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Summary

‘\ Report Writer

Axon partnered with external experts to conduct a double-blind study to compare the
effectiveness in quality between officer-only reports and reports created by an officer using
Draft One. The study was conducted by twenty-four experts, based on their backgrounds in
law enforcement, criminal law, and equity and inclusion.

This study demonstrates that Draft One has established a baseline for producing high-quality
report narrative drafts. Results showed that Draft One narratives measured significantly
better than officer-only narratives in the dimensions of terminology and coherence, and
measure similarly to officer-only narratives in the dimensions of completeness, neutrality and
objectivity. A significant factor that contributes to these results is the careful calibration done
to Draft One to prevent speculation or embellishments which ensures that the generated
narratives remain factual and reliable.
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Study Design and Sample

This study employed a comparative analysis design to evaluate the quality of policing narratives written with and
without artificial intelligence assistance. A total of 200 officer-only narratives were randomly sourced from a pool
of reports generated within a three-month period. 80 narratives created with Draft One during the same time
frame were also obtained. The selection criteria for narratives included a word count ranging from 150 to 1,200
words and the inclusion of specific types of incidents, which are defined below. This filtering process resulted in a
balanced sample of 118 narratives, comprising 59 officer-only and 59 Draft One narratives, ensuring comparability
between groups. Note: In this report, officer-only refers to report narratives written by an officer and Draft One
refers to report narratives generated using Al but edited and submitted by an officer.

Narrative Selection

The narratives were further stratified based on incident types, which were predetermined as relevant to the study’s
aims. This stratification allowed for a focus on narratives of a similar nature and relevance. Narratives were also
selected based on the overall word count for each narrative. The resulting range compiled a minimum of 150 words
and a maximum of 1200 words. Axon selected report narratives from Axon’s Customer Experience Improvement
Program (ACEIP), the voluntary ethical and privacy-centric program that allows Axon to use data (e.g. Agency
Content) stored in Axon Cloud Services to develop new products and improve our customers’ product experience.

Expert Reviewers

Twenty-four experts independent of Axon were selected to review the narratives based on their backgrounds in law
enforcement, criminal law, and equity and inclusion. The intention was to encompass a wide range of perspectives
relevant to narrative quality assessment within the context of policing. Each expert was tasked with reviewing ten
narratives, resulting in each narrative being evaluated twice to enhance the reliability of the assessments. Once the
reviewer had access to the narratives, they were given seven days to complete the evaluation.

Blinding and Random Assighment

To minimize bias, experts were not informed whether a narrative was an officer-only report narrative or a Draft One
report narrative. The assignment of narratives to experts was randomized to further control for selection bias and to
ensure that each narrative was equally likely to be reviewed by any expert.

Rating Procedure

Experts were instructed to rate each narrative on a Likert scale from 1to 5 across five domains: completeness,
neutrality, objectivity, terminology, and coherence. These domains were chosen as they represent critical aspects of
narrative quality in the context of policing reports. The Likert scale was defined as follows: 1 (Very Poor), 2 (Poor), 3
(Fair), 4 (Good) and 5 (Excellent). Definitions for each dimension can be found below:

* Completeness - All necessary elements required for a comprehensive understanding of the incident or
crime appear in the narrative. Includes identification and roles of reporting persons, victims, witnesses,
suspects, and other persons involved, if known. Includes specific details that contribute to a comprehensive
understanding of the scene.

* Neutrality - All information is presented in a neutral and unbiased manner, avoiding any tone or toxic
language that may suggest prejudice or signaling.

* Objectivity - The narrative does not include any opinions or subjective statements without
supporting justification.

* Terminology - The language and technical terms employed in the narrative align with the expertise of
the intended readers, which include members of the public, promoting appropriate communication
and comprehension.

* Coherence - The narrative is presented in a coherent, logical and easily comprehensible way and utilizes
proper grammar, spelling and professionalism.


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Likert_scale
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Word Choice Severity

This additional metric counts and classifies the number of descriptive words (verbs/adverbs/adjectives) used to
refer to suspects in a narrative. The classification categorizes these words into following three categories based
on the Severity of physical action contained in the word: Very Active, Active, Passive (example: “run”: Very Active,
“walk”: Active, “sit”: Passive). These word category counts are normalized by the total number of words classified.
This is done to avoid penalizing narratives where more words are used to describe suspects. In this report, we
mainly focus on the Very Active word count.







