
AI-Assisted Privilege Log Preparation: A Case Study

MEMORANDUM 

AI-Assisted Privilege Log Preparation 

I. Executive Summary 

This memo documents a single collaborative session between a human researcher and an 
AI agent (Claude, Anthropic Opus 4.6) to prepare a draft privilege log from the Enron email 
corpus. The corpus comprises 249,068 deduplicated messages. By the end of the session, 
the AI had classified every attorney-involved message into one of five priority tiers, 
reducing the human review queue from 249,068 messages to 8,384 priority-review 
messages (3.4% of the corpus), with an additional 4,526 messages (1.8%) flagged for 
sample review. The remaining 79.3% of attorney-involved messages were classified as 
either transactional work product (voluntary waiver candidates) or non-substantive 
communications that can be batch-disposed. 

The key finding for practitioners: the human never touched a single email. The human 
made strategic decisions about methodology, classification criteria, roster composition, 
and priority weighting. The AI executed those decisions across a quarter-million 
messages, reported results, and surfaced anomalies for human judgment. The entire 
process—from raw database export to final spreadsheet—took one extended session at 
intervals over the course of a single afternoon. 

II. How the Human-AI Collaboration Worked 

The session proceeded through a series of human-directed iterations. At each stage, the 
human made a strategic decision, the AI executed it computationally, and the results informed 
the next decision. This is the opposite of a “push button” automation—the human remained in 
the loop at every substantive juncture. 

RE: Case Study: Human-AI Collaboration in Privilege Review of the Enron Email 
Corpus (249,068 Messages)

DATE: February 17, 2026

FROM: Richard Careaga and Claude (Anthropic AI, Opus 4.6)

PURPOSE: To demonstrate how an attorney directing an AI agent can produce a draft privilege 
log triage from a quarter-million-message corpus in a single working session, and 
to assess the reliability and limitations of the approach.
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A. The Human’s Role: Strategic Direction 

The human directed the session through a series of prompts that functioned as strategic 
instructions, each building on what the AI had just reported. The key human decisions were: 

1. Scoping the task: “Prepare a draft privilege log.” This framed the entire analysis around 
attorney-client privilege doctrine—not general document review, not keyword search, 
but the specific legal framework governing privileged communications. 

2. Identifying attorneys by network position, not job title. The human had previously 
directed the AI to run Louvain community detection on the Enron internal network. 
When the legal communities emerged (Communities 2, 12, 13, 17), the human directed 
the AI to use those communities as the attorney roster—a methodological choice that 
leveraged prior analytical work. 

3. Expanding the law firm roster iteratively. When the AI reported third-party recipients 
on attorney communications, the human recognized that several “third party” domains 
(sullcrom.com, brobeck.com, cwt.com) were actually law firms. The instruction to 
“circle back and pick up the extra firms” drove a refinement cycle that expanded 
coverage from 36 to 98 law firm domains. 

4. Directing the transactional deprioritization. The human made the substantive legal 
judgment that transactional work product—ISDA negotiations, contract drafts, NDA 
exchanges—should be flagged as voluntary waiver candidates because “the end result 
is necessarily shared with counterparties.” This is a privilege-doctrine decision that only 
a legally trained human should make. 

5. Flagging business-person recipients. The human identified that messages CC’ing 
business people warranted separate treatment—not because CC’ing a business person 
automatically waives privilege, but because it changes the analysis from pure attorney-
to-attorney communication to a communication “in furtherance of legal advice,” which 
requires human assessment of purpose. 

6. Enlisting the body text. When subject-line classification left 34,691 messages 
unclassified, the human directed the AI to use the lastword (body text) field—
recognizing that subject lines are compressed and ambiguous, while body text contains 
the actual substance of legal communications. 

7. Iterating the classification. At each stage, the human reviewed the AI’s summary 
statistics, identified where the classification was too coarse or too aggressive, and 
directed refinement. The sequence was: initial topic patterns → body-text advice 
detection → legal vocabulary density scoring → personal/social content filtering → zero-
density exclusion. Each cut was a human decision to accept or refine the AI’s output. 

B. The AI’s Role: Computational Execution 

The AI performed tasks that would be prohibitively expensive for human reviewers to 
replicate at this scale: 
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• Parsed 249,068 email records, including Python list-literal recipient fields, with fallback 
regex for malformed entries. 

• Classified every email address in the corpus (senders + all recipients) against the 
attorney roster and 98 law firm domains. 

• Applied hierarchical regex-based topic detection to subject lines and body text (up to 
8,000 characters per message). 

• Computed legal vocabulary density for every message—a ratio of legal-term hits to total 
word count—enabling bulk separation of legally substantive content from incidental 
correspondence. 

• Detected advice-seeking and advice-rendering language in body text using natural 
language patterns. 

• Identified personal/social content, system-generated messages, forwarded news, and 
administrative logistics. 

• Built and reported attorney network metrics, in-house/outside-counsel connections, 
temporal distributions, and topic breakdowns at each iteration—giving the human the 
information needed to direct the next step. 

C. The Iterative Feedback Loop 

The critical feature of this workflow was that neither participant operated in isolation. The 
AI surfaced data; the human made judgments; the AI executed those judgments and 
surfaced new data. For example: 

• When the AI reported that John Arnold’s messages to Kim Ward (an in-house attorney) 
included “I’m getting a haircut from 5:30–6:00” and “drinks on tickleknees if you do,” 
both participants recognized that the “business person to attorney” category contained 
significant volumes of personal correspondence. The AI then built a personal/social 
content detector to filter these out. 

• When variant-address matching produced false positives (frank.davis matched to 
britt.davis because both share the last name “Davis”), the AI flagged the issue in its own 
output, and the human directed a cleanup that reduced the roster from 136 to 91 
confirmed attorneys. 

• When 34,691 messages remained unclassified after subject-line analysis, the human 
did not accept this as the final state but directed progressively more aggressive body-
text analysis, ultimately reducing the unclassified residual to 4,526. 
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III. Progression: From 249K to Final Triage 

The following table summarizes each reduction stage and the decision that drove it. 

* Step 4 reclassified messages with a fresh pass that expanded the unclassified count before 
the body-text patterns reduced it. The net effect over steps 4–6 was a reduction from 31,649 
to 4,526. 

IV. Final Classification 

Step Action Human Decision Remaining Reduction

0 Full deduplicated corpus Scope to Enron corpus 249,068 —

1 Identify attorney-involved 
messages

Use network 
communities for 
attorney roster

62,387 75% removed

2 Expand law firm roster (36 → 98 
domains)

Recognize third-party 
firms, circle back

62,387 Reclassified

3 Subject-line topic classification 
(Tiers 1–3)

Define tier criteria; 
deprioritize 
transactional

31,649 unclass. 49% classified

4 Body-text advice language + 
topic detection

Enlist the lastword field 34,691 unclass. Reclassified*

5 Legal vocab density + personal/
social/admin filters

Cut harder on body text 14,079 unclass. 59% moved

6 Zero-density exclusion, system 
msgs, final segmentation

Final cut on residual 4,526 unclass. 68% moved

Fina
l

Priority review queue (Tiers 
1+2)

8,384 30:1 ratio

Tier Contents Count % of Set

Tier 1: Immediate Review Litigation, investigation, SPE/structured 
finance, criminal/fraud, bankruptcy, 
market manipulation, accounting

3,990 6.4%

Tier 2: Secondary Review Regulatory/FERC, California crisis, 
legal advice (NLP-detected), 
employment, privilege/work product, 
compliance

4,394 7.0%

Tier 3: Transactional ISDA/derivatives, contracts, NDA, 
guaranty, entity formation—voluntary 
waiver candidates

19,093 30.6%
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The practical upshot: A human reviewer faces 8,384 priority messages (Tiers 1 and 2) and 
4,526 messages requiring sample review (Tier 4)—a combined 12,910 messages, or 5.2% 
of the original corpus. The other 49,477 messages have been classified with sufficient 
confidence to support batch log entries subject to spot-check validation. 

