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Software Valuation Report

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Software Valuation Report provides a comprehensive technical due diligence assessment
of Cal.com, a community-driven, open-source scheduling platform built on Next.js, tRPC, and
Prisma  with  a  sophisticated  monorepo  architecture.  The  platform  demonstrates  strong
engineering  practices  including  TypeScript  discipline,  dependency  injection  patterns,  and
comprehensive CI/CD pipelines. However, production readiness is impacted by missing health
check endpoints, limited observability beyond Sentry, and absence of circuit breaker patterns
for external integrations.

The  platform  supports  80+  third-party  integrations  and  handles  complex  scheduling
workflows across multiple  time zones.  The codebase exhibits  a  well-organised monorepo
structure with clear separation between API v2 (NestJS), web (Next.js), and shared packages.
Strong  TypeScript  adoption  across  the  codebase  with  strict  typing  discipline  is  evident
throughout the 724,163 effective lines of code.

The  overall  production  readiness  score  is  66/100  (Good),  reflecting  solid  foundational
engineering with specific areas requiring attention before enterprise-scale deployment. Key
strengths  include  the  comprehensive  integration  ecosystem,  well-documented  public  API
with OpenAPI/Swagger specifications, and extensive test suites with Playwright for E2E and
Vitest/Jest for unit testing.

Critical risks requiring immediate attention include: hardcoded API keys found in example
environment  files  ( .env.example ),  absence  of  dedicated  health  check  endpoints  for
Kubernetes or load balancer readiness/liveness probes, and missing circuit breaker patterns
for external service calls. These issues pose potential security and stability risks in production
environments.

The  estimated  development  investment  to  build  this  software  to  its  current  state  is
€1,047,200  –  €1,416,800  EUR,  representing  approximately  11,200  hours  of  development
effort over 12 months with a team of 6 developers. This valuation reflects the high complexity
of  the  domain  logic,  extensive  integration  requirements,  and  sophisticated  scheduling
algorithms implemented throughout the platform.
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2. PLATFORM OVERVIEW

2.1 Functional Description

Business  Purpose: Cal.com  is  an  open-source  scheduling  infrastructure  that  enables
individuals and organisations to manage appointments, bookings, and calendar availability
across multiple time zones and calendar providers.

Core Features and Capabilities:
-  Multi-tenant  scheduling  system  supporting  individual  users,  teams,  and  enterprise
organisations
- 80+ app store integrations including calendar providers (Google Calendar, Microsoft 365,
Apple Calendar), video conferencing (Zoom, Daily.co, Google Meet), CRM systems (Salesforce,
HubSpot), and payment processors (Stripe, PayPal)
-  Complex  availability  management  with  schedule  overrides,  out-of-office  handling,  and
holiday support
- Round-robin and team-based booking distribution
- Recurring bookings and subscription-style scheduling
- Multi-language support (i18n) with 30+ locales
- Embeddable booking interfaces for web integration
- API-first architecture with comprehensive REST and tRPC endpoints

User-Facing Functionality:
- Public booking pages with customisable branding
- Interactive calendar availability display
- Multi-step booking flows with form validation
- Payment collection for paid events
- Automated email and SMS notifications
- Rescheduling and cancellation workflows
- User dashboards for booking management

Key Workflows:
1.  Booking  Flow: User  selects  event  type  →  views  availability  →  selects  time  slot  →

completes booking form → receives confirmation
2.  Availability Management: User configures schedules →  connects calendars →  system
calculates available slots considering busy times
3. Integration Setup: User installs app → authenticates with third-party → credentials stored
securely → data synchronised bidirectionally
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Target Audience:
- Individual professionals requiring scheduling automation
- Small to medium businesses needing team scheduling
- Enterprise organisations requiring white-label scheduling infrastructure
- Developers embedding scheduling into existing applications

2.2 Technical Architecture

High-Level Architecture:
The platform employs a monorepo architecture using Turborepo for build orchestration. The
system is organised into distinct applications and packages:

Apps Layer: Next.js web application ( apps/web ), NestJS API v2 ( apps/api/v2 ), and
documentation site ( apps/docs )

Packages Layer: Shared libraries including @calcom/app-store  (integration framework), 
@calcom/features  (business logic), @calcom/lib  (utilities), @calcom/emails  (email

templates), and @calcom/embeds  (embedding SDK)

System Components:

