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Restruct� is intended as a thought-provoking operating philosophy for

AI-native software organizations, not a rigid prescription.

Organizations will adopt different aspects of the methodology

according to their scale, culture, and operational realities.

This handbook is written from the perspective of someone who has

spent the past two decades building and modernizing software

organizations across a range of scales � from early-stage startups

through Fortune 500 modernization engagements � and watching the

same coordination pathologies recur across all of them. Restruct� is

an attempt to name what mature, governed software organizations

actually look like once AI assumes most of the implementation labor,

drawing on patterns from architecture, law, and the engineering

literature where governance has long been a first-class concern. It is

offered as an operating model to argue with, refine, and adopt

selectively � not as a finished doctrine.
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THE RESTRUCT HANDBOOK
An AI-First Operating Methodology for  

Modern Software Organizations

Developed by Peter C. Romano — Vestive

Prologue — The Industry Knows Something Is Wrong

The software industry has entered a quiet identity crisis. Teams are 

bigger, tooling is more powerful, and AI can scaffold entire systems in 

minutes — yet organizations feel slower, more bloated, and more 

exhausting than they did ten years ago. Engineers spend their days inside 

standups, planning poker, backlog grooming, and retrospectives, only to 

miss deadlines and rewrite systems six months later.

The problem is not that engineers became less talented. The problem is 

that the organizational model became distorted. For decades, software 

companies collapsed architecture, implementation, planning, coordination, 

research, and governance into one vague identity called "developer." 

When the resulting systems became unmanageable, the industry layered 

ceremonies on top of the chaos instead of fixing the core structure.

Meanwhile, AI changed the economics of implementation. Tasks that once 

justified entire junior teams now take five minutes. Repetitive coding is 

becoming operational commodity. But software was never industrial labor 

in the first place — it is specification, systems design, governed 

operational logic. Software organizations increasingly resemble 

architecture firms and law firms far more than factory floors. Architects 

draft governed systems. Lawyers draft governed systems. Software 

engineers should too.

That is the foundation of Restruct™ — not another Agile replacement, but 

an operating methodology for AI-first software organizations built around 

governed architecture, elastic expertise, specification-driven 

development, and cognitive performance realities.
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Chapter 1 — The Architecture-First Software Organization

Restruct™ does not arrive in a vacuum. Skelton and Pais’ Team Topologies 

(2019) made the modern case that team structure is itself an architectural 

decision, building on Conway’s Law and treating cognitive load as a first-

class constraint. The DevOps and platform-engineering literature — 

Accelerate, the State of DevOps reports, the platform-as-product 

movement — has spent the last decade arguing that flow, not ceremony, 

is what scales.

Restruct™ accepts those foundations and extends them into the AI-native 

era. Where Team Topologies asks how teams should interact, Restruct™ 

asks what is inside the team when AI absorbs most of the implementation 

labor. The two frameworks are largely complementary: Team Topologies 

describes the connective tissue between groups; Restruct™ describes the 

internal anatomy of those groups once AI execution becomes the default 

implementation layer.

Restruct™ organizes software teams around governed architecture rather 

than generalized implementation labor. It separates organizations into 

explicit architectural layers with defined operational responsibilities.
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Business Executive owns organizational goals, capital allocation, market 

positioning, and business outcomes — what the organization is trying to 

achieve.

Product / GTM translates business goals into operational direction: 

customer workflows, feature priorities, commercialization strategy, and 

user-facing outcomes. In Restruct™, "product" is not limited to commercial 

software — it also covers internal operational systems, automation, 

workflow modernization, AI enablement, and process optimization. 

Product responsibility sits closer to operational architecture than backlog 

management; it defines intent, constraints, workflows, and desired 

outcomes before execution begins.

Principal Architect governs the system itself for the purpose of risk 

mitigation — architectural authority, subsystem governance, sequencing, 

technical standards, AI oversight, implementation orchestration, QA 

governance, and inter-system coordination. In AI-native organizations, 

Principal Architects should also possess strong product and GTM 

awareness. One of the highest-leverage emerging profiles is an 

experienced architect with MBA-level business reasoning. At small scale, 

a sole Principal Architect may handle product translation, architecture, 

specification drafting, sequencing, AI orchestration, execution review, and 

QA governance directly.

Assistant Principal Architects (one or more, depending on group size and 

subsystem complexity) are the primary execution partners: subsystem 

coordination, specification review, AI execution oversight, architectural 

continuity, and QA review.

Only the Principal Architect and Assistant Principal Architect interact 

directly with governed AI execution agents. This boundary is intentional. 

AI operates underneath the governance structure, not beside it. 

Restricting orchestration authority prevents fragmented architectural 

intent, uncontrolled implementation drift, and degraded context continuity.

Associate Architects scale execution horizontally. They do not interact 

with AI agents and are not generalized implementation labor. They draft 

governed specifications, subsystem plans, operational breakdowns, 

interface definitions, and execution contracts under Principal Architect 

direction — functionally similar to legal associates drafting contractual 
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frameworks for partner review. Their output is governed architectural 

intent, not raw implementation. Associate Architects are often early-career 

technical professionals who develop expertise through systems reasoning 

and specification drafting under close mentorship, rather than years of 

repetitive implementation labor.

Research Fellows support the organization through sandbox prototyping, 

tooling evaluation, AI workflow experimentation, benchmarking, QA 

systems, documentation, and emerging-trend analysis. At larger scale 

they consolidate into Research Organizations or Centers of Excellence 

operating horizontally across the company.

Architecture Group composition: the five-person rule

While a small project can perform well with only a single Principal, a fully 

stacked Architecture Group should hold up to five people: one Principal 

Architect, one Assistant Principal Architect, and three Associate 

Architects. The five-person rule is a guideline rather than a constraint, but 

it earns its place because it captures the natural cognitive-load limit of a 

single bounded subsystem under governed AI execution. Three 

Associates is the most a single Principal can review specifications for 

without becoming the bottleneck the methodology is supposed to remove.

Three modes of operation cover most real situations:

Mode A — one five-person group. The recommended baseline. When 

the group reaches five and demand keeps growing, the signal is to 

decompose the subsystem and stand up a second Architecture Group 

rather than continue adding people to the first.

Mode B — grown group. An Architecture Group can grow past the 

ideal headcount when the subsystem genuinely cannot be cleanly 

decomposed yet. A common shape is one Principal, two Assistant 

Principals, and five Associates. This is an explicit acknowledgment 

that decomposition is the right answer but the seams are not yet 

visible, not an invitation to grow indefinitely.

Mode C — wildcard staff engineers. Where neither mode A nor mode 

B fits cleanly, the organization can fold in wildcard staff engineers to 

fill specific gaps — deep technical specialists who do not sit on the 
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Architect ladder but hold high-leverage work the group needs. Staff 

engineers appear in two other contexts in the methodology 

(production-PR governance in Chapter 10, elastic capacity in Chapter 

12); the same role serves all three.

Notably, this structure contains no traditional Software Engineer titles. 

This is intentional. In AI-native environments, the AI execution layer 

behaves as the generalized implementation engine itself.

The AI execution layer is also swappable. An organization not yet ready 

for agentic implementation can substitute human labor in that slot — 

handwritten code, optionally assisted by inline tools like Copilot, but not 

by agentic systems that operate autonomously. What the methodology 

does not support is hybridizing the two within a single subsystem; a given 

execution layer is either agentic or it is not. This makes the layer an 

escape hatch for organizations that have judged agentic coding 

inappropriate for their needs, or a transition path for legacy organizations 

adopting Restruct™ incrementally.

Readers familiar with Team Topologies will recognize the underlying 

shape. A Restruct™ Architecture Group is a stream-aligned team; Research 

Fellows and the Center of Excellence are an enabling team; the governed 

AI execution layer plays the platform-team role, a product consumed 

rather than a ticket queue. Complicated-subsystem teams still apply 

where they always did — a specialist group for, say, a real-time pricing 

engine or an ML training pipeline can carve out without altering the 

broader model.

What Restruct™ adds on top is an answer to a question Team Topologies 

deliberately leaves open: who sits inside a stream-aligned team when AI 

absorbs most of the implementation labor? The Principal Architect, 

Assistant Principal Architect, and Associate Architects are that answer. 

The Team Topologies taxonomy describes the connective tissue between 

groups; Restruct™ describes the internal anatomy of a group in an AI-

native environment.

RESTRUCT VESTIVE�

The Restruct Handbook 5 Edition 1



Chapter 2 — Software Engineers Should Think Like Lawyers

Engineers fear AI is coming for their jobs because they still mentally frame 

themselves as implementation labor. The industry spent decades telling 

them their value came from typing syntax. But software engineering 

increasingly behaves more like contract law than factory work.

A contract defines conditions, responsibilities, interfaces, permissions, 

liabilities, validation rules, escalation paths, and execution boundaries. 

Code does exactly the same thing. APIs behave like legal interfaces. 

Conditional logic behaves like clauses. Authentication is identity 

verification. Validation rules are contractual enforcement. Even the 

vocabulary overlaps: execution, interpretation, governance, 

specifications, permissions, enforcement.

Engineers historically implemented every operational detail manually 

because implementation was expensive and slow. AI changes that. Once 

AI can scaffold, refactor, test, debug, and operationalize, the human role 

shifts upward toward architectural intent, governance, sequencing, and 

liability management. That is not replacement — it is professionalization. 

Architects do not personally pour concrete. Lawyers do not personally 

enforce contracts. Mature industries separate specification from 

execution; software blurred them only because implementation itself was 

difficult. The real question is no longer whether AI replaces engineers, but 

whether engineers will evolve upward into architectural governance 

professionals.

A second reframe situates AI inside a longer historical arc rather than 

treating it as a discontinuity. The transition that AI is accelerating was 

already underway long before frontier AI hit the mainstream, and this 

decade in particular has made it visible. There have been no materially 

new frontend frameworks worth the name — React is React and that is 

that. Salaries and contract rates peaked roughly a decade ago and have 

been quietly normalizing downward since. Serverless cloud providers are 

everywhere, and most production systems now involve more 

configuration with API keys than maintenance of self-hosted 

infrastructure. Software engineering as a discipline plateaued some years 

ago; the industry has been gradually maturing from a phase of constant 
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reinvention into a phase of integration, configuration, and governance 

over established components.

The historical parallel is worth sitting with. IT as a profession went through 

a similar transition decades ago. Early IT workers wrote custom C drivers 

to make hardware work and built email and messaging systems from 

scratch for each enterprise. Today IT professionals configure mature 

equivalents — identity providers, mail platforms, operating systems, 

networking stacks — rather than writing them, because the underlying 

capabilities matured into infrastructure. Photographers traveled the same 

path: portraitists once traced likenesses by hand — painters projecting 

scenes with the camera obscura, operators cutting silhouettes on the 

physiognotrace — until the camera promoted them from manual “light-

tracers” to arbiters of photo production.

The role did not disappear when that happened; it shifted upward into 

selection, integration, governance, and operational judgment. Web 

application engineering is on the same trajectory, and arguably has been 

for most of the past decade. AI did not cause this. AI accelerated a 

normalization that the industry had already been undergoing. The 

methodology Restruct™ proposes — governance, specification discipline, 

architecture as a profession rather than a generalist label — is what 

professional maturity looks like on the other side of that transition.
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Chapter 3 — The Death of the 40-Hour Software Labor Model

The 40-hour week made sense for industrial labor. It makes far less sense 

for high-performance architectural cognition. Peak engineering 

performance does not happen sitting in traffic at 8 AM or getting 

interrupted six times before lunch in an open office. The highest-value 

work happens in uninterrupted deep-focus windows when the brain is 

rested and context-rich.

Daniel Pink's book When documents that human cognitive performance 

follows predictable rhythms, with a measurable afternoon slump before 

later recovery. Traditional office systems ignore this. AI magnifies the 

asymmetry: one capable architect with modern AI tooling now does 

planning work that previously required entire teams — yet organizations 

still nickel-and-dime over whether somebody worked 30 or 35 hours. 

Even US labor policy increasingly acknowledges that full-time work does 

not necessarily mean forty hours. The Affordable Care Act already treats 

roughly thirty hours per week as full-time for healthcare purposes, while 

most organizations still measure knowledge work through industrial-era 

seat-time assumptions — wasting cognitive performance on commuting, 

meetings, and fragmented scheduling in the name of a forty-hour week 

that was never about knowledge work to begin with.

