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Technical Assessment Report: Supabase
Dashboard Platform

Date: 30 April 2026

Prepared for: Technical Decision-Makers, Venture Capital Firms
Assessment Type: Production Readiness Certification

Platform: Supabase Dashboard, Documentation, and Design System

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This technical assessment evaluates the Supabase platform codebase, a mature, production-
grade monorepo containing the Supabase dashboard, documentation site, and design
system. The platform demonstrates strong engineering practices with comprehensive linting,
TypeScript adoption, and CI/CD automation. The codebase exhibits high complexity across
architecture, domain logic, and integrations, reflecting substantial development investment.

Overall Production Readiness Score: 66/100 (Grade C - Fair)

The platform is functional and actively developed, with significant strengths in
documentation, code organisation, and dependency management. However, critical gaps
exist in test coverage enforcement, distributed tracing, and structured logging that must be
addressed before scaling to higher production workloads. The absence of test coverage
thresholds in vitest.config.ts files and lack of end-to-end testing framework integration in CI
pipelines represent immediate risks to production stability.

Key Strengths:

- Comprehensive README and DEVELOPERS documentation with setup instructions
- Strong linting configuration with ESLint and Prettier enforced in CI

- Well-organised monorepo structure using Turborepo for build optimisation

- Extensive use of TypeScript providing type safety across the codebase

- GitHub Actions workflows for automated testing, linting, and deployments

- Component library (design-system) with documented UI patterns

- Docker-based infrastructure enabling consistent environments

- Active development with regular commits and multiple contributors
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Critical Risks:

- No test coverage thresholds configured in vitest.config.ts files across any app workspace
- No evidence of end-to-end (e2e) testing framework integration in CI pipelines

- Missing structured logging configuration with correlation IDs for production debugging
- No distributed tracing implementation detected (OpenTelemetry or similar)

Estimated Development Investment to Date:

The development effort required to build this platform to its current state is estimated at
28,800 hours, representing a team of 12 developers over 14 months. The estimated cost
range is €2,692,800 - €3,643,200 EUR, reflecting European market rates for senior software
engineers (€75-150/hour). This valuation represents the retroactive cost of development
work already completed, not future remediation costs.

With targeted improvements to testing rigour and operational tooling, the codebase would
achieve excellent production readiness. The platform is suitable for continued investment but
requires immediate attention to testing and observability gaps before scaling to enterprise
workloads.

2. PLATFORM OVERVIEW

2.1 Functional Description
Business Purpose:

The Supabase platform provides a comprehensive backend-as-a-service (BaaS) solution built
on PostgreSQL, offering developers a complete suite of tools for building modern
applications. The platform includes authentication, database management, real-time
subscriptions, storage, edge functions, and extensive developer tooling.

Core Features and Capabilities:

- Database Management: Full PostgreSQL database administration with table editing,
SQL query execution, schema management, and real-time replication

* Authentication & Authorisation: Complete user management system supporting
multiple OAuth providers, email/password, phone authentication, MFA, and custom JWT
claims
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* Real-time Subscriptions: WebSocket-based real-time data synchronisation with presence
and broadcast capabilities

* Storage: Object storage with bucket management, file operations, and image
transformations

 Edge Functions: Serverless function deployment and management with Deno runtime
* API Management: Auto-generated REST and GraphQL APIs from database schema

* Billing & Subscription Management: Multi-tier pricing, usage tracking, and invoice
management

+ Documentation: Comprehensive, auto-generated API documentation and user guides

+ Design System: Reusable component library with documented UI patterns

User-Facing Functionality:

* Web-based dashboard for database and project management

* Interactive SQL editor with query execution and result visualisation
* Real-time log exploration and filtering

* User and authentication management interface

* Storage bucket and file management

* Edge function deployment and testing

+ Usage analytics and reporting

* Team and organisation management

Key Workflows:
1. Project Creation & Configuration: Users create projects, configure database settings,
manage API keys, and set up authentication providers

