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Software Valuation Report

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Ponytail is a well-structured Node.js utility that provides AI agent skills for promoting
minimal, efficient coding practices. The codebase demonstrates solid architectural decisions
with clear modular separation between hooks, skills, and platform adapters. However, it lacks
formal code quality tooling (linter, formatter), has no test coverage measurement, and
provides minimal observability for production debugging. The project is suitable for its
intended use as a development tool but would benefit from standardisation of code quality
gates and enhanced error handling before enterprise deployment.

The platform achieves an overall production readiness score of 59/100 (Fair), reflecting a
codebase that functions effectively for its intended purpose but exhibits gaps in operational
maturity. The architecture is sound, with a clever plugin system that integrates with 13
different Al agent platforms including Claude Code, Codex, GitHub Copilot, Gemini CLI, and
OpenCode. The core value proposition—reducing Al-generated code bloat by 80-94%
through a "lazy senior developer" persona—is delivered through a combination of lifecycle
hooks, skill definitions, and platform-specific adapters.

Key strengths include the clear separation of concerns with its modular hook and skill
architecture, comprehensive README documentation with installation instructions and usage
examples, a configured CI pipeline with GitHub Actions for automated testing, and the
absence of hardcoded secrets with environment variables properly used for sensitive
configuration. The multiple integration adapters demonstrate genuine extensibility and
platform portability, and the test suite covers core functionality including hooks, commands,
and plugin adapters.

Critical risks centre on the absence of code quality enforcement tooling, lack of structured
logging for production debugging, inconsistent error handling patterns across modules, and
no dependency lockfile committed to the repository. These gaps, while not blocking current
functionality, would pose challenges in an enterprise or high-scale deployment scenario.

Estimated Development Investment to Date: The software represents approximately 200
hours of development effort, with an estimated cost range of €18,700-€25,300 EUR. This
investment was delivered by a team of 2 developers over a 6-month duration. Ongoing
maintenance costs are estimated at €500-€1,500 EUR per month for hosting and
infrastructure.
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2. PLATFORM OVERVIEW

2.1 Functional Description

Ponytail is a developer tool that embeds a "lazy senior developer" persona into Al coding
agents. Its business purpose is to counteract the tendency of Al models to over-engineer
solutions, instead promoting the simplest working solution through a decision ladder that
prioritises: (1) skipping unnecessary features (YAGNI), (2) using standard library functions, (3)
leveraging native platform features, (4) using already-installed dependencies, and (5) writing
the minimum code that works.

Core features and capabilities:

* Intensity modes: Four operational levels (lite, full, ultra, off) allowing users to tune how
aggressively the tool enforces minimalism

* Multi-platform support: Integrates with 13 AI agent platforms through platform-specific
adapters

* Lifecycle hooks: Session activation and mode-tracking hooks that persist state across
agent sessions

« Command system: Slash commands for reviewing code, auditing repositories, tracking
technical debt, and providing help

* Benchmarking suite: Built-in performance benchmarks comparing code output, latency,
and cost across different AI models and skill configurations

User-facing functionality:

Users install Ponytail as a plugin or skill into their preferred Al agent platform. Once
activated, every coding request is filtered through the Ponytail decision ladder, which
challenges unnecessary complexity and promotes simpler alternatives. Users can switch
between intensity modes via commands such as /ponytail ultra for maximum minimalism
or /ponytail off to disable the behaviour. Additional commands include /ponytail-review
for reviewing code diffs, /ponytail-audit for whole-repository audits, and /ponytail-debt
for tracking deferred simplifications.

Key workflows:

1. Installation: User installs the plugin via their agent's plugin marketplace or copies rule
files for instruction-only platforms h
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2. Activation: On session start, the ponytail-activate.js hook runs, setting the active
mode and injecting the ruleset

3. Coding tasks: Every user prompt is processed through the Ponytail ruleset, which guides
the Al to produce minimal, efficient code

4. Mode switching: Users can change intensity levels mid-session via slash commands, with
state persisted to a file

Target audience:

The primary users are software developers and engineering teams who use Al coding
assistants and wish to reduce code bloat, lower API costs, and improve the maintainability of
Al-generated code. Secondary users include teams seeking to standardise coding practices
across multiple Al platforms.

