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ABOUT THIS SAMPLE

This is a composite demonstration report. It combines anonymized patterns drawn from real repository analysis with representative
structural and efficiency findings to demonstrate the kinds of issues a Software Survivability Review may surface. Names, architecture,
implementation details, measurements, and findings have been generalized or constructed where necessary. It does not describe or assess
any specific company, product, or open-source project.
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1. Executive Verdict

YES, WITH RESERVATIONS

ASSESSMENT CONFIDENCE REVIEW TYPE

Yes, with reservations Moderate Repository-based Survivability Review

The system shows evidence of a substantial engineering foundation and meaningful security, transaction, validation, and
operational controls. The review does not indicate that the software is broadly unsafe or structurally unsound.

It does, however, identify several concrete issues that should be addressed before greater exposure or operational
pressure: production-like deployment defaults that can weaken security, authentication material entering diagnostic
paths, unsafe credential handling in an integration surface, a client-accessible validation bypass, and resource-protection
settings that deserve hardening.

Beyond those immediate findings, continued delivery may increasingly depend on effective coordination across
subsystems, complete validation of changes, maintained engineering knowledge, and compatibility across deployment
contexts. These are provisional constraints, not confirmed failures.

Fix what the evidence already establishes. Validate what the evidence does not. Measure where pressure
may amplify seemingly small inefficiencies.

2. System Overview

The reviewed system is representative of a large collaborative web platform. It handles authenticated and unauthenticated
requests, user and organizational data, private application content, uploaded files, background processing, external
identity systems, plugins and integrations, and multiple operational components.

Inputs

e Browserrequests and authentication flows

e APl and RPC calls, session cookies, and bearer tokens

e Project, file, and document operations

e Uploaded media, plugins, and integration clients

e Webhooks and administrative interfaces

e Background queues and scheduled work

e  Environment and runtime configuration

e Identity-provider responses and import/export workflows

Outputs

e Private and shared application data

e Account, project, file, media, and session persistence
e Authentication and verification credentials

e Email, webhooks, and external service calls

e Background jobs and generated exports

e Application, trace, error, and audit logs

e AP, plugin, integration, and management interfaces
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External Dependencies

e Relational database

e Cache and worker infrastructure

e  Object or filesystem storage

e Email and identity providers

e  Third-party APIs and webhook destinations

e Telemetry and monitoring platforms

e  Plugin and Al/integration services

e Rendering/export services and background queues

Important Trust Boundaries

e  Public internet > application services

e  Browser-controlled parameters - business operations

e Credentials » authentication middleware

e Client-supplied identifiers > protected resources

e Uploaded data > parsers and storage

e  Plugin or Al/integration clients - application functionality
e  Externalidentity-provider data - local identity state

e  Environment variables > security behavior

e  Stored untrusted data » asynchronous processing

3. Act Now

These findings represent concrete patterns for which the available repository evidence is strong enough to justify action.
They are ranked by urgency.

1. Production deployment can inherit unsafe defaults

DOMAIN URGENCY CONFIDENCE
Security / Deployment Critical High

What’s happening now: A supplied deployment configuration contains multiple settings appropriate for development or
testing but unsafe for direct public exposure, including a known master secret, weakened session-cookie behavior,
disabled verification controls, an enabled diagnostic interface, plain HTTP assumptions, and unusually generous request
limits.

Why it matters: Deployment examples often become production starting points. A security control that depends on
someone remembering every development-only option is weaker than a control that prevents unsafe startup.

Possible trigger: An operator copies the supplied configuration, changes the hostname, and exposes the service without
replacing every unsafe setting.

Fix next: Separate development and production deployment profiles and make production startup fail when known unsafe
values or flags are present.

How we’ll know it’s fixed: Intentionally configure a known test secret or insecure production setting. Startup should fail
clearly and immediately.

2. Authentication credentials can enter diagnostic logs

DOMAIN URGENCY CONFIDENCE
Security / Secrets High High

What’s happening now: Raw session and identity-provider token values can enter trace or diagnostic logging paths.
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Why it matters: Logs frequently have broader access and longer retention than credential stores. They may also be copied
into monitoring systems, incident tools, support bundles, and third-party services.

Possible trigger: A successful identity-provider login or token-decoding error occurs while detailed logging is enabled.

