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Executive Summary:

Why MVP Spark™ Exists

Most software initiatives fail for reasons that have nothing to do with code quality or delivery
speed. They fail because teams commit to building before they have clarity on the problem, the
risks, or the true scope of what needs to be built.

In practice, this leads to familiar outcomes: bloated MVPs, late discoveries around data or
security constraints, misaligned stakeholder expectations, and expensive course corrections after

real build dollars have already been spent.

MVP Spark™ introduces a feasibility-first approach designed to help leaders make better
decisions before committing to development.

THE MVP SPARK™ TWO-PHASE MODEL

This approach is intentionally split into two distinct phases.

PHASE 1: Feasibility & Build Blueprint

e Clarify the problem and target user
e |dentify product, technical, data, and execution risks early
e Define a defensible MVP scope (with exclusions)

e Validate cost, timeline, and delivery assumptions

Designed fo stand on ifs own. Value is created even if no product is built.
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DECISION GATE

Proceed | Adjust | Stop

PHASE 2 (Opftional): Product Build & Implementation

e Build against an approved blueprint
¢ Maintain controlled scope and stable delivery

e Ship a usable product for real-world testing

Significant build investment occurs only after major unknowns are resolved.

02



EXPERIENCE BEHIND THE MODEL

This two-phase model is informed by direct experience building, scaling, and operating Saa$S
products in real-world conditions. Across multiple product journeys, including enterprise-grade
platforms such as LeaseJava, the same pattern emerged repeatedly: the most expensive mistakes
were rarely technical. They were assumptions made too early and risks discovered too late.

This framework exists to help teams benefit from those lessons upfront, rather than paying for them
during the build.

HOW TO USE THIS PLAYBOOK

Most teams start with Phase 1 to gain clarity and alignment. Phase 2 remains an option, not an
obligation.

The pages that follow break down this approach in detail, illustrate what a modern MVP looks like
today, and share real examples of how focused, feasibility-led product development leads to better
outcomes.
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Al as an Enabler of
Feasibility and Focus

Al CHANGES HOW PRODUCTS ARE BUILT.
NOT WHAT SHOULD BE BUILT

Al has dramatically reduced the cost of exploration, design, and execution in sofftware
development. Used well, it allows feams to move faster, test assumptions earlier, and strip away
unnecessary effort.

Used poorly, it accelerates the wrong work.
The biggest risk in Al-powered product development is not technical complexity. It is committing to
the wrong problem, the wrong scope, or the wrong architecture with greater confidence and

speed.

This playbook treats Al as a force multiplier, not a substitute for judgment.
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WHERE Al CREATES REAL LEVERAGE

PHASE 1: FEASIBILITY

Compress Time & Surface Risk

Synthesize existing research, :
‘E)g documents, and data fo clarify Generate boilerplate code, tests,
the real problem and scaffolding so teams focus
: on the core workflow
Rapidly scan markets,

@ competitors, and alternatives to Accelerate UX exploration while
test assumptions maintaining a single, agreed-
: upon experience
Draft and pressure-test multiple
} solution concepts before Instrument products early so
narrowing focus learning begins immediately
: afterlaunch
Identify potential data,
G@ governance, and infegration Maintain scope discipline and

risks earlier than traditional delivery boundaries

discovery allows 1:
Blueprint Locke

v

More than speed, Al brings discipline across both phases.

WHAT THIS APPROACH AVOIDS

This model explicitly avoids:
e Building Al features without a clear job-to-be-done
e Expanding scope simply because Al makes it possible
Treating Al as a demo rather than part of a usable workflow
Deferring governance, data, or quality considerations “because it's just an MVP”

Al is powerful, but discipline is what makes it valuable.

WHAT COMES NEXT

With feasibility established and Al applied deliberately, the rest of the playbook walks through:
e What a modern, focused MVP actually looks like
e How scope, architecture, and delivery are kept tight
e How real user evidence drives the decision to scale, iterate, or stop
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Why Speed Matters,
Once It’s Earned

SPEED IS VALUABLE, BUT ONLY AFTER CLARITY

Speed has become a competitive necessity in digital product development. Markets
move quickly, user expectations evolve, and internal momentum fades when teams
wait too long to show progress.

But speed alone does not create advantage.

Teams that move fast without clarity often arrive at the wrong destination sooner. They
ship features that do not get used, discover constraints late, and mistake activity for
progress.

This playbook treats speed as an outcome of feasibility, not a substitute for it.