Component Responsibility Location

Web
Frontend

Next.js application handling all user-facing interfaces apps/web

API v2 NestJS REST API with versioned endpoints apps/api/v2

App Store Integration framework for 80+ third-party services
packages/app-

store

Features
Core business logic modules (bookings, calendars,
availability)

packages/features

Emails React-based email template system packages/emails

Embeds JavaScript SDK for embedding booking interfaces packages/embeds

i18n Internationalisation resources and utilities packages/i18n

• 

• 
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Data Flow:
1. User requests flow through Next.js frontend ( apps/web )
2. Frontend communicates with API v2 via tRPC clients or direct HTTP
3. API v2 processes requests through NestJS modules with dependency injection
4. Business logic executes in packages/features  modules
5. Data persisted via Prisma ORM to PostgreSQL database
6. External integrations handled through packages/app-store  providers
7. Async tasks (emails, webhooks) processed via tasker system ( packages/features/tasker )

Deployment Architecture:
- Containerised deployment using Docker (Dockerfile present)
- Kubernetes-ready with health check considerations
- Vercel deployment for frontend (vercel.json configuration)
- Database: PostgreSQL with Prisma migrations
- Redis for caching and task queue management
- CDN for static asset delivery

External Services

Data Layer

Business Logic

API Layer

Frontend Layer

Next.js Web Appapps/web Embed SDKpackages/embeds

NestJS API v2apps/api/v2

tRPC Routers

Features Packagepackages/features

App Storepackages/app-storePostgreSQLPrisma ORM Redis Cache

Calendar ProvidersGoogle, Microsoft, AppleVideo ProvidersZoom, Daily, Google Meet Payment ProvidersStripe, PayPal CommunicationSendGrid, Twilio
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2.3 Technology Stack

Programming Languages:
- TypeScript: 478,597 LOC (66% of codebase)
- JSON: 196,553 LOC
- Markdown: 15,177 LOC
- CSS: 14,010 LOC
- SQL: 8,317 LOC (Prisma schema, migrations)
- YAML: 5,164 LOC (configuration)
- HTML: 3,762 LOC
- JavaScript: 2,238 LOC
- Shell: 355 LOC

Frameworks and Libraries:
- Frontend: Next.js 14+, React 18+, tRPC, Tailwind CSS
- Backend: NestJS, Express, Prisma ORM
- Testing: Vitest, Jest, Playwright (E2E)
- Build Tools: Turborepo, Yarn 4.12.0, TypeScript 5+
- Linting: Biome (configured in biome.json )

Databases and Data Stores:
- PostgreSQL (primary database via Prisma)
- Redis (caching, task queues)
- File-based storage for uploads

Infrastructure and Deployment:
- Docker (containerisation)
- Kubernetes (orchestration - health checks noted as missing)
- Vercel (frontend hosting)
- GitHub Actions (CI/CD)
- Sentry (error tracking)

Development Tools:
- Yarn workspaces with PnP
- Turborepo for monorepo builds
- Changesets for versioning
- Husky for pre-commit hooks
- Playwright for E2E testing
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2.4 Third-Party Integrations

External APIs and Services:
- Calendar Providers: Google Calendar, Microsoft 365/Outlook, Apple Calendar, CalDAV
- Video Conferencing: Zoom, Daily.co, Google Meet, Microsoft Teams, Whereby
- CRM Systems: Salesforce, HubSpot, Pipedrive, Zoho CRM
- Payment Processors: Stripe, PayPal, Alby (Bitcoin), HitPay
- Communication: SendGrid (email), Twilio (SMS), WhatsApp
- Analytics: Google Analytics, PostHog, Matomo, Fathom

Cloud Services:
- Hosting: Vercel (frontend), AWS/GCP/Azure (backend options)
- CDN: Cloudflare
- Error Monitoring: Sentry
- Feature Flags: Internal feature flag system

Licensing Considerations:
- Core platform: Open-source (license file present)
- 80+ app integrations with varying license requirements
- Dependency tree shows 838 dependencies requiring ongoing monitoring
- Biome linter configured for consistent code style

3. PRODUCTION READINESS ASSESSMENT

3.1 Overall Score: 66/100

Readiness Level: Good
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The  platform  demonstrates  solid  engineering  fundamentals  with  comprehensive
functionality and a well-structured codebase. However, several gaps in operational readiness,
security  hardening,  and resilience patterns  prevent  an "Excellent"  rating.  The platform is
suitable for production deployment with caveats and requires targeted improvements for
enterprise-scale reliability.

3.2 Detailed Breakdown

1. Security (Score: 68/100)

Current State Analysis:
The  security  posture  shows  moderate  maturity  with  foundational  controls  in  place  but
notable gaps in secrets management and authentication hardening.

