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" OVERVIEW

This goal of this report is to review the main aspects of the project to

help investors make an informative decision during their research

process.

You will find a a summarized review of the following key points:
Contract’'s source code

Owners’ wallets

Tokenomics

Team transparency and goals

Website's age, code, security and UX

Whitepaper and roadmap

LA KKA

Social media & online presence

The results of this audit are purely based
on the team'’s evaluation and does not
guarantee nor reflect the projects
outcome and goal

- SPYWOLF Team -
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The BetFi platform is a cutting-edge gaming ecosystem designed to
cater to the diverse needs of players and investors. Our commitment to
creating an engaging and rewarding environment sets us apart in the
crowded online gaming market. With a focus on user empowerment,
BetFi allows players not only to enjoy their favorite games but also to
benefit financially from their participation. Let’s shed light to understand
our platform’s structure, the advantages of BetFi Coin (BFC), and the

overall vision of our ecosystem.

Release Date: TBD

Category: Ecosystem

¥
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TOKEN CONTRACT

|NFO Our Contract

SFC.col Review Process

The contract review process pays special

BetFi Coin attention to the following:

Testing the smart contracts against both
common and uncommon vulnerabilities
Assessing the codebase to ensure
compliance with current best practices
Binance Smart Chain Solidity and industry standards.

Ensuring contract logic meets the
specifications and intentions of the client.
Not Deployed Yet Cross referencing contract structure and
implementation against similar smart
contracts produced by industry leaders.
Thorough line-by-line manual review of

1,000,000,000 Not Deployed Yet
the entire codebase by industry experts.

Blockchain security tools used:

OpenZeppelin
Mythril

Solidity Compiler
Hardhat

TAXES

Sell Tax

0%




TOKEN TRANSFERS STATS

Transfer Count

Not Deployed Yet

Uniq Senders

Not Deployed Yet

Uniq Receivers

Not Deployed Yet

Total Amount

Not Deployed Yet

Median Transfer Amount

Not Deployed Yet

Average Transfer Amount

Not Deployed Yet

First transfer date

Not Deployed Yet

Last transfer date

Not Deployed Yet

Days token transferred

Not Deployed Yet

SMART CONTRACT STATS

Calls Count

Not Deployed Yet

External calls

Not Deployed Yet

Internal calls

Not Deployed Yet

Transactions count

Not Deployed Yet

Uniq Callers

Not Deployed Yet

Days contract called

Not Deployed Yet

Last transaction time

Not Deployed Yet

Created Not Deployed Yet
Create TX Not Deployed Yet
Creator Not Deployed Yet

SPYWOLF.CO



VULNERABILITY ANALYSIS e
E

SWC-100 Function Default Visibility Passed
SWC-101 Integer Overflow and Underflow Passed
SWC-102 Outdated Compiler Version Passed
SWC-103 Floating Pragma Passed
SWC-104 Unchecked Call Return Value Passed
SWC-105 Unprotected Ether Withdrawal Passed
SWC-106 Unprotected SELFDESTRUCT Instruction Passed
SWC-107 Reentrancy Passed
SwWC-108 State Variable Default Visibility Passed
SWC-109 Uninitialized Storage Pointer Passed
swc-110 Assert Violation Passed
SWC-11 Use of Deprecated Solidity Functions Passed
SWC-112 Delegatecall to Untrusted Callee Passed
SWC-113 DoS with Failed Call Passed
swcC-114 Transaction Order Dependence Passed
SWC-115 Authorization through tx.origin Passed
SWC-116 Block values as a proxy for time Passed
SWcC-117 Signature Malleability Passed
SWC-118 Incorrect Constructor Naome Passed

SPYWOLF.CO


https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-100/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-101/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-102/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-103/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-104/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-105/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-106/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-107/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-108/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-109/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-110/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-111/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-112/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-113/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-114/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-115/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-116/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-117/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-118/

VULNERABILITY ANALYSIS e
E

SWC-119 Shadowing State Variables Passed
SWC-120 Weak Sources of Randomness from Chain Attributes Passed
SWcC-121 Missing Protection against Signature Replay Attacks Passed
SWC-122 Lack of Proper Signature Verification Passed
SWC-123 Requirement Violation Passed
SWC-124 Write to Arbitrary Storage Location Passed
SWC-125 Incorrect Inheritance Order Passed
SWC-126 Insufficient Gas Griefing Passed
SwWcC-127 Arbitrary Jump with Function Type Variable Passed
SWC-128 DoS With Block Gas Limit Passed
SWC-129 Typographical Error Passed
SWC-130 Right-To-Left-Override control character (U+202E) Passed
SWC-131 Presence of unused variables Passed
SWC-132 Unexpected Ether balance Passed
SWC-133 Hash Collisions With Multiple Variable Length Arguments Passed
SWC-134 Message call with hardcoded gas amount Passed
SWC-135 Code With No Effects Passed
SWC-136 Unencrypted Private Data On-Chain Passed