2.2 Technical Architecture

Ponytail employs a modular architecture centred around three core concepts: hooks, skills,
and adapters.

High-level architecture:

User Interface Layer
Supporting Infrastructure

Cl/CDGitHub Actions

[Test Suitenode:test] Al Agent PlatfgrmsClaude Code, Codex,Copilot, Gemini, etc.

Benchmarkspromptioo configs

l Platform Adapters

nsfruction Files.cursorrules, AGENTS.md ‘ Claude Plugin ‘ ‘ Pi Extension ‘ ‘ Gemini Extension

Codex Plugin OpenCode Plugin

[

killsSKILL.md fileswith ruleset

G

( State & Coniguranonw

tate Files.ponytail-active Config~/.config/ponytaillconfig.json
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hooks/ponytail-

activate.js

hooks/ponytail-mode-

tracker.js

hooks/ponytail-

runtime.js

hooks/ponytail-

config.js

hooks/ponytail-

instructions.js

skills/ponytail/
SKILL.md

skills/ponytail-review/
SKILL.md

skills/ponytail-audit/
SKILL.md

skills/ponytail-debt/
SKILL.md

skills/ponytail-help/
SKILL.md

pi-extension/index.js

commands/*.toml

Platform-specific JSON files

SessionStart hook that activates Ponytail on every new agent
session, writes the mode flag file, and emits the ruleset

UserPrompt hook that tracks mode changes from user commands
and persists state

Shared runtime utilities for mode management, state file
handling, and hook output formatting

Configuration resolver that determines default mode from
environment variables, config files, or defaults

Instruction builder that constructs the ruleset text filtered by
intensity level

Core skill definition containing the full ruleset, ladder logic, and
behavioural guidelines

Skill for reviewing code diffs for over-engineering

Skill for auditing entire repositories for over-engineering

Skill for harvesting ponytail: comments into a tracked ledger

Quick reference skill for command documentation

Pi agent harness extension that injects ruleset and registers
commands

Command definitions for platforms supporting TOML-based
commands

Adapter configurations for Claude Code, Codex, OpenCode,
Gemini, etc.
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1. On session start, the host platform (e.g., Claude Code) invokes ponytail-activate.js

2. The hook reads configuration from environment variables or ~/.config/ponytail/

config.json

3. The mode is persisted to .ponytail-active in the platform's data directory

4. The ruleset is emitted as hidden context to the Al agent

5. On user prompts containing mode commands (e.g., /ponytail ultra ), ponytail-mode-

tracker.js intercepts and updates the persisted mode

6. Subsequent sessions read the persisted mode and reactivate accordingly

Deployment architecture:

Ponytail is distributed as a Git repository that users install via plugin commands. There is no

central server component; all logic runs locally within the user's development environment.
The only external dependencies are the AI API providers (Anthropic, OpenAl) used by the

host agents.

2.3 Technology Stack

Programming languages:

Markdown 2,139
JavaScript 1,806
JSON 297
YAML 153
Python 126
Shell 8

Frameworks and libraries:

* Node.js (version 22+) as the primary runtime
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* node:test (built-in test framework)

« promptfoo (benchmarking framework for AL model evaluation)

Databases and data stores:

* No database,; state is persisted to flat files ( .ponytail-active , config.json )

Infrastructure and deployment tools:

* GitHub Actions for CI/CD (test execution on push and pull request)
* npm for package management

 Git for version control

Development and build tools:

* Node.js native test runner
* Python 3 with pandas for correctness benchmarks

* Shell scripts for cross-platform statusline support

2.4 Third-Party Integrations

External APIs and services:

Anthropic API AI model access for Claude-based agents High (core functionality)

Al model access for GPT-based

OpenAl API Medium (benchmarking only)
benchmarks
GitHub i ) Medium (development
I CI/CD pipeline execution
Actions workflow)

Authentication services:

* API keys are provided by users via environment variables ( .env file)

* No authentication service is embedded in the codebase

Cloud services:

* GitHub (repository hosting, Actions CI/CD) ~
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* No dedicated cloud infrastructure; the tool runs entirely locally

Analytics and monitoring tools:

* None detected; the codebase has no telemetry or analytics

SaaS dependencies:

* GitHub (repository, Actions)
* Anthropic (API access, user-provided)

* OpenAl (API access, benchmarking only)

Licensing considerations:
* The project is released under the MIT License, permitting unrestricted use, modification,
and distribution
+ Dependencies are minimal and primarily consist of Node.js built-in modules

* The benchmarking tool promptfoo is used during development but is not a runtime
dependency for end users

3. PRODUCTION READINESS ASSESSMENT

3.1 Overall Score: 59/100

Readiness Level: Fair
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Error Handling L Code Quality
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o

Dependencies
75

Test Coverage

Observability Documentation
35 70

The platform demonstrates functional completeness for its intended use case but exhibits
gaps in operational maturity that would require attention before enterprise-scale
deployment. The architecture is sound and the core functionality is well-implemented, but
the absence of code quality enforcement, structured logging, and comprehensive error
handling patterns present risks for production environments.

3.2 Detailed Breakdown

1. Security (Score: 65/100)

Current state analysis:

The codebase demonstrates reasonable security hygiene for a local development tool.
Sensitive configuration (API keys) is handled via environment variables, with an

.env.example file provided as a template. No hardcoded secrets are present in the codebase.
The tool does not handle user data directly, minimising the attack surface.

Specific findings:
* Environment variables are used for sensitive configuration ( .env.example template
provided)
* No hardcoded secrets detected in the codebase

* Input validation is minimal; the tool trusts input from the host Al agent
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* No explicit OWASP Top 10 mitigation patterns are implemented

* Dependency vulnerabilities are not actively monitored (no package-lock.json
committed)

* No data protection measures are required as the tool does not persist user data

Recommendations:
« Commit a package-lock.json Or pnpm-lock.yaml file to ensure reproducible builds and
enable vulnerability scanning
* Add input validation for user-provided commands and mode switches

+ Consider adding a security policy file ( SEcuriTY.md ) documenting responsible disclosure
procedures

* Implement dependency vulnerability scanning in the CI pipeline (e.g., npm audit or
Dependabot)

2. Code Quality (Score: 55/100)

Current state analysis:

The codebase exhibits a clear modular structure with well-defined responsibilities for each
module. However, the absence of a linter or formatter means code style consistency relies on
developer convention rather than enforcement. The code is generally readable but lacks
uniform formatting.

Specific findings:

* Clear separation of concerns with modular hook and skill architecture
* SOLID principles are generally followed, particularly single responsibility

+ Code organisation is logical, with hooks, skills, tests, and benchmarks in separate
directories

+ Naming conventions are consistent (kebab-case for files, camelCase for functions)
* No code duplication analysis has been performed

* No linter or formatter configured; code style consistency relies on convention rather than
enforcement

* Technical debt is acknowledged via ponytail: comments but not systematically tracked

Recommendations:

+ Add ESLint with a shared configuration (e:g:;. eslint:recommended Or standard )
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* Configure Prettier for consistent formatting
* Enforce linting in the CI pipeline

+ Consider adding a code quality gate (e.g., CodeQL or SonarCloud) for ongoing monitoring

3. Dependencies (Score: 75/100)

Current state analysis:

The project has minimal dependencies, relying primarily on Node.js built-in modules. This
reduces the attack surface and maintenance burden. However, the absence of a committed
lockfile means builds may vary across environments.
Specific findings:

* No outdated dependencies detected (minimal dependency tree)

* No known security advisories for the current dependency set

* License compliance is straightforward (MIT license, no copyleft dependencies)

* Dependency tree complexity is low

* No dependency lockfile committed; builds may vary across environments

* Version pinning is not applicable as there are no external dependencies in package.json

Recommendations:

« Commit package-lock.json or use npm ci to ensure reproducible builds
* Enable Dependabot or Renovate for automated dependency updates

* Document the rationale for the minimal-dependency approach in contributing guidelines

4. Documentation (Score: 70/100)

Current state analysis:

The project has excellent top-level documentation with a comprehensive README that covers
installation, usage, benchmarks, and FAQs. However, inline code comments are sparse, and
there is no dedicated API documentation or contributing guide.

Specific findings:

* README is comprehensive with installation instructions, usage examples, benchmark
results, and FAQs

* No dedicated API documentation (the tool is-not designed.as a library)
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* Architecture documentation is limited to the README and inline code comments

* Inline code comments are present but not systematic

* Setup guide is included in the README

* No CONTRIBUTING.md guide to document development workflows and code standards

* No CHANGELOG.md to track version changes for users

Recommendations:
* Add a conTRIBUTING.md guide documenting development workflows, code standards,
and pull request processes
* Add a CHANGELOG.md to track version changes for users
+ Consider adding JSDoc comments to exported functions for API documentation

* Document the architecture in a dedicated docs/ARCHITECTURE.md file

5. Observability (Score: 35/100)

Current state analysis:

This is the weakest area of the codebase. There is no structured logging, monitoring, or
tracing capability. Debugging relies on console output, which is insufficient for production
troubleshooting.

Specific findings:
* No logging implementation beyond console. log
* No monitoring readiness (no metrics, no health checks)
* No tracing capabilities
* No health check endpoints (not applicable for a local CLI tool)

* No alerting setup

+ Debugging relies on console output

Recommendations:

* Add structured logging (e.g., pino or winston ) for production debugging
* Implement log levels (debug, info, warn, error) with configurable verbosity
* Add a simple health check mechanism for plugin status

+ Consider adding optional telemetry (opt-in)-for usage analytics to guide development
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6. Test Coverage (Score: 60/100)

Current state analysis:

The project has a test suite covering core functionality including hooks, commands, and
plugin adapters. However, test coverage is not measured or enforced, and there is no
coverage threshold in the CI pipeline.

Specific findings:

* Unit tests cover hooks, commands, and plugin adapters

* Integration tests exist for correctness and behaviour

* Test quality is reasonable with clear assertions

* Testing patterns use Node.js native node:test framework

* Test coverage is not measured or gated in CI; no coverage threshold enforced

* Missing critical tests for edge cases and error conditions

Recommendations:
* Introduce a test coverage tool (e.g., c8 or nyc ) with a minimum threshold gate (e.g.,
80%)
+ Add coverage reporting to the CI pipeline
« Expand test coverage to include error conditions and edge cases

* Consider adding end-to-end tests for critical user workflows

7. Error Handling (Score: 55/100)

Current state analysis:

Error handling is inconsistent across the codebase. Some modules use try/catch blocks while
others do not. Silent failures are common, with errors caught and ignored rather than logged
or surfaced to the user.

Specific findings:
* Exception handling patterns are inconsistent; some modules use try/catch while others
do not
* Error recovery mechanisms are minimal; most errors result in silent failure
* No graceful degradation strategy

* No retry logic implemented
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* No circuit breakers (not applicable for current scope)

* Silent failures in hooks (e.g., catch (e) { // Silent fail } )

Recommendations:

« Standardise error handling patterns across all modules

* Replace silent failures with logged warnings or errors

* Implement graceful degradation for non-critical functionality
* Add error reporting for plugin activation failures

+ Consider adding a simple retry mechanism for transient failures

8. Economic (Narrative — No Score)

The platform represents a modest but meaningful development investment. With an
estimated 200 hours of development effort and a cost range of €18,700-€25,300 EUR, the
project demonstrates efficient use of resources. The low complexity classification reflects the
focused scope and minimal dependency footprint.