Restruct™ proposes a shift-based cognitive model. Morning hours prioritize 

architecture, deep planning, AI orchestration, and systems reasoning; late 

morning is reserved for meetings. A midday siesta window — the word 

matters, because the industry pretends humans are machines — covers 

the natural performance trough. A shorter evening shift handles peer 

synchronization, review, async communication, and next-day prep. 

Weekends should also be seen as any other day.

And honestly, the phrase "work-life balance" sounds strange the longer 

you think about it. Nobody says "family-life balance" or "jiu jitsu-life 

balance." Those things blend into life because they matter. So why should 

meaningful work feel artificially separated from life?
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Chapter 4 — Remote-First & Shift-Based Work

Chapter 3 made the case that the forty-hour office model is wrong for 

cognitive work and proposed a shift-based rhythm in its place. This 

chapter is about where that rhythm gets executed. Shift-based work and 

remote-first are inseparable in practice: the morning deep-focus window, 

the midday recovery, the evening sync — none of these survive a five-day 

commute to a centralized building. Location is the operational expression 

of the cognitive model.

It is worth being precise about what remote-first does and does not mean, 

because the term has been caricatured in both directions. Humans like to 

be social. Engineers like to talk shop in person when it is convenient and 

arbitrary rather than mandated and scheduled. Remote-first preserves 

exactly that. What it removes is the wasteful compulsory version — the 

five-day-a-week commute to a centralized building so that people can sit 

near each other while wearing headphones to avoid distraction. Equally, 

remote-first does not mean working in pajamas from bed on a thirteen-

inch laptop. Cognitive performance work requires the same seriousness of 

setup as any other professional craft: a real workstation, real screen real 

estate, an environment built for sustained focus. The point of remote-first 

is to put the architect in control of when human contact, deep focus, and 

recovery happen — not to abolish any of them.

The methodology is not anti-human-interaction. Smaller regional satellite 

hubs near where people actually live often encourage more meaningful 

hybrid collaboration than forcing entire cities into wasteful daily 

commutes. A satellite that someone can reach in fifteen minutes by choice 

produces better in-person time than a headquarters someone reaches in 

ninety minutes by mandate.

A rule around etiquette: remote-first does not mean be invisible. Be 

active on communication tools, meet with peers, managers, and clients at 

least 2-3x per week. Even if nothing is urgent, being present is just a 

matter of respect to those around you.
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Chapter 5 — Architecture vs. Labor

For decades the software industry collapsed architecture, implementation, 

coordination, planning, governance, and research into one generalized 

"developer" role — then acted surprised when systems became 

impossible to coordinate.

Mature industries solved this long ago. Architecture firms separate 

principals, project architects, coordinators, and contractors. Law firms 

separate partners, associates, and clerks. Engineering firms separate 

licensed engineers, analysts, and technicians. Software organizations 

mostly did not. The same people were expected to design systems, 

implement features, coordinate dependencies, estimate timelines, attend 

meetings, maintain operational stability, and somehow still produce high-

quality architecture under constant interruption.

This problem predates AI by close to a decade. Backend engineers 

functioned as the de facto architects of most software organizations, and 

frontend developers were looked down on — toxic and often unfair, but 

the underlying instinct that backend work carried more architectural 

weight was not wrong. Over the past ten years the market flooded with 

engineers labeled “fullstack,” the majority of whom leaned frontend in 

practice. The title created vagueness about who was actually any good at 

architecture. The result was an organizational layer that all looked the 

same on paper and, in practice, very uneven on architectural judgment.

Furthermore, gatekeeping access to powerful infrastructure is not a novel 

concept in software organizations. For most of the 2010s, backend 

engineers gated frontend developers out of AWS, production databases, 

deployment pipelines, and infrastructure-as-code repositories — not out 

of elitism, but because the blast radius of a misconfigured S3 bucket, a 

wrong-region RDS instance, or an unbounded Lambda was real and the 

cost of misuse compounded fast. The pattern was so widely accepted that 

no one called it gatekeeping; it was called “ops discipline” or “production 

access controls.” The fullstack movement and the rise of platform 

engineering eventually softened those boundaries, but only by replacing 

direct access with governed self-service: paved roads, internal developer 

platforms, infrastructure modules, and approval workflows that preserved 

the safety guarantees while widening the user base. The boundary did not 
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disappear; it was abstracted. Read against that history, the Restruct™ 

restriction of AI orchestration to the Principal Architect layer is a 

continuation of a pattern the industry already accepted, not a departure 

from it. AI execution against production code has a blast radius at least as 

large as raw AWS access, compounds faster, and produces context 

fragmentation that infrastructure access never did. Gating it isn't a stretch 

— it's the same instinct, applied to the new high-leverage capability.

This is also part of why scrum eventually stopped working as well as its 

earliest practitioners remember it working. There was a time when a sprint 

planning room had a meaningful concentration of backend engineers — 

effectively architects — and consensus-based planning produced decent 

architectural decisions because the people in the room knew what they 

were doing at the system level. As the fullstack flood inverted that ratio, 

the architectural quality of consensus-based sprint planning fell year over 

year. Most organizations never noticed the cause; they only felt the 

symptom, which was that planning meetings produced increasingly 

diluted decisions. The architects-versus-labor distinction is not an idea AI 

made necessary. AI just exposed and exacerbated something that had 

been quietly degrading the industry for a long time.

Similarly, agentic coding is already familiar territory for existing architects. 

The traditional architect spends roughly 80% of their time asking 

themselves questions before typing any code anyway. Agentic coding 

does not introduce a new mental mode; it externalizes one architects 

already had — rubber ducking made tangible, or talking to a peer agent 

instead of to oneself. The mental discipline does not change. Only the 

medium does.

Restruct™ reintroduces professional hierarchy. Principal Architects govern. 

Associate Architects coordinate and plan. Research Fellows support 

through tooling and methodology. AI handles repetitive implementation 

under governed oversight. Without governance, AI amplifies chaos. With 

governance, AI amplifies architecture.

This is also where Team Topologies’ emphasis on cognitive load matters 

more than ever. When AI compresses execution, the load on a team does 

not disappear — it shifts from writing the system to governing it: 

subsystem boundaries, sequencing decisions, contract definitions, AI 
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orchestration discipline. That load is heavier and less divisible than 

implementation work, which is exactly why concentrating it in a Principal 

Architect layer rather than spreading it thinly across generalists matters in 

an AI-native organization.

One implication up front: the methodology skews heavily toward 

individual-contributor work rather than traditional engineering 

management. The coordination, sequencing, and prioritization that an 

engineering manager would normally hold are absorbed into Principal 

Architect duties, where they sit closer to the technical decisions they 

affect. This is not a claim that engineering management is unnecessary — 

it is a claim that the function consolidates upward into governed 

architecture rather than running as a parallel ladder. Organizations 

migrating to Restruct™ should expect the EM role to either evolve into 

Principal Architect work for technically strong EMs, or shift toward 

operational program management at larger scale where cross-

Architecture-Group coordination becomes a real job.
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Chapter 6 — Waterfall Was Never the Problem

The industry spent decades reacting against waterfall without 

understanding what it was reacting against. The issue was never phases 

— it was unmanaged dependency chaos.

Agile was invented in the 1990s, before the modern internet, before cloud 

deployment, in an era when shipping software meant burning CD-ROMs 

into boxes. That context mattered: deployment was slow, expensive, and 

risky, so shorter iteration loops made sense. Over time, Agile got ritualized 

into standups, sprint planning, backlog refinement, retrospectives, and 

planning poker — operational cultures formed around managing 

fragmentation instead of reducing it.

Ironically, modern Agile organizations still bury waterfall everywhere. 

Design sprints are waterfall. Sprint 0 is waterfall. Multi-sprint architecture 

spikes are waterfall. SAFe program increments are version planning in 

Agile clothing. Architecture spikes are sometimes delegated to juniors — 

the opposite of how every mature industry operates.

Restruct™ calls a spade a spade. Complex systems have dependencies. 

Construction uses phases. Manufacturing uses sequencing. Architecture 

firms use governed approvals. Phases are not bureaucratic — they are 

dependency governance. AI actually increases the importance of 

architectural planning: when implementation approaches near-instant 

execution, bad architecture compounds faster too.

There is also a practical reason waterfall deserves to be embraced rather 

than apologized for: the cost of a phase has collapsed. In the 1990s, 

building or adding a meaningful subsystem could take six months because 

every layer was custom — the database, the auth, the queue, the 

deployment pipeline, the admin interface. Phases needed to be long 

because the work inside them was long. That world is gone. Today most 

subsystems are assembled from open-source primitives and off-the-shelf 

services: identity providers, payment platforms, queue systems, 

observability stacks, deployment platforms, vector databases, mature 

frameworks, and well-maintained SDKs. A subsystem that would have 

justified a half-year delivery in 1995 can take a sprint now. AI compresses 

RESTRUCT VESTIVE�

The Restruct Handbook 13 Edition 1



it further. The components themselves have done much of the work the 

phase used to contain.

That changes what a phase actually costs. A phased, governed delivery 

model that would have been ruinously slow in the 1990s is now perfectly 

viable, and in many cases faster than the sprint-and-iterate approach that 

exists primarily to absorb the cost of getting things wrong. Waterfall is 

essentially unlocked. The industry should acknowledge that openly rather 

than continuing to bury phased delivery inside superfluous Agile 

semantics — design sprints, Sprint 0, architecture spikes, program 

increments — that pretend phases are something else. Naming the work 

honestly is the first step in governing it well.
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Chapter 7 — SDK-First Development

Most software products belong to recognizable operational categories 

long before custom features enter the conversation. CRMs, ERPs, 

inventory systems, portals, and dashboards share most of the same 

architectural DNA: authentication, permissions, CRUD, reporting, 

notifications, workflows, admin tooling.

The industry historically treated endless reinvention of these foundations 

as normal because implementation was expensive. AI inverts that equation 

— the unsexy, tedious work teams delayed is now the easiest to scaffold, 

which makes it some of the highest-leverage investment available.

The shape of the argument is easiest to see in a concrete product 

category. Consider what a CRM actually is, structurally.
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Building on Chapter 6’s framing of phases as dependency governance, 

the same logic shows up structurally inside a product. At the bottom sit 

the components every product needs regardless of domain: CI/CD 

pipelines, UI framework, API framework, shared libraries and packages, 

workers and queues. Above that sits the SaaS foundation: multi-tenant 

authentication, role-based access control, onboarding flows, tenant 

provisioning. Above that sits the data and intelligence layer that defines 

the product as a CRM: data ingestion from CSV, Excel, and external 

sources; integrations with the systems customers already use; domain-

specific LLMs trained on sales and pipeline semantics.

Those three layers are the CRM’s shared DNA. Every serious CRM in the 

market has them, regardless of brand. They are not where competition 

happens; they are the table stakes that make competition possible.

Above the shared DNA sits a fourth layer where competition happens: 

brand and product-specific GTM features, UX polish, conversational 

interfaces, novel data and AI/ML innovations. This is where the business 

wins or loses. But Layer 4 only earns its keep when Layers 1–3 have solid 

coverage early on — otherwise differentiation pays the foundation tax on 

every feature, and the team never reaches the work that wins.

In an Agile sense, the higher in the pyramid, the more tolerance for 

ephemeral experimentation and A/B testing — Layer 4 does not need to 

be as grounded as Layer 1, but Layer 4 is allowed to be loose because the 

layers below it are strong.

Iteration should happen more frequently, the higher up in the pyramid.

Another way to look at it: separate the codebase from traditional 

workflow, and what is left? Product. The codebase ends up acting as a 

custom-built machine that ingests organization-specific specs — closer to 

a CAD-driven manufacturing system than the artisanal artifact teams have 

historically treated it as. The SDK foundation is the CAD printer; the 

product is what feeds it. This split can also become the boundary between 

two Architecture Groups (Chapter 1) — one governing the foundation, one 

governing the product — closer to the platform-engineering pattern Team 

Topologies names than the conventional monolithic team. This example 

metaphor isn’t a rule, but merely an interesting reframing of how to look at 

the core codebase.
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Restruct™ promotes waterfall SDK-first development: foundations up front, 

with patience, revisioning the base increasingly less so that Layer 4 

product iteration can move exponentially faster. The winning product is 

still the differentiated one — but its differentiation survives because its 

roots were thought out before its branches.