Results: Officer-only

Officer-Only Completeness Neutrality Objectivity Terminology Coherence Total
Very Poor 4 3.40% 1 0.80% 1 0.80% 2 1.70% 7 5.90% 15
Poor 20 16.90% 13 11% 12 10.20% 1 9.30% 12 10.20% 68
Fair 14 11.90% 14 11.90% 15 12.70% 18 15.30% 20 16.90% 81
Good 43 36.40% 32 27.10% 35 29.70% 44 37.30% 40 33.90% 194
Excellent 37 31.40% 58 49.20% 55 46.60% 43 36.45 39 33.10% 232

118 = 118 - 118 - 118 - 118 = 590

Results: Draft One

Officer-Only Completeness Neutrality Objectivity Terminology Coherence Total
Very Poor 4 3.40% 1 0.80% 1 0.80% 0 0% 0 0% 6
Poor 13 11% 10 8.50% 11 9.30% 4 3.40% 8 6.80% 46
Fair 25 21.20% 16 13.60% 15 12.70% 20 16.90% 25 21.20% 101
Good 34 28.80% 36 30.50% 37 31.40% 43 36.40% 37 31.40% 187
Excellent 42 35.60% 55 46.60% 54 45.80% 51 43.20% 48 40.70% 250

118 = 118 - 118 - 118 - 118 = 590

Draft One / Officer-only Comparison

Hypothesis 1 (Group Equivalence): Draft One narratives measure at a level of quality equivalent to officer-only
narratives in 99% of cases. (non-inferiority = 0.25)

Hypothesis 2 (Draft One Better): Draft One narratives measure at a level of quality better than officer-only
narratives in 99% of cases.

Independent Narrative Ratings (N=113)

* [Result] In 3 of the 5 dimensions for quality — Completeness, Neutrality, Objectivity — Draft One
measured as good as, or equivalent to, officer-only narratives.

* [Result] In 2 of the 5 dimensions for quality — Terminology and Coherence — Draft One measured
significantly better than officer-only narratives.

Average scores for each

category: Overall Completeness Neutrality Objectivity Terminology Coherence

Officer-Only (N=113) 393 373 412 411 397 375

Draft One (N=113) 4,06 3.83 413 412 .
Word Choice Severity

Officer-only (N=66) 19

Draft One (N=49) 0.76

Statistically significant? Yes, p=0.007



Within the controlled parameters of this study, Draft One does significantly enhance the perceived quality of policing
narratives in dimensions of terminology and coherence.

The team interprets this significant enhancement to quality in terminology as a function of Draft One, effectively
employing appropriate language and technical terms on a more consistent basis regardless of narrative types.
While narratives are primarily used as a tool by officers to summarize findings for detectives and prosecutors,
this study signals the language used by Draft One to be more accessible to all audiences, based on our dimension
of terminology.

This study also suggests using Draft One to assist in writing report narratives can significantly improve grammar,
spelling and professionalism, contributing to overall coherence. The qualitative feedback from our expert reviewers
and early access customers suggests officers often make grammar and spelling errors due to the high stress

and time-sensitive nature of their job. This study suggests that Draft One enables officers to more reliably deliver
coherent, flowing, professional narratives of events that occur in the field.

In the metric of word choice severity this study found Draft One to use significantly less very active words than
Officer-only narratives when applying statistical analysis. This finding suggests that word choice in Draft One
narratives may better support a subject’s right to innocence until proven guilty. As a reminder, the final draft is
always up to the officer. Users should review the drafts closely and adjust any word choices according to their
best judgment.

This study demonstrates that Draft One has established a good baseline in producing high quality draft narratives.
The Axon team will continually monitor the performance and effectiveness of the product, and will run a variety of
studies to measure the impact of Draft One on report quality and larger the criminal justice process.

A previous version of this report stated that 60 narratives were included in both the control group and the
experimental group. Upon further review, the correct number of narratives analyzed was 59 in each group.

As additional background, two narratives were excluded from the analysis after reviewer submission for
methodological reasons. One officer-only narrative was excluded after it was discovered that only one of the three
paragraphs intended for review had been presented to reviewers, rendering the narrative incomplete and unsuitable
for evaluation. One Al-assisted officer narrative was excluded because it explicitly referenced the use of “Draft One,”
which compromised the blindness of the study.

As a result, the final analysis was conducted on 118 total narratives (59 control, 59 experimental), producing 1,180
total ratings. Any ratings associated with the excluded narratives were not included in the analysis. Their exclusion
does not impact or alter the results or conclusions presented in the final study.
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