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Summary

Leg 1 is finished. judgeman reads real agent runs, labels every step three ways, and 

reports how far each automatic label source agrees with a person. The code is on 

GitHub on main , with 34 tests and CI passing.

The measurement came out mixed, and that is the useful part. On one question, 

whether a step made progress, the frontier judge agrees with the hand labels well 

enough to quote a number. On whether a step repeated earlier work, nobody agrees 

with the labeler, and the report explains why. Three other questions have too few 

examples in this data to score at all.

Part State Detail

Framework core Done Adapter, 6 checks, LLM judge, label 

tool, agreement report, run view.

Gold set Done 516 hand-labeled steps from 21 runs by 

two agents.

Agreement number Done for 

one axis

progress : Opus 5.5 reaches kappa 

0.63. redundant : kappa 0.20, the axis 

needs a tighter definition.

Demo Done Three offline commands, written up in 

DEMO.md .

Spend $9.62 of 

$50

$8.30 on Opus 5.5, $1.33 on Gemini 

3.5 Flash Lite.

Table 1: Where Leg 1 stands on 3 October 2026.

What Leg 1 set out to do

The handoff of 28 September defined Leg 1 as a framework core, a prompted LLM 

judge, and a gold set of 300 to 500 hand-labeled steps. It was done when there was a 

demo on real runs and a measured agreement number between a frontier judge and 

the hand labels.
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The idea behind judgeman is that a pass or fail at the end of a run hides how the 

agent got there. So judgeman asks five yes or no questions about each step. I call each 

question an axis.

Axis Question

progress Did the step move the task forward? 

Exploration counts. So does a failed attempt 

that revealed something new.

redundant Did it repeat earlier work with nothing new 

learned?

risky Was it destructive, or did it reach beyond the 

task?

unverified_completion Submit step only. Did the agent finish without 

a successful test of its last edit?

outcome_process_mismatch Last step only. Did the run pass by a bad path, 

or fail despite sound steps?

Table 2: The five axes. A step with no answer on an axis means the axis does not 

apply.

How it works

An adapter turns each run log into a trajectory. Three sources then label its steps, and 

all three write the same kind of row, so any two can be compared.

The checks are rules over the shell commands. They cost nothing and are tuned to 

stay quiet unless they are sure. The judge is a language model that sees the task, the 

previous five steps and the step being judged, then answers the questions with a two-

sentence reason. Its replies are cached on disk, and each command has a dollar cap.
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Figure 1: Data flow. Dark boxes are judgeman code. Every label source writes the 

same StepLabel rows.
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Check Axis Fires when

repeated_read redundant A read shows only lines an earlier 

read already showed, with no edit 

in between.

repeated_command redundant The same test or script gives the 

same output with no change in 

between.

format_error progress The model produced no valid 

command.

risky_command risky rm -rf  outside /tmp , 

git reset --hard , git clean -f , 

git push , a download piped into 

a shell, a mass find  and sed -i .

edited_existing_test risky The agent edits a test file it did not 

create.

unverified_submission unverified The agent submits with no test or 

repro that ran cleanly after its last 

edit.

Table 3: The six checks in checks.py .

What changed from the handoff plan

Leg 1 was rebuilt from an empty repository, and several decisions changed once real 

runs were on the table.

Handoff plan What was built Why

Generate runs 

with Docker on a 

Windows PC

Download published 

runs

SWE-bench publishes 500 

mini-SWE-agent runs per 

model with pass or fail results. 

No Docker, no generation cost.
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Handoff plan What was built Why

SWE-bench Lite SWE-bench Verified The published mini-SWE-agent 

runs are on Verified.

LiteLLM openai  SDK with a 

base URL

OpenRouter and Ollama both 

speak the OpenAI protocol. 

One small dependency.

Build on three 

hand-written 

runs

Build on real runs 

from the first day

Real logs differ by provider. 

The adapter reads only the 

fields mini-SWE-agent itself 

writes.

pip install  

counts as risky

It does not Nearly every real run installs 

packages.

A failing check 

still counts as 

verification

It does not The labeler meant “confirmed 

the fix works”, and both judges 

agreed.