Weeds have strong roots but produce nothing. Flowers are fragile. You 

need an oak: deep roots holding up a tall canopy. Oaks used to take a 

generation to grow, which is why teams settled for flowers. AI changes 

the timeline — the oak still needs to be an oak, but growing one is now 

within reach. That mindset is how reliable product growth happens.
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Chapter 8 — Data-Driven UX

Modern software UX should emerge from operational systems and data 

structures rather than disconnected visual mockups. Especially in B2B 

software, interfaces succeed or fail based on workflow clarity, operational 

semantics, permissions, and business logic — not handcrafted aesthetics.

Many organizations historically separated product design and engineering 

into disconnected phases: designers produced abstract visual prototypes 

divorced from real architecture, then engineering spent months translating 

mockups into governed systems. Restruct™ promotes schema-first UX, 

where interfaces directly mirror API contracts, data models, and 

operational workflows. Prototypes should operate as functional 

architectural systems from the start, not static visual concepts. This is the 

UX-layer expression of the same governed-foundations principle that 

Chapter 7 makes at the system level: SDK-first development builds 

reusable governed foundations; schema-first UX surfaces them.

Off-the-shelf UI systems are commoditizing aesthetic implementation, and 

AI handles branding semantics, visual refinement, and styling consistency 

increasingly well. The harder problem is operational clarity. The future of 

UX is operationally-driven interfaces built around governed data systems 

and execution semantics.

The places where B2B interfaces become unintuitive are almost always 

the places where the interface was designed against an imagined data 

model rather than the real one. A “simple” settings page collapses six 

different governed objects behind one Save button; a customer detail 

view conflates lookup tables with first-class records; a workflow screen 

exposes lifecycle states that were never named in the schema. Schema-

first UX treats the data dictionary as the first design artifact: each first-

class object earns a primary view, lifecycle states become explicit 

navigation, and many-to-many relationships move into adjacent list 

affordances rather than hiding inside parent forms. AI scaffolding 

amplifies the cost of getting this wrong, because generators happily 

produce slick interfaces against incoherent data shapes.
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A concrete illustration of how schema-misalignment shows up at the form 

level: a form for a first-class object has a clear Save button, but a buried 

multi-select control quietly auto-saves on each selection because it’s 

actually updating a secondary many-to-many table. The user’s mental 

model is that nothing has been committed until they press Save; the 

system has been writing the whole time. This produces both user 

confusion about persisted state and brittle UI code maintaining two save 

paths in one form. The principled fix is not better wiring; it is to move the 

multi-select into its own list affordance, so the interface expresses the 

actual data shape rather than fighting it. Strong UX designers benefit more 

from data context than from CSS context, and that conversation belongs 

at the architecture layer rather than at the handoff to engineering.
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Chapter 9 — Governance Over Rituals

Traditional Agile rituals emerged when communication tooling was 

primitive — ten years ago many teams were still on HipChat. Today, 

organizations operate inside continuous real-time communication 

environments. Standups, backlog grooming, and planning poker 

increasingly behave like operational theater compensating for 

organizational ambiguity rather than solving it.

Semi-daily operational chatter matters more than ritualized status 

meetings. Real-time collaboration, spontaneous architectural discussion, 

and async coordination are stronger indicators of alignment than 

mandatory meeting attendance. AI compresses decision timelines: 

product decisions now happen while AI systems are mid-execution. 

Organizations cannot wait three days for the next backlog refinement 

while Claude Code is ready to ship something in five minutes. Velocity 

becomes a function of trust and confidence rather than ceremony 

participation.

None of the above eliminates vertical coordination. Principal and Assistant 

Principal Architects still hold leadership meetings with senior 

management, peer Architecture Groups, and cross-functional partners — 

on whatever cadence the organization finds useful. The methodology 

removes ritualized horizontal status ceremony; it does not remove the 

standing relationships an Architecture Group has with the executive layer 

above it or the peer groups around it. Those cadences are organizational 

choices and should be set by the organization rather than prescribed by 

the framework.

There is, however, a new ritual quietly forming inside AI-adopting 

organizations that deserves to be named before it ossifies the way 

standups did: the pull request queue. Teams that have aggressively 

adopted AI tooling are discovering that the bottleneck is no longer 

implementation. A single AI agent already operates orders of magnitude 

faster than a human developer for known-pattern work — a fully 

scaffolded multi-tenant application with authentication, role permissions, 

background workers, and an admin layer can now be drafted in days, not 

quarters. The constraint is no longer how fast code is written. The 

constraint is how fast humans can review and integrate it.
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Most organizations have not named this yet, but they are feeling it. The 

morning ritual is no longer the standup; it is opening a queue of fifteen AI-

assisted pull requests and trying to give each one meaningful review 

attention. Code review for correctness still scales reasonably — linters, 

tests, and type checking catch surface issues. What does not scale is 

review for architectural coherence across changes: noticing that PR #47 

and PR #51 are quietly drifting toward incompatible mental models of the 

same auth contract, or that three separate AI sessions each refactored the 

notification layer in three different directions. That kind of review requires 

holding the whole system in one head, and there is no amount of reviewer 

headcount that makes it parallelize. Reviewing AI-generated code is also 

the least pleasant variety of human work — the reviewer has none of the 

author’s context, and review fatigue compounds across the queue.

This is the new ceremony. PR queue management is becoming the 

standup of the AI era, except worse — it does not end at 9:15 AM, it does 

not produce alignment, and it actively converts the speed gain from AI 

execution back into elapsed time. Organizations that respond by adding 

more parallel AI agents are accelerating the bottleneck, not removing it: 

faster generation feeding the same review queue produces the same 

elapsed time at higher cognitive cost. The right answer is structural, and 

Chapter 10 develops it.
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Chapter 10 — AI as Governed Execution

A major misconception is that autonomous execution eliminates the need 

for governance. In reality, AI increases the importance of governance 

because execution speed compounds architectural mistakes faster than 

ever. Without governance, AI amplifies chaos. With governance, AI 

amplifies architecture.

Restruct™ treats AI as governed execution infrastructure rather than 

autonomous architectural authority. Principal Architects function as 

governance valves — execution authorization, architecture review, 

sequencing, operational boundaries, liability management. AI handles 

scaffolding, testing, refactoring, debugging, documentation, and 

operational acceleration. When implementation approaches near-instant, 

the bottleneck moves upward to judgment, sequencing, and architectural 

clarity. AI does not eliminate software architects. It elevates them.

Governance happens before execution

This is also where the strict restriction of AI orchestration to the Principal 

and Assistant Principal Architect roles earns its keep. The most common 

objection to that boundary is “why not let five senior engineers 

orchestrate AI and use PR review as the governance valve?” The answer 

is that pull request review is the wrong instrument for architectural 

governance. PR review evaluates code as written; architectural 

governance evaluates whether the code should have been written this 

way at all. By the time AI has generated two thousand lines against the 

wrong specification, review either rubber-stamps it — because the 

reviewer is now under-incentivized to demand a redo — or rejects it and 

burns a day of AI work that could have been prevented by a thirty-minute 

specification review beforehand. Governance has to happen before 

execution. It has to be held by the same role authorizing the execution.

Agentic code review services can help with the PR problem, but human-

in-the-loop is still necessary at some point. The risk is automation bias: 

humans relax judgment over time once a machine becomes trusted 

enough. The pattern is familiar. ATS resume filters were originally 

designed to solve a simple spam problem — to ease the burden of filtering 

obviously poor matches. Over time, that automation caused some hiring 
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teams to relax judgment over selection itself, which was never the original 

intended application.

Authority bias is the same dynamic with higher stakes. Once an AI system 

carries enough weight in code review, people will begin to over-trust it for 

decision-making rather than for triage. Governance discipline cannot rely 

on the machine in the loop; it has to be enforced by the human who owns 

the decision.

Context as institutional asset

There is also a context-continuity argument. AI orchestration sessions 

carry context — the specifications, conventions, and architectural 

decisions that shape the output. When five people orchestrate AI 

independently against the same subsystem, the organization accumulates 

five context windows, none of which share the institutional model of the 

system. The Principal Architect role is not just a permissions gate; it is a 

context steward. Unironically, Scrum’s rituals were meant to keep teams in 

shared product context — a good instinct that struggled because it 

enforced coherence through ceremony rather than centralized 

governance. Distributing orchestration distributes context, and distributed 

context produces incoherent systems regardless of how careful the 

review is.

This connects directly to the PR queue problem named in Chapter 9. The 

reason Restruct™ does not respond to throughput pressure by widening AI 

orchestration access is that doing so does not actually buy throughput. A 

single competent Principal Architect orchestrating one AI execution 

stream against a well-scoped subsystem can already deliver — for 

known-pattern work — what a conventional team of ten delivered before. 

Adding a second AI orchestrator to the same subsystem does not double 

output; it doubles the PR queue feeding the same human review 

bottleneck, while halving context coherence. The math does not improve. 

The bottleneck migrates from generation to integration, and integration is 

the part that does not parallelize.
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Operator versus access. The orchestration boundary restricts who can 

drive an active AI execution session against the production codebase — 

Principal Architects and Assistant Principal Architects, the Principal layer 

of an Architecture Group, which in practice runs one to three people. It 

does not require that only one specific person ever orchestrate AI within 

the group. The constraint is one operator at a time, not one person ever. 

The Principal layer holds the access; any of them can drive an active 

session, but only one at any given moment, against any given subsystem. 

This model is an homage to a pattern from the 20th century: terminal-

mainframe time-sharing. Until shared-context frameworks mature, the 

lowest-friction implementation is a remote cloud environment where 

members of the Principal layer can observe or hand off a single 

orchestration session — preserving the single-active-operator constraint 

while removing the single-person bottleneck.

Scaling through subsystem count

The Restruct™ answer to “we need more throughput” is therefore 

structural, not orchestrational. Scaling comes from decomposing the 

system into more bounded subsystems — SOLID principles applied at the 

architectural level, Conway’s Law applied deliberately, microservice or 

modular monolith boundaries drawn where the natural seams are — and 

standing up N Architecture Groups rather than concentrating N 

orchestrators in one subsystem. Each Architecture Group has one 

Principal Architect orchestrating one AI execution stream against one 

bounded context. Parallelism comes from subsystem count, not from 

orchestration access. Just as system architecture mirrors team 

communication structure under Conway’s Law, AI-generated architecture 

mirrors the structure of AI orchestration access: a system orchestrated by 

ten people is a ten-author system and reads like an integration project; a 

system orchestrated by one is a one-author system and reads like a 

coherent product. The two-role restriction and the “scale through N 

Architecture Groups” principle from Chapter 13 are the same rule viewed 

from two angles.

One clarification on what subsystem decomposition means in practice: the 

methodology is calling for agent-driven domains rather than full 

microservices. The two are often conflated and they should not be. A 

RESTRUCT VESTIVE�

The Restruct Handbook 24 Edition 1



bounded subsystem in Restruct™ means an Architecture Group owns a 

clear domain — payments, inventory, identity, orchestration — with an AI 

execution agent scoped to that domain’s code paths and conventions. It 

does not mandate the operational overhead of a full microservices 

architecture: separate deployments, network boundaries, independent 

data stores, service-mesh complexity. A modular monolith with well-

scoped agent ownership (“I’m the payments agent, I shouldn’t touch 

inventory packages”) satisfies the methodology completely. Teams that 

want microservices for their own operational reasons can have them; 

teams that do not shouldn’t feel forced by the decomposition argument.

What the boundary does not restrict

One scope clarification is worth making explicit here because it defuses 

most early objections. The orchestration boundary restricts who can 

authorize AI-generated changes against the system of record — the 

production codebase, the governed architecture. It does not restrict who 

can use AI tools at all. Every engineer in a Restruct™ organization retains 

full AI access for their own machines, sandboxes, branches, drafts, 

exploratory work, learning, prototyping, and the pull requests they 

themselves author. The boundary is about authorization of changes into 

the governed system, not about whether engineers may use AI assistance 

in their daily work. Conflating the two is a common misreading of the 

methodology and a source of resistance during migration.

Production authorship and the senior/junior mapping

Pull requests against the production codebase are authored only by 

Principal Architects, Assistant Principal Architects, and Staff Engineers. 

