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CORE VERDICT

The strongest wedge is not the graph. It is safer change.

B s ost compelling when architectural context changes what an engineer
or Al agent does before, during, and after a non-trivial edit.

Evidence basis: current public product surface, official documentation, roadmap, use cases, and published benchmark.

Scope note: this phase is an evidence-based product and architecture review; the hands-on repo execution protocol is specified inside.
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EXECUTIVE READOUT

Where I appears strongest today

Provisional conclusion. ||l has a credible path to becoming a high-frequency change-safety layer
for Al-assisted engineering. The repeatable value is not architectural visualization by itself; it is using
structure to make a safer plan before an edit, identify blast radius, narrow regression scope, and improve

review quality.

Commercial implication. If users only open the graph during occasional architecture reviews, frequency will
stay limited. If agents and reviewers consult ||l during every meaningful change, the product can

become infrastructure rather than a reference tool.

AT-A-GLANCE SCORECARD

STRATEGIC VALUE CHANGE-SAFETY POTENTIAL

8/10 9/10

8/10

FREQUENCY POTENTIAL EVIDENCE & CLAIM RIGOR

7/10

Strong problem / clear Best repeatable wedge High if embedded in edits Promising, needs tighter
leverage parity
THE HIGH-FREQUENCY WEDGE
PRE-EDIT BRIEF IMPACT EDIT REGRESSION REVIEW

structured context

> structured context > structured context > structured context >

structured context

EVIDENCE LADDER

Evidence

OBSERVED

VENDOR CLAIM

INFERENCE

RECOMMENDATI
ON

What we can say

I -<poses structured impact,

tools through MCP. [3]

The published benchmark reports materially better F1

Why it matters

pre-edit, The product surface already supports a
regression-scope, call-path, SQL, review, and rule change-safety workflow.

for |- context Claude than raw-diff Claude. matched repeated runs.

[5]

The highest-frequency user may be the coding agent

plus reviewer, while the economic buyer is an discovery and packaging.

engineering/platform owner.

Position around safer changes and known blast radius

before leading with diagram count, tool count, or feature breadth.

visualization.
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PRODUCT SURFACE

What | already has - and what that implies

The product is materially broader than an architecture viewer. Current official surfaces describe five linked
diagram layers, a live snapshot, 54 MCP tools, evidence-gated review, API testing, architecture rules,
multi-repo support, and onboarding surfaces. [1]1[2][3][4]

Job Current / planned capability Status Commercial implication
Understand 5 linked diagram layers, Knowledge Map, Live Good explanation layer; lower
Guided Tour, code health frequency if used alone.
Prepare a pre_edit_brief, entrypoint/feature packs, call Live Strongest candidate for daily agent
change paths, SQL snapshot workflow.
Estimate blast get_impact_of change, API surface diff, Live Directly tied to change risk and review
radius regression scope, workspace hotspots scope.
Review Evidence-gated Al review, Live Potentially high-frequency at PR
review_and_fix_pack, team guidelines, cadence.

baseline review scope

Test API chain runner, test-case generation, Live Useful, but this market is crowded;
OpenAPI/Postman/Insomnia import avoid diluting core category.

Govern Architecture violations, coverage overlay, Live / High team value; naming around drift
multi-repo, diff layers evolving needs tightening.

Auto-context Fresh architectural context on every assistant Roadmap This could convert a deliberate tool
prompt; auto-piped pre-edit briefs into invisible infrastructure.

Runtime Sentry / Datadog / OTLP overlays and Later Important for trust where static graphs

correlation static-vs-runtime drift roadmap cannot prove runtime behavior.

The product thesis hidden inside the feature set

One engine, many surfaces. The same structural snapshot powers diagrams, impact analysis, MCP answers,
Al review, and testing. The strategic question is which surface creates repeated pain relief.

Our read: the map should increasingly become the proof/explanation layer. The repeated job is making a
change safely.

PUBLIC MESSAGE CONSISTENCY AUDIT

Area Observed Fix

MCP tool count Official surfaces currently show both 51 and 54 tools. Minor credibility leak; choose one
[11[2][3] authoritative count per version.

Token savings Use-case page says 5x-200x fewer tokens; MCP tools Define test shape and range before
page says 5x-60x depending on query shape. [3][4] using as a headline.