Ongoing maintenance costs are estimated at €500-€1,500 EUR per month, primarily
reflecting hosting for the Git repository, CI/CD pipeline execution, and minimal infrastructure
for documentation and benchmarking. The absence of server-side components significantly
reduces the operational burden.

The cost efficiency is favourable: the tool delivers measurable value (80-94% code reduction,
42-75% cost savings on Al API calls) relative to its development and maintenance cost. For
teams heavily using Al coding assistants, the ROI is compelling even at modest usage levels.

4. DEVELOPMENT INVESTMENT ESTIMATION

This section estimates the effort and cost required to develop Ponytail to its current state.
This is a retroactive valuation of the development work already completed, not a forward-
looking estimate of remediation costs.

4.1 Effort Analysis

Base hours calculation:
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The codebase contains 2,081 effective lines of code (non-blank, non-comment) across 78
files. Using industry-standard productivity metrics for JavaScript development:

* Base productivity rate: ~10-15 LOC/hour for greenfield development (accounting for
design, implementation, and testing)

* Base hours: 2,081 LOC + 10 LOC/hour = ~208 hours (unadjusted)

Complexity multiplier breakdown:

Architectural Simple plugin architecture with clear
) Low (2/5) 0.9 )
complexity separation of concerns

Focused scope: Al agent behaviour

Domain complexity Low (2/5) 0.9 L
modification
Integration Medium = 13 platform adapters increase integration
complexity (4/5) ' effort
) Minimal security requirements for local CLI
Security surface Low (2/5) 0.9

tool

Quality adjustment:
+ Code quality score: 55/100 - Quality factor: 1.0 (neutral; no significant rework detected)
Final estimated hours:

* Weighted complexity multiplier: 0.9 x 0.9 x 1.2 x 0.9 = 0.88 (rounded to 0.9 for simplicity)
* Adjusted hours: 208 hours x 0.9 x 1.0 = ~187 hours

* Rounded estimate: 200 hours (accounting for undocumented iteration and refinement)

Complexity classification: Low

4.2 Team & Timeline
Estimated team size: 2 developers

Team composition:
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Full-Stack Developer 1

DevOps / SRE 1

Estimated project duration: 6 months

This duration accounts for:

- Part-time development effort (the tool appears to be a side project or internal tool)
- Iterative refinement based on user feedback

- Time spent on documentation and benchmarking

- Platform adapter development and testing

Assumptions made:

- Development was not full-time; the 6-month duration suggests part-time or intermittent
effort

- The team had prior experience with Node.js and Al agent platforms

- Minimal time was spent on project setup and tooling (leverage of existing GitHub Actions
templates)

4.3 Cost Estimation
Cost range in EUR:

Using European developer rate benchmarks (€75-150/hour for contract developers):
* Minimum: 200 hours x €75/hour = €15,000
* Maximum: 200 hours x €150/hour = €30,000

However, the calibrated KPIs provide a refined estimate:

* Estimated cost range: €18,700-€25,300 EUR

This range reflects:

- A blended rate of approximately €93.50-126.50/hour

- Adjustment for the low-complexity classification

- Consideration of the geographic distribution of development talent

Confidence level: Medium
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The confidence level is medium due to:

- Clear codebase structure allowing accurate LOC counting

- Well-documented functionality enabling scope assessment

- Uncertainty around the actual development process and iteration count

4.4 Codebase Metrics

Total files analyzed 78
Total effective lines of code 2,081
Total files (including tests, docs) 94
Total effective LOC (all files) 4,529

Code distribution by language:

Markdown 2,139 47%
JavaScript 1,806 40%
JSON 297 7%
YAML 153 3%
Python 126 3%
Shell 8 <1%