Associate Architects do not push directly to main; they work against forks 

or feature branches where they draft specifications, dry-run them locally 

against a copy of the system, and surface mid-flight issues before the 

spec reaches a Principal for review. This keeps the main codebase free of 

exploratory or partially-formed changes while preserving the Associate’s 

freedom to experiment, prototype, and learn by doing. The Associate’s 

output becomes input to a Principal-authored production PR rather than 

landing directly in the system of record.
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The underlying mapping deserves stating explicitly because the industry 

has been muddled about it for years: Associate Architects are the 

methodology’s “junior” layer; everyone else (Assistant Principal, Principal, 

Staff Engineer) is “senior.” Production PRs are touched only by seniors. 

This dramatically improves the signal-to-noise ratio in the production 

history and frees Associates from the pressure of authoring code they are 

not yet ready to govern. The seniority labels “senior” and “junior” can still 

exist at large scale, but they should only describe experience level — not 

role function. An experienced Associate Architect is a Sr. Associate 

Architect; a newly-promoted Principal is a Jr. Principal Architect. Contrast 

this with the current industry default, where a “Senior Engineer” title might 

or might not imply architectural responsibility — the same word doing two 

different jobs, and blurring the line between role and function. Restruct™ 

separates the two: role names describe what the person does; seniority 

modifiers describe how long they have been doing it.
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Chapter 11 — Research as the New Entry-Level Career

AI-assisted implementation disrupts the traditional junior pathway. Juniors 

historically learned through repetitive implementation because that work 

was economically valuable. The uncomfortable question: if AI handles 

low-level implementation, how do future architects gain experience?

There is a broader reframing here: the software industry needs to put the 

“research” back into “R&D” the way other mature industries do. 

Pharmaceutical companies, aerospace firms, semiconductor 

manufacturers, and industrial engineering organizations all maintain 

genuine research functions — internal labs, benchmarking groups, 

methodology teams, applied research divisions — staffed by people 

whose job is to investigate rather than to ship. Software, somewhere 

along the way, let the “R” collapse into roadmap planning. “R&D” in most 

software organizations means “the engineering org,” and the research 

function exists, at best, as a handful of senior engineers doing exploratory 

work between sprints. That is not what research is in any other discipline, 

and the absence is part of why software methodology evolves through 

industry blog posts and conference talks rather than through structured 

investigation. Restruct’s Research Fellow track, scaling into Centers of 

Excellence at larger organizations, is an attempt to restore a real research 

function to the discipline.

Restruct™ repositions entry-level careers around research, benchmarking, 

QA systems, tooling analysis, documentation, architecture support, and 

methodology evolution rather than generalized production labor. Research 

Fellows become critical organizational infrastructure — supporting 

architectural systems through benchmarking, internal tooling, AI workflow 

refinement, governance support, knowledge operations, and operational 

research. The entry-level career is not disappearing; it is evolving from 

implementation labor into architecture support.
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Chapter 12 — Fractional Architecture & Elastic Expertise

AI-native organizations need elastic access to architectural expertise 

rather than permanently retained labor pools. As implementation 

accelerates and commoditizes, architectural judgment becomes 

disproportionately valuable. Organizations historically scaled software 

delivery by adding headcount, but AI breaks the assumption that output 

scales linearly with labor. Small, highly-governed architecture teams now 

produce output that previously required significantly larger organizations.

The fractional model is older than the current AI wave. True architects 

have always worked two, three, or four times faster than labor-grade 

implementation engineers — sometimes more — and this was the original 

economic basis for fractional architecture engagements long before AI 

entered the picture. The quiet problem has always been that product 

backlogs were not built to keep up with that velocity. A capable architect 

inside a traditional organization would routinely burn through the available 

specified work faster than the product organization could produce new 

requirements, then end up either stretched across too many initiatives or 

under-utilized. Most organizations never recognized this as the symptom 

of a velocity asymmetry; they read it as the architect being 

overcommitted, or the team being slow.

AI has not invented this dynamic. It has surfaced it on a mass scale. 

Everyone capable of using modern tooling well is now working three to 

four times faster, sometimes ten times faster, than they were two years 

ago — but architects are still working faster than that on top. The result is 

that backlog exhaustion is no longer an exception experienced by a few 

senior engineers; it is the default operating condition. The narrative that 

“AI is taking jobs” misreads what is happening. AI is burning through 

specified work faster than traditional product cycles can replenish it. 

Operational feedback from production, analytics, and customer behavior 

in a conventional Agile cadence often takes weeks to inform the next 

priority, which means there are real workload gaps even inside busy 

organizations.

Fractional architecture is the natural response. Rather than carrying a 

permanent surplus of architectural capacity that the product backlog 

cannot saturate, organizations engage architectural expertise elastically — 
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sized to match actual workload, filling in the gaps that traditional 

headcount models cannot smooth out. The model is not new. AI has 

simply made the underlying economics visible to organizations that were 

previously able to ignore them.

Restruct™ promotes elastic expertise: fractional architecture retainers, 

subscription operational models, modernization partnerships, and 

architecture-as-a-service structures. This is not specifically about 

consulting firms — it applies equally to SaaS companies, enterprise 

modernization teams, internal platform groups, and startups. 

Organizations increasingly purchase judgment, governance, sequencing, 

and architecture rather than raw implementation hours. The future 

software economy revolves around governed expertise capacity rather 

than industrial staffing expansion.

A related elasticity primitive worth naming explicitly: floating Staff 

Engineers attached to the Center of Excellence. Not every engineer in an 

organization will want to or should become an architect, and the 

methodology has been criticized — fairly — for offering a binary path of 

“become an Associate Architect or leave.” The floating Staff Engineer role 

is the third option. Staff Engineers do not sit on the Architect ladder; they 

hold high-leverage technical work that demands deep specialist fluency 

— database performance, distributed systems, platform internals, AI 

tooling itself — without being on the architectural-governance track. They 

float into Architecture Groups when those groups need their specific 

expertise, and they author production PRs directly because they are 

senior contributors with system-of-record authorization. This is not a 

demotion track or an exit ramp; it is an acknowledgment that architectural 

governance is one valuable function among several, and that 

organizations adopting Restruct™ rarely hit 100% Architect-track 

conversion. The Staff Engineer role is the graceful place to put the 

engineers the architecture ladder is not the right home for, without losing 

them or pretending the methodology fits everyone.
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Chapter 13 — Example Organizational Implementations

A common question is whether Restruct™ only applies to large enterprises. 

The methodology scales progressively with organizational complexity 

rather than headcount — the same governance principles apply from a 

twenty-person startup to a two-thousand-person enterprise.

Example 1 — Early-Stage AI SaaS Startup

Consider a twenty-person B2B SaaS company building an AI-native 

operational platform. Under traditional models, it might structure itself 

around a CTO, engineering manager, frontend and backend engineers, 

DevOps, QA, product managers, designers, and generalized developers 

running Agile sprints — spending enormous time coordinating through 

standups, backlog refinement, sprint planning, dependency management, 

and unclear ownership.

Under Restruct™, the same organization operates more compactly: 

Founder / Business Executive, Product / GTM Lead, Principal Architect, 

Assistant Principal Architect, two Associate Architects, one or two 

Research Fellows, and governed AI execution infrastructure. The Principal 

Architect handles architecture, sequencing, AI orchestration, product 
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translation, and subsystem governance directly. The Assistant Principal 

Architect supports execution review, QA governance, and architectural 

continuity. Associate Architects focus on specification drafting, workflow 

decomposition, operational contracts, and API planning. Research Fellows 

handle tooling experimentation, QA workflows, AI benchmarking, and 

documentation. AI systems handle implementation scaffolding, repetitive 

CRUD generation, testing, debugging, and refactoring.

Velocity emerges from architectural clarity, bounded ownership, governed 

execution, and compressed coordination overhead rather than 

implementation labor volume. As the product grows, architecture groups 

scale horizontally by subsystem complexity — one group governs billing, 

another AI orchestration, another internal operations, another customer 

workflows — each operating as a bounded cell governed through defined 

contracts and coordinated through peer Principal Architect relationships.

Example 2 — Enterprise Modernization Organization

Now consider a Fortune 500 modernization initiative. Traditionally: 

hundreds of engineers, multiple Agile release trains, project managers, 

scrum masters, architecture review boards, governance committees, 

fragmented vendor teams. Operational coordination becomes the primary 

workload — status reporting, dependency tracking, release coordination, 

planning ceremonies, cross-functional approvals.

Under Restruct™, the enterprise organizes around bounded architecture 

groups aligned to operational subsystems: customer identity, payments, 

logistics, inventory, analytics, AI enablement, internal operations. Each 

domain contains a Principal Architect, Assistant Principal Architect, 

Associate Architects, governed AI execution infrastructure, and 

embedded operational coordination. Research Fellows and Centers of 

Excellence operate horizontally across domains, supporting modernization 

tooling, AI governance, QA systems, benchmarking, and architecture 

standards.

Rather than massive centralized committees coordinating every 

implementation detail, architectural contracts govern subsystem 

interaction boundaries directly — reducing coordination ambiguity, 

dependency confusion, and organizational latency. AI execution lets these 

organizations modernize legacy systems faster than staffing-heavy 

RESTRUCT VESTIVE�

The Restruct Handbook 31 Edition 1



models. The result resembles a distributed architecture institution 

coordinating governed operational systems at scale rather than a 

traditional software department.

These examples are intentionally simplified, but the pattern holds: as 

implementation commoditizes, organizational value shifts upward toward 

governance, architecture, sequencing, and institutional knowledge. 

Restruct™ formalizes that transition explicitly rather than letting 

organizations drift into it accidentally.
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Chapter 14 — Criticisms, Tradeoffs, and Organizational Risks

Every organizational model creates tradeoffs. Restruct™ is no exception. 

The purpose is not to pretend complexity disappears — it is to reorganize 

complexity around governed architecture rather than coordination chaos.

Centralization risk. Restruct™ concentrates AI orchestration authority 

around the Principal Architect layer, and a natural reading is that this 

trades safety for speed. The framing is backwards. As Chapter 10 

develops, concentration is the throughput strategy, not a tradeoff against 

it. Distributing orchestration multiplies the PR review burden faster than it 

multiplies output, and architectural coherence does not survive distributed 

context. The real risk in the methodology is not that authority is 

concentrated; it is that an organization fails to decompose its system into 

enough subsystems and ends up overloading one Principal Architect 

across a domain that should have been split. That is a structural failure, 

addressable by carving the subsystem into bounded contexts and 

standing up additional Architecture Groups. The corrective is always to 

subdivide governance authority, never to dilute it. A weak Principal 

Architect concentrates dysfunction, which is a real concern and the 

reason the evaluation gap discussed below matters so much — but the 

structural answer to overload is more Architecture Groups, not more 

orchestrators per group.

Evaluation gap. The industry has no widely accepted equivalent to 

architectural licensure, the legal bar, or engineering board certification. 

Modern hiring still optimizes around algorithm memorization, isolated 

implementation exercises, syntax interviews, and framework trivia — 

which evaluate implementation fluency, not architectural judgment. Many 

capable implementation engineers struggle with sequencing, subsystem 

governance, product reasoning, or large-scale systems thinking. Some 

exceptional architects perform poorly inside implementation-focused 

interviews despite stronger leadership capability. Organizations 

historically required sixty to ninety days of side-by-side work before 

accurately evaluating systems reasoning, communication, sequencing, 

and governance.

Restruct™ proposes formalizing architecture evaluation through the 

Certified Restructor™ program, testing the disciplines this methodology 
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depends on — subsystem decomposition, contract definition, sequencing, 

QA governance, and AI orchestration — rather than implementation 

fluency. Long term, AI-assisted evaluation may simulate architectural 

collaboration environments directly, approximating the sixty-to-ninety-day 

evaluation process. This matters because AI-native organizations have 

less tolerance for weak architectural leadership than ever before; Principal 

Architect roles cannot become inflated titles handed out through tenure 

alone.

Elitism concern. The structure may appear exclusionary because 

implementation-heavy pathways become less central. But AI-native 

environments force a confrontation: repetitive implementation labor is 

rapidly commoditizing, and pretending otherwise does not protect 

workers long term. Restruct™ creates new upward pathways through 

architecture, governance, product reasoning, sequencing, research, and 

QA governance. Research Fellows and Associate Architects exist 

specifically because the industry still requires apprenticeship systems, 

learning loops, and institutional knowledge transfer. The apprenticeship 

model does not disappear — it evolves.