2. Database Development: Schema design, table creation, index management, and query
execution

3. Authentication Setup: Configuration of OAuth providers, email templates, and security
policies
4. Application Integration: Retrieval of connection strings, API keys, and code snippets for

client applications

5. Monitoring & Maintenance: Log analysis, performance monitoring, and backup
management
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Target Users:

* Software developers building web and mobile applications
+ Database administrators managing PostgreSQL instances
+ DevOps engineers deploying and monitoring applications

* Technical founders and CTOs evaluating backend solutions

2.2 Technical Architecture

High-Level Architecture:

The platform employs a modern, component-based architecture built on Next.js and React,
organised as a Turborepo monorepo. The system consists of multiple applications sharing
common packages and configuration.

System Components:

1. Studio Application ( apps/studio ): The primary dashboard interface for database and
project management

2. Documentation Site ( apps/docs ): Auto-generated documentation with API references
and guides

3. Design System ( apps/design-system ): Shared component library and UI patterns
4. Learn Platform ( apps/learn ): Educational content and tutorials

5. Lite Studio ( apps/lite-studio ): Lightweight version of the studio application

Data Flow:

\n; o o 1\n| Client | | Next.js | |
Supabase |\n| Browser | » | Application | » | Backend |\n| |« | (studio/
Docs) | < | Services [\n'! / ' !
' N\n | | I\n | | |N\n v ¥ v\n; L |
| 1\n| React Query | | API Routes | | PostgreSQL |\n| State Mgmt | | Edge
Functions | | Databases [\n' : : '

' I\n \n\nDeployment Architecture:

* Hosting: Vercel for frontend applications
 Containerisation: Docker for consistent environments
* CI/CD: GitHub Actions for automated testing-and deployment

* Environments: Multiple deployment targets (development, staging, production)
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2.3 Technology Stack

Programming Languages:

Language Lines of Percentage
Code

TypeScript 746,799 62.5%
JavaScript 79,081 6.6%
CSS 16,308 1.4%
SQL 6,711 0.6%
Python 170 <0.1%
Rust 5 <0.1%
Kotlin 2,135 0.2%
Dart 2,549 0.2%
Swift 381 <0.1%
Other (Vue, Svelte, HTML, SCSS, XML, Shell, YAML, JSON, 333,339 AT

Markdown)

Frameworks and Libraries:

* Frontend: Next.js 15, React 19, Tailwind CSS

* Build Tools: Vite, Turborepo, pnpm

* Testing: Vitest, Playwright (implied)

+ Code Quality: ESLint, Prettier

+ State Management: React Query (TanStack Query)

* UI Components: Radix UI primitives, shadcn/ui patterns

Databases and Data Stores:

* PostgreSQL (primary database)
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* Supabase-specific extensions (pgvector, pg_cron, etc.)

Infrastructure and Deployment Tools:

* Docker for containerisation
e GitHub Actions for CI/CD
* Vercel for hosting

* AWS infrastructure (inferred from integrations)

Development and Build Tools:

* pnpm (package manager)

* Turborepo (monorepo build system)
* TypeScript (type system)

* ESLint and Prettier (code quality)

2.4 Third-Party Integrations
External APIs and Services:

* Supabase: Core platform services

* Vercel: Hosting and deployment

* GitHub: Source control and CI/CD

* Stripe: Payment processing

* AWS: Cloud infrastructure services

* Google Cloud: Additional cloud services
+ Datadog: Monitoring and observability
* Sentry: Error tracking

* PostHog: Product analytics

* WorkOS: Enterprise authentication

+ AuthO: Identity management (third-party integration)

Payment Providers:

* Stripe (primary payment processor)
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Authentication Services:

* Supabase Auth (primary)

* WorkOS (enterprise SSO)

* AuthO (third-party integration option)

* Multiple OAuth providers (Google, GitHub, Microsoft, etc.)

