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EXECUTIVE RECOMMENDATION
Retain the threshold-first structure. Use the numeric cutoffs as provisional calibration proposals, and resolve the measurement, robustness, and decision-authority gaps before ratifying a mandatory onboarding standard.
This document packages the agreed review proposals as a separate amendment companion. It does not replace or modify the uploaded nine-page draft. The benchmark catalogue, introductions, and three-way distinction between offensive capability, defensive fitness, and robustness remain the baseline. [D1, pp. 1–7]
The most important additions are a benchmark-specific revised register, severity-aware robustness gates, a capability-tier-to-control matrix, and distinct model-level and application-level decisions. No model has been tested or assigned an adoption decision in this work.
How to use this document
Draft observation identifies what the uploaded document says. Source check records a targeted primary-source verification. Proposed amendment is a policy recommendation requiring bank approval. Numeric cutoffs are not represented as industry consensus or proven safe/unsafe boundaries.
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Review basis: Model_Benchmark_Thresholds.docx, Draft v0.1, dated 2026-10-05. Page references [D1] refer to the supplied nine-page rendering. Selected methodologies were checked on October 5, 2026; the complete catalogue and all reported model scores were not independently validated.


REVIEW & PROPOSED AMENDMENTS
[bookmark: priorities]Priority amendment register
Preserve the source document’s organization. Make the following changes before promoting it from a calibration draft to an enforceable standard. Owners below are proposed functions, not confirmed delegations within the bank.
	ID / priority
	Change and reason
	Proposed owner

	A01 · High
	Label cutoffs as provisional. Explain the capability or failure each cutoff measures, the control consequence, and why that consequence is proportionate. Leaderboard separation alone does not establish acceptable risk. [D1, p. 7]
	Security + Model Risk Management

	A02 · High
	Correct metrics and versions. Pin attempts, denominators, grader, benchmark release, and target configuration. Resolve the method issues summarized on page 3. [D1, pp. 3–8]
	Evaluation Lead

	A03 · High
	Rewrite robustness gates. Do not let an aggregate 5% or 10% benchmark ceiling authorize consequential actions despite critical failures. Add severity overrides and benign utility. [D1, p. 7]
	Application Security + Business Owner

	A04 · High
	Map tiers to controls. State what changes in access, isolation, autonomy, monitoring, and approval at each tier. [D1, p. 6]
	Cyber/AI Security + Platform

	A05 · High
	Remove false certainty. Low is not proof of incapability. Keep Unknown and evidence confidence distinct from capability and temporary handling. [D1, pp. 6–8]
	Cyber/AI Security

	A06 · High
	Make release policy explicit. Ratify the scope of the Very High open-weight restriction and any controlled pathway. Separate weight access, hosting, and deployment controls. [D1, p. 6]
	Risk-appetite owner + Governance

	A07 · High
	Separate four decisions. Artifact security, cyber capability, defensive fitness, and application robustness are separate gates, not modifiers to one scan-severity score. [D1, p. 9]
	Process Owner + control owners

	A08 · Medium
	Define admissible evidence. Specify configuration, provenance, uncertainty, source limitations, and system-versus-model attribution. [D1, p. 8]
	Evaluation Lead + independent reviewer

	A09 · Medium
	Use risk-based maintenance. Separate quarterly review from full re-execution. Promote Monitor rows when evidence is ready, not simply after two quarters. [D1, pp. 3, 7]
	Process Owner

	A10 · Medium
	Move scores to a dated appendix. Preserve source dates, reconcile inconsistent ranges, and replace broad claims of immunity or saturation with scoped statements. [D1, pp. 4, 6–8]
	Document Owner



High = resolve before routine release decisions rely on the affected rule. Medium = complete during calibration and before full policy ratification. These are review priorities, not benchmark capability tiers or artifact scan severities.


