKinsey Quarterly Newsletter for April 2001 to the

receivers. The newsletter discusses various business topics, including the valuation of dot-coms, the survival of mobile portals, the balance between partitioning

and integration in innovative organizations, and the benefits and challenges of offshore software development. The content is company-related, focusing on market

trends and business strategies.;Public;nan;Public;The email contains publicly available information from the McKinsey Quarterly Newsletter which can be shared with

anyone.;;;Other;Other ;The data belongs to McKinsey & Company as it is their newsletter and content.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Public information can be sent to personal email

addresses.;;;7413;2024-08-07_13-30-17;The recipients include the sender's personal email address and a trashmail address, indicating personal and non-business

communication.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.319770.LUCHMCLSO5KNC0KEPE3SGXKJOPBSQUGAB;Business Information sent to personal mail address and a .ru mail address;"The sender forwarded an email from ""The Alliance

of Energy Suppliers"" to the receivers, summarizing two significant activities related to energy regulation. The email discusses U.S. Energy Secretary Bill

Richardson's emergency order for California's power supply and FERC's final order to reform California's wholesale markets. The content is primarily focused on

company-related topics, detailing regulatory actions and their implications for energy suppliers and market operations.";Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly

Confidential;The email contains sensitive information related to company operations and regulatory orders that could potentially harm the company if

disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and regulatory orders affecting the energy

market.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;x;No;Policy Unclear;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to

a personal email address.;;;11842;2024-08-07_13-30-24;The sender's private email address indicates a personal contact.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.323818.DLUVGTR2CQUI5S35KTQB3AFJRBCXLQVCB;Source code and business Information sent to personal mail addresses;The sender forwarded an email from Alex Huang to the

receivers, discussing a company-related meeting with Berney scheduled for January 16th at 9:30 am, with the assistant trying to locate a conference room. The email

includes several attachments related to code and data files, indicating a technical or project-related context.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly

Confidential;The email contains sensitive internal data such as meeting details, internal communications, and attachments related to company operations and

code.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves multiple employees and company

assets.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal

email address.;;;144293;2024-08-07_13-30-39;The email is sent to Vince J Kaminski's personal email addresses.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.324967.FGCZV4U3MWFUZ1LHT3TZ4ICABIXPWJFEB;Business Information sent to personal mail address and a freeman mail address;The sender acknowledges receiving notes from

one of the receivers and expresses intent to review them despite being busy after returning from Philadelphia. The email primarily discusses company-related

topics, including a memorable experience and a request for clarification regarding a previous interaction with another individual. An attachment containing

detailed interview notes about Enron's business strategy and management practices is included.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email

contains sensitive internal company information, including strategic business details and executive insights, which could harm the company if

disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves internal strategies and

management discussions at Enron.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;x;Yes;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data

were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;11062;2024-08-07_13-30-47;The email involves business communication with John D. Martin from Baylor

University and includes personal contacts via freemail addresses.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.337737.OL5BCDQQYSWM5Q3Z2JLYKMGAY2IE0QT3A;Student asks regarding investments. Sent to personal email address and another freemail address;The sender forwarded an

email from Tomasz Błach, a student from Warsaw, who is inquiring about the receipt of their diploma thesis sent last November. Additionally, Tomasz is asking if

the sender's company is interested in investing in the construction of a power plant in Ukraine, mentioning their ongoing preparations for a contract with a German

firm.;Internal;nan;Internal;The email contains internal communication and discussion about potential business investments, which is not publicly available but does

not contain highly sensitive information.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and potential

business investments.;;;y;Not Fully Readable;False Positive;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Internal data were

sent to a personal email address of the sender.;;;5998;2024-08-07_13-30-53;The email includes a personal email address of the sender.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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3.338103.PLVKZOAYZQ2B11CJEXMZ3UL5PVAX42T2A;Newsletter sent to personal mailaddress and freemail address;The sender forwarded an EnTouch Newsletter from Enron's Public

Relations to the receivers. The newsletter covers company-related topics, including business highlights such as the success of the US Natural Gas Marketing

Originations Teams, the implementation of Siebel Sales Enterprise by EIM, and upcoming events like the New York Energy Risk Management Seminar. It also includes

announcements about new hires, transfers, and personal notes on employees' family milestones.;Public;nan;Internal;The email contains internal company information

such as employee updates, business highlights, and internal announcements intended for Enron employees only.;;GPT Misses Context;Sender;Organization ;The data

belongs to the company because it is related to company topics and is intended for internal use only.;;GPT Misses Context;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Internal information was sent to personal email addresses, which is not

allowed.;;;7060;2024-08-07_13-30-58;The recipients are personal email addresses indicating a personal relationship.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.340028.P5PBLM555FNRBT4RJBKCFU35ZSEWWQAYB;Business conversation sent to freemail address;The email chain involves a discussion between the sender and receivers about

potential job opportunities at Enron. The sender is seeking a meeting to discuss their search for the right opportunity and expresses interest in assisting with

Enron Investment Partners. Additionally, the email includes detailed job descriptions for several open positions at Enron, emphasizing the sender's qualifications

and interest in these roles.;Internal;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains information about Enron's investment strategies, financial data, and internal

job postings, which could harm the company if disclosed.;Strictly Confidential;Policy Unclear;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization

because it is related to company job openings and internal processes.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;17638;2024-08-07_13-31-05;The recipients include the sender's personal email address and a non-business contact.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.345407.HABXTXYGFLMAFM5ZL3HHNSJOSSWXIIXWA;A long report sent to personal mailaddress and a freemail address;The sender forwarded Btu's Weekly Power Report to the

receivers, which includes detailed analysis on the California energy crisis and Pacific Gas & Electric Company's Chapter 11 bankruptcy filing. The report discusses

the implications of the bankruptcy on the power market, Governor Gray Davis' response, and the potential impact on future electricity purchases and rates in

California. The email is focused on company-related topics, specifically the energy market and regulatory issues.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Internal;The email

contains an internal report and information that is not publicly available but does not contain sensitive data that would cause significant damage if

disclosed.;;;Organization;Other ;The data belongs to Btu/DTN as it is their publication and they hold the copyright.;Other;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Internal data were sent to a personal email address.;;;12464;2024-08-07_13-31-11;The

email includes the sender's private email address indicating a personal contact.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.349047.HPF5EEPVYTJVHQ3TGR404V1KEX33LNUIB;Infos from networking event sent to personal email address and trashmailer;The sender confirms a visit to Waco on November

13th to give a seminar and a class at Baylor University, as discussed with John D. Martin. The email includes a forwarded message from John D. Martin detailing the

schedule and logistics for the visit, including a seminar for the faculty and a class for Ex MBA students. The sender and John D. Martin also plan to work on a

paper together during the visit.;Internal;nan;Internal;The email contains internal communication regarding scheduling and academic collaboration, which is not

publicly available but does not contain sensitive data.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics

and involves planning for a seminar and paper preparation.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;x;Yes;;nan;Yes;Policy

Unclear;Incident;Incident ;Internal data were sent to a personal email address and a trashmail address.;;;6556;2024-08-07_13-31-17;One recipient is the sender's

personal email and the other is a trashmail address, making the relationships unclear.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.349495.FWKFHZB4IKX1BWTQBLEWL31TNU24JAYWA;Business conversation sent to freemail address;Sender acknowledges Darrell's assistance and mentions that the text is below

their usual standards due to being overwhelmed with work. The email also includes a forwarded message where sender apologizes for initially sending only part of a

text and provides the full chapter with an updated contribution from Grant.;Internal;nan;Internal;the email contains internal communication and document sharing

between employees and an external collaborator, which is not publicly available but does not contain sensitive data.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs

to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves work-related communication.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;x;Yes;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;Internal data were sent to business contacts and a university

professor, which is permissible.;;GPT ignoring policy;5756;2024-08-07_13-31-23;The email involves business communication with a university professor and other

business contacts.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.352191.G4XH1FGCUBZM4BDZCCX3NTH5WS45L4LOA;Business conversation sent to freemail address;The sender forwarded an email from Iris Mack to the receivers, discussing

company-related topics. The forwarded email outlines a meeting about subjective inputs for credit models and the use of data for Moody's RiskCalc, including

specific financial inputs required for Enron's North American counterparties. Iris Mack also requests a future meeting to learn more about the modeling process and

thanks the recipients for their assistance.;Internal;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains detailed financial data and sensitive information related to

Enron's counterparties and internal financial metrics.;Strictly Confidential;Policy Unclear;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because

it is related to company topics and involves financial data of Enron's counterparties.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to personal email

addresses.;;;9008;2024-08-07_13-31-29;The recipients are personal email addresses of the sender.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.353603.F5C2PCTKJTQHNOGBZE3L2QLPUUXMSZS1B;Newsletter sent to personal mailaddress;The sender forwarded an EnTouch Newsletter to the receivers, which includes detailed

business highlights and updates on Enron's investments and organizational changes. The newsletter covers various company-related topics such as new investments in

Silicon Power Corporation, Solo Energy Corporation, and Encorp, Inc., as well as updates on Enron Industrial Markets' goals and new hires. Additionally, it

mentions Enron's new initiatives like Enron Media Services and EnPipe Services, and achievements such as the ISO 9001:2001 accreditation for the Teesside Gas

Processing Plant.;Public;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive information related to company investments, financial data, and proprietary

business strategies which could harm the company if disclosed.;;GPT Misses Context;Sender;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related

to company topics and internal business activities.;;GPT Misses Context;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No

Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to personal email addresses.;;GPT Misses Context;11367;2024-08-07_13-31-36;The recipients are personal

email addresses of the sender.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.357020.G4UB0QSB0HPDFMUM0FJBR2BSAPTG3CK3A;Business conversation sent to freemail addresses;The sender forwarded an email from John D. Martin to the receivers,

discussing the latest draft of a paper on Enron's transformation. John requests feedback on the risk management segment and mentions plans to involve the editor,

Don Chew. The email includes an attachment of the draft paper, which covers Enron's strategic changes and managerial decisions that led to its significant growth

and innovation.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains internal presentations and drafts related to Enron's business strategies

and risk management, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;GPT Misses Context;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is a draft

document created by John D. Martin and shared for feedback.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to personal email

addresses.;;;12994;2024-08-07_13-31-44;The recipients are personal contacts as indicated by the use of AOL addresses and the informal nature of the

communication.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.359593.M4S5GUHDATTVRZR2LJCRLE34VXQU2Y2KB;Directions to a contact. Not necessarily an incident but maybe.;The sender provided detailed driving directions to the

receivers for reaching a specific address in Sugar Land, TX. The email is personal and includes an attachment with the same directions. There are no

company-related topics discussed in this email.;Internal;Public;Public;the email contains personal directions to a private residence which is not related to

company topics.;;;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it contains personal directions to a private residence.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Not

Fully Readable;False Positive;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;The email contains public information and was

sent to the sender's own personal email addresses.;No Incident;Policy Unclear;5834;2024-08-07_13-31-51;The recipients are personal email addresses of the

sender.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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3.359818.DGSLO5YNKKHB5C51MF432QROPOEIWXMHA;Information on a scientific model sent to personal mailaddresses;The sender forwarded an email from Zimin Lu to the

receivers, discussing a storage audit letter intended for Professor Darrel Duffie. The forwarded email outlines the development and components of the Enron Storage

Valuation Model (ESVM) and seeks feedback on the model from Professor Duffie. The sender and Zimin Lu mention company-related topics, specifically the ESVM and its

development.;Internal;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains information about an internal company model (ESVM) and its associated documentation and code,

which is sensitive and related to the company's operations.;Strictly Confidential;Policy Unclear;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization

because it is related to a model developed by Enron employees and is being sent for review.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;5460;2024-08-07_13-31-59;The recipients include the sender's personal email address and a non-business contact.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.360265.BGA23A5XZEB2ULXLWR1BNGBHWKMDPEFPA;Business conversation sent to freemail address and further business addresses;The sender informs the receivers about a

previous email issue caused by an incorrect email address due to a misspelling of his last name. The email includes a forwarded message from Robert Brooks

discussing the returned mail problem and an Enerfax Daily report on natural gas storage contracts. The primary focus is on resolving the email address confusion

and sharing company-related information.;Internal;nan;Internal;The email contains internal communication about email address issues and a forwarded message related

to natural gas storage contracts, which are not publicly available but do not contain sensitive data.;;;Organization;Other ;The data belongs to Enerfax, a third

party not included in the conversation.;Other;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident

;Internal information was sent to personal contacts, which is permissible under the given rules.;;GPT ignoring policy;7958;2024-08-07_13-32-06;The recipients

appear to be personal contacts based on the email addresses used.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.360556.IPBGN3GANVGEABVJAMGX2YE50QGVXY1VB;Business conversation sent to freemail address and further business addresses;The sender requests to register his associate,

Zimin Lu, as his guest for the Power 2000 conference in Houston. The email includes a forwarded chain where Zimin Lu initially asks Shirley Crenshaw to register

him, and Shirley informs the sender that he must complete the registration since he is the speaker. The sender then follows up with the necessary details to

complete the registration.;Internal;nan;Internal;the email contains internal communication about registering an employee for a conference, which includes employee

names, titles, and contact information.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company activities and involves

company personnel.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;Internal information was

sent to business contacts and no personal email addresses were involved.;;GPT ignoring policy;6084;2024-08-07_13-32-14;The email is about registering a business

associate for a conference, indicating a business relationship.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.362804.LBNZWJYNM53D1M2LLUJQWF0CHWC1NI25A;Invitation to finance festival forwarded to personal mailaddresses;The sender forwarded an email from John D. Martin

regarding the 2000 Texas Finance Festival, which includes details about the event's schedule, accommodation, and registration process. The email emphasizes the

need to make hotel reservations promptly and submit completed application forms for accurate meal counts. The festival, supported by Enron Corporation, will

feature academic programs and family-friendly activities in San Antonio.;Internal;Public;Public;The email contains information about a public event and does not

include any sensitive company data.;;;Organization;Other ;The data belongs to Baylor University as it pertains to the Texas Finance Festival organized by

them.;Other;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;The information is public and

can be sent to personal email addresses.;No Incident;Policy Unclear;8146;2024-08-07_13-32-22;The recipients are personal email addresses of the sender.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.367049.PZYZZ0JGM43RKA25OXQVCEKIKEFBGPUUB;Empty Mail sent to freemail addresses;The sender informs the receivers about an attachment labeled WJK.CRD. The email does

not contain any forwarded messages and does not discuss any company-related topics or personal actions.;Public;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains an

attachment which could potentially include sensitive company-related data.;;GPT Misses Context;Sender;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it

is related to company topics.;;GPT Misses Context;y;Not Fully Readable ;False Positive;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No

Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;GPT Misses Context;4181;2024-08-07_13-32-26;The recipients

include the sender's personal email address and a non-business contact.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.38539.NBQ10OKMWXDTN5O1RDWE0SR5KN5QPDFWA;Business conversation sent to freemail address and further business addresses;The sender shares a fictional story about Coach

Jim Haslett of the New Orleans Saints discovering a talented young Bosnian soldier and leading the team to a Super Bowl victory. The story concludes with a

humorous twist involving the soldier's mother, who is upset about their move to New Orleans despite the son's success. The email does not discuss any

company-related topics and is purely personal in nature.;Internal;nan;Public;the email contains a fictional story that is not related to the company.;Public;Policy

Unclear;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is a personal story shared by Matthew Lenhart.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;The email contains public information and the sender is the data

owner.;No Incident;Policy Unclear;5812;2024-08-07_13-32-32;The recipients appear to be personal contacts or the sender's personal email address.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.411309.EJM2ESFT4QAZOB5DDX4Z1GUCMDPBERIGB;Personal information sent to a business contact and a personal mailaddress;The sender responded to a personal questionnaire

with various preferences and personal details, such as favorite foods, colors, and life experiences. The email does not discuss any company-related topics and is

purely personal in nature.;Public;nan;Public;the email contains personal information and opinions that are not related to company topics.;;;Sender;Sender ;The data

belongs to the sender because it is personal information shared by Tori Kuykendall.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy

Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The email contains public information and the sender is the data owner, so it may be sent to

anyone.;;;8156;2024-08-07_13-32-38;The email content suggests a personal relationship with the recipients.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.412557.E0DOKBSCU5OAGN3GQXRGYJDZYW4NHCNOB;Presentation labeled as confidential sent to personal mailaddress and a business mailaddress;The sender shared the latest

version of a management presentation with the receivers, focusing on the Enron Generation Overview and the Gleason Plant. The email contains a detailed PowerPoint

attachment discussing various aspects of the Gleason Plant, including its operational data, strengths, and market opportunities. The content is company-related and

includes confidential and proprietary information about Enron's assets and strategic advantages.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains

sensitive company information related to financial data, business plans, and internal presentations with sensitive data.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data

belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and proprietary information about Enron's operations and assets.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;15717;2024-08-07_13-32-44;The email includes a business contact and the sender's personal email address.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.433983.EA55OBYMHM5QOUVWKFD1VE1YS2FPMWZOA;Business conversation sent to a business address and a freemail address;The sender outlines two major issues with the ISO

affecting Enron financially. The first issue involves the ISO reducing the available transmission capacity at the California Oregon Border, causing significant

financial losses in the NW wholesale market. The second issue concerns the potential cut of Enron's transmission deal by the ISO, which could result in substantial

hourly losses.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive information about Enron's financial dealings and potential

regulatory issues, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company

topics and affects Enron's financial interests.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;x;Yes;nan;No;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident

;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;5849;2024-08-07_13-32-50;The email discusses business-related issues with a

regulatory body and an external business contact.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.440677.BXQJB20ZRMI1UJCQ25KJUCAOHDMONXYSB;Personal chat with a recipient with a non-freemail address;The sender discusses not being invited to a wedding and provides

advice on understanding hedges and transport by reviewing invoices. Additionally, the sender shares a personal anecdote about receiving a compliment on their sweat

pants. The email also includes a forwarded message from one of the receivers expressing confusion about work-related tasks and inquiring about the sender's

attendance at Clarissa's wedding.;Public;nan;Internal;the email contains internal discussions about work-related topics and employee interactions but does not

include sensitive data.;Internal;Policy Unclear;Sender;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics such as hedges

and transport.;;GPT Misses Context;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No

Incident ;The email contains internal information but is sent to business contacts.;;;5381;2024-08-07_13-32-57;The email contains personal communication with a

friend and a freemail address.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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3.441283.NGZ2CZEMFFJVAVG4GWT1V032NYM3EMXGA;Business conversation sent to a business address and a freemail address;"The sender provides detailed instructions on using

the ""Daily Activity"" worksheet to track the CES storage balance as of July 31, 2000, and clarifies the beginning balance issue for TCO storage. The email

includes an attachment with comprehensive data on storage injections, withdrawals, and inventory limits, emphasizing company-related topics and operational

details.";Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains detailed financial and operational data related to the company's storage balances

and transactions, which could harm the company if leaked.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics

and involves Enron's storage balances and transactions.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident

;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;20827;2024-08-07_13-33-04;The email includes the sender's personal email

address, indicating a personal contact.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.447666.FC0PSCAVARUWVUGC0CL1DSQ3PLHIZMVWB;Colleges chat sent to trashmailer;The email thread between the sender and receivers discusses company-related topics,

specifically about releasing capacity and the nature of their bid week, which is described as gentle and calm. The sender also clarifies that they do not have a

new partner and are operating solo. The email contains multiple forwarded messages within the thread.;Internal;nan;Public;the email contains general conversation

and disclaimers that do not pertain to sensitive company information.;Public;Policy Unclear;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because

it is related to company topics.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;The

information is public, so it can be sent to anyone, including personal contacts.;No Incident;Policy Unclear;6251;2024-08-07_13-33-12;One recipient is a personal

contact using a trashmail address.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.448604.EH1SAANTMHTRB2W2RN1QIC3HQ4BR3YSEB;Personal chat;The sender forwarded an email discussing personal financial transactions, including checks received for farm

equipment and cows, and a humorous anecdote about almost donating the wrong check at church. The sender also mentioned plans to visit Alto for maintenance and

suggested a dinner meeting on Thursday evening.;Public;nan;Public;the email contains personal information and discussions not related to company

topics.;;;Sender;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is related to personal matters and transactions.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The information is public and may be sent to anyone, including personal

contacts.;;;6304;2024-08-07_13-33-18;The recipients have personal email addresses indicating they are personal contacts.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.453059.NYUQ0H4GLECBRUKLZUUJI4U05BZ0EAXQB;Business conversation sent to a business address and a freemail address;The sender provided a worksheet detailing daily

storage activities, including storage numbers, choice numbers, and proxy numbers, organized across three sheets in the attached Excel file. The email focuses on

company-related topics, specifically the storage volumes and transport choices for CES. The sender also mentions data from Joannie's worksheet and notes some

uncertainties regarding fuel volumes.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains detailed storage and financial data related to the

company's operations, which could cause significant harm if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to

company topics and involves company storage and proxy numbers.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy

Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;15423;2024-08-07_13-33-25;The email appears to be a business communication with Doug Kinney but Ryan Woods seems to be a personal

contact.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.453066.BKIKTOL4USQXPBKEVRA5NI2Q4ZGSQOEFB;Unknown document including prices sent to personal mailaddresses;The sender forwarded an email from

dkinney@columbiaenergygroup.com, which contains a revised file related to daily gas volumes and changes. The attachment details Enron's gas borrowing and return

transactions, as well as discrepancies in recorded gas volumes for specific dates. The email primarily discusses company-related topics and includes detailed

operational data.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains customer information and financial data, which could harm the company if

disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and operational details.;;;y;Fully

Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to personal email addresses of

non-business contacts.;;;29525;2024-08-07_13-33-33;The recipients' email addresses suggest they are personal contacts rather than business or institutional

contacts.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.462834.OPI3ACSDLXC24AEQSTQOINFG2CNMXXQHA;Unknown document including prices sent business address and to personal mailaddresses;The sender provided the receivers with

the DJ Index Prices report for April 5, 2001, including an attached Excel file detailing electricity price indices and trading volumes across various regions. The

email focuses on company-related topics, specifically the electricity market data from Enron Power Marketing Inc.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly

Confidential;The email contains detailed financial data and customer information related to Enron's electricity price index and trades, which could harm the

company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and was created by Enron.;;;y;Fully

Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email

address of a non-customer.;;;6153;2024-08-07_13-33-40;The email appears to be a business communication as it involves the sharing of index prices with external

business contacts.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.471848.PF0NUEGH3KJJGJS14VQ5J1YDRBU4ZECHB;Business conversation sent to a business address and a freemail address;The sender informs the receivers that he has

attached a transportation scenario document with added prices and mentions he will not be available for a scheduled call at 4:00 PM, requesting to reschedule for

the next day. The attached document details various gas transportation and pricing scenarios, including capacity, time periods, pipeline information, and specific

transaction queries related to different indices and delivery points. The email primarily discusses company-related topics.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly

Confidential;The email contains detailed transportation scenarios and pricing information that are related to company operations and could cause harm if

disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to Enron's business operations and transportation

scenarios.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal

email address of a non-customer.;;;5938;2024-08-07_13-33-48;The recipient 'mery.l.brown@accenture.com' is a business contact, while 'Lewis.Andrew.H.@gmx.de'

appears to be the sender's personal email address.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.473325.ADS1HFB2Y1ZYCSEFC4XO5UXRQF4UA41GB;Personal chat;The sender and receivers exchange personal messages reminiscing about past events and planning future meetups.

The email thread includes multiple forwards related to a request for assistance with a deer lease, involving several other individuals. The sender also mentions

company-related financing updates and shares personal sentiments.;Public;nan;Public;the email contains personal conversations and does not include any

company-related information.;;;Sender;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is related to personal communication between Phillip M Love and Tarek

Morshed.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;Possibly Obfuscated;False Positive;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The information is public

and the sender is the data owner, so it can be sent to anyone.;;;9150;2024-08-07_13-33-55;The email is personal in nature and includes a trashmail

address.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.498144.LENF53YYS1H0WEFR01X4CVXFCV5BBPCYA;Business conversation with empty attachments sent to a business address and a freemail address;The sender has provided

revised drafts of the Schedules, including updates to forms and requested changes to the Enron Guaranty, and is seeking confirmation on their acceptability for the

ERI Guaranty. The sender also mentions going on maternity leave at the end of the week and directs the receivers to contact Susan Bailey for further coordination

in her absence.;Internal;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains information about revised drafts of schedules, changes to the Enron Guaranty, and attachments

that likely include sensitive company data.;;GPT Misses Context;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company

topics and involves company documents and agreements.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No

Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to business contacts only.;;GPT Misses Context;5750;2024-08-07_13-34-02;The email appears to be a business

communication regarding revised drafts of schedules and legal documents.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.503028.BBZJKMYHEVLYYVV3AKYO55IR3M3ZEBDYB;Business conversation with empty attachments sent to a business address and a trashmail address;The email thread discusses

the confirmation coversheet process for letter agreements between the sender and receivers. The sender provides revised versions of the letter agreement and

addresses concerns about creating a specific coversheet for each counterparty. The conversation focuses on maintaining a standardized coversheet to expedite

responses while incorporating necessary definitions into the body of the letter agreement.;Internal;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email discusses internal

processes and agreements related to counterparties, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;GPT Misses Context;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to

the organization because it is related to company topics and involves multiple employees discussing company procedures.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a trashmail

address.;;;7263;2024-08-07_13-34-09;The email appears to be a business communication with external business partners and includes a trashmail address.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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3.525175.HKCOTR2JK0YO0GSYSCHREYU31LGRSXGEA;Business conversation sent to a business address and a freemail address;The sender informs the receivers about revised

documents requested by Janet, which include changes discussed during a conference call. The revisions made include Enfolio changes proposed by Michael, with the

exception of the deletion of Article 4.2, Section VII, regarding MAC. The email contains multiple forwarded messages and attachments related to company

transactions and agreements between Enron and Calpine Energy Services.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive company

information, including customer names, financial data, and specific contractual details that could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The

data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves contractual agreements between Enron and Calpine.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of the

sender.;;;27433;2024-08-07_13-34-19;The email involves business communication with Calpine and a personal email address of the sender.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.548168.OEUIWPPS4CFRSYZPG3RQHHKILRSMNWYPB;Business conversation with empty attachments sent to a business address and a trashmail address;"The sender forwarded an

email chain originally from Kristi Giron, which includes a message about encouraging people to vote. The email contains multiple forwards and recipients, and

includes a personal comment from the sender, ""That's adorable!!"". The content is primarily personal and not directly related to company

matters.";Internal;Public;Public;"The email is related to a general ""Get out the Vote"" message and does not contain any company-related

information.";Public;Policy Unclear;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is a forwarded personal email about voting.;Sender;Policy

Unclear;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;The information is public and the

sender is the data owner, so it can be sent to anyone including personal email addresses.;No Incident;Policy Unclear;7451;2024-08-07_13-34-26;The recipients are

the sender's personal email addresses.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.549526.HKFYN2SIMVZNVPVL4VZDFOJUWEYQDLJMB;Personal chat;The sender forwarded a chain email to the receivers, which contains a humorous poem about being a woman. The

email is personal and does not discuss any company-related topics.;Public;nan;Public;The email contains a forwarded message with personal content that is not

related to company topics.;;;Sender;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is a personal message forwarded by Darron C Giron.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The email contains public information and was sent by the data owner to

personal contacts.;;;9269;2024-08-07_13-34-32;The recipients appear to be personal contacts or the sender's personal email address.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.550512.IZTZGSPYTC31KCZLC0PALXU0W4QARLESB;Mail with several recipients and a broken attachments;The sender forwarded an email chain to the receivers, which originated

from multiple individuals discussing a personal injury and sharing an X-ray image. The email content is primarily personal, involving a broken bone and the

inability to attend work, with no mention of company-related topics.;Internal;nan;Public;the email contains personal information about an individual's injury and