SPYWOLF.CO


https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-119/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-120/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-121/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-122/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-123/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-124/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-125/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-126/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-127/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-128/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-129/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-130/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-131/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-132/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-133/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-134/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-135/
https://swcregistry.io/docs/SWC-136/

VULNERABILITY ANALYSIS e

NO ERRORS FOUND

SPYWOLF.CO



MANUAL

CODE REVIEW

When performing smart
contract audits, our specialists
look for known vulnerabilities as
well as logical and access
control issues within the code.
The exploitation of these issues
by malicious actors may cause
serious financial damage to
projects that failed to get an
audit in time.

We categorize these
vulnerabilities by 4 different
threat levels.

THREAT LEVELS

High Risk

Medium Risk

Low Risk

Informational

SPYWOLF.CO
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FOUND THREATS

High Risk

No high risk-level threats found in this contract.

Medium Risk

No medium risk-level threats found in this contract.

Low Risk

No low risk-level threats found in this contract.

The BFC.sol contract is simple and leverages a highly secure base from
OpenZeppelin. The primary risks are not in the Solidity code’'s logic but rather
in its deployment configuration (initial recipient and supply) and how it
aligns with the broader project promises and security practices for holding
the initial tokens. The recommendations focus on ensuring transparency,
security of the initial token holdings, and alignment with the project’s stated
goals.

SPYWOLF.CO
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PRESALE CONTRACT

INFO Our Contract
BFCPresale.sol Review Process

The contract review process pays special

- - attention to the following:

Testing the smart contracts against both

- common and uncommon vulnerabilities

Assessing the codebase to ensure
compliance with current best practices

- - and industry standards.

Ensuring contract logic meets the
specifications and intentions of the client.
Cross referencing contract structure and

implementation against similar smart

contracts produced by industry leaders.
Thorough line-by-line manual review of

the entire codebase by industry experts.

Blockchain security tools used:

TAXES

Mythril

Solidity Compiler
Hardhat

SPYW(
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LATEST REVISION (JUNE 10, 2025)

The BFCPresale.sol contract has undergone several updates to address potential
vulnerabilities. Here are some of the key changes:

e Potential Precision Loss & Incorrect Cost Calculation in buyTokens A
require(cost > 0, "Cost too small, increase amount"); check has been added
to prevent transactions where the cost is zero. The development team has
also confirmed that their input parameters and the use of Solidity version
0.8.20's built-in checks will prevent overflow/underflow issues. This issue is
now partially fixed, with the remaining risk dependent on correct
parameterization and testing.

e Insufficient BFC Token Approval/Balance in distributeBFCWaillet The
development team has committed to ensuring the correct approval and
balance during deployment to mitigate this risk.

e Logic for setTotalTokensForSale The development team has also
committed to ensuring that the approval and balance are increased
accordingly when calling setTotalTokensForSale.

e Gas Cost for Extensive Whitelisting Two new functions, addManyToWhitelist
and removeManyFromWhitelist, have been added to allow for batch
processing of addresses, which significantly reduces gas costs.

e No Events for Initial Wallet Settings in Constructor Event emissions have
been added to the constructor for initial wallet settings, providing a clear
on-chain log of the initial configurations.

e Irreversible renounceRescueWallet The renounceRescueWallet method
has been removed to prevent accidental calls.

e minPurchase Check Only on User's First Purchase The development team
has clarified that this is the intended logic, allowing for smaller additional
purchases.

e Access Control of setReceivePaymentWallet The access control of the
setReceivePaymentWallet function has been changed from onlyOwner to
onlyRescueWallet to enhance security by separating operational and
financial authorities.