Cloud Services:

* AWS (inferred from infrastructure patterns)
* Google Cloud Platform
* Vercel (hosting)

Analytics and Monitoring:

+ Datadog (infrastructure monitoring)
* Sentry (error tracking)

* PostHog (product analytics)

Licensing Considerations:

The codebase uses predominantly open-source dependencies with permissive licenses (MIT,
Apache 2.0, BSD). Key licensing considerations:

* React and Next.js: MIT License

* Tailwind CSS: MIT License

* Most npm packages: MIT or similar permissive licenses

* PostgreSQL extensions: PostgreSQL License (permissive)

No significant licensing risks identified, though ongoing monitoring of dependency licenses
is recommended.

3. PRODUCTION READINESS ASSESSMENT

3.1 Overall Score: 66/100

Grade: C (Fair)
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Code Quality

Observability L Test Coverage

65

Error Handling
70

Security
70

Dependencies Documentation
75 80

The platform demonstrates solid engineering fundamentals with significant strengths in
documentation, code organisation, and dependency management. However, critical gaps in
testing enforcement and observability prevent an "Excellent" or "Good" rating. The platform
is production-capable but requires targeted improvements before scaling to enterprise
workloads.

Readiness Level: Fair - Suitable for production with reservations; requires immediate
attention to testing and observability gaps.

3.2 Detailed Breakdown

Code Quality & Maintainability: 60/100

Current State Analysis:

The codebase demonstrates reasonable code quality with TypeScript adoption and linting
enforcement. However, the score of 60/100 indicates significant room for improvement in
maintainability and adherence to best practices.

Specific Findings:

* Strengths:
* Extensive TypeScript usage (746,799 LOC) providing type safety

* ESLint and Prettier configuration enforced-in CI pipelines
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* Well-organised monorepo structure with clear separation of concerns
+ Consistent naming conventions across applications

+ Component-based architecture promoting reusability

+ Weaknesses:

+ Code duplication detected across multiple applications (studio, docs, design-system share
similar patterns)

* Inconsistent error handling patterns between applications

* Some modules lack proper abstraction, leading to tight coupling

* Limited use of design patterns in certain areas

* Large files with high complexity in some components
Recommendations:

1. Implement automated code duplication detection in CI pipelines

2. Establish cross-application code sharing patterns to reduce duplication
3. Create shared error handling utilities with consistent patterns

4. Refactor large, complex components into smaller, testable units

5. Document architectural decisions in Architecture Decision Records (ADRs)

Test Coverage & Quality: 40/100
Current State Analysis:
Test coverage is the most critical weakness in the codebase, scoring only 40/100. While tests

exist, the lack of enforcement thresholds and missing e2e testing represent significant
production risks.

Specific Findings:
* Strengths:
* Vitest configured as testing framework
* Unit tests present for critical components

* Some integration tests in place

* Test files follow naming conventions

* Weaknesses:
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* No test coverage thresholds configured in vitest.config.ts files across any app
workspace

* No evidence of end-to-end (e2e) testing framework integration in CI pipelines
* Test coverage appears below 60% based on test file density analysis

* No mutation testing or property-based testing detected

« Critical user journeys lack automated testing

* Inconsistent test quality across different applications

Recommendations:

1. Configure and enforce test coverage thresholds (minimum 70%) in vitest.config.ts
2. Implement end-to-end testing with Playwright or Cypress for critical user journeys
3. Add integration tests for database operations and API endpoints

4. Implement mutation testing to verify test effectiveness

5. Create test coverage reports in CI pipelines with failure on threshold violations

6. Prioritise testing for authentication, billing, and data modification workflows

Security Posture: 70/100

Current State Analysis:

The security posture is reasonable but not comprehensive. Basic security measures are in
place, but advanced security practices and automated scanning are lacking.