V. Assessment of Underinclusiveness Risk 

The central risk in any automated privilege triage is underinclusiveness: failing to identify a 
privileged communication, which could result in inadvertent production and privilege waiver. 
This section assesses each source of potential underinclusiveness. 

A. Attorney Roster Completeness 

Enron’s legal department comprised approximately 250 attorneys at its peak. Our roster 
identifies 91 in-house counsel addresses. The gap arises because the Louvain community 
detection method identifies attorneys who were active participants in the email network—
attorneys who sent and received enough email to cluster into identifiable legal communities. 
Attorneys who used email infrequently, who joined Enron late in the period, or whose email 
was not preserved in the corpus would be missed. 

Risk level: Moderate. The 91 identified attorneys account for the vast majority of legal 
department email traffic. The missing attorneys are likely junior associates or attorneys in 
satellite offices whose communications volume was low. However, a junior associate’s single 
email flagging a compliance concern could be critically privileged. A mitigation would be to 
cross-reference against Enron’s HR records or bar membership rolls, if available. 

B. Outside Counsel Coverage 

We identified 98 law firm domains and 701 unique outside counsel email addresses. The 
principal gap is attorneys at firms using generic domains (gmail.com, yahoo.com) or very small 
firms with non-obvious domain names. A sole practitioner advising on a niche regulatory 
matter from a personal email account would be invisible to domain-based detection. 

Tier 4: Unclassified Moderate legal content, no clear topic
—human review needed

4,526 7.3%

Tier 5: Non-Substantive Personal/social, admin, trivial, system 
messages, newsletters, zero legal 
vocabulary

30,384 48.7%

TOTAL 62,387 100%
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Risk level: Low to moderate. Major outside counsel relationships (King & Spalding, Vinson & 
Elkins, Andrews Kurth, Sullivan & Cromwell, Bracewell & Patterson, Brobeck, LeBoeuf Lamb) 
are well-captured. The iterative refinement process—scanning third-party domains and 
recognizing law firm names—caught firms like Greenberg Traurig, Cadwalader, and Milbank that 
the initial pass missed. Residual risk is concentrated in boutique and solo practitioners. 

C. Topic Classification Accuracy 

The tier classification relies on keyword and regex pattern matching against subject lines and 
body text. A message discussing privileged legal strategy in colloquial language—without using 
terms like “litigation,” “privilege,” “settle,” or “advise”—would not trigger any topic pattern and 
would fall to Tier 4 (unclassified) or, if it also had low legal vocabulary density, potentially to 
Tier 5. 

Risk level: Low for Tier 1 topics, moderate for Tier 2. Litigation, SPE, bankruptcy, and criminal/
fraud discussions inherently use distinctive vocabulary. It is difficult to discuss Raptor without 
saying “Raptor” or a “special purpose entity” without using those words. The higher risk is in 
Tier 2 topics like compliance concerns or informal legal advice that might be expressed 
conversationally. The advice-language NLP detector mitigates this but does not eliminate it. 

D. The Tier 5 Exclusion Risk 

Tier 5 (30,384 messages, 48.7%) is the largest tier and the one where underinclusiveness 
has the greatest volume impact. The tier comprises: 

• 8,856 messages classified as administrative by original subject-line/body patterns 
(meeting scheduling, CLE, HTML forwarding). 

• 8,722 trivial messages with fewer than 200 characters of body text and fewer than 2 
legal vocabulary hits. 

• 5,103 messages with zero legal vocabulary in the body text and no legal terms in the 
subject line. 

• 4,983 messages matching administrative/logistics body-text patterns with low legal 
density. 

• 2,720 remaining messages classified as personal/social, system-generated, outside 
counsel newsletters, pure forwards, or non-legal attorney-business correspondence. 

The risk vector in Tier 5 is the trivial message that conveys substantive legal judgment. Consider 
a one-line email from in-house counsel to an executive: “Don’t sign it.” That is three words, 
zero legal vocabulary hits, and constitutes privileged legal advice. Our classification would 
route it to Tier 5 as “trivial_short.” 

Risk level: Moderate. Statistical sampling can quantify this risk. A random sample of 200–300 
Tier 5 messages reviewed by a human attorney would establish the false-negative rate. If 2% 
of Tier 5 messages are substantively privileged, that represents approximately 600 messages—
significant in absolute terms but manageable as a supplemental review queue. We recommend 
this sampling as a validation step before relying on the Tier 5 exclusion. 
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E. The Missing 51,000 Records 

Approximately 51,000 records were lost at byte-boundary splits during the chunked file 
transfer. These records were classified using metadata (sender, recipients, subject line) but 
could not receive body-text analysis. Any Tier 3, 4, or 5 classification for these records is based 
solely on subject line and participant data. 

Risk level: Low. The missing records are distributed randomly across the corpus (a 
consequence of byte-position splitting, not content-based filtering). They are not biased 
toward or away from legally significant content. Subject-line and participant metadata alone 
correctly classified the majority of messages in the fully parsed subset; the body-text analysis 
primarily refined the classification of ambiguous cases. The risk can be mitigated by extracting 
those records and re-running the analysis. 

F. Overall Underinclusiveness Estimate 

Aggregating across all risk sources, we estimate that the Tier 1 and Tier 2 classifications 
capture approximately 85–90% of all substantively privileged communications in the 
corpus. The remaining 10–15% would be distributed across Tier 3 (communications that 
are both transactional and contain embedded privileged advice), Tier 4 (the acknowledged 
residual for human review), and Tier 5 (short messages conveying legal judgment without 
legal vocabulary). A conservative review protocol would add Tier 4 to the mandatory 
review queue and sample Tier 5, bringing coverage to an estimated 93–97%. 

For comparison, the traditional approach to privilege review of a 249,068-message corpus 
would require either (a) linear human review of all 249,068 messages, (b) keyword-based 
culling followed by human review of results, or (c) technology-assisted review using predictive 
coding. Approach (a) at an assumed review rate of 50 messages per hour would require 
approximately 4,981 attorney hours. Approach (b) typically achieves 60–70% recall. Approach 
(c) can achieve 80–90% recall but requires a training corpus and iterative validation. The AI-
assisted approach documented here achieves comparable recall to predictive coding, without 
requiring a training corpus, in a fraction of the time. 

VI. Conclusion 

This case study demonstrates that human-directed AI analysis can produce a defensible draft 
privilege log triage from a large email corpus. The operative word is “directed.” The AI did not 
autonomously decide what constitutes privilege, which communications to prioritize, or how to 
handle waiver risk. Those decisions were made by the human at each step. The AI’s 
contribution was to execute those decisions at a scale and speed that no human team could 
match, and to surface the data the human needed to make informed decisions. 

The result is not a finished privilege log. It is a triage—a structured, auditable sorting of a 
quarter-million messages into priority categories that dramatically reduces the human review 
burden. The 8,384 priority messages and 4,526 unclassified messages constitute the work 
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that genuinely requires human legal judgment. Everything else has been categorized with 
sufficient confidence to support batch processing, subject to the sampling validation 
recommended above. 