Drift status Public copy mixes shipped diffs/rules with roadmap Define four drift types and label which
language for dedicated baseline drift detection. [1] are shipped.

Generated by Make it RAIN software for | BBl Confidential.



Make it ‘

R ﬁ I N INDEPENDENT PRODUCT & ARCHITECTURE ASSESSMENT @
I

The published evidence is meaningful - but not yet
clean causal proof

Published Code Review Benchmark - 40 PRs / 105 graded defects
.8
Il Precision BN Recall I Fl

6 I
4 . .
.2 - -
0
I + Claude I + DecepSeek CodeRabbit
Reviewer Find. TP FP Prec. Recall F1 Run basis
B - Claude 106 76 30 0.72 0.72 0.72  Best-of-5/
highest-recall
Claude + raw diff 119 54 65 0.45 0.51 0.48 Single run
I 193 58 135 0.30 0.55 0.39 Single run + FP
DeepSeek reducers
CodeRabbit 254 65.4 188.6 0.26 0.62 0.36 3-judge average
DIRECTIONAL SIGNAL METHODOLOGY CAVEAT WHAT TO CLAIM
+22 true positives and -35 false B - Claude is the Architectural context shows
positives versus raw-diff Claude in best-of-N result across five strong evidence of helping this
the published aggregate. [5] samples, while raw-diff Claude is benchmark. Do not treat 0.72 vs

published as a single run. [5] 0.48 as a clean causal uplift
estimate yet.

What the benchmark supports
e Architecture-aware context can improve review performance on a public, multi-language PR benchmark.
* The same underlying snapshot can create value across multiple product surfaces: review, MCP, and diagrams.

 False-positive reduction materially improves practical review quality; reducing noise is part of the product, not a
cosmetic optimization.

What remains unproven
» The exact causal lift from I context under matched repeated sampling.
e Generalization to every repository style, especially dynamic dependency patterns.

* Whether better benchmark review translates into weekly retention, budget ownership, or willingness to pay.
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Separate the person who pays from the thing that
uses the product

Recommended starting ICP hypothesis

Al-heavy engineering teams working in codebases complex enough that change blast radius cannot reliably
live in one person's head, and with enough change volume that wrong-context edits are a recurring risk.

Evidence status: inference. This should be validated with buyer behavior and retention, not treated as
demand.

Actor Role in sale Pain / trigger Frequency
potential
Engineering / platform Economic buyer Review bottleneck, agent risk, cross-team architecture High
lead decay
Staff / principal engineer Champion + Hard changes, dependency reasoning, refactors, PR High
heavy user review
Coding agent / assistant Frequent Needs structured context before editing Potentially
functional user very high
Architect Expert user / System map, design review, drift, governance Medium unless
influencer tied to
changes
New contributor User Onboarding mental model Episodic
Security / compliance Future buyer Lineage, governance, audit questions Later roadmap
team

Best-fit qualification signals
Fit Signals

Strong fit Large monorepo or multiple services; Al coding tools already used; frequent cross-module changes;
senior reviewers overloaded; incidents from missed dependencies.

Moderate fit Growing team, active refactors, meaningful onboarding cost, but codebase still understandable by a
few people.

Weak fit Solo developer, small repository, local-only changes, low review volume, little cost to re-open files
IERTEIYA

Trigger events worth testing in outreach

* Team adopts Cursor / Claude Code / Codex broadly and review capacity becomes the bottleneck.
e A breaking change or missed dependency escapes review.

* Microservice / monorepo complexity rises faster than shared system knowledge.

* Large refactor, migration, or platform consolidation starts.

* New senior engineer onboarding still takes too long because system knowledge is tribal.
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FREQUENCY

What would make [ 2 must-have instead of
a useful reference

Job Likely cadence Stakes Frequency Read

Pre-edit agent context Daily / per High Very high Best wedge if automatic
non-trivial edit

Impact + regression Daily / weekly High High Directly tied to risk and test scope

scope

Architectural PR review Per PR High High Natural team workflow

Architecture rules / Per PR/ Cl High Medium-hig Governance path

violations h

Onboarding / guided tour Per hire / repo Medium Low per Valuable but episodic
user

Architecture visualization Ad hoc Medium Low-mediu Good proof layer, weak frequency alone
m

API testing workbench Potentially daily Medium High Frequent but crowded category

The must-have question is not "do you like the graph?”