THE COST OF MOVING FAST TOO EARLY

When tfeams rush info build mode before feasibility is established, the same patterns
appear:

MVPs expand to accommodate competing stakeholder requests

Architectural decisions are made without understanding long-term constraints
Data, security, and governance risks surface late

“"Quick wins” tfurn into slow, expensive rewrites

The result is not speed. It is rework.

WHAT CHANGES AFTER FEASIBILITY

Once Phase 1 has clarified the problem, scope, and risks, speed becomes an asset
rather than a liability.

With feasibility established:

v Teams can commit to a narrow, defensible MVP

 Architecture decisions are made once, not revisited repeatedly
v Al can be applied surgically fo accelerate execution

' Delivery teams stay small, focused, and aligned

Progress becomes visible quickly because the work is intentional.
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SPEED IS VALUABLE, BUT ONLY AFTER CLARITY

Speed has become a competitive necessity in digital product development. Markets move
quickly, user expectations evolve, and internal momentum fades when teams wait too long to
show progress.

But speed alone does not create advantage.

Teams that move fast without clarity often arrive at the wrong destination sooner. They ship
features that do not get used, discover constraints late, and mistake activity for progress.

This playbook treats speed as an outcome of feasibility, not a substitute for it.

THE GOAL IS NOT TO BUILD FASTER. ITIS TO LEARN FASTER

By sequencing feasibility before execution, teams earn the right fto move quickly without
multiplying risk.
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The rest of this playbook shows how that principle translates into:

» What a modern, focused MVP looks like

» How scope and architecture are kept tight

» How evidence from real users drives next-step decisions
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What a Modern MVP
Looks Like After
Feasibility

AN MVP IS NOT A SMALLER VERSION OF THE FINAL PRODUCT

A modern MVP is not a smaller version of the final product. It is a focused, usable product
designed to support one core job-to-be-done for a clearly defined user.

Its purpose is not to impress stakeholders, but to generate real-world signal about whether the
product delivers value. Feasibility work in Phase 1 defines the boundaries that make this possible.
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ONE PRIMARY USER AND A SMALL SET OF
ONE CORE WORKFLOW MUST-HAVE CAPABILITIES
The MVP is built around a single, end- Features are included only if they
fo-end journey that delivers value directly support the core workflow.
without workarounds. Everything else is infentionally deferred.
BASIC BUT SUFFICIENT DELIBERATE USE OF Al
PRODUCT SCAFFOLDING WHERE IT ADDS LEVERAGE
Authentication, simple analytics, Al is applied selectively to reduce
logging, and support paths are in place effort, surface insight, or automate
so the product can be used responsibly. high-friction steps, not to inflate scope.

WHAT THIS MVP IS DESIGNED TO PROVE

A feasibility-led MVP exists to generate clear signal about whether a product delivers real value to
a specific user. It prioritizes learning and decision-making over feature completeness.

Designed to Prove Designed to Avoid
e Will users adopt the core workflow? e Demo-only builds
e Does it create real value or reduce effort? e Expanding scope for stakeholders
e Where does it fail under real usage? e Al used as a showcase instead of a tool
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From Feasibility to Scope:

Deciding What Gets Built
(and What Doesn’t)

SCOPE IS THE PRIMARY RISK IN EARLY PRODUCT BUILDS

In early-stage product development, scope creep is rarely malicious. It usually comes from good
intentions: additional ideas, stakeholder requests, edge cases, or “quick wins” that seem harmless
in isolation.

Left unchecked, these additions dilute focus, delay learning, and inflate cost.

This model treats scope as a design decision, not a negotiation during the build.

HOW FEASIBILITY SETS SCOPE BOUNDARIES

During Phase 1, feasibility work is used to define clear boundaries around the MVP. These
boundaries are established before development begins and serve as guardrails throughout
execution.

Each MVP is anchored by:

A & i &

A single One primary A clearly defined An explicit list
target user job-to-be-done success signal of exclusions

This creates alignment before any code is written.
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THE MUST / DEFER / EXCLUDE FRAMEWORK

To make scope concrete, every MVP is defined using three categories:

MUST DEFER EXCLUDE
Capabilities that are Valuable ideas that are Features, integrations, or
essential to support the intentionally postponed scenarios that will not be
primary job-to-be-done until evidence supports addressed in the MVP.
end to end. expansion.

This framework gives teams a shared language to hold the line on scope without constant
escalation.

WHY EXPLICIT EXCLUSIONS MATTER

Explicit exclusions are not limitations. They are protections.

By stating what the MVP will not do, teams:
e Reduce ambiguity during delivery
e Avoid re-litigating decisions mid-build
e Preserve momentum and morale
e Keep fimelines and costs predictable

Most failed MVPs fail not because they were too small, but because they tried to be too
accommodating.