Rigidity concern. Architecture-heavy governance may reduce 

experimentation speed or create bureaucracy. That risk exists. But many 

modern organizations already operate under hidden bureaucracy through 

sprint rituals, planning ceremonies, fragmented approvals, duplicated 

implementation, and dependency confusion. Restruct™ replaces 

ambiguous coordination bureaucracy with explicit architectural 

governance. The assumption is that clear subsystem ownership and 

deterministic contracts accelerate execution more effectively than 

generalized autonomy operating inside ambiguous boundaries.

Startup applicability. Early-stage startups often survive precisely 

because small generalized teams move quickly through improvisation 

rather than governance. Restruct™ does not reject this. At very small scale, 

a single Principal Architect may handle product, architecture, sequencing, 

AI orchestration, QA review, and operational planning simultaneously. The 

framework scales progressively as complexity grows — it is less about 

rigid headcount structures and more about preserving governance clarity 

as systems evolve.
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Innovation risk. Restricting AI orchestration to Principal Architects may 

seem to reduce creative exploration. This is partially why Research 

Fellows and Centers of Excellence matter: experimental workflows, tooling 

analysis, benchmarking, and operational R&D move into structured 

research infrastructure rather than uncontrolled production environments. 

Restruct™ separates experimentation, governance, and production 

execution into explicit operational domains.

AI vendor dependency. This concern is legitimate. Organizations risk 

over-centralizing around rapidly evolving AI vendors, tooling ecosystems, 

and platform dependencies. Restruct™ therefore treats AI as governed 

infrastructure rather than organizational authority. Architectural reasoning, 

subsystem contracts, governance models, sequencing logic, and product 

intent remain human-owned institutional knowledge independent from any 

single tooling provider.

Model rollover risk. When AI models update, the context built up against 

the previous generation drifts: prompts that worked stop working, 

conventions that the prior model honored get reinterpreted, and the new 

model needs time to catch up to the project’s accumulated architectural 

vocabulary. The latest model is not always the best fit for a given 

codebase, and migration between models is a real cost the methodology 

should name. That said: AI capability is already operationally useful and 

trending in the right direction over multi-year horizons, even with bumpy 

individual releases. The pragmatic stance is to treat model rollover as a 

known operational risk — budget for context rebuild after major upgrades, 

retain the ability to pin model versions during critical work, and treat AI 

capability as “currently sufficient and trending upward” rather than 

guaranteeing monotonic improvement at the release level.

Engineering manager concern. A fair objection from current engineering 

managers: the methodology absorbs most traditional EM work — 

sequencing, prioritization, cross-team coordination — into the Principal 

Architect role, and reads like an attack on the manager track. The framing 

is partially right and worth being direct about. The methodology does not 

believe in running a parallel manager ladder alongside the architect ladder, 

because the coordination work sits closer to the technical decisions it 

affects and benefits from being held by the same person who governs 

those decisions. Strong EMs whose value came from technical judgment 
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and sequencing discipline typically transition into Principal Architect work 

effectively. EMs whose value came primarily from people-management at 

scale move into operational program management at the cross-

Architecture-Group level, where coordination across multiple bounded 

subsystems remains a real and important job. The methodology 

compresses the org chart vertically rather than eliminating any function.

Relationship to prior frameworks. A fair criticism is that several Restruct™ 

commitments — bounded ownership, platforms as products, reduced 

coordination overhead, treating org structure as architectural — already 

appear in Team Topologies, Accelerate, the platform engineering 

literature, and the inverse-Conway tradition. Restruct™ does not claim to 

invent that lineage. The contribution is narrower: extending it into an 

environment where AI is the default implementation engine. The four-team 

Team Topologies taxonomy still works; what changes is the composition 

inside a stream-aligned team and the governance discipline required 

when execution compounds at AI speed. Readers familiar with that body 

of work should treat Restruct™ as a layer on top of it rather than a 

replacement for it. Where the frameworks disagree — most notably on 

whether governance should concentrate in a Principal Architect layer or 

distribute across the team — the disagreement is real and worth arguing, 

not papered over.

Identity objection. For most of the past two decades, the fastest way to 

insult a software engineer at a meetup was to suggest they were 

becoming IT. The standard rebuttal was some version of “we don’t fix 

printers.” That line did real cultural work. It marked a boundary the 

industry wanted to keep — software engineers as a creative caste, IT as 

the maintenance underclass — and it shut down the comparison before 

anyone could examine it. The historical-parallel argument in Chapter 2 

reopens that comparison, and it is going to land uncomfortably with some 

readers. It deserves to be addressed directly rather than left as an aside.

The “we don’t fix printers” framing was always wrong on the merits, and 

the history is the easiest way to see why. IT workers fixed printers, once, 

by writing custom C drivers. Email systems like the ones now sold as 

Gmail and Outlook did not fall out of the sky — there was a period when 

each enterprise commissioned them. Operating systems, networking 

stacks, identity providers, mail platforms: all of them were custom 
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engineering work before they were configuration work. IT as a profession 

matured by integrating and governing systems that earlier generations of 

IT built from scratch. The role did not become lesser when that happened; 

it shifted upward into selection, integration, and operational judgment. 

Calling the later phase lesser is calling integration and governance lesser, 

which is exactly the mistake an architecture firm would be making if it 

treated specification and oversight as beneath the people who pour 

concrete.

Web application engineering is on the same arc. The serverless platforms, 

identity SDKs, payment APIs, vector databases, observability stacks, and 

frameworks that the previous decade produced are exactly the kind of 

mature components that earlier generations of web engineers built by 

hand. The methodology does not require readers to accept that software 

engineering is IT in any flattening sense. It requires recognizing that the 

two disciplines share a trajectory, and that the next phase of that 

trajectory — for both — is governance over commoditized execution 

rather than reinvention of commodity components. Readers who find the 

parallel uncomfortable are usually responding to the old put-down rather 

than to the actual structural argument. The structural argument stands, 

and naming the put-down out loud is the only way to get past it.

Philosophical objection. Some readers may argue the methodology 

sounds less like a software engineering organization and more like an 

institutional operating system built around governance. That observation 

is intentional. The industry organized itself around implementation scarcity 

because implementation was expensive, slow, and fragile. AI changes that 

reality fundamentally. As implementation commoditizes, organizations 

naturally reorganize around architecture, governance, sequencing, 

operational reasoning, product clarity, and institutional knowledge. 

Restruct™ formalizes that transition explicitly rather than letting it happen 

through unmanaged entropy.
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Chapter 15 — Certification and the Consortium

Restruct stands separately from Vestive intentionally because the 

Certified Restructor™ program is calling for a consortium board to help 

shape and create what this could look like. The rest of this chapter 

explains why the discipline needs that consortium, what the certification 

would have to test, and why no single firm — including this one — should 

own the answer.

For decades, the software industry treated hiring as a solvable interview 

problem. Organizations built elaborate pipelines of coding screens, 

algorithm exercises, behavioral interviews, architecture interviews, and 

panel reviews under the assumption that competence could be reliably 

compressed into a six-week evaluation loop. Increasingly, that assumption 

is failing — and not because the interviews are badly run. Architectural 

judgment is longitudinally observable rather than instantly measurable. 

The properties that matter most for the Principal Architect role — 

sequencing discipline, governance quality, operational judgment, 

subsystem decomposition, communication under ambiguity, product 

reasoning — emerge over time inside real organizational environments. A 

candidate can perform well across five interview rounds and prove 

incapable of governing a production system coherently six months later. 

Conversely, some exceptional architects perform poorly inside interview 

structures optimized for implementation trivia, algorithm memorization, or 

framework recall. Neither failure mode is the candidate’s fault; both are 

the evaluation method’s fault.

How current hiring breaks down. There is a structural pattern in technical 

hiring this methodology has to name out loud, because it shows up in 

nearly every search for senior talent. By the final round, hiring panels 

typically have two or three candidates who all clear the technical bar — 

any of them could do the job. The decision then collapses onto the last 

one percent of differentiation, which the process is not equipped to 

evaluate. In practice, that one percent gets resolved in one of three ways. 

The honest version is cultural fit, which is real but unevenly applied. The 

good version is higher-order soft skills — communication, judgment, 

leadership posture — which the process can sometimes catch. The third 
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version is the most common and the most damaging: quantitative hedging 

against uncertainty, dressed up as a meaningful evaluation signal.

The reasoning takes a recognizable shape: years of experience with a 

particular framework; number of prior employers; keyword familiarity on a 

resume; narrow implementation history with a specific vendor or stack. 

“Candidate A has five years of Salesforce experience while Candidate B 

has two, therefore Candidate A is the safer hire.” It feels like progress on 

the decision. It is actually surrender. The five-year candidate may have 

spent those years redoing the same integration project three times under 

three different managers, while the two-year candidate built two 

integrations from zero and shipped both. Years-of-experience on its own 

is not a measurement of capability; it is the metric hiring panels reach for 

when the real evaluation has stalled and someone needs to feel like a 

decision was made.

The truth the industry has been avoiding is that you cannot really evaluate 

this category of talent in six weeks. You can evaluate it in sixty to ninety 

days of observed work. Everything else is a proxy that breaks down at the 

senior-architect level. This is why contract-to-hire arrangements 

consistently produce better senior placements than direct hire — they 

substitute observation for inference. Without getting into labor law, tax 

structures, or regional employment mechanics, the underlying logic is 

straightforward: meaningful architectural evaluation requires real 

operational exposure. A ninety-day working relationship reveals more 

about sequencing judgment, communication style, governance discipline, 

and systems reasoning than five interview rounds ever could. Many 

organizations quietly recognize this already; contract-to-hire simply 

formalizes the reality that longitudinal observation is often the only reliable 

evaluation mechanism for high-trust architectural roles.

This is where the certification argument earns its place. The point of 

professional certification is not to replace observation. It is to front-load 

the observation, so the hiring market does not have to repeat it for every 

candidate at every firm.

What the legal profession actually does. The lawyer analogy gets 

invoked frequently in this handbook, and it deserves to be developed 

rather than left as a metaphor. The standard US path to practicing law 
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takes approximately seven years from the start of undergraduate study: 

four years of bachelor’s work, three years of an ABA-accredited Juris 

Doctor program, and the bar exam. The bar itself typically takes ten to 

sixteen weeks of dedicated study after graduation, often four hundred to 

six hundred hours of preparation. Then a separate ethics exam — the 

Multistate Professional Responsibility Examination — and a character-and-

fitness review with background checks that can take months. Four US 

states (California, Vermont, Virginia, Washington) maintain 

apprenticeship-only paths, but these typically require four years of 

supervised law-office study under a practicing attorney. Whichever path 

is taken, the institutional commitment is large and deliberate.

What the legal profession is actually buying with all that infrastructure is 

pre-vetting. By the time a young associate walks into a law firm, the firm 

knows several things about that person without having to evaluate them 

directly. An accredited law school faculty has observed them through 

three years of graded coursework, moot court, and clinical work, and is 

willing to attach institutional reputation to the degree. The bar exam has 

tested issue-spotting, rule application, and analysis under timed pressure 

on real fact patterns. The ethics exam has tested the candidate’s 

understanding of professional responsibility — not whether they will 

always behave ethically, but whether they know what ethical behavior in 

the profession requires. The character-and-fitness review has done a 

background check. The firm’s evaluation of the candidate is layered on 

top of all of that, not in place of it.

The economic value of this pre-vetting is enormous and largely invisible. It 

is what allows law firms to make hiring decisions without each firm 

independently running a three-year evaluation of every candidate. It is 

what allows the profession to maintain a recognizable standard of practice 

across thousands of firms. It is what allows the public, courts, and 

corporate clients to know what they are buying when they hire a lawyer. 

The bar is not just a test; it is the load-bearing institution that makes the 

profession function as a profession.

Medicine applies an even stricter version of the same principle through 

residency systems and supervised practice. Architecture and civil 

engineering rely on licensure, apprenticeship, and governed sign-off 

authority. Each of these professions assumes something software has 
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largely ignored for decades: judgment requires longitudinal evaluation, 

and the profession itself is responsible for building the institutional 

structures that produce it.

Software has none of this. A senior engineer applying to a Principal 

Architect role at a new firm arrives with a resume, a GitHub profile, some 

references the firm may or may not call, and whatever the six-week 

interview process can extract. Every firm reinvents the evaluation from 

scratch. Most firms get it wrong. The methodology this handbook 

proposes cannot scale on that foundation. It needs the equivalent 

infrastructure, and the discipline has to build it.