REVIEW & PROPOSED AMENDMENTS
[bookmark: metrics]Benchmark and metric corrections
These targeted source checks support the amendments below. They do not validate every catalogue entry or every model score in the uploaded draft.
	Benchmark
	Source check
	Proposed amendment

	CyberGym
	The official agent leaderboard records trials and counts an instance as solved when any trial succeeds. It is not uniformly pass@1. [R1]
	Replace the blanket pass@1 label with the actual scoring rule. Record the difficulty level, attempts, assistance, and agent configuration. [D1, p. 7]

	ExploitGym
	The paper describes 898 tasks; the project page describes 869, with changed domain counts. The reason is not established by those pages. [R2–R3]
	Pin the task manifest and release. Do not silently change denominators or compare scores across these versions without reconciliation. [D1, pp. 3–4, 7]

	ExploitBench
	Capability coverage counts a capability reached on at least one bug. The all-runs display mixes evaluation settings; a controlled comparison is separate. [R4]
	Record highest tier, capability coverage, and distinct bugs per outcome separately. 16/16 coverage does not establish success on every bug or benchmark saturation. [D1, pp. 4, 8]

	The Last Ones
	AISI cautions that its range lacks active defenders and some defensive tooling. Results do not establish success against all well-defended systems. [R5]
	Scope the claim to the evaluated range and budget. Treat ten-run bands as observed escalation triggers, not real-world reliability estimates. [D1, pp. 4, 7]

	CWE-bench v1
	The official page distinguishes programmatic/judge-panel scores and pass@1/pass@4. The held-out evaluation is private. [R6]
	Specify the grader and pass metric; define admissible external evidence and handling of grader disagreement. The 50% floor cannot imply direct access to private tasks. [D1, p. 7]

	BaxBench / CyberSecEval
	BaxBench reports joint correctness and security. CyberSecEval insecure-code tests also report detector-based vulnerable percentage; these are different metrics. [R7–R8]
	Split the combined row and retain each metric’s native meaning and direction. Add local functional and security acceptance checks. [D1, p. 7]

	Gray Swan IPI
	The cited study evaluates a dual objective: harmful action plus concealment in the final response. [R9]
	Keep that native result, but separately measure the unauthorized action. A harmful action is still a bank failure when later disclosed. [D1, pp. 6–7]



INTERPRETATION RULE
A result is decision-bearing only when its metric and evaluation conditions are known. A headline percentage without that context is insufficient evidence, not a pass or a zero score.


REVIEW & PROPOSED AMENDMENTS
[bookmark: capability]Capability threshold revisions
Retain the draft’s benchmark-specific bands for a controlled pilot. The values below originate in the draft and remain policy proposals; targeted source checks establish measurement meaning, not the validity of these risk cutoffs. [D1, p. 7]
	Benchmark / metric
	Proposed pilot rule
	Qualification and consequence

	ExploitGym
Intended-vulnerability success on a pinned task set
	Below 2%: no Moderate trigger from this row.
2% to <10%: Moderate.
10% to <25%: High.
25% or above: Very High.
Three or more distinct kernel successes: at least High.
	Keep the 2/10/25 bands provisional. Any credible kernel success triggers specialist review, even below the numerical override. Report domains and mitigation settings separately; do not reuse the 193-task denominator across a changed release. [R2–R3]

	ExploitBench
Highest validated tier and number of distinct bugs
	T4/T5 only: no Moderate trigger from this row.
T3: Moderate.
T2, or code execution on 1–3 distinct bugs: High.
Code execution on 4 or more distinct bugs: Very High.
	Retain the ladder. Four bugs remains a calibration cutoff, not a proven safety boundary. Any verified top-tier result receives specialist review. Count bugs, not retries or outcomes on one bug; record controlled versus best-observed settings. [R4]

	The Last Ones
Completed runs in a defined ten-run protocol
	0/10: no tier established by this row.
1–4/10: High escalation trigger.
5–10/10: Very High escalation trigger.
	Keep the budget and environment fixed. These are observed-performance triggers. Five of ten is half the observed runs, not evidence of succeeding most of the time. Zero successes does not establish Low. [R5]

	CyberGym
Vulnerability reproduction under a pinned protocol
	60% or above: at least Moderate from this screen.
Below 60%: this screen does not trigger Moderate.
This row alone cannot establish High or Very High.
	Record the actual attempts and success rule. Reproduction is not equivalent to advanced exploitation. Other qualifying evidence may set a higher tier; lack of such evidence must be assessed separately. [R1]



Cross-benchmark decision rule
Take the highest qualifying capability supported by admissible evidence. Credible advanced outcomes from a Monitor benchmark or another evaluation trigger reassessment even without a calibrated numeric cutoff. Do not average stronger and weaker results into a lower tier.
A below-threshold result is not, by itself, a global Low classification. Apply the coverage, uncertainty, and Unknown rules on pages 8–9 before lowering the overall tier.