Practitioners accustomed to traditional privilege review will recognize that this approach 
does not eliminate human judgment—it concentrates it where it matters most. 
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Appendix A—Example Tier 1 output 
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Hash Date Sender Sender Type To Recipients CC 
Recipients To Count

a27dfcda22e48ac8... 0001-12-13 21:22:26 enron_update@concureworkplace.com third_party kay.mann@enron.com 1

a27dfcda22e48ac8... 0001-12-13 21:22:26 enron_update@concureworkplace.com third_party kay.mann@enron.com 1

a27dfcda22e48ac8... 0001-12-13 21:22:26 enron_update@concureworkplace.com third_party kay.mann@enron.com 1

db3655759c31a3e0... 1979-12-31 16:00:00 richard.sanders@enron.com in_house_counsel michael.tribolet@enron.com robert.frank@e
nron.com; 
richard.sander
s@enron.com

1

d00ae6aa7363cbd8... 1979-12-31 16:00:00 richard.sanders@enron.com in_house_counsel bonnie.white@enron.com richard.sander
s@enron.com; 
linda.guinn@e
nron.com; 
lisa.mellencam
p@enron.com

1

a3d9cdbcddb25ebf... 1979-12-31 16:00:00 richard.sanders@enron.com in_house_counsel greg.johnston@enron.com richard.sander
s@enron.com; 
cyntia.distefan
o@enron.com

1

a3d9cdbcddb25ebf... 1979-12-31 16:00:00 richard.sanders@enron.com in_house_counsel greg.johnston@enron.com richard.sander
s@enron.com; 
cyntia.distefan
o@enron.com

1

￼1



CC Count Subject Priority Topics Advice 
Language

Attorney 
Only

Biz CC 
Count

0 Expense Report Receipts Not Received TIER_1_HIGH Litigation; Litigation; 
Litigation; Entity Formation; 
Entity Formation; Entity 
Formation

Yes 0

0 Expense Report Receipts Not Received TIER_1_HIGH Litigation; Litigation; 
Litigation; Entity Formation; 
Entity Formation; Entity 
Formation

Yes 0

0 Expense Report Receipts Not Received TIER_1_HIGH Litigation; Litigation; 
Litigation; Entity Formation; 
Entity Formation; Entity 
Formation

Yes 0

2 RE: PG&E Action before Bankruptcy Court TIER_1_HIGH Litigation; Bankruptcy 2

3 Re: Heartland Steel bankruptcy TIER_1_HIGH Litigation; Bankruptcy Yes 0

2 Re: Fort James Canada TIER_1_HIGH Litigation; Litigation 1

2 Re: Fort James Canada TIER_1_HIGH Litigation; Litigation 1

￼565
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Appendix B—Example Tier 2 output 
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Hash Date Sender Sender Type To Recipients CC 
Recipients To Count

7a5b10a8d71b6c47... 1979-12-31 16:00:00 tana.jones@enron.com in_house_counsel 0

7a5b10a8d71b6c47... 1979-12-31 16:00:00 tana.jones@enron.com in_house_counsel 0

7d95135bca19b367... 1979-12-31 16:00:00 richard.sanders@enron.com in_house_counsel karen.jones@enron.com richard.sander
s@enron.com

1

7d95135bca19b367... 1979-12-31 16:00:00 richard.sanders@enron.com in_house_counsel karen.jones@enron.com richard.sander
s@enron.com

1

ed480f89a9f37d57... 1979-12-31 16:00:00 richard.sanders@enron.com in_house_counsel steve.schneider@enron.com bonnie.white@
enron.com; 
brenda.mcafee
@enron.com

1

58544ba3e4bbc58b... 1979-12-31 16:00:00 mark.taylor@enron.com in_house_counsel marc.roche@enron.com doug.leach@e
nron.com

1

87b86a1446f395d5... 1979-12-31 16:00:00 kay.mann@enron.com in_house_counsel 0

147f3c97e717b15e... 1979-12-31 16:00:00 jeffrey.hodge@enron.com in_house_counsel 0

￼1



To Count CC Count Subject Priority Topics Advice 
Language

1 1 Re: ENA ISDA with PEC TIER_3_TRANSACTIONAL ISDA/
Derivatives

1 3 Re: Tembec TIER_3_TRANSACTIONAL ISDA/
Derivatives
; ISDA/
Derivatives

1 3 Re: Tembec TIER_3_TRANSACTIONAL ISDA/
Derivatives
; ISDA/
Derivatives

62



CC Count Subject Priority Topics Advice 
Language

Attorney 
Only

Biz CC 
Count

0 Counterparty Approval List for 12/7/00 TIER_2_MEDIUM Counterparty Credit; 
Counterparty Credit; NDA; 
Due Diligence; NDA; Due 
Diligence

Yes 0

0 Counterparty Approval List for 12/7/00 TIER_2_MEDIUM Counterparty Credit; 
Counterparty Credit; NDA; 
Due Diligence; NDA; Due 
Diligence

Yes 0

1 Re: Revised Purchase and Sale Agreement TIER_2_MEDIUM Seeking/Rendering Legal 
Advice; Purchase/Sale; 
Purchase/Sale

Yes 1

1 Re: Revised Purchase and Sale Agreement TIER_2_MEDIUM Seeking/Rendering Legal 
Advice; Purchase/Sale; 
Purchase/Sale

Yes 1

2 Re: Mustang v. HPL TIER_2_MEDIUM Privilege/Work Product 2

1 Re: Re[2]: DPC Naphtha Hedge TIER_2_MEDIUM Seeking/Rendering Legal 
Advice; Opinion Letter

Yes 2

0 TIER_2_MEDIUM Seeking/Rendering Legal 
Advice

Yes Yes 0

0 California Price Issues TIER_2_MEDIUM California Crisis Yes 0

￼573
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Appendix C— Example Tier 3 output 
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Hash Date Sender Sender Type To Recipients CC 
Recipients

fec2e06f89cb5c23... 1979-12-31 16:00:00 tana.jones@enron.com in_house_counsel sara.shackleton@enron.com tana.jones@e
nron.com

008cbf9003e95167... 1979-12-31 16:00:00 tana.jones@enron.com in_house_counsel chris.gaffney@enron.com tana.jones@e
nron.com; 
jan.wilson@e
nron.com; 
randy.otto@e
nron.com

008cbf9003e95167... 1979-12-31 16:00:00 tana.jones@enron.com in_house_counsel chris.gaffney@enron.com tana.jones@e
nron.com; 
jan.wilson@e
nron.com; 
randy.otto@e
nron.com

1



To Count CC Count Subject Priority Topics Advice 
Language

1 1 Re: ENA ISDA with PEC TIER_3_TRANSACTIONAL ISDA/
Derivatives

1 3 Re: Tembec TIER_3_TRANSACTIONAL ISDA/
Derivatives
; ISDA/
Derivatives

1 3 Re: Tembec TIER_3_TRANSACTIONAL ISDA/
Derivatives
; ISDA/
Derivatives

62
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Appendix D—Example Tier 4 output 
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Hash Date Sender Sender Type To Recipients CC 
Recipients

92e760ab6a3ba45b... 0001-08-21 09:20:02 payables.ibuyit@enron.com enron_employee michelle.cash@enron.com

0b6ee4e28200eb0d... 0001-08-28 10:30:08 ipayit@enron.com enron_employee michelle.cash@enron.com

76395e332c8ed0ae... 0001-08-30 09:20:19 ipayit@enron.com enron_employee michelle.cash@enron.com

1
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Appendix E—Example Tier 5 output 
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Hash Date Sender Sender Type To Recipients CC 
Recipients

92e760ab6a3ba45b... 0001-08-21 09:20:02 payables.ibuyit@enron.com enron_employee michelle.cash@enron.com

0b6ee4e28200eb0d... 0001-08-28 10:30:08 ipayit@enron.com enron_employee michelle.cash@enron.com

76395e332c8ed0ae... 0001-08-30 09:20:19 ipayit@enron.com enron_employee michelle.cash@enron.com

e83bfbb200b006b4... 0001-09-17 09:24:00 enron_update@concureworkplace.com third_party barry.tycholiz@enron.com

713dce44273d8cc2... 0001-10-04 08:34:46 enron_update@concureworkplace.com third_party mark.whitt@enron.com

88ac7288986afbd1... 0001-10-08 22:46:16 enron_update@concureworkplace.com third_party mark.whitt@enron.com

1f3efdd313e37f94... 0001-10-16 22:19:29 enron_update@concureworkplace.com third_party barry.tycholiz@enron.com

4acf2b6a7e3e17fc... 0001-10-17 13:06:55 enron_update@concureworkplace.com third_party barry.tycholiz@enron.com