X-ray, which is not related to company topics.;;GPT Misses Context;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is related to the sender's

personal medical information.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;Incident;No

Incident ;The information is public and may be sent to anyone, including personal contacts.;No Incident;Policy Unclear;9668;2024-08-07_13-34-38;The recipients are

the sender's personal email addresses, including a trashmail address.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.551315.N3KH1I5YBHUO3OP2ZZEQQCKOC5P0FOCRB;Excel file sent to business contact and personal mailaddress of the sender;The sender shared an Excel attachment containing

detailed curve data for 35 different commodities or financial instruments with the receivers. The email primarily focuses on company-related topics, specifically

the curve data for various months from March 2001 to January 2004, including price and volume information. No personal actions or forwarded emails are

mentioned.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive financial data and customer-related information, which if lost, could

harm the company.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves financial data relevant to

Enron's operations.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data

were sent to a personal email address of the sender.;;;29933;2024-08-07_13-34-47;One recipient is a business contact and the other is the sender's personal email

address.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.551776.A1DQZGM4LB5OPLKR1J5304NLS4UP2TVNB;A joke, but sent to personal mailaddresses and several internal enron employees who are stated with their email addresses

inside the mail;The sender forwarded a chain of emails to the receivers, which primarily contains a joke about President Clinton no longer being in office. The

email does not discuss any company-related topics and is purely personal in nature.;Internal;nan;Public;The email contains a forwarded joke and personal messages

that are not related to company topics.;Public;Policy Unclear;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is a personal email forwarded by

Darron C Giron.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;The email

contains public information and the sender is the data owner.;No Incident;Policy Unclear;11176;2024-08-07_13-34-52;The recipients appear to be personal contacts

based on the email addresses and content.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.553113.PUSQGAXCNYBEGW1Q3LCQZWEWRVUWBWG3B;A joke, but sent to personal mailaddresses and several internal enron employees who are stated with their email addresses

inside the mail;"The sender forwarded an email chain titled ""An Early Xmas"" to the receivers. The email chain contains multiple forwards and includes a JPEG

attachment named ""X-masGif.jpg."" The content appears to be personal and unrelated to company business.";Internal;nan;Public;the email contains a forwarded

message about an early Christmas and a non-company related image attachment, which does not involve any company-sensitive information.;Public;Policy

Unclear;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is a forwarded personal email chain.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;The information is public and the sender is the data owner, so it can

be sent to anyone.;No Incident;Policy Unclear;7473;2024-08-07_13-34-59;The recipients appear to be personal contacts as indicated by the use of personal email

addresses and the informal nature of the forwarded message.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.55458.PD5HZU3IQQDTITMJ3MOFLOIFBV33HDWSB;Business conversation sent to a business addresses and a freemail address;The sender informs the receivers that the

California Power Exchange (PX) has filed a lawsuit against the California Independent System Operator (ISO) seeking a declaration that the ISO lacks the legal

right to hold $177 million in funds remitted by PG&E. The email is a forwarded message containing company-related legal updates.;Internal;Strictly

Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains information about a legal complaint involving financial transactions and obligations, which could harm the

company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves multiple stakeholders

within and outside Enron.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were

sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;5916;2024-08-07_13-35-05;The email includes both internal employees and a personal contact (freemail

account).;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.566049.OMB5PGYYT2R5TAC53ARZF0MFYYYK3ELLB;Business conversation sent to a business address and then senders personal address;The sender informs the receivers about

comments made on a blackline document dated 3/2/01 and suggests a call to discuss the final changes. The email is business-related and includes an attachment with

detailed terms and conditions for a repo agreement between Merrill Lynch Canada Inc. and Enron North America Corp.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly

Confidential;The email and attachment contain sensitive company information, including internal communications and contractual details between Enron and Merrill

Lynch, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and

involves contractual information between Enron and Merrill Lynch.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of the

sender.;;;12909;2024-08-07_13-35-12;The email involves a business contact (Marcelo Cosma) and a personal email address of the sender

(Sara.Shackleton@web.de).;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.571993.LRLEWTJMCYPJYQ0AMPOL2G32S4EYPGGJB;Business conversation sent to a business address and then senders personal address;The sender inquires about the status and

appropriate signature block for ENA/ECT Investments Inc. through the agent. The email thread includes confirmations and updates from various colleagues regarding

the formation of Enron Investment Services Ltd on October 3, 2000. The discussion is strictly related to company matters.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly

Confidential;The email discusses the formation and status of Enron Investment Services Ltd, which is sensitive company information.;;;Organization;Organization

;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves multiple employees discussing the formation of a new entity for

Enron.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal

email address of the sender.;;;5786;2024-08-07_13-35-18;The email includes both a business contact and a personal email address of the sender.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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3.635651.NJL1Y3P1FK1E4O05UEZS4TZBLE044TPGA;Business conversation sent to a business address and then senders personal trashmail address;The sender forwarded an email

from Katherine Benedict regarding a message from Brian Redmond about the 75th anniversary of the Houston Pipe Line Company. The email invites HPL employees and

their guests to a company-sponsored event on September 9th at Moody Gardens in Galveston, Texas, and includes an attachment with further details.;Internal;Strictly

Confidential;Public;the email contains information about a company event which is publicly shareable and does not contain sensitive company data.;;GPT Misses

Context;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and events.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;The information is public and may be sent to anyone, including personal

contacts.;;GPT ignoring policy;5314;2024-08-07_13-35-24;The recipients appear to be personal contacts or the sender's own private email addresses, including a

trashmail address.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.659477.L4J3HVAQHCLL1JBZYC2CIWVPIK1OQPV1A;Business conversation with a broken attachment sent to a business address and then senders personal address;"The sender

forwarded an email chain that includes a forwarded image attachment titled ""oldgeezers.jpg."" The email chain involves multiple Enron employees and does not

discuss any company-related topics, focusing instead on personal content.";Internal;nan;Internal;The email contains internal communication among employees and an

attachment that is not publicly available.;;;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is a forwarded email chain with a personal

attachment.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;The sender

is the data owner and the information is classified as Internal.;;GPT ignoring policy;4928;2024-08-07_13-35-30;The recipients are personal email addresses of the

sender.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.67556.MQJRQO1XSKJU11IVZEQSBR1HRUOM10I5A;Business conversation sent to a business addresses and a freemail address;The email chain discusses scheduling a meeting to

work on a finance case, with suggestions of meeting on Thursday evening with beer and pizza. The sender also comments on the ongoing election. The receivers

discuss availability and propose alternative meeting times, considering personal commitments and tasks related to the project.;Internal;Strictly

Confidential;Internal;the email contains internal communications about scheduling a meeting and discussing work-related tasks without sensitive

data.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to a finance case involving Enron employees.;;;y;Fully Readable

;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;Internal data were sent to business contacts only.;;GPT

ignoring policy;5560;2024-08-07_13-35-36;The recipients appear to be business contacts discussing a finance case.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.681520.OMY2ZCJYUIPYIJKE20RUHM4IR2D3QDECA;Personal chat;The email chain discusses the availability of tickets for a Matchbox Twenty concert. The sender and receivers

are coordinating ticket distribution, with sender confirming receipt of information. The conversation is personal and not related to company

business.;Public;nan;Public;the email contains information about concert tickets which is not related to company topics.;;;Sender;Sender ;The data belongs to the

sender because it is related to personal communication about concert tickets.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The information is public and may be sent to anyone, including personal

contacts.;;;5735;2024-08-07_13-35-42;The email includes the sender's personal email address indicating a personal contact.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.690397.MWKVSMO5YNS2ZDRJSZ0VYW1T4EDVSTF5A;Business conversation sent to a business addresses and a freemail address;"The sender provides detailed information on

various options for filing income tax returns after the mid-April deadline, including how to request an extension, installment plans, and the ""Offer in

Compromise"" program. The email is focused on personal tax-related actions and does not discuss company-related topics.";Internal;Public;Public;The email contains

general information about income tax filing and deadlines, which is publicly available and not related to company-specific data.;;;Organization;Sender ;The data

belongs to the sender because it is related to personal tax information.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy

Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;The information is public and the sender is the data owner, so it can be sent to anyone.;No

Incident;Policy Unclear;8582;2024-08-07_13-35-50;The recipients appear to be personal contacts based on their email addresses.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.699718.LORJZWOVN3DL0VJXWVXM2CRBFRZYVL4ZA;Business conversation sent to a business address and then senders personal address;The email from the sender to the

receivers discusses updates and reviews of attached files related to company agreements and performance values. It includes forwarded emails, where Lee Johnson

confirms the accuracy of serial numbers, amounts, and performance values, and Chris Cobb provides blacklined versions of CA Energy Development breakout agreements.

The content is strictly company-related, focusing on contract details and performance metrics.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email

contains customer information, financial data, and sensitive internal agreements that could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data

belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves multiple parties within Enron and external entities.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of the

sender.;;;43359;2024-08-07_13-36-02;The recipients include external business partners and the sender's personal email address.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.700181.NJCHZCILLZGZKPDBCLK3PMJNCAADXFTKA;Business conversation sent to a business address and then senders personal trashmail address;The email from the sender to

the receivers discusses comments from the regulatory side on the VEPCO Power Purchase Agreement (PPA). It includes a forwarded email chain with detailed

considerations on transmission and interconnection agreements, regulatory issues, and specific clauses within the PPA draft. The sender seeks confirmation on

whether the receivers have seen these comments before, indicating a focus on company-related topics and regulatory compliance.;Strictly

Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains detailed discussions about a Power Purchase Agreement (PPA) with VEPCO, including regulatory

comments and strategic considerations, which are sensitive and could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the

organization because it is related to company topics and involves internal communications about regulatory and contractual matters.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a trashmail

address.;;;22377;2024-08-07_13-36-11;The email is a business communication with Nancy Wodka, but Kay Mann's use of a trashmail address suggests a personal or

non-business contact.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.708005.PVVHNTLKLZLWU5JAXTJIBJDZHUBFV1EUA;Business conversation sent to a business address and then senders personal address;The email chain discusses the Fountain

Valley Transformer Agreement involving Enron and ABB. The sender and receivers are coordinating the finalization and distribution of the agreement, with specific

mentions of needing an override letter and ensuring project managers are on board. The email is strictly related to company matters, specifically the execution and

delivery of a transformer agreement.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains information about a specific agreement related to

company operations, which includes sensitive business details and could cause harm if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization

because it is related to company topics and involves multiple employees and external parties in the context of a business agreement.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;19344;2024-08-07_13-36-19;The email involves business communication with Peter J. Thompson and a personal email address of Kay Mann.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.711483.K5RRMJWVFT5TAMKG0HYME4DMNUFAZLJWB;Business conversation sent to a business address and then senders personal address;The sender informs the receivers that

they lack site-specific technical information for the equipment and will proceed without it. The email discusses company-related topics, including details about

dual fuel options, cost allocations, and the logistics of equipment delivery and storage. Two attachments are included: a change order document and a monthly

project report, both containing extensive technical and financial details about ongoing projects and equipment.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly

Confidential;The email contains sensitive company information, including customer details, financial data, and internal reports, which could harm the company if

disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves Enron's business transactions and

projects.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal

email address of the sender.;;;20990;2024-08-07_13-36-26;The email includes both business and personal contacts as recipients.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.714455.EPA0FLGSWS4RMLXPXB24V0NTVNAGU5HMB;Business conversation sent to a business addresses and a freemail address;The sender confirms that the GE legal opinion

should be dated May 2, coinciding with the execution date of the Turbine Contract. The sender asks the receivers to inform if the contract date changes from May 2.