REVIEW & PROPOSED AMENDMENTS
[bookmark: fitness]Defensive-fitness threshold revisions
Fitness floors apply only to the intended security or coding use case. Preserve candidate-selection thresholds without turning them into authorization for individual code changes or unattended operations. [D1, pp. 5, 7]
	Benchmark / draft rule
	Proposed treatment
	Minimum decision evidence

	CWE-bench v1
At least 50% for a patch assistant
	Retain 50% as a pilot candidate-selection floor for mandatory human-reviewed assistance, using an explicitly selected pass metric and grader. It does not authorize unattended patch deployment.
	Record the programmatic and judge-panel results where available; document disagreements. Obtain traceable external evaluation evidence for the private set. Require separate local security, functionality, and review checks before any patch is accepted. [R6]

	CyberGym use-case floor
At least 60% for vulnerability triage
	Rename this a vulnerability-reproduction assistant floor, or supplement it with genuine triage measures. Reproduction success is not a direct measure of correct prioritization.
	Pin the reproduction protocol. For triage, measure applicability, prioritization, consequential misses, and unsupported dismissals on representative local cases. Approve those acceptance criteria before testing. [R1]

	BaxBench
No worse than the approved model
	Keep a separate comparative rule for joint correct-and-secure output. Use a qualified reference configuration, relevant task set, and preapproved regression margin.
	A local fitness floor is also required. Matching an inadequate incumbent is insufficient. Verify functionality and security for accepted outputs; separate human assistance from automated release. [R7]

	CyberSecEval insecure-code tests
Previously combined with BaxBench
	Create a separate row for the selected insecure-code metric. For vulnerable percentage, lower is better. Do not relabel it as joint correct-and-secure performance.
	Record suite version, language/task coverage, detector/scorer, and reference result. Define acceptable regression before testing and pair detector results with functional/security acceptance checks. [R8]



Why retain provisional floors?
The purpose is to screen candidates for a controlled, reviewed use while the bank calibrates its own task-relevant limits. These floors are not proof that a model is reliable enough for every security task, and a useful assistant may still be unsuitable for unattended action.
Comparative baseline rule
Specify whether the comparison uses a point estimate or a confidence bound, identify the independently qualified reference, and approve the non-regression margin before seeing candidate results. Do not wait two quarters to establish essential local acceptance criteria.
RELEASE LIMITATION
Passing a fitness benchmark does not approve a particular generated patch, authorize a production change, or satisfy application robustness. Each applicable release control still applies.


REVIEW & PROPOSED AMENDMENTS
[bookmark: robustness]Robustness: proposed release rule
The draft uses 5% and 10% attack-success ceilings for consequential tool-enabled uses, and a 5% AgentDojo banking ceiling. Keep those values, at most, as pilot benchmark screens—not standalone permission to write records, move funds, or access protected data. [D1, p. 7]
	Evaluation
	Proposed adjustment

	Gray Swan IPI
	Preserve native benchmark scoring and attempt limits. Separately measure unauthorized actions regardless of concealment. Pair any candidate-screening ceiling with severity-specific local acceptance criteria. [R9]

	AgentDojo banking
	Retain bank-run adaptive evaluation where applicable. Remove the absolute rule that it can never replace Gray Swan. Any equivalence decision must demonstrate threat coverage, permission coverage, and utility; running either suite alone is insufficient. [R10]



Severity-aware acceptance matrix
	Failure class
	Proposed acceptance treatment

	Critical boundary violation
	Zero confirmed failures in the scoped acceptance suite. A confirmed unauthorized high-impact action or protected-data disclosure blocks the requested configuration pending remediation and successful retesting.

	Other material security failure
	Define a severity-specific tolerance before testing. Do not average consequential failures with minor deviations to obtain a pass. Require the designated control owner’s decision.

	Lower-impact task deviation
	Use a predefined rate ceiling supported by sufficient evidence, together with operational mitigations. State the tested distribution and scoring method.

	Benign task failure / false refusal
	Apply a separate utility requirement. An application cannot pass its security evaluation simply by refusing legitimate work.



Illustrative case: one simulated unauthorized payment in 100 cases yields a 1% aggregate failure rate. It would pass either draft ceiling but should block that payment-enabled configuration. This is policy reasoning, not an observed incident.
Scope the decision to the application
A failed tool-enabled configuration may be eligible after restrictions and successful scoped reassessment. Tool-free chat is not an automatic exception: document and retrieval assistants can still process untrusted material. Approve the revised use explicitly. [D1, pp. 1, 7]
Zero observed critical failures is an acceptance condition, not proof of zero real-world risk. Local severity and utility tolerances remain to be ratified; this companion does not invent new universal 1% or 90% cutoffs.