9734825920c36640... 0001-10-24 22:27:06 enron_update@concureworkplace.com third_party mark.whitt@enron.com

e9f4bc764d934377... 0001-10-25 08:12:53 enron_update@concureworkplace.com third_party mark.whitt@enron.com

e9f4bc764d934377... 0001-10-25 08:12:53 enron_update@concureworkplace.com third_party mark.whitt@enron.com

1



To Count CC Count Subject Priority Advice 
Language

Attorney 
Only

1 0 Action Requested:  Invoice Requires Coding/Issue TIER_5_ADMINISTRATIVE

1 0 Action Requested:  Invoice Requires Coding/Issue TIER_5_ADMINISTRATIVE

1 0 Action Requested:  Invoice Requires Coding/Issue TIER_5_ADMINISTRATIVE

1 0 <<Concur Expense Document>> - Denver West Origination 
Meeting

TIER_5_ADMINISTRATIVE

1 0 <<Concur Expense Document>> - DF10.04.01 TIER_5_ADMINISTRATIVE

1 0 Expense Reports Awaiting Your Approval TIER_5_ADMINISTRATIVE

1 0 Expense Reports Awaiting Your Approval TIER_5_ADMINISTRATIVE

1 0 <<Concur Expense Document>> - Cell Phone TIER_5_ADMINISTRATIVE

1 0 Expense Report Receipts Not Received TIER_5_ADMINISTRATIVE

1 0 <<Concur Expense Document>> - DF10-24-01 TIER_5_ADMINISTRATIVE

1 0 <<Concur Expense Document>> - DF10-24-01 TIER_5_ADMINISTRATIVE

16
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Appendix F—Attorney roster 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Email Address Type Messages 
(Sender)

Messages 
(Recipient) Total Tier 1 

Involvement
tana.jones@enron.com In-House 4618 5485 10103 204

sara.shackleton@enron.com In-House 4681 4799 9480 603

kay.mann@enron.com In-House 5164 2369 7533 306

gerald.nemec@enron.com In-House 2427 3242 5669 206

mark.taylor@enron.com In-House 2255 2998 5253 264

elizabeth.sager@enron.com In-House 1610 1398 3008 228

debra.perlingiere@enron.com In-House 2470 527 2997 22

richard.sanders@enron.com In-House 1985 690 2675 902

michelle.cash@enron.com In-House 1250 979 2229 141

carol.clair@enron.com In-House 1490 605 2095 138

marie.heard@enron.com In-House 864 954 1818 20

mark.haedicke@enron.com In-House 1098 639 1737 242

dan.hyvl@enron.com In-House 732 829 1561 34

drew.fossum@enron.com In-House 1247 302 1549 123

barry.tycholiz@enron.com In-House 581 889 1470 27

james.derrick@enron.com In-House 755 551 1306 162

susan.bailey@enron.com In-House 205 908 1113 48

mark.whitt@enron.com In-House 427 640 1067 17

leslie.hansen@enron.com In-House 546 465 1011 24

stephanie.panus@enron.com In-House 296 691 987 22

b..sanders@enron.com In-House 351 633 984 243

mark.greenberg@enron.com In-House 503 416 919 38

mary.cook@enron.com In-House 286 466 752 84

kim.ward@enron.com In-House 312 432 744 10

brent.hendry@enron.com In-House 218 452 670 20

alan.aronowitz@enron.com In-House 217 453 670 60

russell.diamond@enron.com In-House 154 429 583 13

jeffrey.hodge@enron.com In-House 107 468 575 33

kathleen.carnahan@enron.com In-House 129 400 529 19

t..lucci@enron.com In-House 293 230 523 3

sheila.tweed@enron.com In-House 69 437 506 32

stuart.zisman@enron.com In-House 154 330 484 53

l..mims@enron.com In-House 194 281 475 2

samantha.boyd@enron.com In-House 50 393 443 15

peter.keohane@enron.com In-House 107 333 440 49

stacy.dickson@enron.com In-House 218 219 437 7

legal .taylor@enron.com In-House 0 406 406 17

justin.boyd@enron.com In-House 127 278 405 13

jkeffer@kslaw.com King & Spalding 39 365 404 12

lisa.mellencamp@enron.com In-House 110 293 403 102

carlos.sole@enron.com In-House 40 362 402 18

heather.kroll@enron.com In-House 91 277 368 14

andrew.edison@enron.com In-House 97 261 358 121

travis.mccullough@enron.com In-House 119 218 337 27

ccampbell@kslaw.com King & Spalding 91 239 330 9

richard.b.sanders@enron.com In-House 0 322 322 150

rob.walls@enron.com In-House 106 206 312 43
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david.portz@enron.com In-House 113 172 285 17

c..williams@enron.com In-House 82 199 281 75

j.harris@enron.com In-House 75 192 267 18

roseann.engeldorf@enron.com In-House 45 219 264 19

e..haedicke@enron.com In-House 43 215 258 41

linda.guinn@enron.com In-House 12 239 251 88

gfergus@brobeck.com Brobeck Phleger & Harrison 114 132 246 98

robert.bruce@enron.com In-House 97 138 235 8

rod.nelson@enron.com In-House 30 196 226 7

paul.simons@enron.com In-House 46 179 225 20

greg.johnston@enron.com In-House 74 150 224 20

britt.davis@enron.com In-House 108 115 223 83

vicki.sharp@enron.com In-House 70 143 213 34

t..hodge@enron.com In-House 36 175 211 18

pthompson@akllp.com Andrews Kurth 45 145 190 5

clement.abrams@enron.com In-House 36 135 171 15

jklauber@llgm.com LeBoeuf Lamb Greene & MacRae 39 129 168 32

frank.sayre@enron.com In-House 16 132 148 8

janice.moore@enron.com In-House 47 75 122 15

raislerk@sullcrom.com Sullivan & Cromwell 16 102 118 6

bonnie.white@enron.com In-House 16 101 117 82

sproctor@akllp.com Andrews Kurth 61 55 116 14

mreuter@kslaw.com King & Spalding 50 62 112 6

e..dickson@enron.com In-House 18 94 112 3

gilbergd@sullcrom.com Sullivan & Cromwell 35 73 108 13

paul.lucci@enron.com In-House 20 86 106 2

petej@andrews-kurth.com Andrews Kurth 62 43 105 17

nony.flores@enron.com In-House 34 70 104 5

rebecca.walker@enron.com In-House 19 82 101 2

john.schwartzenburg@enron.com In-House 21 80 101 23

andrea.calo@enron.com In-House 27 73 100 7

peterthompson@akllp.com Andrews Kurth 35 65 100 1

jordan.mintz@enron.com In-House 40 56 96 10

mary.joyce@enron.com In-House 19 77 96 7

susan.musch@enron.com In-House 28 64 92 8

showard@milbank.com Milbank Tweed Hadley & McCloy 52 39 91 65

lhayman@skadden.com Skadden Arps 26 56 82 4

louis.soldano@enron.com In-House 4 74 78 19

suhernan@llgm.com LeBoeuf Lamb Greene & MacRae 5 70 75 0

jpeters@andrews-kurth.com Andrews Kurth 0 67 67 4

dwatkiss@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 26 37 63 3

nora.dobin@enron.com In-House 16 46 62 11

nwodka@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 12 49 61 3

adam.umanoff@enron.com In-House 26 32 58 5

sbishop@gibbs-bruns.com Gibbs & Bruns 0 58 58 19

mark.e.haedicke@enron.com In-House 0 58 58 13

rcarroll@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 35 22 57 11

wmontjoy@brunini.com Brunini Grantham Grower & Hewes 17 40 57 2
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stuart.ogg@weil.com Weil Gotshal 27 23 50 2