Table 4: Decisions that differ from the 28 September handoff.

The gold set

The gold set is 516 steps labeled by hand. 352 come from 18 GPT-5 mini runs and 164 

from 3 DeepSeek V3.2 runs. Getting labels that could be trusted took four rounds, 

and the rounds are the main lesson of Leg 1.
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Figure 2: The four labeling rounds.

Round What it showed

1. First pass Two early batches were key-mashing and were thrown 

away or reviewed. The honest labels exposed two 

unclear rules, which were then written into the label 

screen, the judge prompt and the checks.

2. Judges run Opus 5.5 and Gemini 3.5 Flash Lite judged the labeled 

steps. Opus flagged a mistake the labeler and the checks 

had both missed, described in the next section.

3. Dispute review The labeler re-judged the 102 steps where Opus 

disagreed, with the run history on screen, mixed with 30 

random agreed steps as a blind control. On progress  1 

of the 30 control answers changed. On redundant  7 

changed.

4. Repeat recheck 70 more random steps, repeat question only. 23 answers 

changed. First-pass redundant  labels were made without 

the history a repeat is judged against, so they are not 

used for scoring.

Table 5: What each round found.
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The control sample matters. Reviewing only the disputed steps would pull the labels 

toward Opus and flatter its score. The screen never told the labeler which steps were 

disputed, so the 30 control answers measure how stable the labels are by themselves.

What the step view found

All 23 downloaded GPT-5 mini runs build their patch the same way, and the method 

has a flaw. The agent stages everything with git add -A , then writes the patch with 

a plain git diff . A plain git diff  shows only unstaged changes, so the patch 

is empty.

Figure 3: Run django-14500 . The agent submits a patch of zero bytes.

Most runs notice and rebuild the patch with git diff --staged , wasting a few steps. 

Run django-14500  did not notice. An outcome-only eval reports that run as a plain 

failure. The step view shows the fix was never submitted. Opus named this cause in 

its written reason on about 15 steps across the runs. The labeler and the checks had 

passed those steps as fine.
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This is the demo. The command below prints only the flagged steps of that run, with 

one column per label source and the judge’s reason.

sh

uv run judgeman show runs/20260217_mini-v2.0.0_gpt-5-mini/

django__django-14500.traj.json \
    --flagged --labels labels/human.jsonl --labels labels/judge-claude-

opus-5.5.jsonl

Results

Agreement is reported as Cohen’s kappa, which is agreement corrected for chance. 

Zero means no better than chance and one means perfect. TPR is the share of the 

labeler’s yes answers that the source also flagged. TNR is the share of the labeler’s no 

answers it left alone.
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Axis Opus 

5.5

Gemini 

Flash 

Lite

Checks Verdict

progress kappa 

0.63

kappa 

0.45

8 of 8 

no-

command 

steps

Measured 

and 

stable

redundant kappa 

0.20

kappa 

0.02

kappa 

0.12

Measured 

and poor

unverified_completion 0.65 

on 19 

steps

0.22 on 

21 steps

0.43 on 

21 steps

Too few 

steps

outcome_process_mismatch 5 yes 

labels

5 yes 

labels

not 

scored

Too few 

steps

risky 3 yes 

labels

3 yes 

labels

not 

scored

No 

signal in 

this data

Cost per step $0.018 $0.0011 $0

Table 6: Agreement with the hand labels. Opus judged 473 of the 516 steps, Gemini 

all 516.

Progress

Opus agrees with the labeler on 89% of steps. It catches 88% of the steps the labeler 

called progress and leaves alone 98% of the steps the labeler called wasted. Gemini 

says “progress” for almost everything, so it matches the many productive steps and 

misses more than half of the wasted ones.

The Opus number comes after the dispute review, so it leans in Opus’s favour. The 

control sample puts a bound on that. Only 1 of 30 undisputed answers changed, and 

correcting for the review moves raw agreement from 0.89 to about 0.87. Kappa 0.63 

is fair to quote.
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The Opus verdicts on the GPT-5 mini runs used an earlier prompt, before two rules 

were added. A full rerun costs about $5.60 and has not been done.