SCOPE DISCIPLINE ENABLES FASTER LEARNING

When scope is fight, feedback is clearer. When feedback is clearer, decisions are easier.

By constraining the MVP intentionally, tfeams can observe real usage patterns, identify what truly
matters, and decide whether to scale, adjust, or stop with confidence.
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The Build Blueprint:
Architecture, Al, and

Risk Tradeoffs

Early product builds often fail not because the architecture was too simple, but because it was
too ambitious for the stage of the product.

This model treats architecture as a tool for managing risk. The goal is not to design the final system
on day one, but to create a stable, scalable spine that supports the MVP without infroducing
unnecessary complexity.

Every architectural decision is evaluated against one question:
Does this help us learn faster without creating avoidable rework?

DESIGNING THE SMALLEST VIABLE SPINE

During Phase 1, the build blueprint defines the smallest viable architecture that can:
e Support the core workflow end to end
e Handle expected usage safely
e Allow future expansion without forcing a rewrite

This typically results in:
e Familiar, proven technologies over novel stacks
e Clear separation between core logic and optional extensions
e Simple data models aligned to the MVP scope
e Explicit decisions on what will not be built yet

Simplicity is intentional, not accidental.

SCOPING Al RESPONSIBLY

Al decisions are tfreated with the same discipline as feature and scope decisions.

Rather than spreading Al across the product, the blueprint identifies:
e One or two points where Al creates meaningful leverage
e Clearinputs and outputs
e Guardrails around data usage, logging, and review
e A defined boundary between Al-driven and deterministic logic

This prevents the MVP from becoming fragile, opaque, or difficult to govern.
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SURFACING AND MITIGATING BUILD RISKS EARLY

The build blueprint explicitly surfaces risks before development begins, including:
e Data availability and quality
e Security and compliance constraints
e Infegration dependencies
e Performance and scaling assumptions
e Organizational readiness

Each maijor risk is paired with a mitigation strategy or a conscious decision to accept it for the
MVP.

WHAT THE BLUEPRINT ENABLES

By the time Phase 2 begins, the team is not guessing. They are executing against a shared plan
that:

e Aligns product, engineering, and stakeholders

e Reduces rework and late-stage surprises

e Keeps delivery focused and predictable

The blueprint is not a theoretical artifact. It is the contract that governs the build.

Building the Product:
How Phase 2

Actually Works

PHASE 2 IS EXECUTION,_
NOT EXPLORATION

Phase 2 begins only after feasibility has been established
and the build blueprint approved. At this point, the major
unknowns have already been surfaced, and scope has
been intentionally constrained.

The purpose of Phase 2 is not fo contfinue debating what fo
build.

It is to execute the agreed plan with discipline and
tfransparency.
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Feasibility
complete

Scope and
exclusions locked
Architecture
agreed

Success signals

Consistency
over scale

Product leadership
UX design
Full-stack
engineering

Al / architecture

Acceptance
criteria fied to the
blueprint

Demos focused on
the core workflow
Transparent
progress tracking

i e
ol >

From day one

The outcome

e Security and data e End-to-end core

handling workflow

e Logging and e Real users in pilot
analytics or confrolled

e Monitoring and release

o Clearsignal to
scale, adjust, or

documentation

defined support as needed

Blueprint

Stable Delivery
Approved Pod

stop

Usable Product +

Quality &
Evidence

Instrumentation

Execute with discipline. Learn with confidence.

SPRINT-BASED DELIVERY WITH CLEAR CHECKPOINTS

Execution follows short, structured delivery cycles with:

e Clearly defined acceptance criteria fied to the blueprint

e Regular demos focused on the core workflow

e Transparent progress against scope, tfimeline, and risk

Change is not prohibited, but it is infentional. Any change request is evaluated against explicit

tradeoffs in scope, timeline, or cost.

QUALITY, GOVERNANCE,
AND INSTRUMENTATION
FROM DAY ONE

Even in an MVP, basic quality and
governance are non-negofiable.

Phase 2 includes:
e Baseline security and data handling
practices
e |ogging and analytics to capture real
usage
e Monitoring to ensure the product can be
used responsibly
e Documentation sufficient for handoff or
continuation

This prevents the MVP from becoming a
throwaway artifact.

WHAT PHASE 2 PRODUCES

The output of Phase 2 is a working product
that:
e Supports the core workflow end to end
e Can be used by real users in a pilot or
controlled release
e Generatfes evidence to inform the next
decision

It is not a demo.
It is not a prototype.
It is a usable product, built with intent.
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Launch, Evidence,

and the Next
Decision

LAUNCH AS A LEARNING MOMENT

Launch is freated as a controlled experiment, not a marketing event.
The MVP is released to a narrow, predefined audience with
instrumentation in place to capture real usage from day one.