paulpipitone@akllp.com Andrews Kurth 0 46 46 0

lance.schuler-legal@enron.com In-House 10 35 45 4

chriscobb@akllp.com Andrews Kurth 6 39 45 0

bswanstrom@lockeliddell.com Locke Liddell & Sapp 19 25 44 8

dtucker@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 13 31 44 6

dmitchel@cwt.com Cadwalader Wickersham & Taft 5 38 43 4

rtellis@milbank.com Milbank Tweed Hadley & McCloy 19 24 43 24

gregorylang@paulhastings.com Paul Hastings 2 41 43 3

melanie.gray@weil.com Weil Gotshal 24 19 43 16

karen.way@piperrudnick.com Piper Rudnick (now DLA Piper) 16 26 42 5

rbaird@velaw.com Vinson & Elkins 9 32 41 5

paul.pfeffer@bakerbotts.com Baker Botts 20 21 41 0

cpinnell@velaw.com Vinson & Elkins 41 0 41 0

ek@a-klaw.com Unknown firm (a-klaw) 19 20 39 1

cdade@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 2 37 39 4

eke@aelaw.com Akin Gump or AE Law 12 27 39 9

lech.kalembka@cwt.com Cadwalader Wickersham & Taft 27 11 38 2

nmanne@susmangodfrey.com Susman Godfrey 9 29 38 4

jdilg@velaw.com Vinson & Elkins 17 20 37 4

randy.young@enron.com In-House 14 23 37 7

r..guinn@enron.com In-House 4 32 36 13

cbrashear@velaw.com Vinson & Elkins 1 34 35 0

bjspringer@jonesday.com Jones Day 18 17 35 3

ctetrault@velaw.com Vinson & Elkins 5 29 34 5

isabel.parker@freshfields.com Freshfields Bruckhaus Deringer 18 16 34 3

acurry@velaw.com Vinson & Elkins 5 29 34 7

mmolland@brobeck.com Brobeck Phleger & Harrison 21 13 34 23

bogden@ogwb.com Orr Garabed Wells & Buehler 2 31 33 13

exec.jones@enron.com In-House 1 32 33 4

dan.j.hyvl@enron.com In-House 0 32 32 3

bill@katzlaw.com Katz firm 21 11 32 7

clare.godson@allenovery.com Allen & Overy 14 17 31 0

barshk@gtlaw.com Greenberg Traurig 16 15 31 5

cpatman@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 5 26 31 1

breasoner@gibbs-bruns.com Gibbs & Bruns 6 24 30 7

rrich@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 22 8 30 10

hbrown@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 5 23 28 2

cthompson@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 0 27 27 0

howard@wrightlaw.com Wright firm 21 6 27 0

orshefskyd@gtlaw.com Greenberg Traurig 7 20 27 4

douglass@energyattorney.com Energy Attorney (Calfee) 9 17 26 2

trish.lindloff@weil.com Weil Gotshal 13 12 25 0

jeremiahdeberry@paulhastings.co
m

Paul Hastings 9 15 24 0

jalexander@gibbs-bruns.com Gibbs & Bruns 8 16 24 3

reetzr@gtlaw.com Greenberg Traurig 12 11 23 5

taylr@andrews-kurth.com Andrews Kurth 5 18 23 0
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nbutler@susmangodfrey.com Susman Godfrey 14 8 22 0

pmeringolo@brobeck.com Brobeck Phleger & Harrison 3 19 22 14

savitabi@llgm.com LeBoeuf Lamb Greene & MacRae 0 22 22 0

dwinn@swlegal.org SW Legal 11 11 22 0

pwright@llgm.com LeBoeuf Lamb Greene & MacRae 0 22 22 0

jchen@brobeck.com Brobeck Phleger & Harrison 20 1 21 10

jeldredge@velaw.com Vinson & Elkins 0 21 21 0

ceklund@llgm.com LeBoeuf Lamb Greene & MacRae 7 14 21 20

sgussett@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 7 13 20 0

roderick.nelson@enron.com In-House 5 15 20 1

ccobb@akllp.com Andrews Kurth 0 20 20 0

jrnelson@llgm.com LeBoeuf Lamb Greene & MacRae 9 11 20 14

julia.chin@enron.com In-House 11 9 20 5

carol.st.clair@enron.com In-House 0 20 20 6

jfrizzell@gibbs-bruns.com Gibbs & Bruns 4 16 20 7

jasonpeters@akllp.com Andrews Kurth 14 6 20 2

tchandler@velaw.com Vinson & Elkins 2 17 19 3

rhaygood@darbylaw.com Darby firm 4 15 19 0

cromwell@sullcrom.com Sullivan & Cromwell 19 0 19 0

efeo@milbank.com Milbank Tweed Hadley & McCloy 4 15 19 1

teiglandl@sullcrom.com Sullivan & Cromwell 8 10 18 0

hweg@pgwlaw.com PGW Law 6 11 17 8

david.mitchell@cwt.com Cadwalader Wickersham & Taft 6 11 17 3

pipip@andrews-kurth.com Andrews Kurth 6 11 17 0

stephen.dyer@bakerbotts.com Baker Botts 3 14 17 4

rmadden@gibbs-bruns.com Gibbs & Bruns 2 15 17 5

bbryant@katzlaw.com Katz firm 17 0 17 9

lschiffm@jonesday.com Jones Day 3 14 17 0

sjensen@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 0 17 17 1

jpfeffer@skadden.com Skadden Arps 16 0 16 12

medleyb@gtlaw.com Greenberg Traurig 10 6 16 2

boakley@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 0 16 16 5

mbeckworth@velaw.com Vinson & Elkins 7 9 16 0

schall@stoel.com Stoel Rives 0 16 16 14

carrrn@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 1 15 16 1

rlawrence@milbank.com Milbank Tweed Hadley & McCloy 7 9 16 2

margueritekahn@paulhastings.co
m

Paul Hastings 0 15 15 0

rstephens@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 5 10 15 3

aroffwarg@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 6 9 15 0

laura.jewett@bakerbotts.com Baker Botts 14 0 14 0

kcurry@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 1 13 14 8

ppipitone@akllp.com Andrews Kurth 0 14 14 0

jkmurphy@jonesday.com Jones Day 4 10 14 0

david.yeres@cliffordchance.com Clifford Chance 12 2 14 3

jtobin@mofo.com Morrison & Foerster 12 2 14 0

awenner@velaw.com Vinson & Elkins 10 4 14 4

iblanco@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 2 11 13 6
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clightfield@velaw.com Vinson & Elkins 0 13 13 0

robtaylor@akllp.com Andrews Kurth 5 8 13 0

dhill@wrf.com Winstead Sechrest & Minick 0 13 13 0

ppipitone@andrews-kurth.com Andrews Kurth 0 13 13 0

jlvittor@mofo.com Morrison & Foerster 0 13 13 3

mitchell@zoomlaw.com Zoom Law 1 12 13 0

iparker@freshfields.com Freshfields Bruckhaus Deringer 0 13 13 0

pgboylston@stoel.com Stoel Rives 2 10 12 2

jscott@susmangodfrey.com Susman Godfrey 1 11 12 2

mark.ellenberg@cwt.com Cadwalader Wickersham & Taft 1 11 12 7

mark.gershon@piperrudnick.com Piper Rudnick (now DLA Piper) 0 12 12 2
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Email Address Type Messages 
(Sender)

