NAVIGATING UNCERTAINTY

Crypto Infrastructure Dependency
Audit

Demo 02 - Are apparently separate crypto projects exposed to the same hidden infrastructure
bottlenecks?

Report type Domain Demo entity

Dependency concentration Crypto Demo entity: Meridian Cluster, a synthetic group of protocols, bridge routes,
audit RPC providers and validators.

Status Prepared for Advice status

Synthetic demonstration Public website demo Not legal, financial, valuation or investment advice
report

This document shows how a paid audit deliverable could be structured. Demo numbers are synthetic but written to show
realistic decision support.



NAVIGATING UNCERTAINTY

Contents

This report is intentionally compact. Each section is designed to give a client a clear reason to pay: structured
evidence, useful interpretation, and practical monitoring actions.

1 Executive dashboard Dependency concentration and resilience score.

2 Audit question and scope Shared infrastructure risk rather than token-level performance.
3 Dependency map evidence Bridge, RPC, validator, geography and stress-window evidence.
4 Infrastructure pathway analysis How risk can propagate across the cluster.

5 Failure scenarios and risk heatmap Outage, bridge shock, provider failure and geography risk.

6 Recommendations and monitoring Dependency register, thresholds and escalation triggers.

Core audit question: Are apparently separate crypto projects exposed to the same hidden infrastructure
bottlenecks?
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1. Executive dashboard

The cluster looks diversified at asset level but concentrated at infrastructure level.
The main insight is entity linkage: assets that seem independent share the same bridge and RPC layers.

Client decision: monitor Meridian as an infrastructure-linked cluster, not a set of independent projects.

lrnplication

Dependency High Two provider groups appear across most demo entities. Create dependency graph.
concentration

Bridge-route exposure High Bridge activity is central to risk propagation. Monitor weekly.
Validator geography Moderate Distribution is uneven but not extreme. Review quarterly.
Failover confidence Low-Med Public evidence does not prove redundancy. Request provider detail.

Main client insight: The main insight is entity linkage: assets that seem independent share the same bridge
and RPC layers.
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2. Audit question and scope

Are apparently separate crypto projects exposed to the same hidden
infrastructure bottlenecks?

- Synthetic ecosystem-level dependency review.

- Focuses on shared infrastructure, not smart-contract security or exploit forensics.

- Excludes token valuation and investment recommendations.

3. Evidence register

The report separates evidence into views. The conclusion is stronger when different evidence layers point in the same
direction; divergence becomes an audit finding rather than being hidden.

Entity linkage

Bridge layer

Provider layer

Geography

Stress windows

Protocols, pools, validators, RPC and bridge
routes

Route share, bridge volume, stress
sensitivity
RPC, storage, cloud and failover signals

Node and validator regions

Fee spikes, usage drops, outage-like periods
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Finds hidden shared dependencies.

Tests cross-chain propagation risk.

Tests provider concentration.

Tests jurisdiction and outage concentration.

Shows dependency behaviour under pressure.

Mapping may be
incomplete.

Flows can be
incentive-driven.

Private contracts are
invisible.

Locations can be
approximate.

Stress events are sparse.
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4. Method and quality controls

The method is designed to be auditable: every conclusion should trace back to a source view, a preprocessing
decision and a stated limitation.

Identifier alignment Entities/sites/providers matched across views. Prevents false divergence.

Windowing Demo windows fixed before comparison. Prevents cherry-picked movement.

Missingness Unknown/private data marked as caveat. Prevents false certainty.

Source hierarchy Direct, proxy and inferred evidence separated. Stops weak evidence becoming headline
evidence.

Concordance Views compared before conclusion. Finds hidden disagreement.

Method principle: features build views; views build local structures; local structures build an auditable
decision.
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5. View analysis

This page is the main insight layer. It shows what each evidence view contributes and why the final conclusion is not
based on one metric.

Dependency graph

8 of 11 demo entities share at least one of the top two RPC providers. Apparent token-level independence is therefore
weaker than the market view implies.

Bridge routes

Two routes carry 64% of synthetic bridge-related activity. A bridge shock would affect several entities at once.

Provider layer

RPC dependence is more concentrated than validator dependence. The operational bottleneck is therefore
service-layer concentration, not only consensus distribution.

Geography

Node signals cluster around three infrastructure regions. This does not prove fragility but justifies jurisdiction and
outage monitoring.
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6. Concordance, drift and risk

Concordance shows whether evidence views agree. Drift asks whether the structure is changing. Risk converts both
into decision priorities.

Concordance matrix

Asset independence vs providers Divergence Projects look separate but share infrastructure. Flag
Usage vs bridge routes Agreement Usage depends heavily on bridge routes. Monitor
Provider vs geography Partial agreement Provider concentration has spatial implications. Watch
Validator vs RPC Divergence Validator spread is better than RPC spread. Flag

Risk heatmap

RPC outage High Medium Multiple entities degrade at once. Add redundancy indicators.
Bridge failure High Medium Cross-chain activity disruption. Route monitoring.

Entity illusion Medium High False diversification assumption. Dependency graph.
Jurisdiction Medium Low-Med Regional restrictions may matter. Geography review.

concentration
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7. Recommendations

Recommendations are written as practical client actions. They identify what to do now, what to validate next and what
to monitor later.

Immediate Create shared dependency register. This is the main audit finding. Risk owner
Immediate Rank bridge routes by activity share. Bridge exposure is high. Analyst

30 days Request provider redundancy evidence. Failover is unproven. Technical owner
Quarterly Re-run dependency map. Infrastructure relationships drift. Monitoring owner

Monitoring triggers

Top RPC provider share Monthly Above 45% Service concentration.
Top bridge route share Weekly Above 35% Bridge propagation risk.
Stress-window fees Event-driven Fees spike above threshold Operational pressure.
Validator geography Quarterly Region concentration rises Jurisdiction risk.
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8. Limitations and appendix

Limitations are part of the audit. The goal is not to remove uncertainty, but to make uncertainty visible and
decision-relevant.

- All entities, scores and values are synthetic demo examples.
- No private client data, CV data or proposal content is included.
- The report is not legal, financial, investment, valuation, tax, security, engineering or regulatory advice.

- Any real paid audit would need source validation, client context and domain-specific review.

Glossary
View An evidence layer such as market, usage, infrastructure, geography or risk.
Concordance Agreement between evidence views.
Drift Movement in structure, behaviour or risk over time.
Auditable report A report where evidence, assumptions, limits and conclusions can be inspected.

Commercial value: the client is paying for a traceable evidence trail, not a generic opinion.
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