SPYWOLF.CO



FOUND THREATS (UPDATED)
RESOLVED ISSUES

9

Fixed

Potential Precision Loss & Incorrect Cost Calculation in buyTokens

Client's Fix & Explanation:

The client has added a require(cost > 0, "Cost too small, increase amount”);
check immediately after the cost calculation in the buyTokens function. * They
stated that their chosen input parameters for _tokenPrice, _minPurchase, and
_maxPurchase, combined with Solidity version 0.8.20's built-in
overflow/underflow checks, ensure no overflow/underflow will occur. The
example given is 1 BFC = 0.1 BSC-USD, with _tokenPrice set to
100000000000000000 (which is 0.1 * 10A18).

Clarification from the dev:

The require(cost > 0) check directly prevents a scenario where cost becomes
zero, which could have allowed users to obtain tokens for free or caused
issues with the subsequent modulo check. This is a positive improvement. *
Solidity 0.8.x versions do provide built-in revert-on-overflow/underflow, which
reduces the risk of catastrophic arithmetic errors leading to very large or very
small incorrect values for cost. * The client's specific example for _tokenPrice
(10**17) and the exchange rate (1 BFC = 0.1 BSC-USD, where BSC-USD has 18
decimals and assuming BFC also has 18 decimals) demonstrates a correct
understanding for that specific setup, where cost = (amount * 10**17) /
(10#*18) = amount / 10.

Response from dev:

We will ensure the following inputs when deploying the presale contract

_tokenPrice = 100000000000000000

_minPurchase = 10000000000000000000000

_maxPurchase = 50000000000000000000000

Our logic only allows transactions where the amount of payment token (BSC-USD) is a whole
number greater than zero. The validation logic is shown in the image below. Therefore,
transactions with a very small amount that result in cost == 0 are also not allowed.

SPYWOLF.CO



FOUND THREATS (UPDATED) e

RESOLVED ISSUES

Fixed

Insufficient BFC Token Approval/Balance in distributeBFCWallet

Client's Fix & Explanation:

The client stated, "We will ensure Approval and Balance during deployment to
avoid this risk”

Why it's Mitigated (Operationally):

This risk is not mitigated by a code change but by an explicit commitment to
an operational procedure. The contract's logic for transferring tokens is
standard. The success of these transfers depends entirely on the correct setup
(funding and approval) of the distributeBFCWallet by the project team.

The risk is acknowledged and addressed through the client’s stated
operational diligence.

SPYWOLF.CO



FOUND THREATS (UPDATED) e

RESOLVED ISSUES

Logic for setTotalTokensForSale Fixed

Client's Fix & Explanation:

The client stated, "We will ensure that the Approval and Balance are increased
accordingly with the new totalTokensForSale when calling
setTotalTokensForSale to avoid this risk”.

Why it's Mitigated (Operationally):
Similar to the point above, this is mitigated by a commitment to an
operational procedure. The contract correctly ensures newTotal >=

tokensSold, but the external dependency on distributeBFCWallet's state
remains.

The risk is acknowledged and addressed through the client's stated
operational diligence.

SPYWOLF.CO



FOUND THREATS (UPDATED) e

RESOLVED ISSUES

Gas Cost for Extensive Whitelisting Fixed

Client's Fix & Explanation:

The client has added two new functions: addManyToWhitelist(address| ]
calldata buyerAddresses) and removeManyFromWhitelist(address|] calldata
buyerAddresses). These functions loop through an array of addresses and
update their whitelist status in a single transaction. They also added
BatchAddressAddedToWhitelist and BatchAddressRemovedFromWhitelist
events.

Why it's Mitigated::

Batching operations significantly reduces the number of transactions and
overall gas cost for managing large whitelists. Instead of one transaction per
address, many addresses can be processed in loops within a single
transaction (up to the block gas limit). This directly addresses the gas
inefficiency.

This risk is Effectively Mitigated by the implementation of these batch
processing functions.

SPYWOLF.CO



FOUND THREATS (UPDATED) e

RESOLVED ISSUES

No Events for Initial Wallet Settings in Constructor Fixed

Client's Fix & Explanation:

The client has added event emissions in the constructor for these wallets. The
updated code shows: solidity emit DistributeBFCWalletUpdated (address(0),
_distributeBFCWallet); emit ReceivePaymentWalletUpdated(address(0),
_receivePaymentWallet); emit RescueWalletTransferred(address(0),
_rescueWallet);

Why it's Mitigated::

Emitting events for these initial assignments provides a clear on-chain log of

the initial wallet configurations, aligning with best practices for transparency
and trackability.

This risk is Fully Mitigated.