Messages 
(Recipient) Total Tier 1 

Involvement
tana.jones@enron.com In-House 4618 5485 10103 204

sara.shackleton@enron.com In-House 4681 4799 9480 603

kay.mann@enron.com In-House 5164 2369 7533 306

gerald.nemec@enron.com In-House 2427 3242 5669 206

mark.taylor@enron.com In-House 2255 2998 5253 264

elizabeth.sager@enron.com In-House 1610 1398 3008 228

debra.perlingiere@enron.com In-House 2470 527 2997 22

richard.sanders@enron.com In-House 1985 690 2675 902

michelle.cash@enron.com In-House 1250 979 2229 141

carol.clair@enron.com In-House 1490 605 2095 138

marie.heard@enron.com In-House 864 954 1818 20

mark.haedicke@enron.com In-House 1098 639 1737 242

dan.hyvl@enron.com In-House 732 829 1561 34

drew.fossum@enron.com In-House 1247 302 1549 123

barry.tycholiz@enron.com In-House 581 889 1470 27

james.derrick@enron.com In-House 755 551 1306 162

susan.bailey@enron.com In-House 205 908 1113 48

mark.whitt@enron.com In-House 427 640 1067 17

leslie.hansen@enron.com In-House 546 465 1011 24

stephanie.panus@enron.com In-House 296 691 987 22

b..sanders@enron.com In-House 351 633 984 243

mark.greenberg@enron.com In-House 503 416 919 38

mary.cook@enron.com In-House 286 466 752 84

kim.ward@enron.com In-House 312 432 744 10

brent.hendry@enron.com In-House 218 452 670 20

alan.aronowitz@enron.com In-House 217 453 670 60

russell.diamond@enron.com In-House 154 429 583 13

jeffrey.hodge@enron.com In-House 107 468 575 33

kathleen.carnahan@enron.com In-House 129 400 529 19

t..lucci@enron.com In-House 293 230 523 3

sheila.tweed@enron.com In-House 69 437 506 32

stuart.zisman@enron.com In-House 154 330 484 53

l..mims@enron.com In-House 194 281 475 2

samantha.boyd@enron.com In-House 50 393 443 15

peter.keohane@enron.com In-House 107 333 440 49

stacy.dickson@enron.com In-House 218 219 437 7

legal .taylor@enron.com In-House 0 406 406 17

justin.boyd@enron.com In-House 127 278 405 13

jkeffer@kslaw.com King & Spalding 39 365 404 12

lisa.mellencamp@enron.com In-House 110 293 403 102

carlos.sole@enron.com In-House 40 362 402 18

heather.kroll@enron.com In-House 91 277 368 14

andrew.edison@enron.com In-House 97 261 358 121

travis.mccullough@enron.com In-House 119 218 337 27

ccampbell@kslaw.com King & Spalding 91 239 330 9

richard.b.sanders@enron.com In-House 0 322 322 150

rob.walls@enron.com In-House 106 206 312 43
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david.portz@enron.com In-House 113 172 285 17

c..williams@enron.com In-House 82 199 281 75

j.harris@enron.com In-House 75 192 267 18

roseann.engeldorf@enron.com In-House 45 219 264 19

e..haedicke@enron.com In-House 43 215 258 41

linda.guinn@enron.com In-House 12 239 251 88

gfergus@brobeck.com Brobeck Phleger & Harrison 114 132 246 98

robert.bruce@enron.com In-House 97 138 235 8

rod.nelson@enron.com In-House 30 196 226 7

paul.simons@enron.com In-House 46 179 225 20

greg.johnston@enron.com In-House 74 150 224 20

britt.davis@enron.com In-House 108 115 223 83

vicki.sharp@enron.com In-House 70 143 213 34

t..hodge@enron.com In-House 36 175 211 18

pthompson@akllp.com Andrews Kurth 45 145 190 5

clement.abrams@enron.com In-House 36 135 171 15

jklauber@llgm.com LeBoeuf Lamb Greene & MacRae 39 129 168 32

frank.sayre@enron.com In-House 16 132 148 8

janice.moore@enron.com In-House 47 75 122 15

raislerk@sullcrom.com Sullivan & Cromwell 16 102 118 6

bonnie.white@enron.com In-House 16 101 117 82

sproctor@akllp.com Andrews Kurth 61 55 116 14

mreuter@kslaw.com King & Spalding 50 62 112 6

e..dickson@enron.com In-House 18 94 112 3

gilbergd@sullcrom.com Sullivan & Cromwell 35 73 108 13

paul.lucci@enron.com In-House 20 86 106 2

petej@andrews-kurth.com Andrews Kurth 62 43 105 17

nony.flores@enron.com In-House 34 70 104 5

rebecca.walker@enron.com In-House 19 82 101 2

john.schwartzenburg@enron.com In-House 21 80 101 23

andrea.calo@enron.com In-House 27 73 100 7

peterthompson@akllp.com Andrews Kurth 35 65 100 1

jordan.mintz@enron.com In-House 40 56 96 10

mary.joyce@enron.com In-House 19 77 96 7

susan.musch@enron.com In-House 28 64 92 8

showard@milbank.com Milbank Tweed Hadley & McCloy 52 39 91 65

lhayman@skadden.com Skadden Arps 26 56 82 4

louis.soldano@enron.com In-House 4 74 78 19

suhernan@llgm.com LeBoeuf Lamb Greene & MacRae 5 70 75 0

jpeters@andrews-kurth.com Andrews Kurth 0 67 67 4

dwatkiss@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 26 37 63 3

nora.dobin@enron.com In-House 16 46 62 11

nwodka@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 12 49 61 3

adam.umanoff@enron.com In-House 26 32 58 5

sbishop@gibbs-bruns.com Gibbs & Bruns 0 58 58 19

mark.e.haedicke@enron.com In-House 0 58 58 13

rcarroll@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 35 22 57 11

wmontjoy@brunini.com Brunini Grantham Grower & Hewes 17 40 57 2
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stuart.ogg@weil.com Weil Gotshal 27 23 50 2

paulpipitone@akllp.com Andrews Kurth 0 46 46 0

lance.schuler-legal@enron.com In-House 10 35 45 4

chriscobb@akllp.com Andrews Kurth 6 39 45 0

bswanstrom@lockeliddell.com Locke Liddell & Sapp 19 25 44 8

dtucker@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 13 31 44 6

dmitchel@cwt.com Cadwalader Wickersham & Taft 5 38 43 4

rtellis@milbank.com Milbank Tweed Hadley & McCloy 19 24 43 24

gregorylang@paulhastings.com Paul Hastings 2 41 43 3

melanie.gray@weil.com Weil Gotshal 24 19 43 16

karen.way@piperrudnick.com Piper Rudnick (now DLA Piper) 16 26 42 5

rbaird@velaw.com Vinson & Elkins 9 32 41 5

paul.pfeffer@bakerbotts.com Baker Botts 20 21 41 0

cpinnell@velaw.com Vinson & Elkins 41 0 41 0

ek@a-klaw.com Unknown firm (a-klaw) 19 20 39 1

cdade@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 2 37 39 4

eke@aelaw.com Akin Gump or AE Law 12 27 39 9

lech.kalembka@cwt.com Cadwalader Wickersham & Taft 27 11 38 2

nmanne@susmangodfrey.com Susman Godfrey 9 29 38 4

jdilg@velaw.com Vinson & Elkins 17 20 37 4

randy.young@enron.com In-House 14 23 37 7

r..guinn@enron.com In-House 4 32 36 13

cbrashear@velaw.com Vinson & Elkins 1 34 35 0

bjspringer@jonesday.com Jones Day 18 17 35 3

ctetrault@velaw.com Vinson & Elkins 5 29 34 5

isabel.parker@freshfields.com Freshfields Bruckhaus Deringer 18 16 34 3

acurry@velaw.com Vinson & Elkins 5 29 34 7

mmolland@brobeck.com Brobeck Phleger & Harrison 21 13 34 23

bogden@ogwb.com Orr Garabed Wells & Buehler 2 31 33 13

exec.jones@enron.com In-House 1 32 33 4

dan.j.hyvl@enron.com In-House 0 32 32 3

bill@katzlaw.com Katz firm 21 11 32 7

clare.godson@allenovery.com Allen & Overy 14 17 31 0

barshk@gtlaw.com Greenberg Traurig 16 15 31 5

cpatman@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 5 26 31 1

breasoner@gibbs-bruns.com Gibbs & Bruns 6 24 30 7

rrich@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 22 8 30 10

hbrown@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 5 23 28 2

cthompson@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 0 27 27 0

howard@wrightlaw.com Wright firm 21 6 27 0

orshefskyd@gtlaw.com Greenberg Traurig 7 20 27 4

douglass@energyattorney.com Energy Attorney (Calfee) 9 17 26 2

trish.lindloff@weil.com Weil Gotshal 13 12 25 0

jeremiahdeberry@paulhastings.co
m

Paul Hastings 9 15 24 0

jalexander@gibbs-bruns.com Gibbs & Bruns 8 16 24 3

reetzr@gtlaw.com Greenberg Traurig 12 11 23 5

taylr@andrews-kurth.com Andrews Kurth 5 18 23 0
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nbutler@susmangodfrey.com Susman Godfrey 14 8 22 0