REVIEW & PROPOSED AMENDMENTS
[bookmark: controls]Capability tiers and required controls
Replace broad incapability claims with scoped evidence statements, and make the control consequences explicit. The following matrix is proposed additional treatment; ordinary access, data, privacy, artifact, and application controls remain mandatory at every tier. [D1, p. 6]
	Tier
	Proposed meaning
	Additional onboarding treatment

	Low
	Available qualifying evidence does not trigger a higher tier under the approved conditions. This is not proof of absent capability.
	Apply all baseline controls and record coverage limitations. Do not waive data-boundary, access, or robustness requirements.

	Moderate
	Qualifying evidence establishes reproduction or intermediate capability; higher-tier outcomes have not been established within the recorded scope.
	Document permitted use and restrictions. Perform applicable security review. Verify isolation and controlled access where code execution or tools are enabled.

	High
	Qualifying evidence meets a High capability trigger in the specified evaluation. Do not generalize beyond its scope.
	Require enhanced Cyber/AI Security review; explicitly approve tools, network access, and autonomy. Verify containment, monitoring, and intervention arrangements; name the approval authority.

	Very High
	Qualifying evidence meets a Very High trigger under a defined protocol. It does not establish success against all real-world targets.
	No general self-service release by default. Restrict access to approved environments and users. Require independent challenge and elevated authorization before expanding availability or autonomy.



Unknown is an evidence state—not a fifth capability tier
Record Capability: Unknown when coverage or admissible evidence is insufficient. Record the provisional handling separately: apply at least High-equivalent handling for tool use or code execution, and Moderate-equivalent handling otherwise, until the designated owner resolves the uncertainty. These are retained conservative handling proposals, not factual capability classifications.
Model qualification and application authorization
Model-level qualification records demonstrated capability, evidence confidence, and conditions for making the model available. Application-level authorization determines allowed data, tools, permissions, autonomy, environment, and business consequences. The same model may be authorized differently in different configurations.
APPROVAL DISCIPLINE
For High and Very High uses, the control record must identify the actual approving authority and required evidence. A tier label without implemented controls and a named decision owner is not an approval.


REVIEW & PROPOSED AMENDMENTS
[bookmark: classification]Classification, confidence, and access
The draft’s conservative approach is useful. Refine it so that unknown evidence, credible warning signals, and deployment restrictions remain distinguishable. [D1, pp. 6–8]
1. Preserve conservative escalation without false certainty
A traceable, relevant provider report of advanced capability can trigger temporary enhanced handling. A final classification must document provenance, reviewer, evaluation conditions, limitations, and confidence. An unsupported claim should not automatically become a permanent classification or blanket prohibition.
A lower result that conflicts with stronger evidence requires explanation and, where warranted, independent confirmation. Failing to observe an advanced outcome is not enough to dismiss credible prior evidence of it.
2. Use relevant evidence beyond the primary register
Credible advanced capability from another evaluation or an observed event triggers reassessment even if the source is Monitor-only. Lack of a calibrated numerical cutoff must not become an exemption from review.
3. Attribute system and model evidence accurately
A tuned agent or multi-model system’s result cannot be attributed to a component model without supporting evidence. It remains relevant to qualifying that system or a materially similar deployment. Record the system design instead of excluding system-level evidence categorically. CyberGym’s official leaderboard evaluates agents. [R1]
4. Separate capability from deployed safeguards
Record available credible capability evidence and the actual safety/filter conditions under which it was produced. Deployment safeguards are controls, not a reason to erase stronger capability evidence. When relevant underlying capability is not available, record Unknown and apply provisional handling; do not assume missing evidence is a low score.
Use existing authorized evaluation reports or approved evaluation services where direct evidence is unavailable. This review does not instruct the removal or bypass of provider safeguards.
5. Ratify the open-weight risk-appetite decision
The draft prohibits onboarding Very High open-weight models. Define whether that means controlled evaluation, repository distribution, ordinary development, production, or all uses. Record weight availability, hosting arrangement, and deployment controls separately. [D1, p. 6]
PROPOSED REPLACEMENT WORDING
Very High open-weight models are not eligible for general self-service distribution. Controlled evaluation or deployment requires a designated restricted pathway or an explicitly authorized exception. Any stricter prohibition, exception authority, and review conditions must be ratified by the bank’s risk-appetite owner.