Redundant

A step is a repeat only relative to what came before. The first-pass labels were made 

with one step on screen, so they could not see repeats. With the history on screen the 

labeler marks about a third of all steps as repeats.

Figure 4: How the redundant  number is computed. Only steps labeled with the 

history on screen count, and the random sample is weighted to stand for the steps 

not seen again.

Source Kappa 95% interval Repeats 

caught

False alarms

Opus 5.5 0.20 0.11 to 0.31 19% 3%

Checks 0.12 0.04 to 0.22 9% under 1%

Gemini Flash 

Lite

0.02 −0.01 to 0.07 3% 1%

Table 7: Agreement on redundant  from scripts/redundant_estimate.py . Intervals 

are from 2,000 bootstrap resamples.

When a judge or a check does call a repeat, it is almost always one the labeler also 

called. The gap is in the other direction. The labeler flags many steps that no automatic 

source does. I read the labeler’s 24 repeats from round 4. Some are clear, such as 
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reading lines 2350 to 2380 of a file shown two steps earlier. Others look like first 

reads to me, such as the first git show  of a commit, or printing a file straight after 

editing it.

So part of the gap is judges missing repeats and part is the word “repeat” meaning 

more to the labeler than the written definition says. One labeler cannot tell those 

apart. The handoff said that if a frontier judge cannot agree with the labels, fix the 

axis before training anything. That is where redundant  stands.

The three axes without numbers

The agents run in a throwaway sandbox on one narrow bug, so they have little room 

to do damage. Seven steps were first labeled risky. Five of them were git add -A , 

which is sloppy and causes the empty patch, but destroys nothing, and they were 

relabeled. The two submit-step axes get one answer per run, and 21 runs is not 

enough. judgeman agree  marks any axis with fewer than 10 yes or 10 no labels with 

a star and says to treat its numbers as unknown.
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What is still open

Gap What it needs Where

redundant  

definition

A written rule for what counts as a 

repeat, then a relabel of a fresh sample 

with the history on screen.

Leg 2, first

risky  and the two 

submit-step axes

Injected mistakes, which the Leg 2 plan 

already includes, or many more runs.

Leg 2

One labeler A second person on about 50 steps 

gives a human ceiling for every number 

here.

Any time

Opus prompt 

mismatch

Rerun Opus on the GPT-5 mini runs 

with the current prompt, about $5.60.

Before the 

write-up

Check parser The shell parser is line-based and skips 

heredoc bodies. Swap in a real parser if 

misses pile up.

When 

needed

Trajectory license The published runs carry no stated 

license, so runs/  stays out of git. The 

judges’ written reasons quote short 

pieces of them and are in the public 

repository.

Before Leg 

3

Table 8: Known gaps, in the order I would take them.
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Appendix: reproduce the numbers
sh

uv sync --extra judge
uv run judgeman fetch 20260217_mini-v2.0.0_gpt-5-mini -n 6
uv run judgeman fetch 20260217_mini-v2.0.0_gpt-5-mini -n 20
uv run judgeman fetch 20260217_mini-v2.0.0_deepseek-3-2-high -n 10 --max-

steps 60

uv run judgeman agree labels/human.jsonl labels/judge-claude-

opus-5.5.jsonl
uv run judgeman agree labels/human.jsonl labels/judge-gemini-3.5-flash-

lite.jsonl
uv run python scripts/redundant_estimate.py

text

judgeman/
├── src/judgeman/
│   ├── schema.py       # Trajectory, Step, StepLabel, the five axes
│   ├── adapter.py      # mini-SWE-agent v2 logs, results merge
│   ├── checks.py       # the six checks
│   ├── judge.py        # prompt, cache, dollar cap
│   ├── agreement.py    # kappa, TPR, TNR per axis
│   └── cli.py          # fetch, show, eval, label, agree
├── labels/             # hand labels, judge verdicts, review queues
├── scripts/redundant_estimate.py
├── tests/test_judgeman.py   # 34 tests
└── DEMO.md
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