The email discusses company-related topics and includes a forwarded message from one of the receivers.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The

email discusses a legal opinion related to a contract, which is sensitive company information.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization

because it is related to company topics and legal opinions regarding a contract.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;No;Policy

Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;6069;2024-08-07_13-36-33;This

email appears to be a business communication involving internal employees and external business partners discussing a legal opinion related to a

contract.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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3.714530.DPIYYLLDOSIKI2TAGWI5SFBD0TZ5SZV3A;Business conversation sent to a business addresses and a freemail address;The sender discusses the need to finalize the CofA

contract and advises against including combined cycle language due to potential resistance from GE. The email also includes a forwarded message from Eric Booth,

detailing revisions to the Austin S&S contract, including site-specific changes and the re-insertion of certain sections related to exhaust temperature and energy,

with attachments for further review. The content is strictly related to company business and contract specifics.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly

Confidential;The email contains information about a contract between Enron and GE, including specific details and discussions about contract terms and conditions,

which are sensitive and related to company operations.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company contracts

and business operations.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;Strictly

Confidential data were sent to business contacts.;;GPT ignoring policy;19375;2024-08-07_13-36-44;The email appears to be a business communication discussing

contract details with business contacts.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.717980.NYRSWKNYNPCAOTAYGVGXZ5K1K1EQCXDQB;Business conversation sent to a business address and then senders personal address;The sender apologizes for a previous

error and forwards an email about comparing two versions of the Capacity and Energy Contract between ENA and VEPCO. The forwarded email includes detailed changes

tracked using CompareRite software, highlighting company-related topics such as contract terms, pricing, and obligations. The sender also provides an attachment

showing the specific differences between the documents.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains a contract comparison and details

about the Capacity and Energy Agreement, which includes sensitive company information and customer-related data.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to

the organization because it is related to company topics and involves a contract between Enron and Virginia Electric and Power Company.;;;y;Fully

Readable;;n;Possibly Obfuscated;False Positive;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to

a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;14951;2024-08-07_13-36-52;The email includes the sender's personal email address indicating a personal

contact.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.718318.AUCKTPDNK15NPVYEZ0Z3YZRJDQLNPRT2A;Business conversation with empty attachments sent to a business address and a trashmail address;The email chain primarily

discusses company-related topics, including updates on the Mexican work project, Coral's approval status, and interviews with ENA. Additionally, there is mention

of personal interests such as acquiring Astros tickets and gossip about sports figures. The sender also thanks the recipient for their work on Coral and inquires

about the HSR on TurboPark.;Internal;nan;Internal;The email contains internal discussions about company operations and employee interactions, which are not

publicly available but do not contain sensitive data.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to Enron's business

activities and communications.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;Incident;Incident ;Internal data

were sent to an unknown recipient.;;;6989;2024-08-07_13-36-58;The relationship with Jason.Jacobs@mail.ru is unclear.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.818893.DFXQNJMFWSYF2XP2MJGVK503UCDFH5YSB;Business conversation sent to a business address and then senders personal address;The sender forwarded an email from George

Richards discussing a real estate investment opportunity in Austin, specifically the Westgate property, which promises a high return of over 40% per year over

three years. The email contains detailed financial projections and plans for the development, including zoning approvals and cost estimates. Additionally, George

Richards mentions recent personal challenges, including a storm affecting a construction project and his wife's health issues.;Strictly

Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains detailed financial data and business plans related to a specific project, which could harm the

company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is related to a private investment project and not directly related to

Enron.;;GPT Misses Context;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential

data were sent to personal email addresses.;;;24731;2024-08-07_13-37-05;The recipients are personal email addresses of the sender, indicating a personal

communication.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.819012.M0KD5JTBREDT4WIS52BKA5EJCPILKOYDB;Probably personal conversation, but including an unknown attachments with rents and prices, so potentially an incident.;The

sender forwarded an email from Lucy Gonzalez to the receivers, discussing the status of a rental property, including a tenant moving out and new tenants moving in.

The email contains an attached rent roll spreadsheet detailing various tenants, their rent payments, and other related information. The content is primarily

related to property management and tenant updates.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains detailed customer information, including

names, financial data, and personal identifiable information (PII), which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the

sender because it is related to Lucy Gonzalez's management of the Stagecoach Apartments.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of the

sender.;;;20966;2024-08-07_13-37-12;The recipients are the sender's personal email addresses.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.822302.FJ2ANNJBYS5I223E2NZCWREOL3GEJZCRB;Business conversation sent to a business addresses and a freemail address;The sender discusses the financial aspects of an

investment project, focusing on the payout of investment and builder's profit. The email includes a spreadsheet attachment and proposes a construction agreement

with specific equity incentives based on performance metrics. The sender suggests negotiating additional equity as part of the construction

contract.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains financial data and details about investment strategies which, if disclosed, could

harm the company.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the company because it is related to company topics and financial calculations related to a

construction project.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data

were sent to personal email addresses of non-business contacts.;;;5707;2024-08-07_13-37-19;The email appears to be discussing a personal investment or construction

project with individuals who are not clearly identified as business contacts.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.860276.GS2JHHNRLD0VALSYUMZWM0FM0QJ4X0YGB;Attachment containing potentially sensitive information sent to business contact and unknown freemail address;The sender

discusses the comparison of San Juan and Permian gas daily prices, attaching a detailed Excel sheet with historical price data. The email focuses on

company-related topics, specifically gas pricing information. No personal actions or forwarded emails are mentioned.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly

Confidential;The email contains financial data related to company operations which could cause significant harm if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data

belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and financial data.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy

Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;No;Policy Unclear;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;31002;2024-08-07_13-37-26;The email includes a personal email address indicating a personal contact.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.86141.NPAOEXJPWC0535K2N5OVMDXE0LYV5L4BA;Pesonal conversation;The email thread involves a discussion between the sender and receivers about a vacation rental property

called Point Reyes Egret's Overlook Home. The conversation is informal and personal, focusing on the details and suitability of the property for an upcoming trip,

with no company-related topics mentioned.;Public;nan;Public;the email contains personal and non-company related information about a vacation home.;;;Sender;Sender

;The data belongs to the sender because it is related to personal holiday plans.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;x;Yes;nan;No;;x;No;Policy

Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;The email contains public information which can be shared with anyone.;;;6460;2024-08-07_13-37-32;The recipient

Thomas W. Thompson is a regulatory body and Robert Sanchez appears to be a personal contact.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.892297.BV35WA1NSBR2MCRUC42DGDA5RKCI0HU2A;Business conversation sent to a business address and then senders personal address;The email from the sender to the

receivers contains a forwarded chain of emails that includes humorous quotes attributed to George W. Bush, Jr. The content is not related to company business but

rather consists of personal and political commentary.;Internal;nan;Public;the email contains quotes attributed to a public figure and does not include any

sensitive company-related information.;Public;Policy Unclear;Organization;Other ;The data consists of quotes attributed to George W. Bush, which are not owned by

any of the email participants.;Other;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;x;Yes;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;The

email contains public information, which can be sent to anyone, including personal contacts.;No Incident;Policy Unclear;9883;2024-08-07_13-37-39;The email includes

a regulatory body and the sender's personal email address.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.894562.JG54TPA0L15U3Q3HMMFEWDI2B34HHJQCB;Business conversation sent to a business address and then senders personal address;The sender, at the request of Sara

Shackleton, attached a proposed form of Schedule to the ISDA Master Agreement and a proposed form of counterparty legal opinion for review. The email is

company-related and seeks feedback from the receivers, providing contact numbers for further inquiries. The attachment includes detailed provisions and amendments

related to the ISDA Master Agreement between Enron North America Corp. and the Power Authority of the State of New York.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly

Confidential;The email contains sensitive company information related to a legal agreement and financial terms between Enron and another entity, which could cause

harm if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves a legal agreement between

Enron and the Power Authority of the State of New York.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident

;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;13497;2024-08-07_13-37-46;The email appears to be a business communication

involving both internal and external business contacts, but it also includes the sender's personal email address.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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3.920723.GO1PXVE0HUQB3U3CMZFHVEPNXSKQCSASA;Business conversation sent to a business addresses and a freemail address;The sender expresses excitement and emotional

response to an article by Peggy Noonan praising Joe Lieberman's selection as Al Gore's running mate, highlighting its positive impact on the Democratic Party and

American society. The email includes a forwarded message from Sally Painter, which contains the full text of Noonan's article, emphasizing Lieberman's qualities

and the significance of his candidacy as an Orthodox Jew. The content primarily discusses political and societal implications rather than company-related

topics.;Internal;nan;Public;The email contains information that is publicly available and discusses a publicly accessible press article.;Public;Policy

Unclear;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is a forwarded email containing a personal opinion and commentary.;Sender;Policy

Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;x;Yes;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;The information is public and can be

sent to anyone, including personal contacts.;No Incident;Policy Unclear;10818;2024-08-07_13-37-54;The email is sent to a university email address and a personal

email address, indicating non-business and personal contacts.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.92696.F1QSVHBNTMGV0SQT2IGYA4IPDPCXJUNLA;Business conversation sent to a business addresses and a freemail address;The email chain between the sender and receivers

discusses plans for a social gathering at the sender's place, including food and wine arrangements. Additionally, they mention the need to discuss Jay's place and

briefly scan the internet for locations at Bolinas. The conversation is primarily personal with a slight reference to company-related

topics.;Internal;nan;Public;the email contains personal arrangements and does not include any company-related information.;Public;Policy

Unclear;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is related to personal plans and arrangements.;Sender;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;x;Yes;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;The information is public and may be sent to anyone, including personal contacts.;No

Incident;Policy Unclear;6043;2024-08-07_13-38-00;The email involves both a business contact and a personal contact, with one recipient being from a regulatory body

and the other being the sender's personal email address.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.938727.PJOQUHVL3VO3Q5N5YZVVFHA0ONU2ZIFOB;Business conversation sent to a business addresses and a freemail address;The sender expresses interest in participating in

a Harvard Business School event and believes Enron would be an ideal case study. The sender has asked Christie Patrick to coordinate the effort and assist with

navigating Enron for the event. The email discusses company-related topics, specifically the logistics and potential benefits of featuring Enron as a case study in

an entrepreneurship course.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Internal;The email discusses internal company matters such as potential case studies and events

involving Enron, which are not publicly available but do not contain highly sensitive information.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the

organization because it is related to company topics and involves Enron's participation in a Harvard Business School event.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;x;Yes;;x;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;Internal data were sent to business contacts and a personal email

address, which is permissible.;;GPT ignoring policy;8530;2024-08-07_13-38-10;The email discusses a potential collaboration between Enron and Harvard Business

School, indicating a business relationship.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
3.948771.OZTW5ZCT4AX4IRTGCBCV5KSHNGGP3HK0B;Business conversation sent to a business address and a freemail address;The sender provided feedback on a partnership

presentation document, suggesting specific changes to slide 17 and commenting on the inclusion of ranges for MDs on slides 14 and 19. The email primarily discusses

company-related topics, including organizational structure, talent retention, and compensation models, and includes an attached PowerPoint presentation detailing

the transition to a professional partnership model for Enron.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains internal presentations and

reports with sensitive data related to Enron's business strategies and organizational structure, which could harm the company if

disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves internal strategic planning and

governance.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;x;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a

personal email address of the sender.;;;12873;2024-08-07_13-38-17;The email includes both business contacts and a personal email address of the sender.;Accidential

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.ADVBJEJAVFMODMXTXOHEODLMBSSDDZKET;Internal documents sent to personal trashmail account;The email from the sender to the receivers includes several

attachments related to company business. The attachments contain a management report detailing performance indicators, transaction summaries, and competitor

information, as well as documents outlining a possible energy standards organization structure and an amendment to a compression services agreement. The email is

strictly focused on company-related topics and does not mention any personal actions.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains

detailed financial data, customer information, and business plans which, if leaked, could harm the company.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the

organization because it is related to company topics, including management reports and contractual agreements.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address on a trashmail

service.;;;21437;2024-08-07_13-44-49;The recipient is the sender's personal email address on a trashmail service.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.AEPSDCQQLNUFCIEXQNUCATUWACRYJVZCH;Internal documents sent to personal trashmail account;The sender informs the receivers about several attachments related to

company-related topics, including a Master Firm Purchase/Sale Agreement between Enron North America Corp. and Brazos VPP Limited Partnership, a presentation on

energy services and trade negotiations, a promotional script for EnronOnline, legislative updates on energy and utility regulations, and Enron's strategic goals

for 2001. The email is strictly professional and contains multiple forwarded documents, highlighting various aspects of Enron's business operations and strategic

initiatives.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive company-related information such as customer contracts, financial

data, and internal reports, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to

company topics and involves agreements and strategic goals of Enron.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;Possibly Obfuscated;False

Positive;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email

address.;;;40949;2024-08-07_13-44-58;The recipient's email address appears to be a personal email address, indicating a personal relationship.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.AUPLFTBNDAWRMBIUBYIAKCTWZDRWFCVKO;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;"The sender forwarded several emails and attachments to the receivers. The

primary email includes a confidential letter of interest from Enron Net Works LLC to Prebon Energy regarding a potential transaction, emphasizing confidentiality

and non-binding terms. Additionally, there are attachments related to a gas nomination and a forwarded personal email chain discussing a ""Missing Man

Formation.""";Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains a letter of interest and a gas nomination form, both of which include

sensitive company information that could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to

company topics and transactions.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;No;Policy

Unclear;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;11108;2024-08-07_13-45-04;The recipient's email

address is a personal Hotmail account indicating a personal relationship.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.AYQAOWBNUHHSGSFFCGSHJTOOATGDFYAEW;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The email from the sender to the receivers contains multiple attachments,

primarily discussing company-related topics. The attachments include detailed transaction agreements, purchase requisitions, financial estimates, meeting agendas,

summaries of business limitations due to recent mergers and loan agreements, and letters addressing the California energy crisis. The email also includes a client

agreement with Bankers Trust International and general terms and conditions for HDD options.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email

contains a transaction agreement and financial data related to Enron and its customers, which could cause regulatory and operational issues if

disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves agreements and transactions

between Enron and its partners.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;x;Yes;;x;Yes;;Incident;Incident

;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a trashmail address, indicating a non-business contact.;;;43173;2024-08-07_13-45-15;The recipient's email address is a

trashmail address, indicating a personal or non-business contact, making the relationship unclear.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.BICAUPWFQEEFCUWEUEJJSQUNINASMMDAQ;Internal documents sent to personal trashmail account;The email from the sender to the receivers contains multiple

attachments, including URLs, financial planning documents, a mutual non-disclosure agreement, and legislative text. The sender discusses company-related topics,

such as energy rate designs, financial planning roles, and legislative amendments to the Federal Power Act. Additionally, there are references to personal actions,

such as fantasy football and auction websites.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive financial data, customer

information, and internal business plans, which if leaked, could harm the company.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is

related to company topics and involves internal and external business matters.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;18115;2024-08-07_13-45-21;The recipient's email address is a trashmail address indicating a personal or non-business contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→