Specific Findings:

* Strengths:

* Authentication and authorisation implemented via Supabase Auth
* Input validation present in form components

* Environment variables used for secrets (inferred from patterns)

* HTTPS enforced (inferred from Vercel deployment)

* Role-based access control (RBAC) implemented
* Weaknesses:

+ No automated security scanning (SAST/DAST) detected in CI pipeline
* Console logging statements may leak sensitive data to production

- Secrets management practices not fully documented
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* No evidence of regular security audits or penetration testing

* Dependency vulnerability scanning not explicitly configured

Recommendations:

1. Add automated security scanning (SAST/DAST) to CI pipeline

2. Implement structured logging to prevent sensitive data leakage
3. Document secrets management practices and rotation policies
4. Conduct regular security audits and penetration testing

5. Implement Content Security Policy (CSP) headers

6. Add dependency vulnerability scanning with automated alerts

Documentation: 80/100

Current State Analysis:

Documentation is a significant strength of the codebase, scoring 80/100. Comprehensive
README, DEVELOPERS guide, and auto-generated API documentation provide excellent
support for developers.

Specific Findings:

* Strengths:

« Comprehensive README with project overview and quickstart
« DEVELOPERS.md with detailed setup instructions

* Auto-generated API documentation from OpenAPI specs

* Extensive user guides and troubleshooting documentation

« Component documentation in design system

* Clear contribution guidelines

* Architecture documentation present
* Weaknesses:

* Some inline code comments lack context
* Architecture decision records (ADRs) not consistently maintained
* Limited documentation for internal utilities and helper functions

* Some configuration files lack explanatory comments
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Recommendations:

1. Document architecture decision records (ADRs) for major technical choices
2. Add inline comments explaining complex logic and business rules

3. Create runbooks for common operational tasks

4. Document API versioning and deprecation policies

5. Maintain changelog with breaking changes highlighted

Dependency Health: 75/100

Current State Analysis:

Dependency management is well-handled with modern tooling and version pinning
practices. The score of 75/100 reflects good practices with room for improvement in
monitoring and updates.

Specific Findings:

* Strengths:

« pnpm for efficient dependency management

* Version pinning in package.json files

* Dependabot configured for automated updates

* Monorepo structure reduces dependency conflicts

* Most dependencies are actively maintained
* Weaknesses:

* Some outdated dependencies detected (specific versions not enumerated)
* No explicit dependency update schedule
* Large dependency tree increases attack surface

* Some dependencies may have security advisories

Recommendations:

1. Implement automated dependency update workflows
2. Schedule regular dependency audits (quarterly)
3. Remove unused dependencies to reduce attack surface

4. Monitor dependency health with tools like Snyk or Dependabot
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5. Document critical dependencies and fallback plans

Error Handling & Resilience: 70/100

Current State Analysis:

Error handling is implemented but inconsistent across the codebase. The score of 70/100
indicates functional error handling with opportunities for improvement in resilience patterns.

Specific Findings:

* Strengths:

* Exception handling present in most components

* Error boundaries implemented in React components
* User-friendly error messages in UI

* Error tracking via Sentry integration
* Weaknesses:

* Multiple apps share configuration but lack unified error handling patterns
* Inconsistent error recovery mechanisms

* Limited graceful degradation for service failures

* Retry logic not consistently implemented

* No circuit breaker patterns detected

Recommendations:

1. Establish unified error handling patterns across all applications
2. Implement retry logic with exponential backoff for API calls

3. Add circuit breaker patterns for external service calls

4. Create error recovery workflows for common failure scenarios

5. Implement graceful degradation for non-critical features

Observability & Operations: 65/100

Current State Analysis:

Observability is functional but lacks advanced features required for production debugging at
scale. The score of 65/100 reflects basic logging and monitoring with significant gaps in
tracing and correlation.
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Specific Findings:

* Strengths:

* Logging implemented across services

* Sentry integration for error tracking

+ Datadog integration for metrics

* Health check endpoints present

* Weaknesses:

* Missing structured logging configuration with correlation IDs for production
debugging

* No distributed tracing implementation detected (OpenTelemetry or similar)

* No SLO/SLI definitions documented for production services

* Log aggregation lacks search and analysis capabilities

* Alerting thresholds not based on SLOs

* Limited operational runbooks for incident response
Recommendations:

1. Add structured JSON logging with correlation IDs across all services

2. Implement distributed tracing with OpenTelemetry for request tracking

3. Define SLOs/SLIs for critical services with error budget policies

4. Implement comprehensive health checks including dependency status

5. Create operational runbooks for common incidents and escalation procedures
6. Establish alerting thresholds based on SLOs rather than arbitrary values

7. Implement log aggregation with search and analysis capabilities

4. DEVELOPMENT INVESTMENT ESTIMATION

This section estimates the effort and cost required to develop the Supabase platform to its
current state. This is a retroactive valuation of the development work already completed,
not a forward-looking estimate of remediation costs.
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4.1 Effort Analysis
Base Hours Calculation:

The codebase contains 773,874 effective lines of code (excluding blank lines and comments)
across 9,939 files. Using industry-standard productivity metrics for TypeScript/React
development:

* Baseline productivity: 25-30 LOC/hour for complex web applications
* Adjusted for framework efficiency (Next.js, React): 30-35 LOC/hour
* Base hours estimate: 773,874 LOC + 30 LOC/hour = 25,796 hours

Complexity Multiplier Breakdown:

The following factors increase development effort beyond baseline:

Rationale

Architectural 4 e Microservices architecture, multiple
Complexity ' applications, complex integrations

Domain “ 120 Database management, authentication, billing,
Complexity ' real-time systems

Integration o 7o Multiple third-party services (AWS, Stripe,
Complexity ' Vercel, GitHub, OAuth providers)

Authentication, authorisation, payment

Security Surface 4 1.15 ) )
processing, data protection
Combined . TR B\, BT}
rr 1.11 Geometric mean of individual multipliers
Multiplier

Quality Adjustment:

+ Code quality score: 60/100

* Quality adjustment factor: 1.0 (no adjustment - the code is production-ready despite
areas for improvement)

Final Estimated Hours:
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Complexity Multiplier: x 1.11
Quality Adjustment: x 1.0

Total Estimated Hours: 28,800 hours (rounded)
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Complexity Classification: High

The platform is classified as high complexity due to:
- Multiple interconnected applications in a monorepo
- Real-time data synchronisation requirements

- Complex authentication and authorisation flows

- Database management and migration systems

- Billing and subscription management

- Multi-tenant architecture considerations

4.2 Team & Timeline
Estimated Team Size: 12 developers

Team Composition:

Backend = API development, database schema design, authentication logic,
Developer edge functions runtime
Frontend q Studio dashboard, documentation site, Ul components, user
Developer experience
Full-Stack . . .

2 Cross-cutting features, integration work, DevOps tasks
Developer
DevOps / SRE 1 Infrastructure, CI/CD, monitoring, deployment pipelines

Architecture decisions, code review, technical direction, team

Tech Lead 1 .
coordination

Total 12
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Estimated Project Duration: 14 months

This duration assumes:

- Parallel development across multiple applications

- Iterative development with regular releases

- Time allocated for testing, bug fixes, and refactoring
- Coordination overhead for team of this size

Assumptions Made:

1. Team worked full-time on the project for the entire duration

2. No significant interruptions or major pivots in development focus
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3. Standard productivity rates for experienced TypeScript/React developers

4. Includes time for code review, testing, and documentation

5. Assumes access to existing infrastructure and third-party services

4.3 Cost Estimation
Cost Range:
Based on European market rates for senior software engineers:

* Hourly Rate Range: €75-150 EUR/hour

* Total Hours: 28,800 hours

* Minimum Cost: 28,800 hours x €75/hour = €2,160,000 EUR

* Maximum Cost: 28,800 hours x €150/hour = €4,320,000 EUR

Calibrated Cost Range (from KPIs):

* Minimum: €2,692,800 EUR
* Maximum: €3,643,200 EUR
* Currency: EUR

Confidence Level: Medium

The confidence level is medium due to:
- Variability in developer productivity across team members

- Unknown factors in development history (rework, pivots, technical debt)

- Market rate variations by geography and experience level
- Potential overhead not captured in pure development hours
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4.4 Codebase Metrics
Total Files Analyzed: 9,939 files
Total Effective Lines of Code: 773,874 LOC (non-blank, non-commen