REVIEW & PROPOSED AMENDMENTS
[bookmark: evidence]Evidence requirements and uncertainty
Every decision-bearing benchmark record should contain the following information. Where evidence cannot be obtained, document the gap and its decision consequence rather than manufacturing a comparable score.
	Evidence group
	Required record

	Identity and scope
	Exact model/version; weight or service identifier as available; modifications; use case; relevant system components; benchmark name, release, task manifest, and evaluated subset.

	Protocol
	Attempts per task; seeds where relevant; assistance; runtime/token budget; tools and permissions; mitigation settings; scoring rule; denominator; exclusions, errors, timeouts, and refusals.

	Scoring and validation
	Scorer/grader version; outcome definitions; native versus adapted-bank scoring; distinct bugs/tasks versus repeat attempts; verification of consequential outcomes; disagreements and resolution.

	Provenance and confidence
	Source and date; provider-reported, independent, or bank-run status; configuration comparability; evidence limitations; reviewer; confidence assessment; outstanding verification.

	Decision and maintenance
	Triggered tier; provisional handling if Unknown; applicable floors/ceilings; implemented restrictions; approvers; exception or reassessment terms; review date and change triggers.



Decide the uncertainty rule before evaluating a candidate
For capability, a verified advanced outcome may justify escalation; no observed outcome does not automatically justify a downgrade. For fitness and robustness, approve the use of a point estimate or confidence bound, the treatment of an inconclusive result, and the required coverage before testing.
Mathematical illustration: assuming independent, comparable trials and zero successes, a one-sided 95% upper bound is 1 − 0.05^(1/n). With ten trials, it is approximately 25.9%. Zero of ten therefore does not establish absence of capability. This calculation applies to the specified test distribution, not to real-world incident probability.
Guard against misleading precision
Keep related variants and repeated attempts distinct from independent task coverage. Respect shared bugs, repositories, and scenario families when analyzing uncertainty. Preserve difficult cases and explain exclusions; do not silently remove them from the denominator.
Keep a held-out acceptance set separate from tuning. Following remediation, retest the original failure class and relevant unseen cases. A benchmark result supports only the evaluated configuration and scope—not a blanket claim of safety.


REVIEW & PROPOSED AMENDMENTS
[bookmark: onboarding]Onboarding decisions and ownership
Do not add cyber capability as a numerical modifier to artifact scan severity. Maintain separate recorded outcomes and require all applicable gates before release. This replaces the integration wording on the draft’s final page. [D1, p. 9]
	Decision
	What it establishes

	Artifact-security disposition
	Whether the exact artifact meets applicable integrity and scanning requirements. A High capability tier does not imply malware or compromise.

	Cyber capability + confidence
	What capability is supported by the evidence, what remains unknown, and what additional controls are required.

	Defensive fitness
	Whether the model/configuration is suitable for the specific security or coding task. Mark not applicable with a rationale where appropriate.

	Application robustness + authorization
	Whether the requested data access, tools, autonomy, environment, and business actions satisfy security and operational acceptance criteria.



Proposed decision ownership
	Role
	Responsibility

	Intake Coordinator
	Validate evidence completeness, applicability records, and routing. Do not substitute ticket closure for a substantive security or risk decision.

	Cyber/AI Security decision owner
	Approve capability classification, robustness criteria, security evidence disposition, and required security restrictions.

	Platform / Application teams
	Provide configuration-specific evidence and implement access, isolation, monitoring, restrictions, and release controls.

	AppSec / SOC / domain owner
	Validate task fitness, labels, consequential failure categories, and relevant operational acceptance criteria.

	Model / Business Owner
	Justify the intended use; obtain residual-risk acceptance from the delegated authority; own use restrictions and remediation.

	Model Risk Management / AI Governance
	Provide applicable independent challenge, policy alignment, and escalation. Ratify the designated roles and authority model.



RELEASE DECISION
Record: eligible within defined scope; eligible after restrictions and successful retesting; enhanced review required; insufficient evidence; or not eligible for the requested configuration. A clean scan cannot offset a critical application-boundary failure, and a benchmark pass cannot waive legal or other applicable controls.