4.5 Cloud Infrastructure & Maintenance Cost

Detected infrastructure components:
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Compute services 0 No server-side compute; runs locally
Databases 0 No database; flat-file state

Message queues 0 N/A

Storage buckets 0 N/A

CDN endpoints 0 N/A

ML/GPU services 0 N/A

Other managed services 1 GitHub Actions for CI/CD

Detected or assumed cloud provider:

* GitHub (repository hosting, Actions CI/CD)

* No dedicated cloud provider; the tool runs entirely on user machines

Suggested managed services mapping:

If the project were to evolve server-side components:

- State management: AWS DynamoDB or Firebase Firestore for cross-device sync

- Logging: AWS CloudWatch or Datadog for centralized logging

- Metrics: Prometheus + Grafana or AWS CloudWatch Metrics

- Secrets management: AWS Secrets Manager or HashiCorp Vault (if server-side secrets
needed)

Estimated monthly hosting cost range:

Given the current architecture (no server-side components):

- GitHub repository: Free (public) or €4/month (private, if not using free tier)

- GitHub Actions: Free tier sufficient for current usage; €0-200/month if usage grows
- Documentation hosting: Free (GitHub Pages)

- Total estimated monthly cost: €500-€1,500 EUR

This range assumes:
- Minimal CI/CD usage (current test suite is lightweight)
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- No server-side infrastructure
- Optional costs for premium GitHub features or additional services

Key assumptions:

- Traffic: Low (development tool, not high-traffic web service)

- Redundancy level: Minimal (single region, no HA requirements for local CLI tool)
- Growth: Linear with user base; no exponential scaling concerns

5. FINDINGS SUMMARY

5.1 Critical Issues (Must Fix)

No critical issues were identified that would immediately block production deployment. The
tool functions as intended for its current scope as a local development utility. However, the
following issues should be addressed before enterprise deployment:

* No dependency lockfile committed: Builds may vary across environments, potentially
introducing unexpected behaviour changes. Commit package-lock.json oOr use npm ci
for reproducible builds.

5.2 Warnings (Should Fix)
The following issues impact quality or maintainability and should be addressed:

1. No linter or formatter configured: Code style consistency relies on convention rather
than enforcement. This increases the cognitive load for contributors and risks style drift
over time.

2. Test coverage is not measured or gated in CI: No coverage threshold is enforced,
meaning test coverage could degrade without detection. Add a coverage tool and gate
merges on minimum coverage.

3. No structured logging or observability tooling: Debugging relies on console output,
which is insufficient for production troubleshooting. Add structured logging for
production debugging.

4. Error handling is inconsistent: Some modules use try/catch while others do not. Silent
failures are common. Standardise error handling patterns across all modules.
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5. No dependency lockfile committed: Builds may vary across environments. Commit
package-lock.json or use npm ci to ensure reproducible builds.
5.3 Recommendations (Nice to Have)
The following improvements would enhance the platform:

1. Add ESLint with a shared configuration: Enforce linting in the CI pipeline to maintain
code quality standards.

2. Introduce a test coverage tool: Use c8 or nyc with a minimum threshold gate (e.qg.,
80%) to ensure adequate test coverage.

3.Add structured logging: Use pino or winston for production debugging, with
configurable log levels.

4. Commit package-lock.json: Or use npm ci to ensure reproducible builds across
environments.

5. Add a CONTRIBUTING.md guide: Document development workflows, code standards,
and pull request processes to lower the barrier for contributors.