Fix next: Remove raw credentials from logging and exception data. Retain only an irreversible fingerprint, token type,
provider, request ID, and failure category where necessary.

How we’ll know it’s fixed: Exercise successful and failed authentication with known test credentials, then search all
resulting logs and reporting payloads for the literal values.

3. Integration credentials are transported through unsafe channels

DOMAIN URGENCY CONFIDENCE
Security / Integration High High for observed pattern

What’s happening now: An integration mode places user authentication material in a URL parameter, and associated
documentation describes hardcoded test credentials.

Why it matters: URLs can appear in browser history, proxy and access logs, screenshots, monitoring systems, copied
links, and support conversations.

Possible trigger: A testing-oriented integration mode is deployed outside a controlled local environment.

Fix next: Move credentials to protected authentication headers or an equivalent secure handshake. Use scoped, short-
lived, per-user credentials.

How we’ll know it’s fixed: Verify that no credential is present in connection URLs or access logs and that credentials
cannot cross user boundaries.

4. Client input can suppress server-side validation

DOMAIN URGENCY CONFIDENCE
Data Integrity / Security High High

What’s happening now: A client-accessible request parameter can suppress important server-side document validation.
The reviewed path includes edit-permission checks, but permission to edit should not imply permission to disable integrity
controls.

Why it matters: A defective, modified, or compromised client could persist data the server would normally reject.
Consequences can include corrupted shared state, later rendering or export failures, collaborator disruption, and difficult
recovery.

Possible trigger: A modified client sends malformed changes while setting the public validation-bypass option.

Fix next: Remove validation-bypass behavior from externally accepted requests. If a trusted maintenance operation
genuinely requires it, provide a separate privileged path.

How we’ll know it’s fixed: Submit malformed data using the former bypass parameter. The server should reject either the
parameter or the invalid state.

5. Request-size defaults increase resource-exhaustion exposure

DOMAIN URGENCY CONFIDENCE
Availability / Security High Moderate

What’s happening now: The reviewed deployment permits HTTP request bodies far larger than several business-level
upload limits.

Why it matters: A request may consume network, memory, temporary storage, parser time, or worker capacity before
later application-level validation rejects it.

Possible trigger: Several clients concurrently send oversized or deliberately slow requests.
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Fix next: Place route-appropriate limits at the earliest externally reachable layer, ideally ingress or reverse proxy.

How we’ll know it’s fixed: Requests slightly larger than the supported business limit should fail immediately without
meaningful growth in backend resource consumption.

6. Broad rate limits do not demonstrate abuse resistance

DOMAIN URGENCY CONFIDENCE
Availability / Abuse Resistance High Moderate

What’s happening now: Rate-limiting infrastructure exists, but the reviewed default permits high request volume and
does not establish that expensive or sensitive operations receive appropriately tighter limits.

Why it matters: Authentication, exports, uploads, search, email, webhooks, administrative functions, and Al/integration
operations can have dramatically different costs.

Possible trigger: A script repeatedly invokes an expensive endpoint while remaining within a broad global allowance.

Fix next: Classify externally callable operations by resource cost and abuse potential. Apply appropriate burst and
sustained limits.

How we’ll know it’s fixed: Controlled burst testing should reliably reject abusive traffic while leaving normal collaborative
behavior unaffected.

7. Sensitive external error data can propagate into diagnostics

DOMAIN URGENCY CONFIDENCE
Security / Privacy / Observability Medium Moderate

What’s happening now: An identity-provider failure path retains the full external response body inside an internal
exception.

Why it matters: External error bodies can contain user identifiers, implementation details, diagnostic content, or
unexpected secret material.

Possible trigger: An external identity provider returns a verbose or unexpectedly sensitive error response.
Fix next: Parse and retain only explicitly permitted error fields and correlation information.

How we’ll know it’s fixed: Configure a test provider to return a distinctive secret value and verify that it appears nowhere
in application logs, monitoring, or error reports.

4. Validate Next

These conditions deserve investigation, but the current evidence does not establish that they are defects or that they are
materially limiting delivery today.

Cross-subsystem coordination

Changes span multiple application, integration, rendering, deployment, and tooling areas. Cross-area work may therefore
require coordination of interfaces, ownership, validation, and releases.