Code Distribution by Language:
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Lines of

Language

Code

Percentage

TypeScript 746,7
JavaScript 79,08
CSS 16,30
SQL 6,711
Python 170
Rust 5
Kotlin 2,135
Dart 2,549
Swift 381

Other (Vue, Svelte, HTML, SCSS, XML, Shell, YAML, JSON,

333,3
Markdown)

Total 1,191

99 62.5%

1 6.6%

8 1.4%

0.6%

<0.1%

<0.1%

0.2%

0.2%

<0.1%

39 28.0%

473 100%

Note: The total includes all file types; effective LOC (excluding JSON, YAML, etc.) is 773,874.

4.5 Cloud Infrastructure & Maintenance Cost
Detected Infrastructure Components:

« Compute Services: 5 (inferred from application architecture)

- Databases: 2 (PostgreSQL primary and potentially read replicas)
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* Message Queues: 1 (inferred from async processing patterns)

* Storage Buckets: 1 (object storage for files)
* CDN Endpoints: 1 (for static asset delivery)
* ML/GPU Services: 0 (none detected)

+ Other Managed Services: 3 (authentication, monitoring, analytics)

Detected or Assumed Cloud Provider:

Primary infrastructure appears to be hosted on AWS with Vercel for frontend hosting.

Supabase's own infrastructure is used for database and backend services.

Suggested Managed Services Mapping:

Compute AWS EC2 / Containers
Database PostgreSQL (Supabase)
Object Storage S3

CDN CloudFront / Vercel CDN
Monitoring Datadog

Error Tracking Sentry

Cl/CD GitHub Actions

Estimated Monthly Hosting Cost Range:

AWS ECS/Fargate or Kubernetes

Supabase (managed)

AWS S3 or Supabase Storage

Vercel CDN or CloudFront

Datadog (retained)

Sentry (retained)

GitHub Actions (retained)

Based on typical infrastructure for a platform of this scale:

* Development/Staging: €2,000-5,000 EUR/month
* Production: €10,000-30,000 EUR/month

* Total Estimated Range: €12,000-35,000 EUR/month

Annual Maintenance Cost Range (from KPIs):

* Minimum: €223,200 EUR/year
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* Maximum: €301,200 EUR/year
* Currency: EUR

This represents approximately 8-10% of initial development cost annually, consistent with
industry standards for platform maintenance.

Key Assumptions:

1. Traffic levels: Moderate to high (10,000-100,000 daily active users)

2. Redundancy level: High availability with failover capabilities

3. Data retention: 30-90 days for logs, indefinite for user data

4. Compliance requirements: GDPR, SOC 2 (inferred from documentation)

5. Geographic distribution: Multi-region deployment for latency and redundancy

5. FINDINGS SUMMARY

5.1 Critical Issues (Must Fix)
Issues that pose immediate risk to production deployment:

1.No test coverage thresholds configured in vitest.config.ts files across any app
workspace - This allows code to be deployed with zero test coverage, creating significant
regression risk.

2. No evidence of end-to-end (e2e) testing framework integration in CI pipelines -
Critical user journeys lack automated validation, increasing the risk of undetected
breaking changes reaching production.

3. Missing structured logging configuration with correlation IDs for production
debugging - Without correlation IDs, tracing requests across services is extremely
difficult, severely impacting incident response times.

4. No distributed tracing implementation detected (OpenTelemetry or similar) - Lack of
distributed tracing makes it nearly impossible to diagnose latency issues or failures in
production environments.
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5.2 Warnings (Should Fix)
Issues that impact quality or maintainability:

1. Test coverage appears below 60% based on test file density analysis - While not a
blocker, low test coverage increases the risk of regressions and reduces confidence in
refactoring.

2. No mutation testing or property-based testing detected - These advanced testing
techniques would improve test quality and uncover edge cases.

3. Console logging statements may leak to production without proper sanitisation - Risk
of exposing sensitive data or internal implementation details.

4. Multiple apps share configuration but lack unified error handling patterns -
Inconsistent error handling makes debugging and maintenance more difficult.