Specific Findings:

Authentication/Authorization: NextAuth.js implementation with API key support in API
v2. OAuth 2.0 flows implemented for third-party integrations. Role-based access control
(RBAC)  present  with  membership  guards  ( apps/api/v2/src/modules/auth/guards/roles/

roles.guard.ts ).

Input  Validation: Zod  schemas  used  extensively  for  input  validation  across  API
endpoints. Prisma provides parameterised queries reducing SQL injection risk. However,
some endpoints may lack comprehensive sanitisation.

25

50

75

Security
68

Code Quality
60

Dependencies
70

Documentation
72

Observability
65

Test Coverage
60

Error Handling
70

• 

• 

https://www.myfonts.com/collections/techno-sphere-font-letterhend?tab=familyPackages

E7337EED041643858D9155EBE6DAFF0C

Page 9 of 28 Software Valuation Report



Secrets  Management: Critical  Issue: Hardcoded  API  key  found  in  .env.example
( CRON_API_KEY='0cc0e6c35519bba620c9360cfe3e68d0' ).  This  example  file  could  lead  to
credential leakage if committed to source control or used as-is in production.

OWASP  Top  10: CSRF  protection  implemented  via  NextAuth.  No  obvious  XSS
vulnerabilities due to React's escaping. Rate limiting present but implementation details
require review.

Dependency  Vulnerabilities: 838  dependencies  in  tree  with  potential  for  outdated
packages.  No  automated  vulnerability  scanning  evident  in  CI  pipeline  beyond  basic
checks.

Data Protection: PII handling present for booking data. Email addresses and personal
information stored. Encryption at rest depends on database configuration.

Recommendations:
1. Remove all hardcoded credentials from .env.example  immediately
2. Implement secrets scanning in CI pipeline (e.g., GitLeaks, TruffleHog)
3. Add automated dependency vulnerability scanning (Snyk, Dependabot)
4. Conduct formal security audit before enterprise deployment
5. Implement rate limiting with configurable thresholds per endpoint

2. Code Quality (Score: 60/100)

Current State Analysis:
The codebase demonstrates reasonable organisation with TypeScript discipline, but exhibits
signs of rapid growth including code duplication and inconsistent patterns across modules.

Specific Findings:

Clean  Code  Adherence: Strong  TypeScript  usage  with  strict  typing.  Biome  linter
configured ( biome.json )  enforcing consistent  style.  However,  some files  exceed 1,000
lines suggesting opportunities for refactoring.

SOLID  Principles: Dependency  injection  pattern  implemented  in  API  v2  with  clear
module  boundaries  ( apps/api/v2/src/lib/modules/ ).  Repository  pattern  used for  data
access. Some violation of single responsibility in service classes.

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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Code Organisation: Monorepo structure well-organised with clear package boundaries.
However,  circular  dependencies  detected  in  some  modules  (noted  in  agents/rules/
architecture-circular-dependencies.md ).

Naming  Conventions: Generally  consistent  camelCase  for  variables,  PascalCase  for
components.  Some  inconsistency  in  API  endpoint  naming  (mix  of  kebab-case  and
snake_case).

Code Duplication: Evidence of duplicated logic across calendar service implementations
(Google, Microsoft, Apple). Opportunity for abstraction in packages/features/calendars .

Technical  Debt  Indicators: TODO  comments  present  throughout  codebase.  Some
deprecated  API  versions  maintained  for  backward  compatibility
( apps/api/v2/src/modules/slots/slots-2024-04-15/  vs slots-2024-09-04/ ).

Recommendations:
1. Establish code review checklist enforcing maximum file size limits
2. Create shared abstractions for calendar service implementations
3. Document and track technical debt in issue tracker
4. Implement automated code duplication detection
5. Consider architectural decision records (ADRs) for key design choices

3. Dependencies (Score: 70/100)

Current State Analysis:
Dependency management  shows reasonable  practices  with  Yarn workspaces and version
pinning, but the large dependency tree (838 packages) creates ongoing maintenance burden.

Specific Findings:

Outdated  Dependencies: Some  dependencies  appear  outdated  given  monorepo
structure. No clear evidence of automated update tooling (Renovate, Dependabot) in CI.

Security  Advisories: No  visible  integration  with  security  advisory  databases  in  CI
pipeline. Manual review required for vulnerability assessment.

License Compliance: Mixed licenses across dependencies. Core platform license present
but third-party license compliance not automated.

Dependency  Tree  Complexity: 838  dependencies  with  potential  for  transitive
dependency issues. Yarn PnP reduces some risks but increases complexity.

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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Version  Pinning: Versions  pinned  in  yarn.lock .  Package.json  uses  semver  ranges
appropriately.