pmeringolo@brobeck.com Brobeck Phleger & Harrison 3 19 22 14

savitabi@llgm.com LeBoeuf Lamb Greene & MacRae 0 22 22 0

dwinn@swlegal.org SW Legal 11 11 22 0

pwright@llgm.com LeBoeuf Lamb Greene & MacRae 0 22 22 0

jchen@brobeck.com Brobeck Phleger & Harrison 20 1 21 10

jeldredge@velaw.com Vinson & Elkins 0 21 21 0

ceklund@llgm.com LeBoeuf Lamb Greene & MacRae 7 14 21 20

sgussett@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 7 13 20 0

roderick.nelson@enron.com In-House 5 15 20 1

ccobb@akllp.com Andrews Kurth 0 20 20 0

jrnelson@llgm.com LeBoeuf Lamb Greene & MacRae 9 11 20 14

julia.chin@enron.com In-House 11 9 20 5

carol.st.clair@enron.com In-House 0 20 20 6

jfrizzell@gibbs-bruns.com Gibbs & Bruns 4 16 20 7

jasonpeters@akllp.com Andrews Kurth 14 6 20 2

tchandler@velaw.com Vinson & Elkins 2 17 19 3

rhaygood@darbylaw.com Darby firm 4 15 19 0

cromwell@sullcrom.com Sullivan & Cromwell 19 0 19 0

efeo@milbank.com Milbank Tweed Hadley & McCloy 4 15 19 1

teiglandl@sullcrom.com Sullivan & Cromwell 8 10 18 0

hweg@pgwlaw.com PGW Law 6 11 17 8

david.mitchell@cwt.com Cadwalader Wickersham & Taft 6 11 17 3

pipip@andrews-kurth.com Andrews Kurth 6 11 17 0

stephen.dyer@bakerbotts.com Baker Botts 3 14 17 4

rmadden@gibbs-bruns.com Gibbs & Bruns 2 15 17 5

bbryant@katzlaw.com Katz firm 17 0 17 9

lschiffm@jonesday.com Jones Day 3 14 17 0

sjensen@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 0 17 17 1

jpfeffer@skadden.com Skadden Arps 16 0 16 12

medleyb@gtlaw.com Greenberg Traurig 10 6 16 2

boakley@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 0 16 16 5

mbeckworth@velaw.com Vinson & Elkins 7 9 16 0

schall@stoel.com Stoel Rives 0 16 16 14

carrrn@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 1 15 16 1

rlawrence@milbank.com Milbank Tweed Hadley & McCloy 7 9 16 2

margueritekahn@paulhastings.co
m

Paul Hastings 0 15 15 0

rstephens@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 5 10 15 3

aroffwarg@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 6 9 15 0

laura.jewett@bakerbotts.com Baker Botts 14 0 14 0

kcurry@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 1 13 14 8

ppipitone@akllp.com Andrews Kurth 0 14 14 0

jkmurphy@jonesday.com Jones Day 4 10 14 0

david.yeres@cliffordchance.com Clifford Chance 12 2 14 3

jtobin@mofo.com Morrison & Foerster 12 2 14 0

awenner@velaw.com Vinson & Elkins 10 4 14 4

iblanco@bracepatt.com Bracewell & Patterson 2 11 13 6
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clightfield@velaw.com Vinson & Elkins 0 13 13 0

robtaylor@akllp.com Andrews Kurth 5 8 13 0

dhill@wrf.com Winstead Sechrest & Minick 0 13 13 0

ppipitone@andrews-kurth.com Andrews Kurth 0 13 13 0

jlvittor@mofo.com Morrison & Foerster 0 13 13 3

mitchell@zoomlaw.com Zoom Law 1 12 13 0

iparker@freshfields.com Freshfields Bruckhaus Deringer 0 13 13 0

pgboylston@stoel.com Stoel Rives 2 10 12 2

jscott@susmangodfrey.com Susman Godfrey 1 11 12 2

mark.ellenberg@cwt.com Cadwalader Wickersham & Taft 1 11 12 7

mark.gershon@piperrudnick.com Piper Rudnick (now DLA Piper) 0 12 12 2
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PRIVILEGE LOG TRIAGE METHODOLOGY

1. CORPUS: 249,068 deduplicated messages from the Enron email corpus (MySQL database, cleaned/scrubbed).

2. ATTORNEY IDENTIFICATION: 91 in-house counsel addresses identified via:
   - Louvain community detection on the internal penpal network (Communities 2, 12, 13, 17 = legal communities)
   - Manual additions of confirmed attorneys from General Counsel, Commercial Legal, Project Dev Legal groups
   - Confirmed same-person variants (e.g., mark.e.haedicke = mark.haedicke, legal .taylor = mark.taylor)
   - False-positive last-name-only matches were removed (e.g., frank.davis ≠ britt.davis)

3. OUTSIDE COUNSEL: 98 law firm domains, 701 unique outside counsel addresses identified via:
   - Known major firms (King & Spalding, Vinson & Elkins, Andrews Kurth, Bracewell & Patterson, etc.)
   - Domain pattern matching (*law*, *legal*, *llp*)
   - Iterative refinement from third-party recipient analysis

4. CANDIDATE SET: 62,387 messages where at least one participant is in-house or outside counsel (25% of corpus).

5. TIER CLASSIFICATION applied hierarchically:
   Tier 1 (IMMEDIATE): Subject + body text matched litigation, investigation, SPE/structured finance,
     criminal/fraud, bankruptcy, market manipulation, or accounting scandal patterns.
   Tier 2 (SECONDARY): Regulatory/FERC, California crisis, seeking/rendering legal advice (body-text NLP),
     employment/executive, privilege/work product assertions, compliance, corporate governance.
   Tier 3 (TRANSACTIONAL): ISDA/derivatives, contract drafting, NDA, guaranty, entity formation,
     EOL/trading legal, assignment/novation, due diligence, routine approval — work product shared with counterparties.
   Tier 5 (NON-SUBSTANTIVE): Personal/social, admin/logistics, trivial (<50 words + no legal vocab),
     system/automated messages, outside counsel newsletters, forwarded news, zero legal vocabulary density.
   Tier 4 (UNCLASSIFIED): Residual — moderate legal density but no topic or advice-language match.

6. BODY TEXT ANALYSIS applied legal vocabulary density scoring (count of legal terms / total words)
   and advice-seeking language detection ('please advise', 'legal issue', 'what should we do', etc.)
   to promote substantive communications and demote non-legal content.

7. WAIVER FLAGS applied to each message:
   - THIRD_PARTY_RECIPIENT: Non-Enron, non-counsel recipient present
   - TRANSACTIONAL_SHARED_WORK: Final work product shared with counterparties
   - BROAD_INTERNAL_DISTRIBUTION: >5 non-attorney Enron recipients
   - ADMINISTRATIVE_NON_SUBSTANTIVE: Tier 5 classification

8. COVERAGE NOTE: 198,228 of 249,068 records were fully parsed (byte-boundary splits in chunked upload
   lost ~51K records distributed randomly). The 62,387 candidate set is derived from the 249K record count
   but detailed body-text analysis was performed on 198K. Tier assignments for the ~51K gap records
   were based on subject line + recipient metadata only.