5. No SLO/SLI definitions documented for production services - Without clear service level
objectives, it's difficult to measure and maintain production reliability.

5.3 Recommendations (Nice to Have)
Improvements that would enhance the platform:

1. Configure and enforce test coverage thresholds (minimum 70%) in vitest.config.ts
. Implement end-to-end testing with Playwright or Cypress for critical user journeys
. Add structured JSON logging with correlation IDs across all services

. Implement distributed tracing with OpenTelemetry for request tracking

. Establish error budget policies and alerting thresholds based on SLOs

. Consider implementing feature flags for safer production deployments

. Add automated security scanning (SAST/DAST) to CI pipeline

00 N o o b~ WDN

. Document architecture decision records (ADRs) for major technical choices

5.4 Strengths
What the team has done well:

1. Comprehensive README and DEVELOPERS documentation with setup instructions -
Excellent onboarding experience for new developers.
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2. Strong linting configuration with ESLint and Prettier enforced in CI - Ensures consistent
code style and catches common errors.

3. Well-organised monorepo structure using Turborepo for build optimisation - Efficient
builds and clear separation of concerns.

4. Extensive use of TypeScript providing type safety across codebase - Reduces runtime
errors and improves developer experience.

5. GitHub Actions workflows for automated testing, linting, and deployments - Mature CI/
CD practices.

6. Component library (design-system) with documented UI patterns - Promotes
consistency and reusability.

7. Docker-based infrastructure enabling consistent environments - Reduces "works on my
machine" issues.

8. Active development with regular commits and multiple contributors - Healthy,
sustainable development pace.

6. CONCLUSION

6.1 Overall Assessment Summary

The Supabase platform codebase represents a substantial engineering achievement,
demonstrating mature development practices and a clear understanding of modern web
application architecture. With an overall production readiness score of 66/100 (Grade C -
Fair), the platform is functional and actively maintained but requires targeted improvements
before scaling to enterprise workloads.

The platform's strengths lie in its comprehensive documentation (80/100), reasonable
dependency health (75/100), and solid security foundations (70/100). The extensive use of
TypeScript, well-organised monorepo structure, and automated CI/CD pipelines reflect
strong engineering discipline. The estimated development investment of 28,800 hours (€2.7-
3.6M EUR) represents significant value creation.

However, critical gaps in test coverage enforcement (40/100) and observability (65/100)
present material risks to production stability and operational efficiency. The absence of test
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coverage thresholds and distributed tracing are particularly concerning for a platform
managing user data and financial transactions.

6.2 Readiness for Production / Scale

Current State: The platform is production-capable with reservations. It is suitable for
continued operation and moderate-scale workloads but requires immediate attention to
testing and observability before scaling to enterprise levels.

Caveats:
1. Testing gaps must be addressed before significant feature additions or architectural
changes
2. Observability improvements are required for effective incident response at scale

3. Security scanning should be implemented to maintain security posture as the codebase
grows

4. Documentation should be kept current as the platform evolves

Scale Readiness: The platform can scale to moderate workloads (10,000-50,000 daily active
users) in its current state. For enterprise-scale workloads (100,000+ daily active users), the
recommended improvements in testing, observability, and resilience are essential.

6.3 Key Areas Requiring Attention
The following technical areas require immediate investment:

1. Test Coverage & Enforcement: Implement coverage thresholds, add e2e testing, and
integrate testing requirements into CI/CD pipelines. This is the highest priority given the
direct impact on production stability.

2. Distributed Tracing & Structured Logging: Deploy OpenTelemetry or similar tracing
infrastructure and implement structured logging with correlation IDs. This is critical for
production debugging and incident response.

3. Service Level Objectives (SLOs): Define and document SLOs/SLIs for critical services,
then implement alerting based on error budgets rather than arbitrary thresholds.

4. Unified Error Handling: Establish consistent error handling patterns across all
applications to improve maintainability and debugging.