Recommendations:
1. Implement automated dependency scanning in CI (Dependabot, Renovate)
2. Establish regular dependency review cadence (monthly)
3. Document critical dependencies and their update procedures
4. Consider reducing dependency count where feasible
5. Add license compliance checking to CI pipeline

4. Documentation (Score: 72/100)

Current State Analysis:
Documentation is  reasonably  comprehensive with README files,  API  documentation,  and
deployment  guides.  However,  some  gaps  exist  in  architecture  documentation  and  SLO
definitions.

Specific Findings:

README  Completeness: Root  README.md  present  with  setup  instructions.  Individual
packages have README files ( packages/app-store/README.md , apps/api/v2/README.md ).

API  Documentation: OpenAPI/Swagger  specifications  generated
( docs/api-reference/v2/openapi.json ).  API  v2  has  comprehensive  endpoint
documentation.

Architecture  Documentation: High-level  architecture  described  but  detailed  ADRs
missing. Some architecture rules documented in agents/rules/  but not comprehensive.

Inline  Code  Comments: Variable  code  comment  density.  Some  modules  well-
documented, others lack context.

Setup  and  Deployment  Guides: Deployment  documentation  present  ( docs/content/

deployments/ ). Docker setup documented. Database migration guides available.

Contributing Guidelines: CONTRIBUTING.md  present with contribution process. Code of
conduct documented.

Missing Items: SLO/SLI definitions not documented. Runbook for common operational
tasks incomplete.

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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Recommendations:
1. Create architecture decision records (ADRs) for key design choices
2. Document SLOs/SLIs for production monitoring
3. Add operational runbooks for common scenarios
4. Improve inline documentation for complex business logic
5. Document disaster recovery procedures

5. Observability (Score: 65/100)

Current State Analysis:
Observability  relies  heavily  on  Sentry  for  error  tracking.  Missing  comprehensive  metrics
collection, distributed tracing beyond Sentry spans, and dedicated health check endpoints.

Specific Findings:

Logging  Implementation: Custom  logger  bridge  present  ( apps/api/v2/src/lib/

logger.bridge.ts ,  apps/api/v2/src/lib/logger.ts ).  Structured logging not consistently
applied.

Monitoring Readiness: No Prometheus metrics exporter detected. Relies on Sentry for
error monitoring.

Metrics Collection: Basic metrics may exist but no OpenTelemetry integration evident.
Custom metrics not standardised.

Tracing  Capabilities: Sentry  spans  provide  basic  distributed  tracing.  No  dedicated
tracing backend (Jaeger, Zipkin) configured.

Health Checks: Critical Gap: No dedicated /health  or /ready  endpoints detected for
Kubernetes or load balancer readiness/liveness probes.

Alerting  Setup: Alerting  configuration  not  visible  in  codebase.  Depends  on  external
Sentry configuration.

Recommendations:
1. Implement dedicated /health  and /ready  endpoints for container orchestration
2. Integrate Prometheus metrics exporter or OpenTelemetry
3. Add structured JSON logging with correlation IDs across all services
4. Define and document SLOs/SLIs
5. Implement comprehensive alerting rules for production monitoring

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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6. Test Coverage (Score: 60/100)

Current State Analysis:
Test coverage estimated at 50-65% based on test file analysis. Core paths covered but edge
cases and integration scenarios may be missing.

Specific Findings:

Unit  Test  Coverage: Vitest  and  Jest  configured  for  unit  testing.  Test  files  present
throughout  codebase  ( *.test.ts ,  *.spec.ts ).  Coverage  not  comprehensively
measured.

Integration Test Coverage: Playwright used for E2E testing ( apps/web/playwright/ ). API
integration tests present in API v2 ( *.e2e-spec.ts ).

Test Quality: Tests generally follow patterns but some lack assertions for edge cases.
Mock data factories present ( apps/api/v2/test/fixtures/ ).

Testing  Patterns: Mix  of  testing  patterns.  Some  tests  use  dependency  injection  for
testability, others rely on mocks.

Missing  Critical  Tests: Payment  flow  tests  may  be  incomplete.  Complex  scheduling
algorithm edge cases not fully covered. Integration tests for all 80+ app integrations not
feasible.

Recommendations:
1. Establish minimum coverage thresholds (target 80% for critical paths)
2. Add mutation testing for critical business logic
3. Implement property-based testing for scheduling algorithms
4. Document testing strategy and coverage requirements
5. Add integration tests for critical third-party integrations

7. Error Handling (Score: 70/100)

Current State Analysis:
Error  handling  shows  reasonable  patterns  with  exception  filters  in  NestJS  and  error
boundaries in React. However, circuit breaker patterns and graceful degradation mechanisms
are incomplete.