386 Jan Domnik

42.655321.BOKHZSMLEFZVDSTATQLOAZNFEKDMKCAFR;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The sender discusses a resource drive share and includes several

attachments related to company operations and personal interests. The attachments cover topics such as Enron Australia's confirmation procedures, trading support

activities, VP hiring and promotion processes, and Enron North America's project approvals. The email primarily focuses on company-related topics, with detailed

procedural documents and project updates.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive company information, including internal

procedures, financial data, and proprietary business plans, whose loss could harm the company.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization

because it is related to company procedures, agreements, and operations.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;23533;2024-08-07_13-45-29;The recipient's email address appears to be a personal email address, indicating a personal relationship.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.CMIGOWKTBONTVKCQLXUOPETFSYECAZFOB;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The sender forwarded an email to the receivers that includes several

attachments, some of which contain company-related topics such as updates on the Granite project, discussions with various stakeholders, and a detailed agreement

between Enron North America Corp. and NorthWestern Generation I, LLC. Additionally, there are personal elements like a holiday celebration breakfast invitation and

queries about GCP requirements.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive business information related to company

transactions, customer interactions, and internal business plans that could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the

organization because it is related to company topics and transactions.;;;y;Not Fully Readable ;False Positive;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy

Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;Yes;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;14781;2024-08-07_13-45-37;The recipient's email address suggests a personal contact rather than a business contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.CQYXLROLPHNYQUHONRTGCLUXZCTNOYNGQ;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The sender informs the receiver not to respond to personal emails from the

East and includes several attachments. The attachments contain a mix of company-related documents, including storage declarations, billing summaries, a holiday

schedule, legal filings, and an indicative offer for a fixed price swap. The email primarily addresses company-related topics and includes detailed financial and

operational information.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains financial data and sensitive business information related to contracts

and agreements, the loss of which could harm the company.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics

and internal operations.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;No;Policy

Unclear;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;24911;2024-08-07_13-45-45;The recipient's email

address is a freemail account, indicating a personal contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.DFSFBRMIWSMKAXVGYUOALZGOUSYAQQCLF;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The sender forwarded several documents to the receivers, including an

ISDA Master Swap Agreement Worksheet, a California Public Utilities Commission decision, and a letter regarding changes to the EnronOnline Electronic Trading

Agreement. The email primarily discusses company-related topics such as credit decisions, legal agreements, and regulatory procedures. Additionally, there are

multiple internet shortcuts and a confirmation letter for a power sale agreement between Atlantic Richfield Company and Enron Power Marketing, Inc.;Strictly

Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive customer information, financial data, and contractual details that could harm the company if

leaked.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves Enron's business dealings and

agreements.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;Possibly Obfuscated;False Positive;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data

were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;30761;2024-08-07_13-45-55;The recipient is the sender's personal email address, indicating a

personal/non-business contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.DQGHCVBWOXVVEXAZDOTSCTKQMKBIZBUII;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The email from the sender to the receivers contains several

attachments, primarily focusing on company-related topics. The main content includes a detailed presentation by Susan J. Mara on electric restructuring in

California, highlighting the challenges and failures of customer choice in the retail market. Additionally, there are various attachments related to Enron's

strategies, regulatory issues, and partnership solutions, as well as some unrelated personal content such as a fantasy sports link.;Strictly

Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive internal presentations, business plans, and financial data related to Enron's operations and

strategies, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics

and activities.;;;y;Not Fully Readable ;False Positive;n;Possibly Obfuscated;False Positive;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident

;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;43851;2024-08-07_13-46-06;The recipient is the sender's personal email

address, indicating a personal/non-business contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.DRAGFORXKTXOPGUJZLXNYEZURECWZEXQS;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The sender provided detailed information on various topics, primarily related

to company operations and industry specifics. The email includes multiple attachments, such as transportation rates, a resume, a nomination summary, and energy

market outlooks, among others. The content is heavily focused on company-related topics, including financial data, project statuses, and market analyses.;Strictly

Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive financial data, personal identifiable information (PII), and business plans that could

harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and includes sensitive

business information.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;No;Policy

Unclear;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;59673;2024-08-07_13-47-38;The recipient's email

address is a personal email domain indicating a personal/non-business contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.EAASBULZFWDWKXQFXETBFVKPPAIFPCTDS;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The sender provided detailed information on various company-related

topics, including scheduling cuts, storage allocation, and contact points for measurement issues. The email also included a comprehensive project status update

covering ISDA negotiations, weather-related issues, and other high-priority tasks. Additionally, there were multiple attachments, some of which were not found, and

links to various resources.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive information related to company operations, customer

information, and internal project statuses, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it

is related to company topics and operations.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;Possibly Obfuscated;False

Positive;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;30914;2024-08-07_13-47-46;The recipient is the sender's personal email address indicating a personal contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.EFSHPMAVTQGYMDDFSLVGJZSGCMMRZTHIG;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The email from the sender to the receivers contains several

attachments discussing various company-related topics. These include operational details about Northern Natural Gas Company, an overview of wholesale power

trading, a business relationship proposal between DealBench and Freshfields, a non-disclosure agreement, an article on California's power crisis, and an

organizational announcement within Enron's EGM division. The email is strictly professional, focusing on company activities and strategic initiatives.;Strictly

Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive internal organizational changes and business strategies that could harm the company if

disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and internal organizational

announcements.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a

personal email address of a non-customer.;;;19366;2024-08-07_13-47-54;The recipient's email address appears to be a personal email address, indicating a personal

relationship.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.ELUHFHRCVLZCVFBWLBFQCBWTHVLZDEMOY;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The sender forwarded an email containing an audit and research plan from

Vasant Shanbhogue concerning Enron's VAR process. The forwarded email discusses various company-related topics such as monitoring secondary commodities,

investigating volatility process models, and addressing issues related to factor loadings for different commodities. The sender did not include any personal

actions in the email.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive information related to the company's audit and research

plans, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and

processes.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;No;Policy Unclear;Incident;Incident

;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;7521;2024-08-07_13-48-01;The recipient's email address appears to be a

personal freemail account, indicating a personal relationship.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→



Chapter – Appendixes 387

42.655321.EWGMOKDMGSVBJMYUFLLTKZWYGAAYYTMIC;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The email from the sender to the receivers contains multiple forwarded

emails and attachments discussing both company-related topics and personal actions. The main content includes updates on the Mexican energy sector, specifically

the appointments of key officials and their potential impact on privatization and energy policies. Additionally, there are details on U.S. electricity prices,

weather forecasts, and fundamental operating standards for business risk management within Enron.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Internal;The email contains

internal reports and information about company operations and market conditions that are not publicly available but do not contain sensitive data that would cause

significant damage if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and

operations.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Internal data were sent to a personal email

address.;;;14183;2024-08-07_13-48-10;The recipient is the sender's personal email address indicating a personal/non-business contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.FGJSSZVLCMRHUOACZHDPWJLNNBWEEFMIV;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The email from the sender to the receivers contains several

attachments related to Enron's business operations, including power purchase agreements, escrow agreements, nomination details, nonwaiver agreements, and

qualitative media analysis. The content primarily discusses company-related topics such as transaction confirmations, legal agreements, market analysis, and

authorized personnel for trading and fund transfers. The email includes multiple forwarded emails and attachments, highlighting various operational and strategic

aspects of Enron's business dealings.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive company information, including customer

contracts, financial data, and internal reports, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization

because it is related to company topics and involves multiple business transactions and agreements of Enron.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email

address.;;;30727;2024-08-07_13-48-19;The recipient's email address is a personal AOL account, indicating a personal relationship.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.GFHIEASJLXOVXITQQZTLGBCQEQXQQBBVW;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The sender informs the receiver about Enron's purchase of gas shares from

Continental for Quarantine Bay and mentions a revised availability date. The email includes three attachments: one with contact information for a contract analyst

at Devon Energy Corporation, and two internet shortcuts.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains information about Enron's business

dealings and a contract analyst's contact details, which are sensitive and related to the company's operations.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to

the organization because it is related to Enron's business transactions and contracts.;;;y;Not Fully Readable;False Positive;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy

Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;No;Policy Unclear;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email

address.;;;4680;2024-08-07_13-48-25;The recipient appears to be a personal contact due to the use of a freemail account (lycos.com).;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.GQTIQTVVHQGAMWSXSQMPHSRANSORBVQRF;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The sender forwarded an email from Sara Shackleton of the ECT Legal

department to the receivers. The forwarded email discusses the necessary steps for completing and executing Partial Assignments and Confirmations related to Grupo

Vitro entities, emphasizing the need for full execution and proper documentation. This email is strictly related to company matters and legal procedures.;Strictly

Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive information related to customer contracts and business transactions that could harm the

company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the company because it is related to company topics and involves legal and contractual

matters of Enron.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a

personal email address of a non-customer.;;;5601;2024-08-07_13-48-33;The recipient is the sender's personal email address indicating a personal

contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.GTEAQCMNXRDREYPAUNOIOQYXDLZEEKFGX;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The email from the sender to the receivers primarily discusses

company-related topics and includes several forwarded emails with attachments. The content covers various business activities, including regulatory affairs in

Europe, legal and compliance matters, and strategic initiatives like the formation of an independent transmission company. Additionally, there are detailed reports

on economic conditions, financial transactions, and internal company policies.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive company

information, including customer contracts, financial data, and internal reports with sensitive data, which could harm the company if

disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves multiple business activities and

agreements related to Enron.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were

sent to a personal email address.;;;41381;2024-08-07_13-48-44;The recipient is the sender's personal email address indicating a personal contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.GTOKHUGZSWKKXUDHXCVUBXLFBUALZVLYQ;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The sender forwarded several emails and attachments to the receivers,

discussing both company-related topics and personal actions. The attachments include a detailed legal letter about Kansas ad valorem tax refunds, legislative

amendments related to electric power, FERC activities for California, and confidential financial evaluations of Enron's global assets. Additionally, there is an

interview with Jeffery Skilling about Enron's market strategies and several internet shortcuts.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email

contains sensitive company information, including financial data, customer information, and internal reports, which could harm the company if

disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves legal and financial matters

concerning Enron.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a

personal email address of the sender.;;;29197;2024-08-07_13-48-51;The recipient's email address appears to be a personal email address of the sender.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.HBCXNXNKPDTEVUNWPRGJGAWUSPSDRBAOE;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The sender discusses several company-related topics in the email, including a

draft schedule to a Master Agreement between Enron North America Corp. and Morgan Guaranty Trust Company, detailing termination provisions, tax representations,

and document delivery agreements. The email also includes multiple attachments, such as a resume for an internship position, a research report on the impact of

higher energy prices on the U.S. economy, and a project report on control weaknesses and recommendations for the St. Louis-Metals Office.;Strictly

Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive company information, including financial data, contracts, and internal reports, which

could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves

agreements and internal processes of Enron.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;No;Policy

Unclear;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;19609;2024-08-07_13-48-58;The recipient's email

address is a personal Yahoo account indicating a personal relationship.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.HBHGZZBVVCRLAVLEYQPOWOEUNBKSGFBFR;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The sender discusses company-related topics, specifically mentioning

attachments that include a rate stabilization plan for Pacific Gas and Electric Company and a Master Firm Purchase/Sale Agreement between Houston Pipe Line Company

and Adams Resources Marketing, Ltd. The email includes detailed procedural information about transactions, recording methods, and confirmation processes.;Strictly

Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains a contract between Houston Pipe Line Company and Adams Resources Marketing, Ltd., which is related to the

company and its loss might cause trouble.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves

business agreements and regulatory responses.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly

Confidential data were sent to a personal email address.;;;8498;2024-08-07_13-49-04;The recipient is the sender's personal email address indicating a personal

contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.HNPNLSWOBBWVSYZVZZVQTJFOVKEAHULLE;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The sender informs the receiver about recent changes and clarifications to

Enron's market risk management practices, including increased VaR limits and new risk metrics. The email contains several attachments, including summaries of

policy changes, a memorandum on a limit violation, an amendment to a transformer purchase option, and various regulatory and market updates. The content is

primarily focused on company-related topics and risk management procedures.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive

internal company information related to market risk management practices, which, if disclosed, could potentially harm the company.;;;Organization;Organization ;The

data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves Enron's market risk management practices, contractual agreements, and

internal procedures.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;No;Policy

Unclear;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address.;;;53347;2024-08-07_13-49-14;The recipient's email address is a

personal Hotmail account, indicating a personal relationship.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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42.655321.HQAYKHJYGCCRELLSFBLSELQQJYWQOLPXS;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The sender discusses various company-related topics, including detailed

financial and deal information for Enron Global Markets, covering multiple sectors such as crude products, coal, vessel trading, emissions, weather, and finance.

The email includes multiple attachments, such as URLs, press releases, and detailed financial data, highlighting the company's ongoing and completed deals.

