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Change

Plain-English thesis

Insider misuse is hard because the person may have had legitimate access; the
key question is whether a specific change was authorized, appropriate, and
explainable later.

Why ordinary people should care

Not every harmful digital change comes from an outsider. Sometimes the harder problem is a person
who already had access: an employee, contractor, vendor, administrator, or partner.

The issue may be intentional misuse, careless action, a rushed shortcut, or a compromised account that
looks like a trusted user. Either way, people later need to know whether a meaningful change was
allowed and why it happened.

Ordinary people should care because insider misuse can affect payroll, medical records, customer data,
school systems, local services, and small-business operations.

What the real-world problem looks like

CISA defines insider threat as the potential for a person with authorized access or knowledge to harm
an organization, including harm to integrity, confidentiality, availability, data, personnel, or facilities.
[S13]

Public insider-risk research hosted by DTEX and independently conducted by Ponemon reported
average annual insider-risk costs of $19.5 million and an average 67 days to contain an insider incident.
[S14]

The evidence problem is that authorized access can make bad or questionable change look ordinary
until someone reviews the context.

What current systems usually leave behind
Access logs and administrative audit trails.
Ticket approvals, chat messages, and change requests.
Version history and file-access records.
Human resources notes, vendor records, and policy documents.

Security alerts that may flag unusual activity but not preserve the business reason for a change.
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Why reconstruction is weaker than preserved evidence

Reconstruction is difficult because insider misuse often turns on context. The same action can be
normal in one situation and improper in another. A login, export, permission change, or configuration
edit may need its purpose reviewed later.

Preserved evidence matters because it connects change to authorization and context. It gives reviewers
a stronger record for asking: was this expected, approved, necessary, and consistent with the system
state at the time?

Where AuditTrace Labs / Project Aingeal fit

AuditTrace Labs should frame insider misuse as accountability around meaningful change, not as
watching employees.

Project Aingeal fits as a user-controlled evidence-preservation lane that can support later review of
meaningful or unauthorized change where context matters.

The restrained public claim is that clearer preserved context can make review more defensible. It does
not judge intent by itself.

What should change going forward

Organizations should improve how they preserve context around sensitive changes: administrative
actions, permission changes, data exports, record edits, policy changes, and system configuration
changes.

Buyers should look for systems that help explain change without turning ordinary work into suspicion by
default.

Closing

Insider misuse is not only about who had access. It is about whether the change can be reviewed in
context after the fact.

Three reusable pull quotes

Authorized access does not automatically mean authorized change.
The hard question is often purpose, not just permission.

Context is what separates routine work from questionable change.

Five plain-English FAQs
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Is this about watching employees?

No. The public lane is preserving context around meaningful change, not watching ordinary work.
Can preserved evidence tell intent?

Not by itself. It can help reviewers understand facts and context before deciding what they mean.
Why are access logs not enough?

Access logs may show who entered a system, but not always why a specific change was made or
approved.

Does this apply to contractors and vendors?
Yes. Any authorized access can create later questions when meaningful changes occur.
What is the buyer lesson?

Ask how sensitive changes are preserved and reviewed, not only whether users have permissions.

LinkedIn-ready excerpt

Insider misuse is hard because the person may have had legitimate access. The
real question is often not "did this user have permission to log in?" It is "was
this specific change authorized, appropriate, and explainable later?" AuditTrace
Labs and Project Aingeal focus on preserved context around meaningful
change.

Website-ready excerpt

Insider misuse creates an evidence problem around authorization and context.
AuditTrace Labs and Project Aingeal focus on preserving reviewable context
around meaningful changes so accountability can be grounded in evidence
rather than assumption.

Selected public sources
[S13] CISA, Insider Threat Mitigation

Defines insider threat as potential misuse of authorized access or knowledge to harm confidentiality, integrity, availability,
data, personnel, or facilities.

https://lwww.cisa.gov/topics/physical-security/insider-threat-mitigation

[S14] Ponemon Institute / DTEX, 2026 Cost of Insider Risks Global Report

Reported average annual insider-risk costs of $19.5 million and 67 days average time to contain an insider incident.
Vendor-hosted, independently conducted research.
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https://ponemon.dtex.ai/
[S3] Verizon, 2025 Data Breach Investigations Report

Analyzed more than 22,000 security incidents and 12,195 confirmed data breaches; reported third-party involvement in 30
percent of breaches and leading initial vectors including credential abuse and vulnerability exploitation.

https://lwww.verizon.com/about/news/2025-data-breach-investigations-report
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