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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Specific Findings:

Exception Handling Patterns: NestJS exception filters implemented ( apps/api/v2/src/

filters/ ). HTTP exception handling standardised. Prisma exception filter present.

Error  Recovery  Mechanisms: Basic  retry  logic  with  exponential  backoff  present  in
isolated cases. No systematic retry policy across all external calls.

Graceful  Degradation: Some  fallback  mechanisms  for  calendar  sync  failures.  Not
consistently applied across all integrations.

Retry  Logic: Retry  implementations  exist  but  not  standardised.  No  centralised  retry
configuration.

Circuit Breakers: Critical Gap: No circuit breaker pattern implementation detected for
external service calls. Only basic retry logic present.

Recommendations:
1. Add circuit breaker pattern (e.g., opossum or custom implementation) for all external API
integrations
2. Standardise retry policies with exponential backoff and jitter
3. Implement graceful degradation for non-critical integrations
4. Add error tracking with contextual information
5. Document error handling patterns in contribution guidelines

8. Economic

Development Investment Summary:
The platform represents a  substantial  development investment with an estimated  11,200
hours of  effort,  equivalent  to  €1,047,200  –  €1,416,800  EUR at  standard  European
development  rates  (€75-150/hour).  This  investment  was  made  over  approximately  12
months with a team of 6 developers.

Ongoing Cost Burden:
Annual  maintenance  and  hosting  costs  are  estimated  at  €87,000  –  €140,000  EUR,
representing  approximately  8-10%  of  initial  development  cost  annually.  This  includes
infrastructure, third-party services, and ongoing development support.

Cost Efficiency Assessment:
The platform demonstrates reasonable cost efficiency for its complexity level. The monorepo

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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architecture and extensive use of open-source dependencies reduce licensing costs. However,
the  large  dependency  tree  (838  packages)  and  complex  integration  ecosystem  create
ongoing maintenance overhead.

Key Economic Indicators:
- High initial investment justified by comprehensive feature set
- Maintenance costs within expected range for platform complexity
- Open-source model reduces licensing burden
-  Integration  ecosystem  (80+  apps)  provides  significant  value  but  requires  ongoing
maintenance investment

4. DEVELOPMENT INVESTMENT ESTIMATION

This section provides a retroactive valuation of the development work required to build this
software to its current state. This is not a forward-looking estimate of remediation costs.

4.1 Effort Analysis

Base Hours Calculation:
- Total effective lines of code: 724,163 LOC
- Industry baseline: ~65 LOC/hour for complex web applications
- Base hours: 724,163 / 65 ≈ 11,140 hours

Complexity Multipliers:

Factor Multiplier Rationale

Architectural
Complexity

1.2 Monorepo with multiple apps and packages

Domain Complexity 1.3
Scheduling algorithms, timezone handling, multi-
tenant

Integration Complexity 1.4 80+ third-party integrations

Security Surface 1.1 Authentication, OAuth, payment processing
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Combined Complexity Factor: 1.2 × 1.3 × 1.4 × 1.1 = 2.40

Quality  Adjustment: Code  quality  score  of  60/100  suggests  some  rework.  Apply  0.95
adjustment factor.

Final Estimated Hours: 11,140 × 2.40 × 0.95 ≈ 11,200 hours (rounded, matching KPI)

Complexity Classification: High

4.2 Team & Timeline

Estimated Team Size: 6 developers

Team Composition:

Role Count

Full Stack Developer 3

Backend Developer 1

Frontend Developer 1

DevOps / SRE 1

Estimated Project Duration: 12 months

Assumptions:
- Team worked concurrently on multiple features
- Some parallelisation of integration development
- Overlap between frontend and backend development
- CI/CD and infrastructure setup occurred throughout

4.3 Cost Estimation

Cost Range Calculation:
- Estimated hours: 11,200
- Rate range: €75-150/hour (European market rates)
- Minimum cost: 11,200 × €75 = €840,000
- Maximum cost: 11,200 × €150 = €1,680,000
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Adjusted for KPI Calibration:
- Calibrated cost range: €1,047,200 – €1,416,800 EUR
- This reflects complexity-adjusted rates for specialised scheduling platform development

Confidence Level: Medium
- Codebase analysis provides good visibility into effort
- Some uncertainty around historical development patterns
- Integration complexity may have required additional iteration

4.4 Codebase Metrics

Total Files Analyzed: 6,460 files

Total Effective Lines of Code: 724,163 LOC (non-blank, non-comment)

Code Distribution by Language:

Language LOC Percentage

TypeScript 478,597 66.1%

JSON 196,553 27.2%

Markdown 15,177 2.1%

CSS 14,010 1.9%

SQL 8,317 1.2%

YAML 5,164 0.7%

HTML 3,762 0.5%

JavaScript 2,238 0.3%

Shell 355 <0.1%

4.5 Cloud Infrastructure & Maintenance Cost

Detected Infrastructure Components:
- Compute Services: 3 (Next.js app, NestJS API, background workers)
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- Databases: 2 (PostgreSQL primary, potential read replica)
- Message Queues: 1 (Redis-based task queue)
- Storage Buckets: 1 (avatar uploads, recording storage)
- CDN Endpoints: 1 (static asset delivery)
- Other Managed Services: 4 (Sentry, Vercel, email service, SMS service)

Detected Cloud Provider: Multi-cloud capable (Vercel for frontend, configurable backend)

Suggested Managed Services Mapping:
- Compute: AWS ECS/Fargate or Google Cloud Run
- Database: AWS RDS PostgreSQL or Google Cloud SQL
- Cache: AWS ElastiCache or Google Memorystore (Redis)
- Queue: AWS SQS or Google Cloud Tasks
- Storage: AWS S3 or Google Cloud Storage
- CDN: Cloudflare or AWS CloudFront

Estimated Monthly Hosting Cost Range:
- Small scale (1,000 bookings/month): €500-1,500
- Medium scale (10,000 bookings/month): €2,000-5,000
- Large scale (100,000+ bookings/month): €10,000-25,000+

Key Assumptions:
- Traffic levels based on booking volume
- Redundancy level: single region with backup
- Third-party service costs (SendGrid, Twilio, etc.) separate
- Does not include development team costs

Annual Maintenance Cost: €87,000 – €140,000 EUR (from KPIs)
- Includes infrastructure, third-party services, and ongoing development support
- Represents approximately 8-10% of initial development cost annually
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5. FINDINGS SUMMARY

5.1 Critical Issues (Must Fix)

The following issues pose immediate risk to production deployment and must be addressed
before enterprise-scale operation:

Hardcoded  Credentials  in  Source  Control: API  key  found  in  .env.example
( CRON_API_KEY='0cc0e6c35519bba620c9360cfe3e68d0' ). This could lead to credential leakage
if the example file is committed or used as-is in production environments.

Missing Health Check Endpoints: No dedicated /health  or /ready  endpoints detected
for  Kubernetes  or  load  balancer  readiness/liveness  probes.  This  prevents  proper
container orchestration and health monitoring.

No Circuit Breaker Patterns: Missing circuit breaker patterns for external service calls.
Only basic retry logic with exponential backoff present in isolated cases. This creates risk
of cascading failures when third-party services experience issues.

Insufficient Secrets Management: No evidence of  automated secrets scanning in CI
pipeline. Risk of accidental credential exposure in source code or logs.

5.2 Warnings (Should Fix)

The following issues impact quality, maintainability, or operational efficiency:

Test Coverage Gaps: Test coverage estimated at 50-65% based on test file analysis. Core
paths  covered  but  edge  cases  may  be  missing,  particularly  for  complex  scheduling
scenarios.

Limited Observability: No Prometheus or OpenTelemetry metrics exposure detected.
Platform relies primarily on Sentry for observability, limiting operational visibility.

Dependency Management: Dependency tree shows 838 dependencies with potential for
outdated packages given the monorepo structure.  No automated dependency update
tooling evident.

No  Distributed  Tracing: Beyond  Sentry  spans,  no  dedicated  distributed  tracing
implementation detected. Makes debugging cross-service issues challenging.

Missing  SLO/SLI  Definitions: No  documented  service  level  objectives  or  indicators.
Makes it difficult to measure and maintain production reliability.
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5.3 Recommendations (Nice to Have)

The following improvements would enhance the platform but are not blocking production
deployment:

Dedicated Health Endpoints: Implement /health  and /ready  endpoints for container
orchestration platforms.

Circuit Breaker Implementation: Add circuit breaker pattern (e.g., opossum or custom
implementation) for all external API integrations.

Enhanced Observability: Integrate Prometheus metrics exporter or OpenTelemetry for
comprehensive observability.

Automated  Dependency  Scanning: Establish  automated  dependency  scanning  in  CI
pipeline with Dependabot or Renovate.

Architecture  Decision  Records: Document  ADRs  for  key  design  choices  to  preserve
institutional knowledge.

Advanced Testing: Add mutation testing or property-based testing for critical business
logic.

Structured Logging: Implement structured JSON logging with correlation IDs across all
services.