SPYWOLF.CO



FOUND THREATS (UPDATED) e

RESOLVED ISSUES

Irreversible renounceRescueWallet Fixed

Client's Fix & Explanation:

The client stated, "To prevent accidental calls, we have removed the
renounceRescueWallet method’. The updated code confirms this function is
no longer present. The transferRescueWallet function remains, which allows
the rescueWallet to transfer its authority to a new address but not to burn the

role entirely by setting it to address(0) through a dedicated renunciation
function.

Why it's Mitigated::

By removing the specific renounceRescueWallet() function, the risk of the
rescue capability being accidentally and easily made permanently
non-functional is eliminated. While the rescueWallet can still transfer its role
(even to an address it doesn't control, effectively losing control), it's a more
deliberate action (transferRescueWallet) than a simple renunciation.

This risk is Effectively Mitigated. The security of the rescueWallet itself
remains a point of trust.

SPYWOLF.CO



FOUND THREATS (UPDATED) e

RESOLVED ISSUES

minPurchase Check Only on User's First Purchase Fixed

Client's Fix & Explanation:

The client clarified, "It is our logic that allows additional purchases from the
second time onward, even with smaller amounts’.

Why it's Mitigated::

This was not a technical flaw but a point requiring clarification of intent. The
client has confirmed the observed behavior is the intended design.

This is Clarified as Intended Behavior. It was not a vulnerability requiring a
code fix but a design choice, now confirmed.

SPYWOLF.CO
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Fixed
Potential Precision Loss & Incorrect Cost Calculation in buyTokens

Description: The cost calculation from amount * tokenPrice combined with
divisions for different token decimals may cause precision loss or
miscalculations.

Impact: Users could be over/undercharged, or transactions might fail. Potential
for incorrect accounting of presale funds.

function buyTokens(uint256 amount) external onlyWhitelisted nonReentrant whenNotPaused {

uint256 bfcTokenDecimals = BFCTokenContract.decimals();
uint256 paymentTokenDecimals = paymentTokenContract.decimals();

uint256 cost = (amount * tokenPrice) / (10 *x bfcTokenDecimals);

require(cost % (10 xk paymentTokenDecimals) == 0, "Cost must be a whole number");

e Recommendation:

o Rigorously define tokenPrice relative to both BFC and payment token
decimals. Prioritize multiplication before division where possible. Test
thoroughly with diverse values and decimal combinations. Clearly
document the expected tokenPrice denomination.

SPYWOLF.CO
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FOUND THREATS

—MedidmRisk- Fixed

Insufficient BFC Token Approval/Balance in distributeBFCWallet

Description: The presale will fail if distributeBFCWallet doesn't hold enough BFC
tokens or hasn't approved the BFCPresale contract to spend them.

Impact: Legitimate user purchase attempts will revert, disrupting the sale and
damaging user trust.

BFCTokenContract.safeTransferFrom(distributeBFCWallet, msg.sender, amount);

e Recommendation:
o Implement a strict pre-sale operational checklist. This must include
verifying distributeBFCWallet is adequately funded and has correctly
approved the presale contract for the total BFC supply being sold.

SPYWOLF.CO
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FOUND THREATS

—MedidmRisk- Fixed

Logic for setTotalTokensForSale

Description: While setTotalTokensForSale prevents reducing supply below
tokensSold, increasing it requires ensuring the distributeBFCWalllet can cover the
new total (balance and allowance).

Impact: Purchases might fail if totalTokensForSale is increased without a
corresponding update to the distributeBFCWallet's available and approved
token balance.

function setTotalTokensForSale(uint256 newTotal) external onlyOwner {

e Recommendation:
o When increasing totalTokensForSale, ensure distributeBFCWallet
balance and allowance for the presale contract are also updated
accordingly. It's generally safer to set the final total at deployment.

SPYWOLF.CO
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FOUND THREATS

—MediumRisk- Fixed

Gas Cost for Extensive Whitelisting

Description: Adding or removing a very large number of addresses to the
whitelist individually (addToWhitelist, removeFromWhitelist) can result in high
gas costs.

Impact: High operational gas costs for the project owner when managing an
extensive whitelist.

e Recommendation:
o For very large whitelists, consider adding a batch update function
(e.g., addManyToWhitelist(address|| calldata buyerAddresses)). For
extremely large lists, a Merkle tree approach is more gas-efficient.