Pressure that may expose it: More cross-module work, faster releases, higher change volume, more contributors or
automated agents.

Validate with: Representative cross-area changes, ownership information, review history, release coupling, handoffs,
rework, and lead-time differences.

Question to answer: Does cross-system work materially require more coordination than the organization can absorb as
change increases?
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Distributed validation

The repository contains multiple subsystem and integration validation paths. Confidence in change may depend on
contributors selecting, executing, and enforcing the correct set of checks.

Pressure that may expose it: Higher change frequency, concurrency, cross-area changes, and automated code
generation.

Validate with: Cl execution history, required versus executed checks, branch protections, reruns, bypasses, and late-
discovered validation.

Question to answer: Does safe change depend on engineers already knowing which checks apply?

Maintained engineering knowledge

Project and module guidance can reduce reliance on tacit knowledge—but only when that guidance remains current,
authoritative, discoverable, and used.

Pressure that may expose it: Contributor growth, turnover, architectural change, and Al-assisted development.
Validate with: Ownership of engineering guidance, update history, code/guidance co-change, review corrections,
onboarding evidence, and Al-assisted development outcomes.

Question to answer: Has engineering guidance become an operational dependency, and if so, is it being maintained
accordingly?

Multiple deployment contexts

Hosted and self-hosted operation may create a compatibility obligation spanning behavior, packaging, validation,
upgrades, external dependencies, and support.

Pressure that may expose it: More supported configurations, faster releases, environment diversity, and external
dependency changes.

Validate with: Supported deployment profiles, compatibility testing, release histories, upgrade failures, rollback
practices, and support records.

Question to answer: Is deployment diversity materially increasing the cost or uncertainty of continued delivery?

5. Efficiency & Waste

A systematic efficiency pass was not part of the source repository review used for the direct findings above. The following
examples illustrate the types of amplification a full review would look for. They are not findings against the source system.

Polling amplification
Idle workers perform fixed-frequency polling whether or not useful work exists.

Amplification path: More workers » more polling > more infrastructure traffic > greater contention and cost
Evidence needed: Idle request volume at different worker counts.

Repeated remote work
A batch workflow repeatedly obtains the same external information inside a record-processing loop.

Amplification path: More records > more remote calls > more latency > more failure opportunities - higher cost
Evidence needed: Processed records versus distinct lookup keys versus actual external calls.

Chatty subsystem interactions
A single business operation produces many small synchronous interactions between services or components.

Amplification path: More user operations x many internal calls - increasing latency and dependency load > larger failure
surface
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Evidence needed: Distributed traces or representative request profiling showing call count, payload size, retries, latency,

and duplicated work.

6. Signature Survivability Paths

These paths show why individual findings matter beyond their immediate technical symptom.

Path 1 — Unsafe Defaults Become Operating Reality

Production-like configuration contains development-oriented security defaults

Vv Safe operation depends on an operator identifying and correcting every unsafe setting
v More installations and operators increase the chance of configuration drift

Vv Credential, session, or diagnostic exposure becomes possible

¥ Incident response, trust, and support burden increase

Path 2 — Validation Depends on Contextual Knowledge

Different system areas require different validation paths

Vv Correct validation may depend on knowing which checks apply
¥ Change volume and contributor countincrease

+ Missed or late validation creates rework and release uncertainty
4 Delivery becomes less predictable

Path 3 — Small Waste Becomes Large Waste

A low-cost operation repeats unnecessarily

¥+ The operation scales with infrastructure or record volume rather than delivered value
v Growth multiplies the repeated work

v Cost, latency, dependency load, and energy consumption rise together

¥ Capacity intended for useful work is consumed by amplification

7. Survivability Snapshot

DIMENSION CURRENT STATUS ASSESSMENT \

Security ACT NOW Several direct credential and deployment
findings warrant remediation.

Data Integrity ACT NOW A client-accessible validation bypass crosses
an important trust boundary.

Availability ACT NOW / VALIDATE Request limits and rate limiting merit
hardening; runtime failure behavior remains
incompletely observed.

Efficiency & Waste NOT ASSESSED A dedicated efficiency pass is required before

conclusions should be drawn.

Change Safety

VALIDATE NEXT

Validation and cross-system coordination
may become limiting under higher change
pressure.