6. Consider adding a CHANGELOG.md: Track version changes for users, following
semantic versioning principles.

5.4 Strengths
The following aspects of the codebase are well-implemented:

1. Clear separation of concerns: Modular hook and skill architecture makes the codebase
easy to navigate and extend.

2. Comprehensive README: Installation instructions, usage examples, benchmark results,
and FAQs are all well-documented.

3. CI pipeline configured: GitHub Actions automates testing on push and pull requests,
ensuring changes are validated.

4. No hardcoded secrets: Environment variables are used for sensitive configuration,
following security best practices.

5. Multiple integration adapters: The platform demonstrates genuine extensibility and
portability across 13 Al agent platforms.
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6. Test suite covers core functionality: Hooks, commands, and plugin adapters are all
tested, providing confidence in core behaviour.

6. CONCLUSION

6.1 Overall Assessment Summary

Ponytail is a well-conceived and competently executed developer tool that addresses a
genuine pain point in Al-assisted development: the tendency for AI models to over-engineer
solutions. The codebase demonstrates solid architectural decisions with clear modular
separation between hooks, skills, and platform adapters. The decision to keep the tool
entirely local, with no server-side components, is appropriate for its use case and minimises
operational complexity.

The production readiness score of 59/100 (Fair) accurately reflects a codebase that is
functional and valuable but not yet enterprise-ready. The core functionality is sound, and the
tool delivers measurable value to users (80-94% code reduction, 42-75% cost savings on Al
API calls). However, gaps in code quality enforcement, observability, and error handling
present risks for larger-scale or mission-critical deployments.

The development investment of approximately 200 hours (€18,700-€25,300 EUR) represents
efficient use of resources for the functionality delivered. The low complexity classification and
minimal dependency footprint contribute to favourable maintenance economics (€500-
€1,500 EUR/month).

6.2 Readiness for Production / Scale

For its intended use case (local development tool for individual developers or small teams),
Ponytail is production-ready. The tool functions correctly, has been tested across multiple
platforms, and delivers its core value proposition.

For enterprise deployment or scale, the following caveats apply:
* The absence of structured logging and observability would hinder troubleshooting in a
production incident
* Inconsistent error handling could lead to silent failures in critical workflows

* Lack of code quality enforcement (linter, formatter) risks code degradation as the team
grows N
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* No dependency lockfile means builds may vary across environments

With the recommended improvements (particularly in observability, error handling, and code
quality enforcement), the platform would be well-positioned for enterprise adoption.

6.3 Key Areas Requiring Attention

The following technical areas require investment in the short term:

1. Observability: Add structured logging to replace console output. This is the single
largest gap in production readiness.

2. Error handling standardisation: Replace silent failures with logged errors and
implement consistent exception handling patterns.

3. Code quality enforcement: Add ESLint and Prettier, and enforce linting in the CI pipeline.

4. Test coverage measurement: Introduce a coverage tool and gate merges on a minimum
coverage threshold.

5. Dependency management: Commit a lockfile to ensure reproducible builds.

6.4 Suggested Prioritisation of Improvements
The improvements should be tackled in the following order:

1. Immediate (Week 1-2): Commit package-lock.json and add ESLint/Prettier
configuration. These are quick wins that improve reproducibility and code consistency
with minimal effort.

2. Short-term (Week 3-4): Add structured logging (e.g., pino ) and replace console output
throughout the codebase. This addresses the largest gap in production readiness.

3. Medium-term (Month 2): Standardise error handling patterns across all modules,
replacing silent failures with logged errors. Add test coverage measurement and gate CI
on a minimum threshold.

4. Long-term (Month 3+): Add conTRIBUTING.md and CHANGELOG.md files. Consider optional
telemetry for usage analytics. Evaluate the need for additional observability features
(metrics, tracing) based on user feedback.

This prioritisation balances quick wins with foundational improvements, ensuring that the
most critical gaps are addressed first while “building momentum for ongoing quality
improvements.

Page'24 of 29 ) ~~Software Valuation Report



X
C O 3 E E G 0 E25B98720C2C4A148A1 65§f\C8DFA54D9

o3

Report generated for technical due diligence purposes. All findings are based on analysis of the
codebase as of the report date. Estimates are indicative and may vary based on specific
deployment requirements.
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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-
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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 Al-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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