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Abstract

The development of IT technology, Internet popularity is increasing geometrically. However, as its side
effect, the intrusion behaviors such as information leakage for key system and infringement of computation
network etc are also increasing fast. The attack traffic detection method which is suggested in this study
utilizes the Snort, traditional NIDS, filters the packet with false positive among the detected attack traffics
using Nmap information. Then, it performs the secondary filtering using nessus vulnerability information
and finally performs correlation analysis considering appropriateness of management system, severity of
signature and security hole so that it could reduce false positive alarm message as well as minimize the
errors from false positive and as a result, it raised the overall attack detection results
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