Operational Resilience

VALIDATE NEXT

Deployment compatibility and recovery
behavior require operational evidence.

Knowledge Resilience

VALIDATE NEXT

Engineering guidance may be an important
maintained dependency.
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No aggregate numeric survivability score is assigned. The available evidence does not justify reducing these different
dimensions to a single calculated number.

8. Pressure Exposure

Change Velocity

Exposure: High
More frequent and parallel changes increase the importance of complete validation and cross-subsystem coordination.

Contributor / Automation Growth

Exposure: High
More contributors and automated code generation increase pressure on explicit boundaries, validation rules, and
maintained engineering knowledge.

Growth in External Usage

Exposure: High
More users and installations magnify the consequences of unsafe defaults, weak abuse controls, and resource limits.

Deployment Variation

Exposure: Medium-High
Greater variation between hosted, self-hosted, and customer environments can expand the compatibility and support
surface.

Dependency Change

Exposure: Medium
External identity providers, integrations, plugins, storage, rendering, and deployment dependencies create multiple points
where external change can propagate into the system.

Team Turnover

Exposure: Medium-High
If encoded guidance is actively relied upon, maintainer turnover can increase the cost of distinguishing current system
rules from historical or local conventions.

Cost Pressure

Exposure: Not established
The available evidence is insufficient to quantify significant cost amplification. A focused waste and runtime evidence
pass is required.

9. Top Three Actions

1. Harden the production boundary
Create a production-safe configuration contract that prevents startup with known unsafe deployment defaults.

Expected benefit: Reduces several high-confidence security and operational risks at once.
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2. Remove credential exposure paths
Eliminate raw authentication values from logs, URLs, errors, and testing-oriented integration mechanisms.

Expected benefit: Shrinks the number of places where compromise of a secondary system could become compromise of
user credentials.

3. Validate change safety before restructuring

Collect Cl execution history, representative cross-area changes, ownership information, engineering-guidance history,
and deployment-support evidence before making broad architectural changes.

Expected benefit: Distinguishes active constraints from documented complexity before expensive structural work begins.

10. Ranked Work Plan

Work Session 1 — Harden deployment

Change: Create separate production configuration and startup validation.
Done when: Known unsafe values prevent startup.

Work Session 2 — Remove sensitive logging

Change: Centralize credential-redaction behavior and remove raw authentication values from diagnostics.
Done when: Test credentials cannot be found anywhere in logs or monitoring output.

Work Session 3 — Repair integration authentication

Change: Move tokens out of URLs and eliminate hardcoded shared credentials.
Done when: Authentication is scoped, revocable, and absent from URLs and access logs.

Work Session 4 — Restore server ownership of validation

Change: Remove externally controllable integrity bypasses.
Done when: Modified clients cannot disable required validation.

Work Session 5 — Bound resource consumption

Change: Align ingress limits with actual supported request sizes.
Done when: Oversized input is rejected before consuming meaningful backend resources.

Work Session 6 — Apply operation-aware abuse controls

Change: Set rate limits according to endpoint sensitivity and computational cost.
Done when: Abuse tests produce predictable throttling without affecting normal usage.

Work Session 7 — Sanitize external failures

Change: Prevent untrusted external response bodies from propagating into diagnostics.
Done when: Synthetic sensitive values never leave the controlled error-processing boundary.

Validation Session 1 — Cross-system delivery

Review representative changes spanning multiple areas.
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Validation Session 2 — Cl enforcement

Compare required validation with actual historical execution.

Validation Session 3 — Engineering knowledge

Determine whether guidance is authoritative, maintained, and actively relied upon.

Validation Session 4 — Deployment compatibility

Build a real compatibility and support matrix from operating evidence.
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11. Readiness Scorecards

Security Readiness

AREA STATUS ‘ WHY

Login & identity WARNING Meaningful controls exist, but credential
handling and configuration can weaken them.

Authorization WARNING Explicit checks were observed, but the entire
endpoint surface was not exhaustively
reviewed.

Object-ID manipulation WARNING Reviewed paths checked permissions;

complete coverage was not established.

Input validation FAIL A client-accessible path can suppress
important validation.

File/input size WARNING Application limits exist but outer request
limits are substantially larger.