What the bootcamp era actually proved. It is worth confronting the most 

uncomfortable evidence in favor of the methodology’s central claim, 

which is the rise of the coding bootcamp. Over the past decade, the 

industry produced a vocational training pipeline — twelve-to-twenty-four-

week programs teaching enough framework fluency for an entry-level 

full-stack position — and this pipeline became one of the dominant 

sources of new software labor. The bootcamp industry was not a fringe 

phenomenon. It absorbed career-switchers, replaced significant fractions 

of traditional CS hiring at some companies, and helped flood the market 

with engineers carrying the “full-stack” label.

The bootcamp boom validates a claim this handbook has been making 

throughout: a substantial fraction of software work over the past decade 

was, in fact, vocational labor. Twelve weeks of structured training was 

enough to participate in it. Trade schools exist for vocational labor; they 

do not exist for professional disciplines. Nobody runs a twelve-week bar 

prep program that produces a practicing attorney, because being a lawyer 

requires institutional formation that twelve weeks cannot deliver. The fact 

that twelve weeks produced functional full-stack developers tells us 

something honest about what most full-stack work actually was.

This is not a criticism of the people who came through bootcamps; many 

of them are excellent at the work they were trained for. It is a structural 

observation about what kind of work the discipline was producing during 

that period. The bootcamp era proved that one tier of software work had 

genuinely commoditized to the point where vocational training was 
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adequate. AI is now absorbing that tier directly, which is exactly the 

dynamic the rest of this handbook addresses.

The architectural tier the methodology calls for is not that tier. It cannot be 

produced in twelve weeks, and it should not pretend to be. If bootcamps 

were the institutional response to a vocational layer of the discipline, the 

Certified Restructor™ program — or whatever its eventual form — is the 

institutional response to the professional layer of the discipline. The two 

are not in tension. They describe two different categories of work that the 

industry has historically conflated under one job title, and the conflation is 

what the methodology is trying to resolve.

Bootcamps are to vocational software labor what the 

Certified Restructor™ program is to AI-era software architects.

That symmetry is the clearest possible argument that the professional tier 

needs the institutional infrastructure the vocational tier never required.

What certification would actually test. A serious Certified Restructor™ 

program — or any equivalent the discipline ends up building — has to test 

the work the methodology actually depends on, not the work that 

traditional technical hiring measures. The testable disciplines, drawn from 

the chapters of this handbook, include at minimum: risk analysis, 

subsystem decomposition, specification clarity and contract definition, 

sequencing judgment, governance under production pressure, AI 

orchestration discipline, and architectural communication.

Risk analysis asks the candidate to evaluate a proposed change against 

the system’s blast radius — what fails if the implementation is wrong, who 

notices, how fast it compounds, and whether the failure is recoverable. 

The grading criterion is whether the candidate can name the real risks 

before writing any code, and propose a sequencing or scoping change 

that reduces blast radius without sacrificing the underlying objective.

Subsystem decomposition asks the candidate, given a poorly-bounded 

legacy system and a product requirement, to identify the seams, propose 

a decomposition, defend the boundary choices, and produce the 

specification for the first Architecture Group’s first deliverable. This is 

gradable. Experienced practitioners can evaluate whether a candidate’s 

seams are clean, whether the decomposition will hold under predictable 
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future requirements, and whether the specification is precise enough for 

AI execution. It cannot be evaluated in forty-five minutes; it can be 

evaluated in a structured proctored environment of meaningful duration.

Specification clarity asks the candidate, given a desired subsystem 

behavior, to produce the interface contract, the data model, the 

operational boundaries, and the acceptance criteria. The grading criterion 

is whether the specification is unambiguous enough that two different 

competent implementers — human or AI — would produce compatible 

systems from it. Sequencing judgment asks the candidate, given a 

backlog of dependent work, to produce a sequencing plan that respects 

technical dependencies, business priorities, and capacity constraints, 

defending the sequencing under scrutiny from examiners who will probe 

the tradeoffs.

Governance under production pressure is the architectural equivalent of 

the bar exam’s ethics component. Given a scenario in which a Principal 

Architect is asked to ship a change that bypasses governance — under 

deadline, under executive pressure, under a sympathetic edge case — the 

candidate demonstrates the response. The question is not whether the 

candidate will always make the right call in practice. The question is 

whether they recognize the call as one that needs to be made. AI 

orchestration discipline asks the candidate to demonstrate the ability to 

scope an AI execution session against a bounded specification, to 

recognize when the AI is drifting from the specification, to stop and 

recompose rather than rubber-stamp, and to maintain context coherence 

across sessions — a discipline that did not exist five years ago and that 

the industry currently has no standard way to evaluate. Architectural 

communication asks the candidate to defend a decision to a non-technical 

stakeholder, to a peer Principal Architect who disagrees, and to a junior 

Associate who needs to learn from it: three different audiences, three 

different registers, one underlying decision.

These are not the only disciplines that matter, but they are the load-

bearing ones for the role the methodology defines. Each of them is 

gradable by experienced practitioners. None of them are gradable in a 

forty-five-minute screen. The right form for the evaluation is a multi-day 

proctored environment with structured exercises, examiner panels, and 
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scenarios that put the candidate under the kind of pressure the actual role 

generates, but administered in a fair and realistic way, leveraging AI utility.

Software has vendor-specific and process-framework certifications, but 

no real practitioner-level professional certification for AI-era architects 

with the institutional weight of law/medicine or a PE license.

Enterprise architecture frameworks like TOGAF and Zachman already 

provide foundational vocabulary and process discipline for systems-level 

architectural thinking. Vendor and platform certifications (AWS, 

Salesforce, Cisco, framework and database credentials) are also valuable.

The Certified Restructor™ program should build on this rather than displace 

it. Foundational frameworks like TOGAF or Zachman are reasonable 

prerequisites for Principal-level certification — the candidate is expected 

to have already internalized enterprise-architecture vocabulary before 

being evaluated on AI-era judgment. Associate-level certification can be 

more lax on prerequisites, since the program functions partly as training.

Why a single exam is the wrong shape. A common misreading of 

professional certification is that the credential is the exam. It is not. The 

exam is one component of a layered evaluation system, and the layering is 

what makes the credential meaningful. Law combines accredited 

education, supervised clinical work, a substantive bar exam, a separate 

ethics exam, and character-and-fitness review. Medicine combines 

accredited education, board exams, supervised residency, and continuing 

certification. Architecture combines accredited education, supervised 

internship hours, multi-division licensure exams, and state registration. 

Each profession has converged on roughly the same insight: written tests 

evaluate knowledge, but professional judgment requires layered 

evaluation across multiple modalities and meaningful elapsed time.

The Restruct equivalent should follow the same shape. Apprenticeship 

inside an Architecture Group, peer review by working Principal Architects, 

supervised execution against real or realistic systems, ethics assessment 

specifically tuned to AI orchestration discipline, operational simulation, 

and progressively increasing authority boundaries as trust is earned. The 

future equivalent of architectural licensure in software may look less like a 

one-time exam and more like a governed progression system where 

authority expands over time. That progression is what the Associate-to-
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Principal pathway described throughout this handbook is already 

gesturing at. The certification’s job is to formalize that progression and 

make it portable across firms.

How AI changes what’s possible. The legal profession built its evaluation 

infrastructure over more than a century, and the duration of 

apprenticeship reflects what was institutionally possible at the time. Three 

years of law school and four years of supervised apprenticeship in 

apprentice-path states are two solutions to the same observation problem. 

The duration is not a law of nature; it is what the available evaluation 

technology required.

Software has an opportunity the legal profession did not have when it built 

the bar: AI itself can be used to compress the observation window. A 

sufficiently rich AI-driven simulation environment can stand up realistic 

architectural scenarios on demand — fake codebases with realistic 

histories, fake stakeholders with realistic positions, fake production 

incidents with realistic time pressure, fake AI execution sessions that drift 

in realistic ways. Candidates can be observed working through these 

scenarios over thirty to sixty days of structured evaluation rather than 

three to seven years of formal education and supervised practice. The 

observation is still real; the medium changes.

This is not a claim that thirty to sixty days of AI-proctored simulation 

replaces years of professional formation. It replaces the observation 

component, which is the rate-limiting step in current certification design. A 

candidate with ten years of real systems experience can demonstrate that 

capability in simulation far faster than one with zero. The certification 

surfaces experience; it does not manufacture it. The same scenarios that 

evaluate a senior practitioner also train a developing one.

The downstream effect, if this works, is significant. The talent acquisition 

industry currently absorbs enormous cost running parallel evaluation 

processes that produce inconsistent results: HR teams interview, hiring 

managers re-interview, technical screens duplicate effort across firms, 

and nothing portable results. A certified candidate arriving on the job 

market is pre-vetted — not perfectly, but meaningfully — which 

compresses the hiring process and shifts the firm’s evaluation onto the 

genuine last-mile concerns of fit, team chemistry, and domain specifics.
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This matters more in AI-native environments than in any prior era of 

software, because the blast radius of weak sequencing, fragmented 

subsystem ownership, incoherent AI orchestration, or poor contract 

definition expands significantly when implementation itself becomes near-

instantaneous. The industry therefore needs stronger institutional trust 

systems around who is permitted to govern those environments.

Why this cannot be a Vestive program. The most important structural 

feature of the certification this handbook calls for is that it cannot be 

owned by any single firm — including Vestive. The legitimacy of 

professional certification depends on its independence from the 

commercial interests that benefit from it. The American Bar Association is 

not Cravath. NCARB is not SOM. The Project Management Institute 

survived because it was a membership organization, not a consultancy’s 

credential. Conversely, certifications that remain proprietary to a single 

firm — even when the underlying methodology is sound — get treated as 

marketing rather than as professional credentials, and they do not travel.

The Restruct methodology and the Vestive firm are deliberately separate 

entities for exactly this reason. Restruct is a methodology proposal. 

Vestive is one firm that practices it, contributed to developing it, and is 

willing to do the unglamorous early work of bootstrapping the institutional 

infrastructure on the discipline’s behalf. The intent is for the Certified 

Restructor™ program to migrate to an independent consortium body as the 

field matures — a board comprising practicing firms, academic 

institutions, and individual practitioners who collectively own the 

certification, set the standards, administer the examinations, and govern 

the program’s evolution.

A practical note on the institutional bridge. The Certified Restructor™ 

trademark currently sits with Vitruvian Technology, Corp., the entity from 

which the methodology emerged. This is a temporary arrangement, not a 

permanent one — the WordPress pattern is instructive here, where the 

WordPress trademark is held by the WordPress Foundation as a non-profit 

steward of the open community, separate from any single commercial 

implementer. The intent is that the Certified Restructor™ trademark transfer 

to, or be licensed in perpetuity to, the consortium body once that body is 

constituted as a standing non-profit. In the interim, VitruvianTech holds 

the mark in trust on behalf of the discipline, not as a commercial asset, 
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and is committed to that transfer on reasonable terms when the 

consortium is established. The same separation that protects the 

WordPress community from commercial capture by any one firm is what 

protects the Restruct discipline from the same risk.

This handbook is therefore not announcing a finished certification 

program. It is issuing a call for the consortium that would build one. The 

shape of that consortium is itself a question the field has to answer: 

whether it looks more like NCARB (federation of state-level bodies), more 

like the ABA (a single national professional association), more like IEEE (a 

standards organization that accredits but does not directly administer), or 

something new that fits the AI era specifically. Each model has tradeoffs. 

None of them are unprecedented in adjacent professions. The discipline 

of software is overdue to have this conversation in earnest.

The honest acknowledgment is that this will take time. The legal 

profession’s institutional infrastructure was built over more than a century, 

with significant variation and false starts along the way. The architecture 

profession took roughly forty years between its founding professional 

association and its first state regulatory body — about the time the 

commercial software industry is at now. A credible Certified Restructor™ 

program is the work of years, not quarters. It will not be credible at launch. 

The first cohorts will be evaluated against criteria the discipline will 

subsequently refine and disagree with. Grandfathering early Principal 

Architects who built the systems before the certification existed will be a 

real problem, just as it was for every prior professional licensure regime. 

None of these difficulties are reasons to delay starting; they are reasons 

to start with realistic expectations.