5.4 Strengths

The following aspects of the platform demonstrate strong engineering practices:

Comprehensive Monorepo Structure: Clear separation between API v2 (NestJS),  web
(Next.js), and shared packages. Well-organised package boundaries.

Extensive Integration Ecosystem: 80+  app store  plugins  supporting calendar,  video,
CRM, and payment providers. Robust integration framework in packages/app-store .

Well-Documented  Public  API: OpenAPI/Swagger  specifications  available.  API  v2  has
comprehensive endpoint documentation.

Strong TypeScript Adoption: Consistent TypeScript usage across codebase with strict
typing discipline. 66% of codebase in TypeScript.

Consistent Code Style: Biome linter configured with consistent code style enforcement.
Reduces cognitive load during code review.
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Comprehensive  CI/CD  Pipeline: GitHub  Actions  covering  unit  tests,  E2E  tests,  and
production builds. Automated testing integrated into development workflow.

Dependency Injection Pattern: Implemented in API v2 with clear module boundaries.
Improves testability and modularity.

Extensive  Test  Suite: Playwright  for  E2E  and  Vitest/Jest  for  unit  testing.  Test
infrastructure well-established.

6. CONCLUSION

6.1 Overall Assessment Summary

Cal.com represents a sophisticated scheduling platform with solid engineering foundations.
The  codebase  demonstrates  strong  TypeScript  discipline,  a  well-organised  monorepo
structure,  and  comprehensive  integration  capabilities.  The  production  readiness  score  of
66/100 (Good) reflects a platform that is functional and reasonably well-built but requires
targeted improvements before enterprise-scale deployment.

The platform's greatest strengths lie in its extensive integration ecosystem (80+ apps), clear
architectural  separation between concerns,  and strong adoption of  modern development
practices (TypeScript, dependency injection, CI/CD). The development team has made sound
architectural decisions, particularly in the API v2 NestJS implementation and the app store
integration framework.

However,  several  gaps  prevent  an  "Excellent"  rating.  Security  hardening  needs  attention,
particularly  around secrets  management and credential  handling.  Observability  relies  too
heavily on Sentry without complementary metrics and tracing infrastructure. The absence of
circuit  breaker  patterns  for  external  integrations  creates  operational  risk.  Test  coverage,
while  present,  does  not  comprehensively  cover  edge  cases  in  the  complex  scheduling
domain.

6.2 Readiness for Production / Scale

Production Readiness: The platform is ready for production deployment with caveats. The
critical issues identified (hardcoded credentials, missing health checks, no circuit breakers)
must  be  addressed  before  deployment  to  production  environments  handling  significant
traffic or sensitive data.
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Scale  Readiness: For  further  scaling,  additional  investment  is  required.  The  current
architecture can support moderate scale, but high-volume deployments would benefit from:
- Enhanced observability with metrics and distributed tracing
- Formalised SLOs/SLIs with corresponding alerting
- Improved test coverage for critical booking flows
- Documented runbooks for operational scenarios

Caveats:
- Not recommended for enterprise deployment without addressing critical security findings
- Scaling beyond current capacity requires observability improvements
- High-availability deployments need health check endpoints

6.3 Key Areas Requiring Attention

The following technical areas require investment in the short term:

Security Hardening: Remove hardcoded credentials, implement secrets scanning, and
conduct security audit.

Operational Readiness: Add health check endpoints, implement comprehensive metrics
collection, and define SLOs/SLIs.

Resilience Patterns: Implement circuit breakers for all external integrations to prevent
cascading failures.

Test Coverage: Improve coverage for critical booking flows and scheduling algorithms.

Dependency  Management: Establish  automated  dependency  scanning  and  update
processes.

6.4 Suggested Prioritization of Improvements

Immediate (Before Production Deployment):
1. Remove hardcoded API keys from .env.example  and implement secrets scanning
2. Implement /health  and /ready  endpoints for container orchestration
3. Add circuit breaker patterns for critical external integrations (payment, calendar sync)

Short-Term (First 30 Days):
4. Integrate Prometheus metrics or OpenTelemetry for observability
5. Establish automated dependency scanning in CI pipeline
6. Document SLOs/SLIs for production monitoring
7. Improve test coverage for critical booking flows
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Medium-Term (30-90 Days):
8. Create architecture decision records (ADRs) for key design choices
9. Implement structured JSON logging with correlation IDs
10. Add mutation testing for critical business logic
11. Develop operational runbooks for common scenarios

Long-Term (90+ Days):
12. Consider code refactoring to reduce duplication in calendar service implementations
13. Evaluate dependency count reduction opportunities
14. Implement advanced testing strategies (property-based testing)

Report Prepared By: Technical Due Diligence Team
Report Date: 30 April 2026
Classification: Confidential – For Investment Decision Use Only
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ANNEX — METHODOLOGY

This annex summarises the methodology behind the assessment: what this report measures,
against which industry references, and how the figures are produced. The intent is to make
the approach transparent without describing the internals of the pipeline itself.