Abuse resistance WARNING Rate-limiting machinery exists, but sensitive-
operation protection needs stronger
evidence.

Secrets FAIL Unsafe deployment and credential-handling

patterns were observed.

Sensitive logging FAIL Authentication material can enter diagnostic
output.
Deployment FAIL Supplied deployment defaults are not

appropriate for unchanged public use.

Recovery WARNING Repository evidence does not establish
tested end-to-end recovery.

Warning means that evidence is incomplete or controls are conditional. It does not mean a vulnerability was confirmed.

Operational Pressure Readiness

AREA STATUS

Request bounding WARNING

Abuse controls WARNING

Runtime failure isolation NEEDS VALIDATION
Validation enforcement NEEDS VALIDATION
Recovery NEEDS VALIDATION
Deployment safety ACT NOW
Cross-system coordination NEEDS VALIDATION
Deployment compatibility NEEDS VALIDATION

Efficiency & Waste Readiness

AREA STATUS
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Polling amplification NOT ASSESSED
Repeated remote work NOT ASSESSED
Chattiness NOT ASSESSED
Unbounded processing NOT ASSESSED
Cache effectiveness NOT ASSESSED
Excessive data movement NOT ASSESSED
Idle resource use NOT ASSESSED
Expensive hot paths NOT ASSESSED

Not Assessed is a result. It is not a euphemism for Pass.

12. Outlook

If Nothing Changes

The system will probably continue functioning under conditions similar to those under which it operates today. The
concern is not an inevitable dramatic failure. It is increasing exposure.

More users and installations increase the consequences of unsafe defaults and permissive resource controls. More
changes and contributors increase reliance on effective validation and coordination. More automation increases reliance
on explicit, current engineering knowledge. More deployment variation increases the compatibility surface.

Problems that are manageable through expertise and attention at one level of pressure can become expensive or
unreliable when that pressure increases.

If the Recommended Actions Are Implemented

The most immediate high-confidence risks can be reduced without broad architectural change. Deployment safety
becomes enforceable rather than conventional. Credentials stop leaking into secondary systems. Validation returns to the
appropriate trust boundary. Resource protections better match actual operations.

At the same time, targeted operational evidence can determine whether the structural constraints are actually affecting

delivery.

The desired outcome is not more remediation. It is better evidence about where remediation is actually
warranted.

13. What This Review Can Surface

Security

Authentication and authorization errors, secrets exposure, unsafe defaults, trust-boundary mistakes, credential leakage,
input abuse, and sensitive logging.

Data Integrity

Validation bypasses, duplicate processing, partial updates, unsafe state transitions, missing idempotency, corruption,
and recovery risks.
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Reliability

Unbounded work, retry amplification, resource exhaustion, cascading failures, weak isolation, and recovery gaps.

Efficiency & Waste

Polling, repeated remote work, unnecessary computation, chattiness, poor cache behavior, excessive data movement,
idle-resource consumption, and amplified hot paths.

Change Safety

Hidden coupling, unclear validation responsibilities, fragile configuration, dependency concentration, and implicit
engineering rules.

Organizational Survivability

Ownership gaps, reliance on individual maintainers, stale or ambiguous engineering knowledge, and mismatches between
architecture and operational responsibility.

Pressure Behavior

What changes as the system experiences more users, data, integrations, changes, automation, deployments, cost
constraints, or organizational change.
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14. About the Software Survivability Review

Software rarely stops delivering value because of one dramatic flaw. More often, systems accumulate assumptions,
dependencies, inefficiencies, and constraints that remain manageable until the pressure changes.

A Making Software Greener Software Survivability Review examines the software and the conditions around it to answer a
practical question:

Can your software survive success?

The goalis not to generate the longest possible list of problems. It is to distinguish what needs action now, what needs
evidence next, what becomes amplified under pressure, what continued delivery depends upon—and, just as importantly,
what does not need to be changed.

INTERESTED IN A SURVIVABILITY REVIEW?

Start a conversation about your system, the pressure it is facing, and what evidence would be most useful to examine next.

Making Software Greener, Ltd.

Web: makingsoftwaregreener.com

Contact: Use the contact form on the MSG website

Software Survivability Review

Measure Consequences. Fix Causes.
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