The objective is not exposure. It is signal.

WHAT EVIDENCE ACTUALLY MATTERS

Evidence is defined during feasibility, not after launch. This prevents

retrofitting success criteria to justify sunk cost.

Typical evidence includes:

e Adopfion and repeat usage within the core workflow

e Time saved, effort reduced, or errors avoided

e Where users hesitate, abandon, or workaround
e Qualitative feedback tied to observed behavior

Vanity metrics are intentionally deprioritized.

Controlled Launch

Narrow audience with
instrumentation in place

.....d Measured Usage

Observed behavior,
not opinions

heeeee

What worked, what didn't,
and why

Scale | Iterate | Stop

THREE CLEAR PATHS

FORWARD

Based on evidence, teams make one explicit
decision:

e Scale - The core workflow shows clear value
and adoption

e lterate — Signal is promising but incomplete;
adjust deliberately

e Stop - Evidence does not support further
investment

Stopping is not failure. It is successful risk
reduction.
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Real Examples:

What Feasibility-Led
Builds Look Like in
Practice

ACUVITY CONSULTING INC.

THE PATTERNS BEHIND SUCCESSFUL FEASIBILITY-LED BUILDS

These examples reflect real product journeys, not theoretical frameworks. While each product
serves a different market and problem, the underlying approach is consistent.

In every case, feasibility decisions shaped scope early, critical risks were surfaced before major
investment, and MVPs were intentionally narrow but usable. Progress was guided by evidence
rather than enthusiasm, allowing teams to make confident, defensible decisions about what to
build next and what to leave out.

The details vary, but the pattern repeats: narrow the problem, design with discipline, build only
what matters, and let real-world signals determine the next move.

e Problem: Lease accounting compliance was
high-stakes and error-prone, with accuracy and
audit defensibility as the primary buyer
requirement.

|'_; LEASEJAVA

o LEASING MADE EASY

Depth Before Breadth

L J Solution: Built a focused SaaS workflow
optimized for correctness, fraceability, and
MVP Timeline: standards alignment, avoiding premature
6 Months feature breadth.
Profitability: Outcome: Achieved strong market credibility
18 Months and adoption in a narrow domain and

ultimately resulted in a strategic acquisition.

Acquisition Timeline:

36 Months

14



Quiple ai e Problem: People love caption confests, but

they rely on manual curation and subjective
judging. What if Al could generate the

Daily Al-Generated cartoon and evaluate captions based on
Caption Contests humor, originality, witfiness, and brevity?
- J
Solution: Built a daily, Al-generated cartoon
MVP Timeline: contfest where users submit captions in
2 Weeks seconds and Al scores entries consistently

Siefly User Bnesee e against defined creative criteria.

Loop (Cartoon + Caption

S Winner): Outcome: Created a repeatable daily

z 3 Weeks engagement loop with fast participation,

(0] . . clear winner selection, and scalable

Z Social Sharing + derat thout I head

E lecolebosic AcTveriam: moderation without manual overhead.

] 4 Weeks

4
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> Zalon Problem: Salon owners struggle with

(8] Beauty meets Brains operational overhead: managing

= appointments/bookings, staff schedules, and

Salon Booking System day-to-day coordination consistently.
. J
Solution: An infelligent salon management
MVP Timeline: platform that simplifies scheduling/bookings,
12 Weeks ' staff management, and broader salon
operations from a single system.
Beta Launch With First 3
Salons: Outcome: Streamlines operations and
16 Weeks reduces manual coordination, improving
Release of Tiered doy—’rg—doy execution and customer
Analytics Dashboards: expernence.
20 Weeks
4 ™

Problem: Running Super Bowl squares is
_ deceptively messy: manual grids, missed
Frictionless Super Bowl payments, scoring errors, disputes, and

Squares constant babysitting during the game.
/
Solution: Built a lightweight platform that
MVP Timeline: automates board creation, square selection,
2 Week ’ scoring, and winner determination while

staying hands-off on payments.

Beta Launch:
3 Weeks Outcome: Eliminated manual overhead and
errors, allowing hosts and players to focus on

Full User Adoption / the game rather than administration.

Launch:
4 Weeks
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Common Pitfalls and

How This Model
Avoids Them

MOST PRODUCT FAILURES FOLLOW

PREDICTABLE PATTERNS

Modern teams have access to powerful tools and talented people. Yet the same mistakes still
derail early product efforts, regardless of company size or industry.