The test is whether |l repeatedly changes the engineering decision in a way that prevents
misses, narrows work, or reduces risk.

# Must-have evidence

1 Did I surface an impacted file, route, caller, or test the engineer/agent would otherwise miss?
pi Did it reduce unnecessary repository exploration before reaching a correct plan?

3 Did it materially change regression scope or review scope?

4 Did it prevent an unsafe edit or a false assumption about reachability?

5 Did it improve PR review signal-to-noise, not just produce more comments?

Instrumentation to add or inspect

Metric family What to measure

Usage pre_edit_brief calls / active engineer / week; impact calls / non-trivial change; review packs / PR
Decision % of sessions where | 20ds/removes an impacted file, test, route, or reviewer from the
change initial plan

Efficiency file reads avoided, tokens used, time to first correct plan, rework after first edit

Trust false-positive rate, dismissed graph edges, "why is this edge here?" interactions, stale-edge reports
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Metric family What to measure

Retention weekly retention segmented by repo complexity, team size, architecture style, and Al-assistant usage
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The highest-risk failure is confident incompleteness

A static architectural map can be highly useful without being omniscient. The dangerous state is when an
inferred or partial relationship is visually indistinguishable from a relationship proven directly from source
structure.

Drift type Question Evidence today Recommendation

A. Structural change What changed in the graph vs Shipped via diff-aware layers. Use "structural diff"
baseline? [1]

B. Rule violation Did code cross a declared boundary Shipped via architecture Use "architecture rule
or banned dependency? violations. [1][3] violation"

C. Baseline topology Has implementation departed from Public messaging is Clarify shipped scope

divergence intended topology? ambiguous: feature copy and + dedicated detector

roadmap overlap. [1] status

D. Runtime divergence Do observed production calls differ Explicit later roadmap via Use "runtime drift"

from the static map? Sentry / Datadog / OTLP. [1]

Hostile patterns the hands-on test should deliberately include

Pattern Question to force

Dependency injection / framework Can the graph prove the concrete runtime target, or only a type-level relation?

containers

Reflection / dynamic imports Does static analysis miss edges resolved at runtime?

Pub/sub and message queues Can producers and consumers be joined reliably across event names and
schemas?

Config-driven routing / feature flags Does behavior change outside explicit call edges?

Generated clients / codegen Are generated edges current, stale, or duplicated?

Cross-repo version skew Is an edge valid for the version actually deployed by the consumer?

Recommended trust primitive: edge provenance

Label Meaning to the user

AST-resolved Direct source relationship

Framework-resolved Known framework convention / route binding
Config-derived Relationship inferred from configuration

Inferred Heuristic or model-assisted relation

Cross-repo External workspace relation, with freshness/version
Runtime-observed Confirmed in traces / telemetry
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POSITIONING

Make the repeated risk the category - let the graph
prove it

Recommended commercial frame
I s - change-safety layer for Al-assisted engineering: structured architecture context before an
edit, blast-radius analysis during planning, and regression/review scope after the change.

This is intentionally a hypothesis. It is stronger than "architecture visualization" because it names a
repeated job with an operational consequence.

Message level Recommended emphasis

1. Pain / job Know what a change can break before you make it.

2. Mechanism Give humans and Al agents structured architecture context instead of file-walking.
3. Proof Impact analysis, callers/dependents, regression scope, PR-level architectural diff.
4. Trust Evidence-gated findings, rule violations, provenance/confidence.

5. Feature depth Five layers, MCP tools, API testing, onboarding, health, multi-repo.

Three message tests worth running

Angle Hook Best audience

Risk-first "Know what a change can break before you make it." Engineering leads / staff
engineers

Agent-first "Give coding agents architecture context before they edit." Al-heavy teams

Review-first "Review the architecture, not just the diff." Teams with PR-review

bottlenecks

What not to lead with

e Tool count, layer count, or framework count. These are support, not the reason to care.