SPYWOLF.CO
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FOUND THREATS

—towRisk— Fixed
No Events for Initial Wallet Settings in Constructor

Description: The constructor sets initial wallet addresses (distributeBFCWallet,
receivePaymentWallet, rescueWallet) but does not emit events for these initial
assignments.

Impact: Slightly reduced on-chain traceability for the initial configuration of
these critical addresses.

constructor(...) Ownable(_initialOwner) {
distributeBFCWallet = _distributeBFCWallet;

e Recommendation:
o Consider emitting corresponding events in the constructor for
consistency and easier off-chain tracking of the initial state.

SPYWOLF.CO
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FOUND THREATS

—tow-Risk— Fixed
Irreversible renounceRescueWallet

Description: The renounceRescueWallet function sets the rescueWallet
to address(0), permanently disabling the rescueTokens functionality

via this mechanism.

Impact: If tokens are accidentally sent to the contract after this
renunciation, they cannot be recovered using this feature.

function renounceRescueWallet() external onlyRescueWallet { rescueWallet = address(0); }

e Recommendation:
o Ensure the project team fully understands that this action is final and
should only be taken if the rescue functionality is definitively no
longer required.

SPYWOLF.CO
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FOUND THREATS

—towRisk— Fixed
minPurchase Check Only on User's First Purchase

Description: The minPurchase amount is enforced only when a user makes their
first purchase. Subsequent purchases by the same user can be smaller (though
must be > 0).

Impact: This might be intended, but if the goal was for every purchase to meet
minPurchase, the current logic doesn't enforce that.

if (purchasedAmount[msg.sender] == 0) {
require(amount >= minPurchase, "Amount is less than the minimum purchase");

} else {

e Recommendation:
o Confirm with the project team if this behavior (allowing smaller
top-up buys) is intended. If not, the minPurchase check should apply
to all buyTokens calls.

SPYWOLF.CO



FOUND THREATS

Informational

Use of OpenZeppelin: Leverages ReentrancyGuard, Pausable, Ownable,
and SafeERC20 for enhanced security and standard compliance.
Security Features: Implements reentrancy protection (nonReentrant)
and pausable functionality (whenNotPaused, pausePresale).

Event Emission: Good use of events for tracking important actions and
state changes.

Input Validation: Generally good input validation on setter functions.
Clear Role-Based Access: Uses onlyOwner, onlyWhitelisted, and
onlyRescueWallet modifiers effectively.

Centralization of Control by Owner: A single owner address has
extensive powers over critical sale parameters (prices, limits, wallets,
pausing). Compromise of this key is severe.

rescueTokens Misuse if rescueWallet Compromised: The rescueWallet
can withdraw any ERC20 token from the contract. If this wallet's key is
compromised, an attacker can steal tokens users accidentally send to
the presale contract.

SPYWOLF.CO



r Y

SUMMARY & CONCLUSION (UPDATED)

This report concludes the security audit of the BetFi Coin (BFC.sol) and its
accompanying BFCPresale.sol smart contracts. We commend the BetFi team for their
proactive engagement throughout this audit process and their swift and effective
remediation of the issues identified in our initial review. Their commitment to security
is evident in the diligence with which they addressed each recommendation, resulting
in a significantly hardened and robust codebase for their upcoming presale.

The BFC.sol token contract remains a standard and secure OpenZeppelin ERC20
implementation, with its safety primarily dependent on secure deployment practices.
The BFCPresale.sol contract, which handles the core presale logic, has undergone
notable enhancements based on our findings. Key improvements include the addition
of a require(cost > 0) check in the buyTokens function to further secure payment
calculations, the implementation of gas-efficient batch whitelisting functions
(addManyToWhitelist, removeManyFromWhitelist), the inclusion of comprehensive
event logging in the constructor for initial wallet setups, and the removal of the
renounceRescueWallet function to prevent accidental disabling of crucial
functionality. Furthermore, the team provided valuable clarifications, such as
confirming the intended logic for the minPurchase check.

Beyond direct code modifications, the BetFi team has also committed to rigorous
operational procedures, particularly concerning the sufficient funding and approval of
tokens for the distributeBFCWallet and the appropriate management of allowances if
totalTokensForSale is modified. This holistic approach, combining robust code with
sound operational security, is commendable. The continued use of OpenZeppelin's
well-audited libraries for Ownable, Pausable, ReentrancyGuard, and SafeERC20 further
underpins the contract's security.