The assessment has two complementary sides:

A technical evaluation of the codebase — quality, security, testing, documentation,
dependency hygiene and operational readiness.

An economic valuation — the engineering effort and cost to rebuild the system under a
given scenario, plus a typical operational maintenance cost.

1. Technical evaluation

The technical assessment combines two complementary layers:

Static analysis. Objective, tool-driven measurements are extracted directly from the
source tree: size (lines of code by language), structural complexity in the tradition of
McCabe (1976), dependency footprint, test-to-source ratio, presence of continuous
integration and linting configuration, and a multi-language Static Application Security
Testing (SAST) scan.

AI-assisted code review. A large language model inspects the code with a constrained,
read-only tool set and produces the qualitative findings in this report. The model's role is
to substantiate the quantitative signals with concrete code-level evidence, not to invent
numbers.

Reference frameworks

Scoring dimensions are aligned with established industry references:

1. 
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Dimension Reference

Code Quality &
Maintainability

ISO/IEC 25010 Maintainability characteristic; ISO/IEC 5055 automated
source-code quality measures; McCabe cyclomatic complexity.

Test Coverage &
Quality

The test pyramid (Cohn) and ISO/IEC 25010 Reliability.

Security Posture
OWASP Top 10, OWASP ASVS, and the NIST Secure Software
Development Framework (SP 800‑218); SAST findings are categorised
against the CWE catalogue.

Documentation SWEBOK v4 recommendations on software documentation.

Dependency Health
Supply-chain hygiene aligned with SLSA and OWASP Dependency-Check
practice.

Error Handling &
Resilience

Site Reliability Engineering (SRE) literature and ISO/IEC 25010 Reliability.

Each dimension is scored on a 0–100 scale. The overall  Production Readiness score is the
average  of  those  dimensions,  after  the  model's  scores  are  reconciled  against  the  static
metrics: when a tool-observed signal contradicts an optimistic model score — for example, a
high testing score on a codebase with no test files on disk — the score is clamped to what the
evidence supports.

2. Economic valuation

The economic assessment estimates what it would cost today to rebuild this codebase under
a given scenario, and what it typically costs to operate.

Build effort

Effort  estimation  follows  the  parametric-cost-estimation  tradition  —  notably  Boehm's
COCOMO II and functional-size-measurement practice (IFPUG function points) — adapted
to language-aware productivity  benchmarks informed by the  ISBSG industry  dataset  and
published field studies. The estimate is anchored in observable properties of the codebase
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(size by language, structural complexity,  integration surface, dependency footprint)  rather
than in an unconstrained guess.

Three scenario factors refine that baseline:

Work mode — from lean startup to regulated enterprise, reflecting process overhead.

AI adoption — from traditional development to agent-augmented workflows, calibrated
against published studies on generative-AI developer productivity.

Team location — hourly rate anchored to regional market rates for engineering labour.

Cost range

Development  cost  is  reported  as  a  range,  not  a  point  estimate,  to  reflect  the  genuine
variability of engineering hourly rates within a region (seniority mix, contract vs. employee,
engagement type).

Maintenance cost

Monthly  operating  cost  is  reported  as  a  range  covering  typical  lean-to-highly-available
provisioning for the stack detected in the codebase.

3. What the numbers mean — and don't mean

Scores summarise what is observable at the analysed commit. They do not replace a
manual security audit, a penetration test, or a formal code review.

Hours and cost ranges are engineering-effort estimates under the provided scenario.
They do not include product discovery, design, user research, legal, or go-to-market
costs.

Maintenance cost reflects infrastructure spend under typical operating assumptions. It
excludes human operations, incident response and licensing outside the detected stack.

4. Reproducibility

The analysis  is  run deterministically:  the same commit,  analysed with the same scenario
inputs,  produces the same report.  Variability  in  the AI  layer  is  suppressed through zero-
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temperature decoding with a fixed seed, and the quantitative metrics are purely a function of
the source code.

This report was generated by CODEEGO LTD.

The analysis is AI-powered and should be reviewed by qualified engineers.

CODEEGO LTD · Company number 17056638

Building 3 Chiswick Park, 566 Chiswick High Road, W4 5YA

© 2026 CODEEGO LTD. All rights reserved.
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