The value of a feasibility-first approach is not novelty. It is pattern recognition.

PITFALL 1 BUILDING BEFORE THE PROBLEM IS CLEAR

What Happens
Teams jump info solution mode before aligning on the real problem and target user.
Features accumulate, but value remains unclear.

How This Model Avoids It

Phase 1 forces clarity on the job-to-be-done and success criteria before any build
commitment is made.

QIR LETTING SCOPE EXPAND “JUST A LITTLE”

What Happens
Well-intentioned additions slowly dilute focus, stretch timelines, and inflate cost without
improving outcomes.

How This Model Avoids It
Explicit scope boundaries and exclusion lists are defined during feasibility and enforced
throughout Phase 2.

16



QIR CHOOSING TECHNOLOGY FOR HYPE, NOT FIT

What Happens
Stacks and Al capabilities are selected based on trends rather than actual needs, creating
fragility and technical debt.

How This Model Avoids It

Architecture and Al decisions are scoped deliberately to the MVP, favoring simplicity,
familiarity, and control.

LIV 3 DEFERRING QUALITY & GOVERNANCE “BECAUSE IT'S JUST AN MVP”

What Happens
Security, data handling, and reliability issues surface late, slowing adoption and blocking
scale.
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How This Model Avoids It
Baseline quality, governance, and instrumentation are treated as non-negotiable, even in
early builds.

LIIVA\RRC N MEASURING SUCCESS AFTER THE FACT

What Happens
Teams debate whether the MVP “worked” because success was never defined upfront.

How This Model Avoids It
Evidence criteria are agreed during feasibility, so post-launch decisions are grounded in
data, not opinions.

LITNIN- I CONTINUING TO INVEST BECAUSE SOMETHING EXISTS

What Happens
Sunk cost bias keeps teams funding products that are not delivering real value.

How This Model Avoids It
Launch is tfreated as a decision point. Scaling, iterating, or stopping are all valid outcomes.

This model does not eliminate risk. It moves it earlier, where decisions are cheaper and clearer.
Feasibility earns confidence through evidence, not optimism.
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How to Engage:
From Question to Decision

START SMALL. DECIDE R |

DELIBERATELY. BUILD ONLY

IF IT MAKES SENSE. 1

Engagement with MVP Spark™ typically
begins with Phase 1: Feasibility & Build
Blueprint. This phase is designed to stand
on its own and create value even if no
software is ultimately built.

SR 1.1 R

There is no obligation to proceed beyond
Phase 1.

o B B Y

STEP 1: FEASIBILITY & BUILD BLUEPRINT

Phase 1 is a focused, time-boxed engagement designed to help you answer one
question clearly:
Is this product worth building, and if so, how should it be built responsibly?

During Phase 1, we work with a small group of stakeholders to:
e Clarify the problem and target user
e Surface product, technical, data, Al, and execution risks
¢ Define alean, defensible MVP scope
e Establish explicit exclusions and guardrails
e Create a build-ready roadmap with realistic fimelines and cost ranges
* Provide a clear recommendation to proceed, adjust, pause, or stop

Outcome:
A concrete decision artifact you can act on, regardless of whether you move to
build.
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STEP 2: PRODUCT BUILD &
IMPLEMENTATION
(OPTIONAL)

Phase 2 is only recommended if Phase 1

confirms a clear and viable path WHAT MAKES MVP
f .
orward SPARK™ DIFFERENT

If you choose to proceed, Phase 2

focuses on disciplined execution of the * You are not buying
approved blueprint: development upfront
e Asmall, stable delivery pod * Feasibility comes
e Controlled scope and change before spend
management e Stoppingis a valid
e Regular checkpoints and outcome
transparency e Build investment is
* A usable product ready for pilot or earned, nof assumed

controlled launch
This model is designed to

Phase 2 is structured to avoid open- respect uncertainty, not
ended commitments and unexpected punish it.
escalation.

TYPICAL STARTING POINT

Most teams begin with a short scoping conversation to confirm fit, followed by
Phase 1.

From there, the path forward is driven by evidence and alignment, not
momenfum or sunk cost.




+ R
%‘

MVPSparl

Next Step

To explore whether MVP Spark™ is the right fit for your organization, schedule a
focused working session with our team.

In this session, we will review your ideq, assess feasibility considerations, and
determine the appropriate next step.

calendly.com/venkatavasarala

www.acuvity.com/MVP-Spark/
@ (925)-315-5678 Q 5749 Cherry Way

Livermore, CA 94551
e info@acuvity.com
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