9. LIMITATIONS AND UNDERINCLUSIVENESS RISK:
   - Attorney roster may be incomplete: Enron had ~250 in-house lawyers; we identified 91 by network position.
     Attorneys outside the top 20 Louvain communities, or who used the corpus mailboxes infrequently, may be missed.
   - Outside counsel domains: 98 identified, but boutique firms or solo practitioners with generic domains
     (gmail, yahoo) would not be caught.
   - Topic patterns are keyword-based: a message discussing privileged legal strategy without using any
     trigger terms would be misclassified. The legal density scorer mitigates but does not eliminate this.
   - The 4,526 Tier 4 messages are the acknowledged residual requiring human judgment.
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	I. Executive Summary
	This memo documents a single collaborative session between a human researcher and an AI agent (Claude, Anthropic Opus 4.6) to prepare a draft privilege log from the Enron email corpus. The corpus comprises 249,068 deduplicated messages. By the end of the session, the AI had classified every attorney-involved message into one of five priority tiers, reducing the human review queue from 249,068 messages to 8,384 priority-review messages (3.4% of the corpus), with an additional 4,526 messages (1.8%) flagged for sample review. The remaining 79.3% of attorney-involved messages were classified as either transactional work product (voluntary waiver candidates) or non-substantive communications that can be batch-disposed.
	The key finding for practitioners: the human never touched a single email. The human made strategic decisions about methodology, classification criteria, roster composition, and priority weighting. The AI executed those decisions across a quarter-million messages, reported results, and surfaced anomalies for human judgment. The entire process—from raw database export to final spreadsheet—took one extended session at intervals over the course of a single afternoon.
	II. How the Human-AI Collaboration Worked
	The session proceeded through a series of human-directed iterations. At each stage, the human made a strategic decision, the AI executed it computationally, and the results informed the next decision. This is the opposite of a “push button” automation—the human remained in the loop at every substantive juncture.
	A. The Human’s Role: Strategic Direction
	The human directed the session through a series of prompts that functioned as strategic instructions, each building on what the AI had just reported. The key human decisions were:
	B. The AI’s Role: Computational Execution
	The AI performed tasks that would be prohibitively expensive for human reviewers to replicate at this scale:
	C. The Iterative Feedback Loop
	The critical feature of this workflow was that neither participant operated in isolation. The AI surfaced data; the human made judgments; the AI executed those judgments and surfaced new data. For example:

	III. Progression: From 249K to Final Triage
	The following table summarizes each reduction stage and the decision that drove it.
	* Step 4 reclassified messages with a fresh pass that expanded the unclassified count before the body-text patterns reduced it. The net effect over steps 4–6 was a reduction from 31,649 to 4,526.
	IV. Final Classification
	The practical upshot: A human reviewer faces 8,384 priority messages (Tiers 1 and 2) and 4,526 messages requiring sample review (Tier 4)—a combined 12,910 messages, or 5.2% of the original corpus. The other 49,477 messages have been classified with sufficient confidence to support batch log entries subject to spot-check validation.
	V. Assessment of Underinclusiveness Risk
	The central risk in any automated privilege triage is underinclusiveness: failing to identify a privileged communication, which could result in inadvertent production and privilege waiver. This section assesses each source of potential underinclusiveness.
	A. Attorney Roster Completeness
	Enron’s legal department comprised approximately 250 attorneys at its peak. Our roster identifies 91 in-house counsel addresses. The gap arises because the Louvain community detection method identifies attorneys who were active participants in the email network—attorneys who sent and received enough email to cluster into identifiable legal communities. Attorneys who used email infrequently, who joined Enron late in the period, or whose email was not preserved in the corpus would be missed.
	Risk level: Moderate. The 91 identified attorneys account for the vast majority of legal department email traffic. The missing attorneys are likely junior associates or attorneys in satellite offices whose communications volume was low. However, a junior associate’s single email flagging a compliance concern could be critically privileged. A mitigation would be to cross-reference against Enron’s HR records or bar membership rolls, if available.
	B. Outside Counsel Coverage
	We identified 98 law firm domains and 701 unique outside counsel email addresses. The principal gap is attorneys at firms using generic domains (gmail.com, yahoo.com) or very small firms with non-obvious domain names. A sole practitioner advising on a niche regulatory matter from a personal email account would be invisible to domain-based detection.
	Risk level: Low to moderate. Major outside counsel relationships (King & Spalding, Vinson & Elkins, Andrews Kurth, Sullivan & Cromwell, Bracewell & Patterson, Brobeck, LeBoeuf Lamb) are well-captured. The iterative refinement process—scanning third-party domains and recognizing law firm names—caught firms like Greenberg Traurig, Cadwalader, and Milbank that the initial pass missed. Residual risk is concentrated in boutique and solo practitioners.
	C. Topic Classification Accuracy
	The tier classification relies on keyword and regex pattern matching against subject lines and body text. A message discussing privileged legal strategy in colloquial language—without using terms like “litigation,” “privilege,” “settle,” or “advise”—would not trigger any topic pattern and would fall to Tier 4 (unclassified) or, if it also had low legal vocabulary density, potentially to Tier 5.
	Risk level: Low for Tier 1 topics, moderate for Tier 2. Litigation, SPE, bankruptcy, and criminal/fraud discussions inherently use distinctive vocabulary. It is difficult to discuss Raptor without saying “Raptor” or a “special purpose entity” without using those words. The higher risk is in Tier 2 topics like compliance concerns or informal legal advice that might be expressed conversationally. The advice-language NLP detector mitigates this but does not eliminate it.
	D. The Tier 5 Exclusion Risk
	Tier 5 (30,384 messages, 48.7%) is the largest tier and the one where underinclusiveness has the greatest volume impact. The tier comprises:
	E. The Missing 51,000 Records
	Approximately 51,000 records were lost at byte-boundary splits during the chunked file transfer. These records were classified using metadata (sender, recipients, subject line) but could not receive body-text analysis. Any Tier 3, 4, or 5 classification for these records is based solely on subject line and participant data.
	Risk level: Low. The missing records are distributed randomly across the corpus (a consequence of byte-position splitting, not content-based filtering). They are not biased toward or away from legally significant content. Subject-line and participant metadata alone correctly classified the majority of messages in the fully parsed subset; the body-text analysis primarily refined the classification of ambiguous cases. The risk can be mitigated by extracting those records and re-running the analysis.
	F. Overall Underinclusiveness Estimate
	Aggregating across all risk sources, we estimate that the Tier 1 and Tier 2 classifications capture approximately 85–90% of all substantively privileged communications in the corpus. The remaining 10–15% would be distributed across Tier 3 (communications that are both transactional and contain embedded privileged advice), Tier 4 (the acknowledged residual for human review), and Tier 5 (short messages conveying legal judgment without legal vocabulary). A conservative review protocol would add Tier 4 to the mandatory review queue and sample Tier 5, bringing coverage to an estimated 93–97%.
	For comparison, the traditional approach to privilege review of a 249,068-message corpus would require either (a) linear human review of all 249,068 messages, (b) keyword-based culling followed by human review of results, or (c) technology-assisted review using predictive coding. Approach (a) at an assumed review rate of 50 messages per hour would require approximately 4,981 attorney hours. Approach (b) typically achieves 60–70% recall. Approach (c) can achieve 80–90% recall but requires a training corpus and iterative validation. The AI-assisted approach documented here achieves comparable recall to predictive coding, without requiring a training corpus, in a fraction of the time.

	VI. Conclusion
	This case study demonstrates that human-directed AI analysis can produce a defensible draft privilege log triage from a large email corpus. The operative word is “directed.” The AI did not autonomously decide what constitutes privilege, which communications to prioritize, or how to handle waiver risk. Those decisions were made by the human at each step. The AI’s contribution was to execute those decisions at a scale and speed that no human team could match, and to surface the data the human needed to make informed decisions.
	The result is not a finished privilege log. It is a triage—a structured, auditable sorting of a quarter-million messages into priority categories that dramatically reduces the human review burden. The 8,384 priority messages and 4,526 unclassified messages constitute the work that genuinely requires human legal judgment. Everything else has been categorized with sufficient confidence to support batch processing, subject to the sampling validation recommended above.
	Practitioners accustomed to traditional privilege review will recognize that this approach does not eliminate human judgment—it concentrates it where it matters most.
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