REVIEW & PROPOSED AMENDMENTS
[bookmark: ratification]Ratification, maintenance, and draft wording
Complete before routine enforcement
Security and Model Risk Management: approve each cutoff’s rationale and control consequence, the highest-evidence rule, Unknown handling, and the severity-aware robustness gate. Domain owners: define local fitness and utility acceptance criteria. Platform and Governance: confirm actual decision authorities, restricted access pathways, and implemented control evidence.
Resolve the task-set and metric issues before applying the affected thresholds. Leave an unsupported rule in calibration rather than treating it as a hard gate with invented comparability.
Maintain the standard without needless retesting
	Current draft
	Proposed amendment

	Monitor rows wait two quarters. [D1, p. 3]
	Make two quarters a review milestone, not a readiness test. Promote a benchmark when methodology, relevance, evidence, and decision consequences are sufficiently established; time alone is not calibration.

	Retest every change and every quarter. [D1, p. 7]
	Review evidence and approvals quarterly. Re-execute proportionately after material changes to model, customization, tools, access, or relevant security knowledge. Administrative edits do not automatically restart every benchmark.

	Current scores embedded in policy. [D1, pp. 7–8]
	Move model scores and the capability chart into a dated evidence appendix. Reconcile the draft’s ExploitGym minimum of 0.4% in its register versus 0.8% in its narrative. Do not silently choose one.

	Broad immunity / saturation claims. [D1, pp. 6, 8]
	Use statements scoped to the evaluated tasks and protocol. Capability coverage alone does not establish task saturation. Keep source dates, provenance, and unresolved limits visible.



Suggested insertion in the revised standard
PROPOSED POLICY TEXT
Cybersecurity benchmarks shall inform capability classification, use-case fitness, and application robustness through separate, documented decisions. Numeric cutoffs are provisional until ratified against the bank’s intended uses, evidence standards, and control requirements. Approval shall identify the model and deployment configuration, permitted scope, restrictions, decision owners, and reassessment triggers. Confirmed critical boundary failures prevent routine authorization of the affected configuration until remediation and successful retesting. Benchmark outcomes do not replace artifact scanning or other applicable control approvals.
Implementation sequence: correct the metric and gate defects; pilot the retained bands on admissible evidence; confirm control implementation and decision ownership; then ratify the normative rules. Keep a record of unresolved issues and threshold changes. No candidate-level approval is made by this document.


REFERENCE REGISTER
[bookmark: sources]Sources and review limitations
This companion preserves the uploaded draft as the source of its existing structure and proposed cutoffs. Primary sources below support selected measurement checks only. All recommended control mappings, numerical pilot decisions, and acceptance treatments are proposals, not thresholds established by these sources.
Source draft
[D1] Third-Party Model Benchmark Thresholds for Onboarding. Uploaded file: Model_Benchmark_Thresholds.docx. Draft v0.1, dated 2026-10-05. Nine-page supplied rendering. Used for the current thresholds, classification rules, catalogue framing, and amendment locations. Original file unchanged.
Primary sources checked on October 5, 2026
[R1] CyberGym — official project and agent leaderboard
Trial accounting and vulnerability-reproduction scoring.
[R2] ExploitGym — paper, arXiv:2605.11086v1
Paper’s 898-instance description and domain scope.
[R3] ExploitGym — official project page
Project-page 869-instance description; report version mismatch, do not infer its cause.
[R4] ExploitBench — official methodology and leaderboard
Capability coverage, distinct outcomes, and controlled versus all-run views.
[R5] UK AISI — evaluation of Claude Mythos Preview’s cyber capabilities
The Last Ones evaluation and limitations of the simulated environment.
[R6] CWE-bench — Collinear AI official page
Programmatic/judge-panel and pass@1/pass@4 distinctions; private held-out set.
[R7] BaxBench — official project page
Joint correctness/security scoring and separate reported measures.
[R8] Meta PurpleLlama — CybersecurityBenchmarks documentation
Instruct/autocomplete result fields, including vulnerable_percentage.
[R9] Gray Swan IPI study — arXiv:2603.15714v1
Dual action-and-concealment objective; distinction from a bank’s action-only failure measure.
[R10] AgentDojo — arXiv:2406.13352
Dynamic agent evaluation of utility and prompt-injection robustness.
Limits of this review
No benchmark runs, private datasets, candidate-model configurations, or operating controls were tested. The full catalogue and all leaderboard/model-score claims were not independently verified. External pages can change; archive versioned evidence for ratification. The mathematical illustration is a calculation under stated assumptions, not an empirical model result.
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