* "Google Maps for code" as the entire category. It is memorable, but can trap the product in visualization.
» Token-savings ranges until test conditions are standardized across current public pages.

e Broad "understand any codebase" promises when the higher-value job is safer change in complex code.
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PRODUCT STRATEGY
Prioritized recommendations tied to frequency,
trust, and evidence

Pri Recommendation Impact Effort Why

PO Auto-pipe pre-edit context into Very high Medium Turns deliberate lookup into repeated workflow;
agents already aligned with roadmap.

PO Add edge provenance + Very high Medium Trust layer for static/inferred relations; critical for
confidence skeptical senior engineers.

PO Unify drift taxonomy and High Low Removes ambiguity and improves buyer
shipped/roadmap messaging confidence.

P1 Make regression scope a first-class High Medium Closes the change-safety loop from plan to
post-edit step verification.

P1 Matched-N benchmark + ablation High Medium Converts a strong demo of signal into cleaner
study evidence.

P1 Instrument "decision changed" High Medium Measures must-have value rather than passive
events usage.

P2 Runtime correlation / drift Very high High Closes known static-analysis blind spots; later

roadmap makes sense.

P2 Compliance / lineage packaging High High Different buyer, different budget; avoid mixing
into initial wedge too early.

Recommended product loop

Stage Product surface What success looks like

Before edit pre_edit_brief Purpose + callers + callees + nearby tests + recent diff

Plan impact analysis Direct + transitive callers; cross-repo consumers; APl surface
Edit assistant / engineer Use context without re-crawling the repo

Verify regression scope Rank tests/routes/consumers to re-run

Review Al + human Evidence-gated review on changed entry points

Learn telemetry Record what context changed the plan and what was ignored
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HANDS-ON VALIDATION PLAN

A controlled test that can actually prove or falsify

the thesis

This is the exact next validation gate. It is designed to separate "the graph looks right" from "the system
changed a real engineering decision."

# Scenario

1 Isolated local refactor

2 Cross-module contract
change

3 DI / reflection path

4 Pub/sub coupling

5 Multi-repo APl change

Controlled MCP ON vs OFF experiment

Why hostile

Low blast radius

Known downstream
consumers

Runtime target not
obvious from direct
calls

Producer/consumer
linked indirectly

Versioned external
consumer

Expected behavior

I should stay quiet; low

noise is success.

Surface every material
caller/consumer and re-test scope.

Expose uncertainty/provenance
rather than false certainty.

Join event paths or clearly expose
gap.

Identify cross-repo consumers and
freshness/version risk.

Measure

FP count; extra files
suggested; plan
delta

Dependency recall;
missed tests; plan
delta

Correct edge class;
confidence; misses

Consumer recall;
false edges;
explanation quality

Cross-repo recall;
stale edge detection

Control Protocol

Repo One public, non-trivial repo with known architecture and cross-boundary behavior.

Task Same engineering task, same commit, same model, same prompt, same temperature/settings.
Conditions A: agent explores repo normally. B: agent receives | EEEEIE MCP context.

Replicates Run at least 5 trials per condition to estimate variance; randomize condition order.

Blind scoring

Measures

plan, regression-scope quality, confidence calibration.

Pass / fail logic

Judge final plan against pre-established dependency/test ground truth without knowing condition.

task correctness, missed dependencies, false dependencies, files opened, tokens, time to correct

+ Pass: BB consistently improves dependency/test recall or reduces exploration without increasing material

false confidence.

e Partial: helps only in specific architectures or change types; narrow the ICP and trigger accordingly.

 Fail: the graph is impressive but rarely changes the correct plan, or confidence exceeds evidence quality.
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EVIDENCE PROGRAM

Turn a promising benchmark into a defensible
product argument

The current research page is unusually valuable for an early product because it exposes real numbers and
review comments. The next step is not more adjectives; it is experimental parity and ablation.

Study

Matched repeated runs

Paired PR deltas

Ablation

Complexity segments

Human-time outcome

Retention link

Design

Run the same N for | context and raw-diff
conditions.

Report per-PR TP, FP, precision/recall differences and
variance.

Raw diff -> + callers -> + dependents -> + tests ->

full [ pack.

Slice by repo size, language, framework, call-graph
density, multi-repo, dynamic behavior.

Measure review time, time-to-correct-plan, and
rework.

Join product telemetry to repo/team characteristics.

