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The traditional sequential
model, where product
defines requirements and
hands them off to engineering,
is increasingly challenged in
fast-moving product
environments. Modern
systems tend to require
deeper collaboration
between product discovery [
i ibili ]
and technical feasibility. . AP L | EMAIL
| QUEVE |
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consumers of decisions - (hSTH{.]
made upstream. They're e
the ones who know the
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When an engineer engages : T
with spec writing, they bring : s
a perspective that no product
manager, no matter how
skilled, can fully replicate.
By writing a technical spec,
engineers are forced to g - i EDGE CASES
examine a problem before A\ R — s m
going straight into code, ' _ - OPEN G!UESTIDNS — DUPLICATE SIGN oPS
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The act of writing surfaces e What hﬁppﬁ:ns i
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= EVENTUAL CONSISTENCY

Having the engineer write a
product requirements document
ensures the features can be
delivered and that they
understand them.

That's not a nice-to-have.

it's the difference between
discovering a feasibility
constraint in week one
versus week eight.
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o TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY * USER NEEDS « REVENUE IMPACT
* SCALABILITY * COMPETITIVE DIFFERENTIATION ¢ CUSTOMER EXPERIENCE
s CODE QUALITY * MARKET TRENDS » OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY

o SYSTEM RELIABILITY * PRODUCT EXPERIENCE * STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT

UNDERSTANDING THIS DISTINCTION HELPS ENGINEERS
WRITE OUTCOME-FIRST, NOT IMPLEMENTATION-FIRST.

THAT SHIFT CHANGES THE CONVERSATION.
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WE'RE OPTIMIZING FOR...

SPEED T0 MARKET
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The practical effects are visible
fairly quickly on teams where
engineers take spec writing
seriously.

SPECIFICATION

1. PROBLEM

2. USER GOALS

3. FUNCTIONAL REGLNREMENTS

4. CONSTRAINTS & TRADEOFFS
= NON-FUNCTIONAL REQUIREMENTS  [F
) & OUT OF SCOPE

7. OPEN QUESTIONS
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FASTER ALIGNMENT
IN SMALL, SCRAPPY
TEAMS

SHARPER QUESTIONS
LEAD TO BETTER
DECISIONS

| 7 compounns s 4
| X MpacT Aceoss

ENGINEERS MAY LACK
USER RESEARCH BACKGROUND

— RISK OF UNDERWEIGHTING
USER BEHAVIOR

ON TEAMS WITH DEDICATED
PMS OR TPMS, A CLEAR
DIVISION OF OWNERSHIP
MAY BE MORE EFFICIENT

OVER-SPECIFICATION 1S
A FAILURE MODE:
SLOWS TEAMS, CREATES
FALSE CERTAINTY
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