Additionally, there is a press release about a new venture finance program by Information Technology University, and a resume of an Enron employee.;Strictly

Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains detailed financial data and business plans related to Enron's deals and activities, which could harm the

company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and contains confidential business

information.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;Yes;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly

Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;29944;2024-08-07_13-49-23;The recipient's email address suggests a personal contact

rather than a business or regulatory body.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.HQEGTTDFGRETCGVNGEVEWBUVFOUJWZXGE;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The sender informs the receivers about a significant proposal by the

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to reform California's deregulated electricity market to curb high prices, emphasizing its potential impact on utilities and

consumers. The email includes two attachments: one detailing the proposed market changes and another containing a resume of Sanjeev K. Khanna, highlighting his

expertise in risk management and trading. The content primarily revolves around company-related topics and regulatory actions.;Internal;nan;Public;The email

contains publicly available information from a Wall Street Journal article and a professional resume.;Public;Policy Unclear;Organization;Other ;The data belongs to

a third party, specifically Dow Jones & Company, Inc., and Sanjeev K. Khanna.;Other;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;The information is public and may be sent to anyone, including personal

contacts.;No Incident;Policy Unclear;11966;2024-08-07_13-49-31;The recipient's email address appears to be a personal email address of the sender, indicating a

personal contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.HUOVTNIHZZQBYXCHLAJTCFGTWYRKSESKX;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The sender discusses various company-related topics in the email, including

gas nominations, legal proceedings, and energy market transactions. The email contains multiple forwarded messages and attachments, such as a gas nomination form,

a court motion for a preliminary injunction, an assignment agreement for a natural gas purchase and sale, and various financial and regulatory documents. The

sender does not mention any personal actions.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive customer information, financial data,

and internal business plans which, if leaked, could harm the company.;;;Organization;Other ;The data in the email and its attachments includes information owned by

third parties such as Calpine, Baltimore Gas and Electric Company, Crestar Energy Marketing Corp., BP Canada Energy Marketing Corp., and others.;Other;Policy

Unclear;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;Yes;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential

data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;41643;2024-08-07_13-49-40;The recipient's email address suggests a personal contact rather than a

business or institutional relationship.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.HWFFVYRQLFZHSJAYMQCHNCPMTXQMFQNQH;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The sender discusses several company-related topics, including

detailed procedures for Enron's energy transmission agreements and scheduling. The email also includes attachments with URLs and a document outlining the

initiatives of an Information Flow Task Force aimed at improving communication and technology use within the company. The content is primarily focused on

operational and strategic aspects of Enron's business.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains detailed information about Enron's

energy transactions and internal task force initiatives, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the

organization because it is related to company operations and agreements.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email

address.;;;9078;2024-08-07_13-49-46;The recipient is the sender's personal email address indicating a personal contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.HWWCDZYOFOUCYUUNTNDLQGICMORSAFWBX;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The sender forwarded several emails and attachments to the receivers,

discussing both company-related and external topics. The primary email content includes a letter to Ambassador David L. Aaron regarding the US-EU Data Privacy

“Safe Harbor” principles, a California ISO report on energy market issues, a confirmation of a commodity swap with the Royal Bank of Canada, and an evaluation form

for Analyst & Associate Programs. The email covers regulatory, market, and internal organizational matters, indicating a mix of professional and operational

concerns.;Internal;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive customer information, financial data, and business plans, which could harm the company if

leaked.;Public;Policy Unclear;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves multiple

business-related documents and communications.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly

Confidential data were sent to a personal email address.;;;42442;2024-08-07_13-50-01;The recipient is the sender's personal email address, indicating a

personal/non-business contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.IOHYEKBXOFHEPZRFEPMEMQRHMSZCXHBHM;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The sender forwarded an email to themselves containing several

attachments. The attachments include a draft of a Master Netting, Setoff, and Security Agreement involving Enron entities, a travel itinerary for Vince Kaminski,

details of financial and physical gas options, configurations for generation connections, crude oil production data, and a memorandum regarding a legal case

involving El Paso Natural Gas Company. The email primarily discusses company-related topics and legal proceedings.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly

Confidential;The email contains sensitive company-related information, including legal agreements, financial transactions, and internal communications that could

harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and agreements involving

Enron and its counterparties.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data

were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;22110;2024-08-07_13-50-11;The recipient is the sender's personal email address, indicating a personal

contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.IORUMUHNHNGWLKVVKYVMRBUOTROSWXLMV;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The sender discusses various company-related topics, including updates on the

PG&E solution, the Cuiaba I Integrated Project, and the California energy crisis. The email contains multiple forwarded messages and attachments, detailing project

financing, legal issues, and market conditions. Additionally, the sender provides insights into power industry presentations and research group

activities.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive information related to company projects, customer information,

financial data, and internal reports, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is

related to company topics and operations.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;No;Policy

Unclear;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address.;;;26194;2024-08-07_13-50-19;The recipient's email address suggests a

personal contact rather than a business or regulatory entity.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.ISPHRWRTGCRJGQNXCLMBCEKHZWWLGOXQD;URL sent to unknown account;The sender shared a URL link related to America West's travel specials with the receiver. The

email does not discuss any company-related topics or personal actions.;Public;nan;Public;The email contains a URL to a publicly available website, which does not

relate to company-sensitive information.;;;Sender;Organization ;The data belongs to the company because it is related to company topics.;;GPT Misses Context;y;Not

Fully Readable;False Positive;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;Yes;;No Incident;No Incident ;Public

information was shared, which can be sent to anyone, including personal contacts.;;;4219;2024-08-07_13-50-24;The recipient's email address appears to be a personal

freemail account, indicating a personal relationship.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.IVSNHIVKWANEUZNDVWYAVWSHOUOIUIJTY;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The email from the sender to the receivers includes several forwarded emails

and attachments discussing both company-related topics and personal actions. The main subjects cover California's power problems, a Master Services Agreement

between Crestone Energy Ventures and Enron North America, lawsuits alleging price manipulation by utilities, and various professional and technical documents

related to energy and legal matters. The sender also includes a personal resume and several technical and contractual documents related to natural gas and

electricity services.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive company-related information, including internal agreements,

contracts, and operational details that could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is

related to company topics and involves agreements, contracts, and industry information pertinent to Enron's business operations.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;Yes;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email

address of a non-customer.;;;37481;2024-08-07_13-50-33;The recipient's email address is a personal Yahoo account, indicating a personal relationship.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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42.655321.JAWREOQCLBAWUQVPEOCGKJINMYYBCGURC;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The email from the sender to the receivers contains two attachments.

The first attachment discusses California's emergency measures to buy electricity directly from generators to avoid blackouts, involving legislative action and

potential long-term contracts. The second attachment is a vCard for Larry L. Black from Southwest Gas Corporation. The email primarily addresses company-related

topics concerning energy procurement and management.;Internal;nan;Internal;The email contains internal data such as employee contact information and internal

communication that is not publicly available but does not cause significant damage if lost.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization

because it is related to company topics and involves information about state actions and energy purchases.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Internal data were sent to a personal email address.;;;6353;2024-08-07_13-50-40;The

recipient is the sender's personal email address.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.JMQIQXIIABPAJRZHUKWBHVHQOQWXMSELA;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The email from the sender to the receivers includes several

attachments related to company matters. The first attachment is an amendment to an ISDA Swap Agreement with Shenandoah Energy, Inc., detailing credit terms and

collateral requirements. The second attachment provides installation instructions for the Enron North America Decision Analysis Executive Reports Viewer. The third

attachment is a performance review letter addressing an employee's failure to meet specific goals within the EnronOnLine team. The fourth attachment is a

Compression Services Agreement between Transwestern Pipeline Company and Enron Compression Services Company. Other attachments include URLs to Rigzone articles, an

agreement between CA Energy Development II, L.L.C. and GE Packaged Power, Inc., a response to a public utility commission docket, a gas aggregation service

schedule, a data request to Bonneville Power Administration, a management report, a Rice University grade roster, and a project checklist for Transwestern Pipeline

Company.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive information related to company contracts, financial data, and customer

information, which could harm the company if leaked.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and

involves multiple business-related documents and agreements.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident

;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;37882;2024-08-07_13-50-49;The recipient is the sender's personal email

address, indicating a personal/non-business contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.JVGIQKGXNSDZFJGMNDHEADCIHAFIGDMQB;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The email from the sender to the receivers includes a forwarded letter

and an attached resume. The forwarded letter addresses a disagreement between PNM and SRP regarding changes in business practices at Palo Verde, highlighting

objections and potential impacts on interchange scheduling and system reliability. The attached resume details the professional experience and qualifications of

Robin Rodrigue, an analyst at Enron North America.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive business information related

to company operations and contractual disputes which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it includes

personal information about the sender's professional experience and qualifications.;;GPT Misses Context;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;10004;2024-08-07_13-50-55;The recipient is the sender's personal email address, indicating a personal contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.KSOYWWPKVPHDHDXYCCRZSSUERJVUFAEIL;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The sender informs the receivers about several topics, including a notice of

filing by Automated Power Exchange, Inc. with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, and details on the Commodity Futures Modernization Act of 2000. The email

includes multiple attachments with URLs and documents related to both company-related regulatory updates and personal interests such as sports and

shopping.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Internal;The email contains internal reports and information about regulatory filings and legislative matters that are

relevant to the company's operations.;;;Organization;Other ;The data belongs to a third party, specifically the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and Automated

Power Exchange, Inc., as it involves regulatory filings and notices.;Other;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy

Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;No;Policy Unclear;Incident;Incident ;Internal data were sent to a personal email

address.;;;9748;2024-08-07_13-51-02;The recipient's email address appears to be a personal email, indicating a personal relationship.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.KTAZGUUQJKVIIXEQIQXUSGWIGMKNSKMNM;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The email from the sender to the receivers contains multiple forwarded

emails and attachments discussing various company-related topics. The primary content includes a review of independent contractor agreements, a legal case

involving Conoco and Northern Natural Gas, Enron's transaction summaries, a meeting summary with the General Land Office, and an overview of Enron's LPG

investments in Puerto Rico. Additionally, there are financial updates, regulatory summaries, and a promissory note. The sender also includes a draft agenda for an

environmental symposium and a strategy meeting on U.S. emissions.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive internal company

information, including legal documents, financial data, customer contracts, and proprietary business strategies.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to

the organization because it is related to company topics and involves internal agreements, legal matters, and business transactions.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email

address.;;;56566;2024-08-07_13-51-12;"The recipient is the sender's personal email address, indicating a personal/non-business contact.""";Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.LHYNDAASPNUPEIZBRFIAIYPMIUMIKDBFN;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The sender discusses several company-related issues, including the potential

bankruptcy filings of TW and NNG, which could jeopardize various deals and projects, such as the Pleasant Hill Power Plant and Project Max. The email also

highlights the financial risks and revenue losses associated with these potential bankruptcies, including impacts on credit ratings, contract negotiations, and the

ability to attract and retain talent. Additionally, the email contains three attachments: a URL link, an EOL approval form, and detailed financial and operational

issues related to the company's current situation.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive financial data, business

plans, and customer information that could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related

to company topics and involves multiple aspects of Enron's business operations.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy

Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;No;Policy Unclear;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;11969;2024-08-07_13-51-20;The recipient uses a personal email address suggesting a personal relationship.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.LJHXIDEUHWIOOPNHRJTFLBGPCMCRKHFAA;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The sender provided a detailed list of contact information for various

employees and departments within the company, including phone numbers and pager/cell numbers. The email contains company-related information, specifically focusing

on security, technical support, and building operations. Additionally, there is a mention of an attachment that could not be found.;Internal;Strictly

Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains detailed employee contact information, which is internal data that should be protected to prevent potential

harm to the company.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it contains internal contact information and security details

related to Enron employees and facilities.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly

Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of the sender.;;;12775;2024-08-07_13-51-26;The recipient's email address appears to be a personal email

address of the sender.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.MAFXSPHAPIMKMYUJDFGEKMZYSWJJKUGRD;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The sender discusses the energy crisis in California, focusing on the

failures and potential solutions related to deregulation. The email includes two attachments: one detailing lessons and recommendations for improving California's

energy policies, and another op-ed emphasizing the need for further deregulation and federal oversight to resolve the crisis. The content is company-related,

addressing significant issues in the energy sector and proposing strategic actions.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains

internal reports and presentations with sensitive data related to the company's operations and strategies, which could harm the company if

disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and was created by Enron.;;;y;Fully

Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email

address.;;;10387;2024-08-07_13-51-32;The recipient's email address appears to be a personal email address of the sender.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.MPMNCFRSEOYBJXRMEWXAVAROQKUZYVQMA;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The sender informs the receivers about the upcoming 2001 Enron Law

Conference, which will be held from May 2-4 in San Antonio, Texas. The email includes detailed instructions for registration, accommodation, and the conference

schedule, emphasizing the shift to an online RSVP system and the availability of conference materials online. Additionally, the email contains several forwarded

attachments, including a resume, a draft decision by the California Public Utilities Commission, a personal party invitation, a fitness class schedule, and various

internet shortcuts.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Internal;The email contains information about an internal company event and employee contact details, which are

not publicly available but do not contain sensitive data that could significantly harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to

the organization because it is related to company topics and activities.;;;y;Fully Readable;;y;Possibly Obfuscated;;nan;No;Policy

Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;Yes;;Incident;Incident ;Internal data were sent to a personal email

address.;;;59932;2024-08-07_13-51-45;The recipient's email domain suggests a personal contact rather than a business or regulatory entity.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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42.655321.NFNDUHCSNTQYHXNZFWVPYSNSCJSITMGNI;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The email from the sender to the receivers contains multiple forwarded

emails and attachments discussing various company-related topics. The primary content includes detailed discussions on contract terminations between Enron and

Pacific Gas & Electric Company due to PG&E's bankruptcy, a draft term sheet for a power marketing alliance between Enron and Texas-New Mexico Power Company, and a

daily gas nomination report from Calpine to Enron. Additionally, there are several attachments related to energy supply and efficiency proposals, LNG weekly

reports, and various agreements and proposals concerning energy trading and management.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains

sensitive information related to company contracts, financial data, and business plans, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The

data belongs to the company because it is related to company topics and involves contractual and business agreements between Enron and other entities.;;;y;Fully

Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of

the sender.;;;45352;2024-08-07_13-51-57;The recipient's email address appears to be a personal email address of the sender, indicating a personal

relationship.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.NGBIPMITDVJZZVLQNNYBUYTKPSWFXSEZD;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The sender discusses several company-related topics in the email, including a

letter of credit format for Enron North America Corp., proposed changes to the WSPP Agreement, and a certificate of authority for Enron Canada Corp. The email

contains multiple attachments, such as internet shortcuts, a memorandum on WSPP Agreement changes, and a high-level systems matrix for global energy operations.