What it answers

Removes best-of-N vs single-run
asymmetry.

Shows where context helps and where
it does not.

Identifies which context actually
creates lift.

Sharpens ICP and failure boundaries.

Connects model metrics to economic
value.

Proves frequency and must-have
behavior.

Ablation ladder to isolate the value of architecture context

Ste Context Question

p

A Raw diff only Baseline

B Raw diff + direct callers Does one-hop structure help?

C B + transitive dependents / implementers Does blast-radius context add recall?

D C + tests / coverage / sibling code Does verification context reduce misses?
E Full I rcview pack Incremental value of full system context

Evidence claims to keep separate

Evidence class Meaning

Observed product What the official docs say is live today.
capability

Vendor benchmark result What the published |l benchmark measured.

Product inference What we believe about frequency, ICP, or positioning.

Validated customer
behavior

What retention, payment, and repeated use eventually prove.
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RECOMMENDED NEXT 30 DAYS

Fastest path from "promising” to "hard to dismiss"

When Focus Work Output
Week 1 Claim hygiene + Resolve 51/54 tool-count mismatch, token-range framing, drift Cleaner trust +
instrumentation terminology; instrument pre-edit/impact/regression/review baseline usage
events. data
Week 2 Controlled hands-on Run the five hostile scenarios and matched MCP ON/OFF trials. Ground truth on
evaluation where the product

changes decisions

Week 3 Focused buyer Interview high-fit engineering/platform leads using specific Buyer language,
discovery failed-change and review-bottleneck cases. trigger events,
budget ownership

Week 4 Evidence + message Publish matched benchmark update; test risk-first vs Sharper ICP and
test agent-first vs review-first positioning. stronger
conversion
evidence

Decision rules after the month

Observed behavior Strategic response
If pre-edit / impact usage repeats weekly Double down on change-safety and deeper agent integration.
If PR review is the only repeated surface Package around review risk and team governance; keep architecture map

explanatory.

If onboarding dominates Treat as episodic enterprise/team value, not daily developer
infrastructure.

If dynamic systems create trust gaps Prioritize provenance + runtime correlation before broadening claims.

If high-fit teams like it but do not retain The problem may be integration friction, not missing features.

BOTTOM LINE

I - opcars most compelling when it helps teams and agents make safer
changes in complex systems. The visual graph proves and explains the context. The
repeated business value comes from reducing change risk, clarifying blast radius,
narrowing regression scope, and improving review quality.
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FINAL ASSESSMENT

What is supported, what is inferred, and what still

needs proof

Status
Supported by current public

evidence

Supported by vendor benchmark

Strong inference
Strong inference

Still unproven

Assessment

I s a broad live architecture snapshot, structured MCP tools,
impact/regression primitives, diff layers, rules, review, testing, and onboarding
surfaces. [1][2][3][4]

Architecture-context Claude leads the published benchmark on F1, with
materially more true positives and fewer false positives than raw-diff Claude in
aggregate. [5]

The best repeated wedge is change safety around non-trivial edits, especially for
Al-heavy complex codebases.

The likely economic buyer is an engineering/platform owner; the frequent
functional user may be the agent plus reviewer.

Exact benchmark uplift under matched repeated runs; production frequency;
willingness to pay; retention by ICP; completeness on dynamic/runtime
dependency patterns.

The one sentence | would build around

Know what a change can break before you make it.

Then make the architecture context automatic enough that the engineer or agent does not have to

remember to ask for it.

Sources

(11 I homepage and roadmap, version 8.0.0 / | 4.0.0, accessed 15 Aug 2026 - https: /| NN
21 I Documentation overview, accessed 15 Aug 2026 - https:/ | NN

(31 I I CP Tools Reference, accessed 15 Aug 2026 - https://| ENEGEGEGzNG

(4] I Usc Cases, accessed 15 Aug 2026 - https: /| NN

(51 I Research: Code Review Benchmark, accessed 15 Aug 2026 - https://| NN

Assessment scope

This report is an independent evidence-based product and architecture assessment using | JEEEI public materials
current on 15 Aug 2026. No private repository or local | BBl cxecution was available for this phase. The hands-on
validation protocol above is therefore the next evidence gate rather than an implied completed test.
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