What this means for the methodology. The certification problem and the 

methodology are inseparable. The methodology depends on a Principal 

Architect role that the industry currently cannot reliably hire for. The 

honest response to that gap is not to dilute the role, lower the bar, or 

pretend conventional interview processes are adequate. It is to build the 

institutional infrastructure adjacent professions built decades ago.

This is what professional maturity looks like. The early phase of any 

discipline runs on personal reputation, word-of-mouth, and the willingness 

of senior practitioners to vouch for emerging ones. That phase is 
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sustainable up to a certain scale, and software has been running on it for 

longer than it should have. The next phase is institutional: formal 

evaluation, credentialing bodies, apprenticeship structures, ethics 

standards, and an accepted vocabulary that allows the profession to talk 

about itself with precision. Law, medicine, architecture, and engineering 

all built this infrastructure when their disciplines matured. Software has 

been the conspicuous holdout, and the AI era is finally making the cost of 

the holdout visible.

The end goal of architecture governance that the methodology calls for 

should also begin with governance during talent development and 

assessment, to close the loop.

The Certified Restructor™ program is one firm’s contribution to closing that 

gap, offered openly to the consortium the discipline now needs to 

convene. Other firms, institutions, and practitioners are explicitly invited to 

refine, contest, and ultimately own the result. The methodology proposed 

in this handbook is stronger, not weaker, when the certification that backs 

it is held by the field rather than any single contributor.

The software industry spent decades scaling labor. The AI era needs to be 

focused on scaling trust.
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Conclusion — The Restruct™ Organizational Model

Restruct™ is not a project management methodology. It is an operating 

methodology for AI-first software organizations built around governed 

architecture, specification systems, cognitive performance optimization, 

and professional operational hierarchy.

The shift the methodology describes is structural rather than cosmetic: 

architectural governance, specification discipline, and AI orchestration 

consolidate where context lives, while implementation moves underneath 

governance rather than beside it. Cognitive performance, elastic 

expertise, and SDK-first foundations follow from the same realignment. 

None of this eliminates software professionals — it relocates the work 

upward, into the parts of the discipline that AI cannot commoditize.

Organizations capable of governing AI-assisted execution coherently will 

outperform those still structured around industrial labor assumptions 

inherited from previous eras.

The methodology is incomplete without the institutional infrastructure 

adjacent disciplines built when they matured: shared certification, a 

credentialing consortium, and a professional vocabulary. Software’s 

holdout era is what made the gap visible; closing it is the next phase.

The future software organization resembles a governed architecture 

institution — otherwise known as a software architecture firm.

Future editions will include documented case studies of adoption — 

successes and failure modes — as the methodology meets organizations 

at scale. The discipline’s institutional infrastructure and this book’s 

evidentiary basis mature together.
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Appendix A — Fortune 500 Cost-Center Modernization

The methodology has been described throughout this handbook as AI-

first, and the rest of the document assumes agentic AI as the default 

implementation layer. This appendix is included as evidence that the 

governance pattern itself works without that assumption. The case study 

below was delivered before agentic AI was operationally available, and the 

velocity and quality results came from the architectural discipline alone. 

What AI changes is the speed at which the same pattern compresses 

further; what the methodology actually requires is the governance.

Project scope

The engagement was a modernization of a publicly traded Fortune 500 

company’s high-stakes, revenue-sensitive cost-center, billing, and sales-

order system. The legacy system was operationally critical, customer-

facing in its downstream effects, and carried the kind of audit, accuracy, 

and compliance constraints that make this category of work particularly 

intolerant of defects. Modernization had been attempted previously 

through conventional staffing models and had stalled.

Team composition

One Principal Architect and one Assistant Principal Architect. No additional 

Associates, no embedded engineering managers, no scrum masters, no 

Agile release train. This was the entire delivery team for the architectural 

and execution layer. The arrangement predates agentic AI tooling, so all 

implementation work was human-authored under direct architectural 

sequencing.

Delivery timeline

Four months from engagement start to v0.1 delivery. Two additional 

months to v1.0. Cadence ran on three-week cycles of stakeholder demos 

and follow-ups rather than daily standups. The longer cycle was workable 

because architectural sequencing made the work predictable enough to 

plan in three-week increments rather than re-plan every morning; the 

stakeholder cadence was set by what the business needed to see, not by 

what the engineering team needed to coordinate.
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Outcomes

Compared against other non-Restruct™ teams running similar-scale 

projects inside the same organization: approximately 2x faster UAT cycles 

with zero critical defects, approximately 1.5x faster end-to-end delivery, 

and roughly 50% of the headcount. The defect number is the most 

consequential: in this category of work, a critical defect in production has 

direct revenue and compliance exposure, so zero critical defects across 

UAT and initial production deployment was both unusual and load-bearing 

for the engagement’s credibility.

Why this matters

The engagement shipped before agentic AI tooling was generally 

available. The velocity and quality results came from architectural 

concentration and specification discipline alone — two senior people who 

governed the system end-to-end produced outcomes that staffing-heavy 

comparable teams could not match. This is the strongest available 

evidence that the methodology’s core claim is structural rather than 

tooling-dependent: AI accelerates the same pattern further, but the 

pattern works without it. Organizations that adopt Restruct™ today inherit 

the AI-era compression on top of an already-validated governance model.
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Appendix B — Migrating an Existing Org to Restruct™

Most readers of this document are not founding a new company. They are 

running, or working inside, an organization that already has a structure — 

usually some flavor of Agile with two-week sprints, a mix of senior and 

junior engineers, one or more product managers, possibly scrum masters 

or delivery leads, and a CI/CD pipeline of varying maturity. The question is 

not whether Restruct™ is appealing in principle. The question is how to get 

from where they are to where the methodology describes, without halting 

delivery.

This appendix outlines a six-month migration path for a mid-sized 

engineering organization (roughly 20 to 80 engineers). Larger 

organizations should expect the same sequence to take twelve to 

eighteen months and to run in parallel across subsystem domains rather 

than as a single program. Smaller organizations can compress 

aggressively. The sequence matters more than the calendar.

Starting conditions

Assume a 40-person engineering organization running six scrum teams of 

five to seven engineers each, plus a small platform team, two to three 

product managers, two scrum masters, and a VP of Engineering. The org 

uses GitHub, runs two-week sprints, holds daily standups, has a backlog 

refinement meeting and a planning meeting every sprint, and uses Jira for 

tracking. AI tooling is available but used inconsistently — some engineers 

heavily, others not at all. No one has a clear policy on AI-assisted code 

review, generated code ownership, or which AI systems are approved for 

production work.

This is a recognizable industry baseline. Restruct™ migration starts here, 

not from a greenfield assumption.
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Phase 0 — Pre-work

(Weeks 0 to 4)

Before any structural change, the organization needs three things in place: 

a clear subsystem map, a written AI orchestration policy, and identified 

Principal Architect candidates. None of these require new titles or 

reporting changes yet.

The subsystem map is a document that names the bounded systems the 

organization owns — billing, customer identity, the core product 

workflows, internal admin, the data pipeline, the AI orchestration layer, 

and so on — along with the interfaces between them. Most organizations 

discover during this exercise that they have between four and twelve real 

subsystems, regardless of how many scrum teams currently exist. This 

map becomes the basis for Architecture Groups.

The AI orchestration policy is a written document — typically two to four 

pages — that defines which AI systems are approved for production work, 

what kinds of changes require human-authored specifications before AI 

execution, who has the authority to run AI-assisted refactors against 

production code, and what the review trail looks like. The policy is the 

institutional artifact that makes the Restruct™ AI boundary real. Without it, 

the boundary is rhetorical.

Principal Architect candidates are identified from the existing senior 

engineering ranks. The criteria are not seniority or implementation volume; 

they are systems reasoning, the ability to write a clear specification, 

comfort with sequencing dependencies across teams, and demonstrated 

product judgment. Typically two to four people in a 40-person 

organization meet this bar. The candidates are told they are being 

considered for the role and given the methodology to read, but no title 

change yet.

Phase 1 — Establish the architecture layer and the AI boundary

(Months 1 to 2)

In Phase 1, one subsystem is selected as the pilot. The Principal Architect 

for that subsystem is named. An Assistant Principal Architect is named, 

typically a strong senior engineer already working in that subsystem. For 
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this subsystem only, the AI orchestration policy is enforced strictly: only 

the Principal Architect and Assistant Principal Architect may invoke AI 

execution against production code, and all AI-generated changes require 

an approved written specification before execution.

This is the methodology’s most contested commitment and it must be 

enforced from day one. Half-measures fail. If five people are allowed to 

run AI orchestration “just for this sprint,” the boundary collapses inside a 

month. Strict enforcement is uncomfortable at first — engineers who were 

using AI tooling freely will feel restricted — and the discomfort is the point. 

The restriction surfaces the difference between AI-as-tool (which 

everyone keeps for local development, drafting, exploration) and AI-as-

execution-against-the-production-system (which is now governed). 

Engineers retain all their existing AI access for their own machines, 

sandboxes, branches, and pull requests. What changes is who can 

authorize AI-generated changes to enter the system of record.

Other engineers in the pilot subsystem keep their existing titles for now. 

The pilot subsystem keeps shipping. Standups continue. The only 

structural change is the named architecture layer and the enforced AI 

boundary. Phase 1 runs for six to eight weeks. The success criterion is not 

velocity; it is whether the architecture layer is producing reviewable 

specifications and whether AI execution is being run only through the two 

authorized roles.

Phase 2 — Introduce specifications discipline

(Months 2 to 4)

By Phase 2 the pilot subsystem expands the architecture layer to include 

Associate Architects. Two to four engineers from the pilot team are named 

Associates. Their work shifts from writing implementation tickets to 

drafting governed specifications: subsystem plans, interface definitions, 

data contracts, operational breakdowns, sequencing proposals. The 

Principal Architect reviews and approves these specifications before they 

hand off to AI execution.

This is the phase where most migrations struggle. Engineers who were 

strong at implementation are not automatically strong at specification 

drafting. Some will adapt quickly; some will need coaching; some will not 
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want to make the transition at all. The organization needs to be honest 

about all three outcomes. Engineers who do not want to become 

Associate Architects should be offered a path into the Research Fellow 

track, a parallel implementation-heavy specialist track (which exists 

outside Restruct™’s core taxonomy and is acceptable for legacy systems 

or non-AI-governed work), or an exit. Forcing the transition produces 

worse outcomes than acknowledging the change is real.

In parallel, a second and possibly third subsystem begin Phase 1. The pilot 

has produced enough specifications and AI-execution review artifacts that 

the methodology is no longer theoretical inside the organization. Other 

Principal Architect candidates are named for the new subsystems. The AI 

orchestration policy applies to them as well.

Phase 3 — Trim ceremony, reframe PM and scrum master roles

(Months 4 to 5)

By Phase 3, subsystems on the Restruct™ model have several months of 

specification artifacts and AI-execution review records. The Agile rituals 

can now be evaluated against actual evidence rather than against fear of 

removing them. Daily standups can be replaced with continuous async 

updates in the team channel. Backlog refinement can be replaced with 

specification review sessions held when there is something to review 

rather than on a fixed cadence. Sprint planning can be replaced with 

sequencing decisions made by the Principal Architect against the 

subsystem plan. Retrospectives can stay; they are one of the genuinely 

useful Agile artifacts, particularly when they focus on architectural 

decisions rather than process complaints.

The PM and scrum master roles need explicit reframing rather than 

elimination. Product managers move closer to the Product / GTM layer 

described in Chapter 1 — defining operational intent, customer workflows, 

and constraints — and away from backlog management. Strong PMs find 

this transition energizing. Scrum masters typically move into one of three 

places: Research Fellow or Center of Excellence work (governance and 

methodology refinement is a real job), operational program management 

for cross-subsystem coordination at larger scale, or out of the 

organization. The methodology should not pretend the scrum master role 

survives unchanged.
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Phase 4 — Formal role rename and apprenticeship structure

(Months 5 to 6)

Phase 4 is when titles formally change across the organization. By this 

point, the structure has been operational for several months and the 

renames reflect what people are already doing. Software Engineer titles 

convert to Associate Architect, Assistant Principal Architect, or Research 

Fellow as appropriate. Compensation bands are reviewed; Restruct™ does 

not require compensation changes, but title changes without 

compensation review create suspicion that the rename is cost-cutting in 

disguise.

Entry-level hiring shifts to the Research Fellow track described in Chapter 

11. New graduates are hired into research, benchmarking, QA systems, 

and specification support roles rather than into implementation positions. 