The sender also forwards a password application for Houston Pipe Line Company’s online operations.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email

contains sensitive company-related information, including financial data, customer information, and internal reports, which could harm the company if

disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves Enron's business operations and

agreements.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;No;Policy Unclear;Incident;Incident

;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;26335;2024-08-07_13-52-05;The recipient's email address is a personal

freemail account, indicating a personal/non-business contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.NQDRHDBFVJDVRZLBJDNPOHNWYHUPMROUX;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The email from the sender to the receivers includes multiple forwarded

emails and attachments discussing both company-related topics and personal actions. The primary content involves a confidentiality agreement between Enron North

America Corp. and Cinergy Corp. regarding potential strategic alliances and joint ventures, as well as a Master Firm Purchase/Sale Agreement between Enron North

America Corp. and AEC Marketing (USA) Inc. Additionally, there are references to a Paper/Pulp Deal Ticket and a broken link to a Blue Mountain greeting

card.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains information about a confidentiality agreement and details of business transactions,

which if disclosed could harm the company.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves

agreements and transactions between Enron and other entities.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident

;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;17785;2024-08-07_13-52-13;The recipient is the sender's personal email

address indicating a personal contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.NRLKMUWKWPOUOYDKSODUMVSBNDPUTNOCH;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The sender informs the receivers about an invitation from the Journal of

Applied Corporate Finance to write an article on Enron's transformation from a regulated pipeline company to an innovative energy company. The email includes

detailed plans for the article, focusing on Enron's energy strategy, research methods, and interview questions for Enron's top management. Additionally, the email

contains multiple attachments related to company operations, including a trading agreement, financial summaries, and market reports.;Strictly

Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;This email contains detailed information about Enron's business strategies, financial data, and internal processes, the loss

of which could harm the company.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves Enron's

business operations and strategies.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;No;Policy

Unclear;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;44009;2024-08-07_13-52-23;The recipient's email

address is a personal email address, indicating a personal relationship.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.NXROVWBJBZQHAIKVPGJWZCRYXMZGYDMTA;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The email from the sender to the receivers includes several forwarded emails

and attachments. The primary content revolves around company-related topics such as a summary of a phone conversation with Speaker Hertzberg about power plant

legislation, a long-term energy management agreement between Enron and Starwood Hotels & Resorts, and various financial and operational details related to Enron's

business activities. Personal actions or topics are not mentioned in the email.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive

internal communications and financial data, which if leaked, could harm the company.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it

is related to company topics and business operations.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;Possibly Obfuscated;False Positive;nan;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy

Unclear;nan;No;;x;Yes;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;30382;2024-08-07_13-52-34;The

recipient's email domain suggests a personal or non-business contact, and the relationship is unclear.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.OMWVVUVIZIOJXZYJHXPQZEDRXSDGJYRSD;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The sender forwarded an email to the receivers containing several

attachments, including a non-exclusive license agreement between Enron Corp. and Enron International Ltd., and a document discussing hydrocarbon working group

issues. The email primarily discusses company-related topics, focusing on licensing agreements and industry-specific issues.;Internal;Strictly

Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains a non-exclusive license agreement involving Enron Corp, which includes sensitive company information and

contractual details.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and agreements involving

Enron.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;No;Policy Unclear;Incident;Incident ;Strictly

Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;8751;2024-08-07_13-52-41;The recipient's email address is a freemail account,

indicating a personal contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.ONXGYTBGFQYYBCEEAHLXDMWOKJCVNPJJL;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The sender forwarded multiple emails and attachments to the receivers,

primarily discussing company-related topics. The emails include a confirmation letter for a commodity swap transaction, an EOL approval form, and various internet

shortcuts. Additionally, there are attachments related to Enron's annual report, a market update on the California energy crisis, and an Enron guaranty

agreement.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive company-related information, including customer contracts and

financial data, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company

topics and involves Enron's business transactions and agreements.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email

address.;;;38217;2024-08-07_13-52-48;The recipient is the sender's personal email address indicating a personal communication.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.PIDADANUPTXHGCQAPLSVWVNFFMSVHBUAO;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;"The sender discusses several company-related topics in the email, including

Enron Corp.'s comments on the ""Electricity Competition and Reliability Act,"" the issuance of passwords for accessing Enron's electronic transaction and auction

facilities, and details on nondeductible lobbying expenses. The email also contains various attachments, including memorandums, professional experience summaries,

gas position reports, and other business-related documents.";Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive company information,

including internal memorandums, financial data, and customer information, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs

to the organization because it is related to company topics and activities.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;Yes;;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;No;;nan;No;;x;Yes;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;36580;2024-08-07_13-52-57;The recipient's email domain suggests a personal email address, making the relationship unclear.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.PJDRBQMDZYKGLJGMGXQJJXDTDVGVALXMJ;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The email from the sender to the receivers contains several

attachments, primarily discussing company-related topics. The attachments include detailed information on counterparties without ISDA agreements, a treasury

summary, a new vision communication rollout, a conference announcement, a power supply agreement, and updates on various projects and agreements. Additionally,

there are mentions of discontinuing electricity service to California residential customers and a humorous article about a deceased candidate running for

Senate.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive company information, including customer names, financial data, and business

plans, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and

involves multiple internal and external stakeholders.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;Possibly Obfuscated;False

Positive;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;44126;2024-08-07_13-53-05;The recipient's email address appears to be a personal freemail account, indicating a personal relationship.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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42.655321.QQTPYVMSQDLISLIGNTSZOPUECLYTUDUWP;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The sender discusses a strategic public relations and public affairs

communications program for the Alliance for Retail Markets, emphasizing the Gable Group's experience and methodologies. Additionally, the email includes a detailed

Enron Risk Assessment and Control Deal Approval Sheet for a Power Purchase Agreement with Indian Mesa Power Partners II L.P., outlining the deal's structure,

risks, and expected outcomes. The email contains multiple attachments, including reports and a professional profile.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly

Confidential;The email contains sensitive company information including customer contracts, financial data, and business plans, which could harm the company if

disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves Enron's business

activities.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;No;Policy Unclear;Incident;Incident

;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;19216;2024-08-07_13-53-12;The recipient's email address is a freemail

account, suggesting a personal contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.RFKBWSSESBJYBKRXOIWSICUINSGPPADDG;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The sender discusses various company-related topics, including economic

recovery indicators in Brazil and their potential impact on the federal government's image. Additionally, the email contains multiple forwarded messages detailing

Enron's risk policy notifications and limit violations for specific dates and business units. The attachments include executive summaries, risk policy

notifications, and links to external websites.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains financial data and internal reports with

sensitive data related to Enron's trading activities and risk management, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs

to the organization because it is related to company topics and internal risk management reports.;;;y;Not Fully Readable ;False Positive;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;No;Policy Unclear;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a

personal email address.;;;13572;2024-08-07_13-53-17;The recipient's email address is a personal email address, indicating a personal relationship.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.SDAHWGCJJSNBAWWRGHAYWCXWHVYOECSAO;Internal documents sent to personal trashmail account;The email from the sender to the receivers contains multiple

attachments discussing various company-related topics. The attachments include detailed information on the Balancing Charge Account (BCA) for gas rate schedules, a

Read-Only Electronic Trading Agreement, terms for default and termination of contracts, an overview of EnronOnline's e-commerce initiatives, and key messages for

governors regarding energy market policies. The email is strictly business-related, focusing on operational, legal, and strategic aspects of the company's

activities.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive company-related information, including financial data and internal

reports, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and

operations.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a

personal email address of a non-customer.;;;21393;2024-08-07_13-53-24;The recipient's email address is a trashmail address indicating a personal or non-business

contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.SXIQLYNOPVVTAJHRABAAIMAMTZVGBFGZN;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The sender discusses various company-related topics, including a load

control management agreement between Transwestern Pipeline Company and Enron Compression Services Company, a proposed bill to amend the Federal Power Act, and an

action plan for the U.S. natural gas industry. Additionally, the email contains multiple attachments, including URLs, financial data, project details, and concerns

about NERC's efforts to increase grid security post-September 11, 2001. The email is heavily focused on business and regulatory matters relevant to the energy

sector.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains customer names and customer information, which are considered strictly confidential as

their loss might harm the company.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and includes

information about Enron's business dealings and agreements.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident

;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;34949;2024-08-07_13-53-35;The recipient's email address appears to be a

personal email address, indicating a personal relationship.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.SYULYIARUDJYGVWAQXBZKIGVQQBFNFBAJ;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The sender provided a detailed list of Enron's business units and key

personnel, along with some financial data related to options trading. Additionally, the email includes internet shortcuts to external websites, one of which

appears related to travel and another to fantasy football.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Internal;The email contains an internal organization chart and some

internal data which is not publicly available but its loss would not cause significant damage to the company.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the

organization because it is related to company topics and includes internal business information.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Internal data were sent to a personal email address.;;;7570;2024-08-07_13-53-41;The

recipient is the sender's personal email address indicating a personal contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.TDXXBRSSQNSVXMLZFUDSPMDWQWARTQOKY;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The sender forwarded an email containing multiple attachments,

including links and a detailed article about the U.S. power market's need for fairer transmission rules. The article discusses industry demands for action to

address price volatility and ensure fair competition, highlighting comments from Enron's Steve Kean and FERC Commissioner William Massey. The email focuses on

company-related topics, specifically issues within the electricity market and regulatory challenges.;Internal;Public;Public;The email contains publicly available

information such as news articles and publicly accessible URLs.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company

topics and industry regulations.;;;y;Not Fully Readable ;False Positive;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;No Incident ;The

information is public and may be sent to anyone, including personal contacts.;No Incident;Policy Unclear;9836;2024-08-07_13-53-47;The recipient's email address

suggests a personal contact or private email address of the sender.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.TKJBCWWLTEEFIBULCTZVLXQJXNWQRSQNI;Internal documents sent to personal trashmail account;The email from the sender to the receivers contains multiple

attachments related to company projects and agreements. The attachments include detailed information about the Caithness Big Sandy Project, an Interruptible Gas

Gathering Agreement between Lost Creek Gathering Company and Enron North America Corp, a commodity options table, an organizational chart for New Albany Power I,

LLC, and a confirmation for an interest rate swap transaction between Royal Bank of Canada and Enron Canada Corporation. The email primarily discusses

company-related topics, including project proposals, agreements, and financial transactions.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email

contains sensitive company-related information, including customer information, financial data, and business plans, which could harm the company if

disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves multiple business transactions

and agreements.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a

personal email address of a non-customer.;;;30835;2024-08-07_13-53-57;The recipient's email address is a trashmail address, indicating a personal or non-business

contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.TZAWCFEUEAQSNLJTURXKBYRYGXOKRWLFT;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The sender discusses company-related topics, specifically detailing sales and

refunds of energy services pursuant to a DOE order. The email includes an extensive attachment with data on energy sales, quantities, and financial figures for

various dates, highlighting refunds and instructed energy metrics. No personal actions or forwarded emails are mentioned.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly

Confidential;The email contains detailed financial data and customer information, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data

belongs to the organization because it is related to company transactions and financial data.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy

Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;No;Policy Unclear;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;13097;2024-08-07_13-54-04;The recipient's email address is a personal email address, indicating a personal relationship.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.UEBVPYBJBPPSGVLXOHFJCSQGUTZDNTVOX;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The sender discusses various topics in the email, including a

forwarded memorandum from Boeing regarding product demonstrations and a letter to Governor Gray Davis about California's energy crisis. Additionally, the email

contains an attachment related to Transwestern Pipeline Company's response to protests concerning tariff amendments. The email covers both company-related topics

and personal actions.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive information related to a product demonstration involving

Boeing and a customer, which could potentially cause regulatory trouble if leaked.;;;Organization;Other ;The data belongs to third parties such as Boeing, the

Governor of California, and Transwestern Pipeline Company.;Other;Policy Unclear;y;Fully Readable ;;n;Possibly Obfuscated;False

Positive;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;10004;2024-08-07_13-54-11;The recipient's email address is a personal email address, indicating a personal/non-business contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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42.655321.UGDAEWZJVEDBTJZSZAXEMDPXPWBQTXLRC;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The email from the sender to the receivers includes multiple attachments,

with content ranging from internet shortcuts to detailed technical specifications and customer billing information. The email primarily discusses company-related

topics, including transformer accessories, vendor data sheets, and a sample consolidated bill for a customer. There are no personal actions mentioned, and the

email is focused on business and technical details.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains detailed customer information and

technical specifications related to company operations, which could cause significant harm if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the

organization because it is related to company topics and includes technical specifications and customer information relevant to Enron.;;;y;Not Fully Readable;False

Positive;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;No;Policy Unclear;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data

were sent to a personal email address.;;;21243;2024-08-07_13-54-18;The recipient's email domain suggests a personal or non-business contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.UJVUYFHBLMYUGJMQZUZNBVKASUDSZUKHK;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The email from the sender to the receivers contains multiple forwarded

emails and attachments discussing company-related topics. The primary focus is on power prices, load growth, and generation responses in the Western United States,

particularly California, during the summer of 2000. Additionally, there is a detailed confirmation of a financial transaction involving Enron Asset Holdings LLC

and the Royal Bank of Canada, and a brief mention of a Veterans Memorial U.M.C Mass Choir event.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email

contains detailed financial data, business plans, and sensitive internal reports related to Enron's operations and strategies, which could harm the company if

disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves Enron's business activities and

agreements.;;;y;Not Fully Readable ;False Positive;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data

were sent to a personal email address.;;;18617;2024-08-07_13-54-25;The recipient's email address appears to be a personal email address, indicating a personal

relationship.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.UPBKJOQHRWIYHNZYRVTTULSNQXUCZWGQL;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The sender forwarded an email containing two attachments to the

receivers. The first attachment is an IAFE membership application form, and the second attachment includes detailed monthly reports on fuel inventory levels,

costs, delivery schedules, and price forecasts, relevant to the Fuel Management Agreement. The email discusses company-related topics, including negotiations for a

new Fuel Supply Agreement with Indian Oil Corporation Limited and updates on LNG procedures.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email

contains detailed financial data, customer information, and sensitive business plans which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The

data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and operations.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;8836;2024-08-07_13-54-32;The recipient is the sender's personal email address indicating a personal contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.URMKXDYUYDJEIXCQCPDRQGXWELQWMWYCI;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The email from the sender to the receivers includes multiple

attachments, primarily focusing on company-related topics. The attachments contain detailed reports and agreements related to Enron's North American Gas and Power

transactions, regulatory risk management, and various business agreements. Additionally, there are personal internet shortcuts included in the

email.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains detailed internal transaction data and business agreements, the loss of which could

harm the company.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and includes proprietary information

about Enron's transactions and agreements.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly

Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;33400;2024-08-07_13-54-40;The recipient is the sender's personal email address,

indicating a personal/non-business contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.VETJLOQJFRMCXJNFCPGTNIOUCBBCRNTRJ;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The email from the sender to the receivers contains multiple

attachments, including a financial statement, a California energy update, and various business-related documents. The sender discusses both personal actions, such

as a lottery URL, and company-related topics, including financial data, energy market updates, and technical questions about equipment modifications. The email

also includes forwarded content related to Enron's business dealings and market assessments.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email

contains financial data and internal reports with sensitive data, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender

because it includes personal URLs and questions that are specific to the sender's interests and activities.;;GPT Misses Context;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;30175;2024-08-07_13-54-49;The recipient's email address appears to be a personal email address of the sender, indicating a personal

relationship.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.VHJFOPQHHYIBORCQDDNIIYZWRJUDLHBVM;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The sender discusses a Participant Agreement with IntercontinentalExchange,

LLC, detailing terms for accessing and using the electronic trading exchange for physical commodities and derivatives. The email also includes several attachments,

such as a gas supply proposal, a draft schedule to a master agreement, and various internet shortcuts. The content primarily focuses on company-related topics,

including trading agreements, financial proposals, and operational updates.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive

company information, including customer contracts, financial data, and business plans, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The

data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and agreements.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy

Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;No;Policy Unclear;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;54822;2024-08-07_13-54-59;The recipient's email address is a personal AOL account, indicating a personal relationship.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.VLNOOISZTVHUSFTYSDWGDVLMCVLBXBWIA;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The sender discusses the significant operational risks faced by

financial services firms, emphasizing the human dimension of burnout, boredom, and frustration among middle-office professionals, which can lead to increased

business and operational risks. Additionally, the email includes several attachments, such as an interest assignment agreement, financial data, and internal

documents, which are related to company operations and strategic planning.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive

company information, including financial data, operational risks, and internal agreements, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization

;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves multiple business transactions and operational details of

Enron.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal

email address.;;;31516;2024-08-07_13-55-08;The recipient's email address appears to be a personal email address, indicating a personal relationship.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.VYMRAPMJLBWCJBWMMRCGNTQULYPXLOYJY;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The sender informs the receivers about the process to apply for a

password to trade with Enron via a website. The email includes instructions to print, fill in, sign, and send a Registration Form and Password Application by hard

copy post to Enron, mentioning that Enron reserves the right to refuse the application.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains

information about the process for applying for a password to trade with Enron, which is sensitive and related to company operations.;;;Organization;Organization

;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to Enron's trading website and password application process.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;4532;2024-08-07_13-55-15;The recipient is the sender's personal email address indicating a personal contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.WEHMHYWKAMSXCXQETUHZNDKTOSGSSKZEE;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The sender shares a URL link and a data request document with the receivers.

The email includes company-related topics, specifically a data request from Murphy & Buchal LLP, asking for an Excel table with specific details. The sender also

provides contact information and instructions for courier pickup.;Internal;Strictly Confidential;Strictly Confidential;The email contains a data request involving

potentially sensitive information such as testimony and specific source materials which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Other ;The data belongs

to a third party, specifically Northwest Economic Research, Inc.;Other;Policy Unclear;y;Not Fully Readable ;False Positive;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy

Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;No;Policy Unclear;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email

address.;;;5029;2024-08-07_13-55-21;The recipient's email address appears to be a personal email address, indicating a personal relationship.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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42.655321.WHEPKEDFNVSILKNWPAMWUUMBDFZWEYCAD;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The sender informs the receivers about the discontinuation of the exclusive

agreement with Blockbuster for Enron's entertainment on-demand service due to insufficient movie content to drive demand. The email includes multiple attachments,

such as a letter from Ken Lay regarding a Business Council meeting, a gas purchase agreement, a credit watch list, ethical wall procedures, and other

business-related documents. The content primarily revolves around company-related topics and actions.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The

email contains sensitive company information, including customer contracts, internal agreements, and confidential business communications, which could harm the

company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves business

communications and agreements.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;No;Policy

Unclear;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;26712;2024-08-07_13-55-29;The recipient's email

address appears to be a personal freemail account, indicating a personal relationship.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.WMTPRJWHRUAWHFEOVOBAWWZKJRRQZHOHQ;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The email from the sender to the receivers includes several forwarded emails

discussing company-related topics. The first attachment addresses issues concerning Enron's potential utilization of MG as a clearing or executing broker,

highlighting regulatory and financial implications. The second attachment involves a direction letter related to the Hawaii 125-0 Tahiti Trust, detailing various

financial transactions and agreements. The third attachment is about scheduling a critical meeting to identify and implement IT improvement projects to address

major issues in VAR, position, P&L, and credit reporting across the firm.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive

information related to Enron's trading affiliate utilization, financial data, and internal reports which could harm the company if

disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves Enron's business operations and

financial arrangements.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;No;Policy

Unclear;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;11087;2024-08-07_13-55-37;The recipient is the

sender's personal email address, indicating a personal/non-business contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.WPJYWPLQPLHTCPMWSHVETHXLAYUTFVRHG;URL sent to personal account;The sender forwarded an email containing a URL link to the receivers. The email does not

discuss any company-related topics or personal actions.;Public;nan;Public;the email contains a URL link which is publicly accessible and not related to

company-sensitive information.;;;Sender;Organization ;The data belongs to the company because it is related to company topics.;;GPT Misses Context;y;Not Fully

Readable;False Positive;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident ;Public information may be sent to a personal email

address.;;;4119;2024-08-07_13-55-42;The email is sent to the sender's personal email address.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.WYSOTNXFUDHQIAXTYNKUCINIDDHBINVIX;URLs sent to personal account;The sender shares several internet shortcuts, including links to the New York Times online

sales, Forex News, DoubleMo, and Amazon. The email does not discuss any company-related topics or personal actions.;Public;nan;Public;The email and its attachments

contain publicly available URLs and do not include any company-related information.;;;Sender;Sender ;The data belongs to the sender because it is related to

personal interests and activities.;;;y;Not Fully Readable;False Positive;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;No Incident;No Incident

;The information shared is public and the sender is the data owner.;;;4502;2024-08-07_13-55-48;"""The recipient is the sender's personal email

address.""";Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.XBMZNXSGCOWNKOMRZFCSOYWEJGYQGVZLY;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The sender discusses a Confidentiality Agreement between Enron North

America Corp. and Cinergy Corp. regarding potential strategic alliances and joint ventures, emphasizing the handling of confidential information. The email

includes several attachments: one detailing a Federal Energy Regulatory Commission order, another analyzing Hungarian monetary policy changes, and a report on

electricity market restructuring issues. The content primarily revolves around company-related topics and regulatory matters.;Strictly

Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains a confidentiality agreement and sensitive information related to a potential strategic alliance

between Enron North America Corp. and Cinergy Corp., which if disclosed could harm the company.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization

because it is related to company topics and involves confidential information between Enron and Cinergy.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email

address.;;;20000;2024-08-07_13-55-56;The recipient is the sender's personal email address indicating a personal contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.YBYVADNANPVNTCCIFYMUBHUBDYODMLMNT;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The email from the sender to the receivers contains several forwarded

attachments, primarily discussing company-related topics. The main content includes regulatory actions by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to address

electricity and natural gas supply issues in the Western United States, details of a Western Energy Roundtable meeting, and an overview of EnronOnline's trading

platform. Additionally, there are multiple internet shortcuts and a confidential recommendation form for an Enron Educational Loan.;Strictly

Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive regulatory information and internal company presentations that could harm the company if

disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and regulatory matters involving

Enron.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;Possibly Obfuscated;False Positive;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were

sent to a personal email address.;;;27550;2024-08-07_13-56-05;The recipient is the sender's personal email address, indicating a personal contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.YGMUJZGNZECWKKROLIJZLQFGNMHJIRZBE;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The email from the sender to the receivers contains multiple forwarded

messages and attachments discussing various topics. The primary content includes a memo from Jan Smutny-Jones about a meeting with the Governor's staff regarding

California's electricity supply issues and potential solutions. Additionally, there are reports on regulatory audits, safety incidents, and operational updates

from different regions, as well as an executive summary of an opinion survey on the electric utility and energy marketing industries. The email predominantly

covers company-related topics and operational matters.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive information related to

company operations, regulatory issues, and customer information that could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the

organization because it is related to company topics and involves multiple stakeholders within and outside the company.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;nan;No;;x;No;Policy Unclear;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a

personal email address of a non-business contact.;;;18263;2024-08-07_13-56-12;The recipient's email address suggests a personal/non-business contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.YTBZECITFRFSLYKBOLLIUXBVCLZPUXZAU;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The sender forwarded an email to the receivers regarding an upcoming

Corporate Responsibility Task Force meeting scheduled for February 6, 2001, chaired by Ken Lay. The forwarded email outlines the meeting's agenda, including

subcommittee reports and discussions on various topics such as internal communication, measurement, assets, external accountability, and market opportunity. The

sender does not discuss any personal actions in the email.;Internal;nan;Internal;The email contains details about an internal corporate meeting and agenda, which

is not publicly available but can be shared within the company.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company

topics and involves internal corporate responsibility matters.;;;y;Fully Readable ;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy

Unclear;nan;No;;x;No;Policy Unclear;Incident;Incident ;Internal data were sent to a personal email address.;;;5523;2024-08-07_13-56-19;The recipient's email

address appears to be a personal email address indicating a personal relationship.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.ZCSTGTIAHGRHAKYYRWJCGPZPYTQBAPLEE;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The sender shared an email with multiple attachments, including URLs,

resumes, candidate contact details, a draft of an Escrow Agreement, a Transfer and Auction Agreement, a Quick Reference Guide for Enron's Performance Management

System, a press release, and a deal ticket. The email contains both company-related topics and personal actions, such as sharing professional documents and

personal contact information.;Strictly Confidential;nan;Strictly Confidential;The email contains personal identifiable information (PII) and sensitive

company-related data, including employee contact details, internal agreements, and business transaction details.;;;Organization;Sender ;The data belongs to the

sender because it includes personal information and documents that are not related to Enron's business activities.;;GPT Misses Context;y;Fully Readable;;n;No

Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;28155;2024-08-07_13-56-27;The recipient's email address is a personal Yahoo account, indicating a personal/non-business contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.ZKCHNNJBNICUZHPBFUZYLEBPEOLDOKPWF;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The sender forwarded an agreement document related to the

interconnection and operation of natural gas pipeline facilities between Rio Nogales Power Project (RNP) and Houston Pipe Line Company (HPL). The email focuses on

company-related topics, detailing the responsibilities, ownership, and cost reimbursement terms for the construction and operation of the interconnect

facilities.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains a contract related to the company's operations, and its loss might cause

significant trouble.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and involves a contractual agreement

between Enron and another entity.;;;y;Fully Readable;;n;No Obfuscation;;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;No;;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data

were sent to a personal email address.;;;8492;2024-08-07_13-56-33;The recipient is the sender's personal email address, indicating a personal contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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42.655321.ZNBQNZMIZYOYVOXKPQZDAHQCTOOXVNZWN;Internal documents sent to personal freemail account;The sender discusses a redlined draft of a Limited Release agreement

involving multiple entities, including Enron North America Corp., and highlights the changes identified by CompareRite software. The email contains several

attachments, including financial plans, production summaries, and regulatory documents, indicating a focus on company-related topics. Additionally, the sender

includes a synopsis of California's energy forecast for Summer 2001 and a presentation on generation shift factors, emphasizing operational and strategic planning

within the company.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Strictly Confidential;The email contains sensitive company-related information, including financial data,

business plans, and customer information, which could harm the company if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it

is related to company topics and involves multiple parties including Enron.;;;y;Fully Readable;;y;No Obfuscation;False

Negative;nan;No;;nan;No;nan;No;;x;Yes;;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy Unclear;Incident;Incident ;Strictly Confidential data were sent to a personal email address of a

non-customer.;;;46987;2024-08-07_13-56-43;"The recipient's email address suggests a personal contact, but the relationship is unclear due to the lack of context in

the email.""";Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
42.655321.ZYMIOMAYGIXALHXKSQHCCAEJGZIGIHLBA;Internal documents sent to unknown freemailer;The sender shares a detailed email with the receivers, containing multiple

attachments. The attachments include references for an op-ed on California's energy issues, vendor contact points and product details, regulatory efforts in

German-speaking markets, a vehicle inventory, a letter regarding a generator restoration, and various agreements and contracts. The email mainly discusses

company-related topics, such as energy regulations, vendor management, and legal agreements.;Strictly Confidential;Internal;Internal;The email contains internal

company information such as internal presentations, internal reports, and employee communications, which are not publicly available but do not contain sensitive

data that could cause significant harm if disclosed.;;;Organization;Organization ;The data belongs to the organization because it is related to company topics and

includes company-specific information and documents.;;;y;Fully Readable;;y;No Obfuscation;False Negative;nan;No;Policy Unclear;nan;No;nan;No;;nan;Yes;Policy

Unclear;nan;No;;x;No;Policy Unclear;Incident;Incident ;Internal data were sent to a personal email address of a non-customer.;;;61007;2024-08-07_13-56-54;The

recipient's email address is a freemail account indicating a personal contact.;Intentional

↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
↩→
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