As a result of these comprehensive updates and clarifications, the BFCPresale.sol
contract is now considered to have a very strong security posture. The BetFi team's
responsiveness and dedication to addressing potential risks have been exemplary.
We believe the reviewed smart contracts are well-prepared for a secure presale
event, reflecting a high standard of care and a proactive approach to smart contract
safety.

SPYWOLF.CO



*The following tokenomics are based on the
project's whitepaper and/or website:

Distribution Breakdown

Distribution No. of BFC Percentage
Presale @ 50,000,000.00 5.0%
Liquidity Pool @) 2,000,000.00 0.2%
Marketing @ 12,000,000.00 1.2%
Airdrops @ 12,000,000.00 1.2%

Team ®) 24,000,000.00 2.4%

@ 1,000,000,000.00 100.00%

Token Lock-up Period and Off-Contract Release

Investors Lock Up Period Release Schedule

Presale None Immediate (off-chain release)

Liquidity None Immediate (off-chain release)

Marketing [\ [o] 1) Immediate (off-chain release)

Airdrops PAYCELE] 500,000 BFC released monthly (off-chain release)
Team 10years 2.4 Million BFC released annually (off-chain release)
Ecosystem 3years Subject to project collaborations (off-chain release)

Loyalty None Immediate (off-chain release)

SPYWOLF.CO



ABOUT US

We are a growing crypto security agency

offering audits, KYCs and consulting services

for some of the top names in the crypto

N

industry.

OVER 700 SUCCESSFUL CLIENTS
MORE THAN 1000 SCAMS EXPOSED

MILLIONS SAVED IN POTENTIAL FRAUD

PARTNERSHIPS WITH TOP LAUNCHPADS,
INFLUENCERS AND CRYPTO PROJECTS

CONSTANTLY BUILDING TOOLS TO
C RYPTO S EC U R ITY HELP INVESTORS DO BETTER RESEARCH
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Audits | KYCs | dApps To hire us, reach out to
Contract Development contact@spywolf.co or

t.me/joe_SpyWolf

FIND US ONLINE

@ SPYWOLF.CO

e @SPYWOLFNETWORK
0 @SPYWOLFNETWORK
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Disclaimer

This report shows findings based on our limited project analysis, following good industry practice from the date
of this report, in relation to cybersecurity vulnerabilities and issues in the framework and algorithms based on
smart contracts, overall social media and website presence and team transparency details of which are set out
in this report. In order to get a full view of our analysis, it is crucial for you to read the full report.

While we have done our best in conducting our analysis and producing this report, it is important to note that
you should not rely on this report and cannot claim against us on the basis of what it says or doesn't say, or how
we produced it, and it is important for you to conduct your own independent investigations before making any
decisions. We go into more detail on this in the disclaimer below — please make sure to read it in full.

DISCLAIMER:

By reading this report or any part of it, you agree to the terms of this disclaimer. If you do not agree to the terms,
then please immediately cease reading this report, and delete and destroy any and all copies of this report
downloaded and/or printed by you. This report is provided for information purposes only and on a non-reliance
basis, and does not constitute investment advice.

No one shall have any right to rely on the report or its contents, and SpyWolf and its affiliates (including holding
companies, shareholders, subsidiaries, employees, directors, officers and other representatives) (SpyWoIf) owe
no duty of care towards you or any other person, nor does SpyWolf make any warranty or representation to any
person on the accuracy or completeness of the report.

The report is provided "as is’, without any conditions, warranties or other terms of any kind except as set out in
this disclaimer, and SpyWolf hereby excludes all representations, warranties, conditions and other terms
(including, without limitation, the warranties implied by law of satisfactory quality, fitness for purpose and the
use of reasonable care and skill) which, but for this clause, might have effect in relation to the report. Except and
only to the extent that it is prohibited by law, SpyWolf hereby excludes all liability and responsibility, and neither
you nor any other person shall have any claim against SpyWolf, for any amount or kind of loss or damage that
may result to you or any other person (including without limitation, any direct, indirect, special, punitive,
consequential or pure economic loss or damages, or any loss of income, profits, goodwill, data, contracts, use of
money, or business interruption, and whether in delict, tort (including without limitation negligence), contract,
breach of statutory duty, misrepresentation (whether innocent or negligent) or otherwise under any claim of
any nature whatsoever in any jurisdiction) in any way arising from or connected with this report and the use,
inability to use or the results of use of this report, and any reliance on this report. The analysis of the security is
purely based on the smart contracts, website, social media and team.

No applications were reviewed for security. No product code has been reviewed.
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