5. Security Scanning: Add automated SAST/DAST scanning to CI/CD pipelines to catch
security vulnerabilities before deployment. ~
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6.4 Suggested Prioritization of Improvements

Immediate (0-3 months):

1. Configure test coverage thresholds in vitest.config.ts (minimum 60%, ramping to 70%)
2. Implement structured JSON logging with correlation IDs
3. Add e2e testing for critical user journeys (authentication, database operations, billing)

4. Document SLOs/SLIs for critical services
Short-term (3-6 months):

1. Implement distributed tracing with OpenTelemetry
2. Add automated security scanning (SAST/DAST) to CI pipeline
3. Establish unified error handling patterns across applications

4. Create operational runbooks for common incidents
Medium-term (6-12 months):

1. Implement feature flags for safer deployments
2. Add mutation testing for critical modules
3. Establish error budget policies and SLO-based alerting

4. Document architecture decision records (ADRs)
Long-term (12+ months):

1. Implement circuit breaker patterns for external services
2. Add property-based testing for complex logic

3. Continuous improvement of test coverage and code quality metrics

Report Prepared By: Senior Software Architect
Assessment Date: 30 April 2026
Next Review Date: 30 July 2026 (quarterly review recommended)
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This report is intended for technical decision-makers evaluating the Supabase platform for
investment or adoption. The findings and recommendations are based on analysis of the codebase
as of the assessment date and should be reviewed periodically as the platform evolves.
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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:

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

2. 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.

* Al-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:
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Code Quality & ISO/IEC 25010 Maintainability characteristic; ISO/IEC 5055 automated
Maintainability source-code quality measures; McCabe cyclomatic complexity.

Test Coverage &

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

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

Documentation SWEBOK v4 recommendations on software documentation.

Supply-chain hygiene aligned with SLSA and OWASP Dependency-Check

Dependency Health .
practice.

Error Handling & . N . . . .
Resil Site Reliability Engineering (SRE) literature and ISO/IEC 25010 Reliability.
esilience

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.

+ Al adoption — from traditional development to agent-augmented workflows, calibrated
against published studies on generative-Al 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-

Page'30 of 31 ' o -Codeego Assessment Report



C 0 3 E E G G C504AC96CE‘EE4B98364EK7K_1 82F71806E

y
=

temperature decoding with a fixed seed, and the quantitative metrics are purely a function of
the source code.

This report was generated by Codeego Code Assessment Service.
The analysis is Al-powered and should be reviewed by qualified engineers.

© 2026 Codeego. All rights reserved.

Page'31 of 31 ‘ 7 ) ~——Cedeego Assessment Report
AN



	Client / Applicant
	Table of Contents
	Technical Assessment Report: Supabase Dashboard Platform
	1. Executive Summary
	2. Platform Overview
	2.1 Functional Description
	2.2 Technical Architecture
	2.3 Technology Stack
	2.4 Third-Party Integrations

	3. Production Readiness Assessment
	3.1 Overall Score: 66/100
	3.2 Detailed Breakdown
	Code Quality & Maintainability: 60/100
	Test Coverage & Quality: 40/100
	Security Posture: 70/100
	Documentation: 80/100
	Dependency Health: 75/100
	Error Handling & Resilience: 70/100
	Observability & Operations: 65/100


	4. Development Investment Estimation
	4.1 Effort Analysis
	4.2 Team & Timeline
	4.3 Cost Estimation
	4.4 Codebase Metrics
	4.5 Cloud Infrastructure & Maintenance Cost

	5. Findings Summary
	5.1 Critical Issues (Must Fix)
	5.2 Warnings (Should Fix)
	5.3 Recommendations (Nice to Have)
	5.4 Strengths

	6. Conclusion
	6.1 Overall Assessment Summary
	6.2 Readiness for Production / Scale
	6.3 Key Areas Requiring Attention
	6.4 Suggested Prioritization of Improvements


	Annex — Methodology
	1. Technical evaluation
	Reference frameworks

	2. Economic valuation
	Build effort
	Cost range
	Maintenance cost

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


		2026-05-24T08:13:54+0000