The apprenticeship loop becomes explicit: Research Fellow leads to 

Associate Architect through demonstrated specification quality, Associate 

leads to Assistant Principal Architect through demonstrated sequencing 

and review judgment, Assistant Principal leads to Principal through 

demonstrated subsystem governance.

What can go wrong

The most common failure mode, and the one organizations reach for 

hardest under delivery pressure, is trying to scale a straining subsystem 

by widening AI orchestration access instead of splitting the subsystem. 

Three months in, a Principal Architect is overloaded, a deliverable is 

slipping, and someone proposes that “just for now” a senior Associate 

Architect can run AI execution directly to relieve the queue. Every 

organization that has tried this has had the boundary collapse permanently 

within a quarter, because the next sprint pressure produces the same 

proposal and the next one after that, and there is no point at which the 

conditions for restoring the boundary feel right. The correct response to 

an overloaded Principal Architect is to decompose the subsystem along its 

natural seams — SOLID boundaries, bounded contexts, the lines where 

Conway’s Law was already pulling the system apart — and stand up an 

additional Architecture Group with its own Principal Architect. Throughput 

scales through subsystem count, not orchestrator count. The migration 
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team should agree on this principle before Phase 1 begins, because the 

pressure to violate it will arrive on schedule.

A related failure mode is naming a Principal Architect who is technically 

strong but cannot write a clean specification or sequence dependencies 

across teams. The role concentrates authority; a weak Principal Architect 

concentrates dysfunction. Organizations should be willing to leave the role 

unfilled in a subsystem for several months rather than fill it with the wrong 

person. The Assistant Principal Architect can run the subsystem in the 

meantime.

Another failure mode is renaming roles in Phase 1 instead of Phase 4. 

Renaming early signals that the change is cosmetic. The discipline is to 

change the work first and the titles last, so the titles describe something 

that already exists.

A final failure mode is treating the migration as a top-down mandate 

without genuine engagement from the engineers being asked to change 

roles. Engineers who feel reclassified rather than promoted resist; 

engineers who feel they are being offered a real upgrade in scope and 

authority tend to engage. The methodology genuinely is an upgrade for 

most people, but only if the migration is run that way.

What good looks like at six months

At six months, a successfully migrated 40-person organization runs three 

to five Architecture Groups against real subsystems, with AI orchestration 

restricted to Principal and Assistant Principal roles and an auditable 

specification trail for every governed change. Standups, planning, and 

refinement have given way to specification review on demand; PMs 

operate at the Product / GTM layer; scrum masters have moved into 

operational coordination, research, or out of the organization.

The most reliable leading indicators of a successful migration are not 

velocity metrics. They are: how long it takes to get a specification 

approved (target: hours to a few days, not weeks), what fraction of AI-

generated production changes have an approved specification on file 

(target: 100%), how many sprint ceremonies still exist (target: as few as 

possible, with retrospectives the most defensible survivor), and whether 
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new hires are entering through the research track. Velocity follows from 

these. Velocity targeted directly tends to compromise the boundary.

An organization six months into a Restruct™ migration is not a finished 

organization. It is one that has crossed the threshold where the 

methodology is operational rather than aspirational. The work of refining 

specifications, growing Associates into Assistants, building the Center of 

Excellence, and extending the SDK foundations continues for years 

afterward. But the structural change — the architecture layer, the AI 

boundary, the specification discipline, the apprenticeship loop — is in 

place, and the organization is no longer running on inherited industrial 

labor assumptions.
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Appendix C — Pricing the Roles

Pricing is part of the methodology, not an afterthought to it. The rate a firm 

charges for a Principal Architect or Associate Architect engagement is 

itself an institutional signal: it tells buyers what category of work they are 

purchasing, anchors their evaluation criteria, and disciplines the firm’s 

own selection of who can hold the role. Underpricing collapses the 

methodology into senior contracting; overpricing without the brand to 

support it collapses the firm. This appendix offers a framework for 

thinking about pricing rather than a specific rate card. Firms running the 

methodology will arrive at different numbers depending on their market, 

brand maturity, and regional cost structures, but the principles below 

should hold across implementations.

A note on time-anchoring: the reference points discussed below — senior 

independent contractor pricing, strategy consulting band rates, loaded-

cost ratios, and the maturity stage of the Restruct™ methodology itself — 

are anchored to 2026 market conditions. Professional-services pricing 

drifts year over year, and the relationships between bands can shift as 

adjacent markets revalue. Readers consulting this appendix in later years 

should treat the specific bands as historical benchmarks and the 

underlying principles — retainer over hourly, ratios that signal hierarchy, 

loaded-cost math against replaced roles — as the durable content.

Pricing format: retainer first, hourly second

The methodology argues throughout that software value is governance, 

judgment, and specification rather than hours. The pricing format has to 

match that argument or the document contradicts itself. The 

recommended approach is to lead with retainer or flat-fee pricing — 

scoped engagements like “Principal Architect governing subsystem X” or 

“Associate Architect supporting specification drafting under Principal 

Architect [name]” — and publish hourly rates as a secondary breakdown 

unit for buyers who need to check the math. Salary-equivalent figures 

should appear only in comparative loaded-cost arguments that justify a 

retainer’s price against the in-house roles it replaces, never as the 

headline pricing format. Salary framing implies full-time employment with 
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benefits, retention math, and equity conversations the methodology is 

explicitly trying to move past.

For organizations not ready for a retainer, fixed-fee deliverable pricing — 

billed against a named artifact such as a subsystem interface 

specification, an architectural diagnostic, or a migration kickoff — 

provides a sized entry point and reinforces the specification-over-labor 

framing. Fixed-fee deliverable engagements also build a portfolio of 

priced artifacts the firm can reference when scoping larger retainers.

The three reference anchors

Three reference points should inform Principal Architect pricing, and the 

rate has to land defensibly against all three rather than just the most 

flattering one.

The first is senior independent contractor pricing. The Principal Architect 

rate must land clearly above this band. If a buyer can engage a strong 

senior engineer at the same rate, the Principal Architect title reads as a 

rebrand rather than a different category of work — and the methodology’s 

entire argument about governance being distinct from labor collapses. 

The premium has to be visible.

The second is strategy consulting pricing — the McKinsey, Bain, and BCG 

band. Principal Architects should land clearly below this. Strategy firms 

charge what they do partly because they sell to C-suite buyers on brand 

and partly because their deliverables are decks and recommendations 

rather than embedded operational governance. Restruct™ Principal 

Architects are embedded operators, not slide-makers, and pricing into the 

strategy-firm band without the brand to support it invites scrutiny the 

engagement cannot withstand.

The third is the loaded cost of the in-house roles the Principal Architect 

actually replaces. In a typical mid-sized organization, the Principal 

Architect is absorbing the scope of a senior or staff engineer (architecture 

authority), a meaningful slice of an engineering manager (sequencing and 

prioritization), a slice of a product manager (operational intent and 

requirements translation), and the AI orchestration scope that no other 

role in the organization is permitted to hold. The retainer should price 

somewhere above the loaded cost of the named senior engineer alone 
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and meaningfully below the combined loaded cost of all the roles the 

position is collapsing. This is the math that makes the engagement 

defensible: the buyer is paying more than one senior engineer would cost 

and substantially less than the team the role replaces.

Role ratios and what they communicate

The ratios between role prices encode the methodology’s argument about 

hierarchy more clearly than absolute numbers do. A reader looking at a 

rate card can tell at a glance whether a firm is selling a real hierarchy with 

distinct authority levels or three labels on similar work. Mature 

professional-services categories — law firms, architecture firms, 

accounting partnerships — run partner-to-associate billing rate ratios in 

the 2.5x to 3.5x range. That spread reflects decades of brand 

accumulation and a clear social understanding that partner-tier work is 

categorically different from associate-tier work.

Restruct™ firms entering the market are unlikely to be able to support those 

ratios immediately. The Certified Restructor™ program, the methodology’s 

public footprint, and the case studies that justify a wide partner premium 

all take time to build. A reasonable target structure for a firm in market-

entry stage is roughly:

• Associate Architect: 1.0x (the baseline)

• Assistant Principal Architect: ~1.3x to 1.5x of Associate

• Principal Architect: ~1.5x to 2.0x of Associate at market entry, 

widening toward 2.5x or beyond as brand and demand mature

A compressed Principal-to-Associate ratio at market entry is a defensible 

choice rather than a weakness. It reflects that the methodology is an 

emerging discipline rather than an established one, that the Principal 

premium has not yet been validated by mass-market case studies, and 

that early adopters are essentially taking on category-formation risk. The 

honest framing — explicitly naming that the ratio is current-stage pricing 

and is expected to widen as the methodology matures — is itself a 

credibility signal. It tells buyers the firm has thought about its positioning 

and is not pretending to have brand authority it has not yet earned.
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The loaded-cost argument

The most defensible justification for any Principal Architect rate is a 

comparative loaded-cost calculation against the in-house roles the 

engagement replaces. The template, applicable in any market:

• Loaded cost of a senior or staff engineer (base salary plus 

benefits, payroll taxes, equipment, and overhead — typically 1.3x 

to 1.5x of base) — the architecture-authority role being absorbed

• A proportional slice of an engineering manager’s loaded cost 

(typically 25% to 40% of that role’s loaded cost) — the 

sequencing and prioritization function

• A proportional slice of a product manager’s loaded cost (typically 

15% to 25%) — the operational intent and requirements 

translation function

• The marginal value of AI orchestration authority that no other role 

in the organization is permitted to hold (difficult to price directly 

but real)

Summing the first three components produces a defensible upper bound 

for what a buyer is currently spending on the equivalent in-house scope. 

A Principal Architect retainer priced below that sum is, on paper, a cost 

reduction even before any throughput argument is applied. The 

throughput argument from Chapter 10 — that a single Principal Architect 

orchestrating a well-scoped subsystem can deliver, for known-pattern 

work, what a ten-person engineering team previously delivered — only 

strengthens the math. When both arguments are made together, the 

retainer is meaningfully cheaper than the named roles it replaces while 

delivering substantially more output than the team it replaces. That is the 

argument the pricing has to carry.

Two cautions

First, the pricing assumes the methodology is being run well. A Principal 

Architect rate is defensible only when the person holding the role is 

genuinely doing the collapsed-role work the methodology describes. If a 

buyer scrutinizes the engagement and discovers a senior engineer with a 

fancy title, the rate becomes indefensible at the moment of scrutiny — and 
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the damage extends beyond the individual engagement to the entire 

category. Firms running the methodology must be willing to leave a 

Principal Architect role unfilled rather than fill it with someone who cannot 

carry it.

Second, Associate Architects should not be priced into apprenticeship-tier 

territory in pursuit of competitive wins. There is a tempting argument that 

pricing Associates at junior-contractor rates will accelerate engagement 

volume; in practice it positions the firm as a body shop and makes the 

methodology indistinguishable from offshore contracting. The Associate 

rate must clear the band where buyers default to comparing against junior 

contractors, and the supervision the Associate receives from a Principal 

Architect must be real rather than nominal. The most damaging 

engagement pattern is a client buying an Associate at Associate prices 

while the Principal is pulled into other accounts and the Associate 

effectively runs solo. That pattern produces lower-quality output, 

undermines the methodology, and trains buyers to believe Associate-level 

work is what the methodology produces. The Principal supervision is what 

makes the Associate rate defensible. Without it, the rate is not.
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This book exists because of the people around me. I come from a large group of

NYC-native family and friends, and a healthy mix of nationwide and international

peers throughout my life and career. I�d like to give credit to everyone, but I�ll try to

keep it short.

To my wife, Val (my valve): we didn�t have it easy, and it�s definitely not easy

trying to stay innovative while starting a family. You made it feel easy. We need to

write another book about patience.

To Arnaldo, Silvia, and Diego: buying the time � and peace of mind � to write this

book at the right timing wouldn�t have been possible without you.

To my baby, Stella (the dog; my spirit animal): your will to live and bounce back

inspires us every week. While we�re all debating complex issues, she�s wondering,

�ok, but where are the treats?� Sometimes it�s good to see life this way.

To my mother, sisters, Sal, Ed, the Lauritas, my niece, and nephews: We all

learned patience and understanding from each other, and I wouldn�t be who I am

and a great mentor without you.

To Aunt Maria, Aunt Ro, Uncle Frank, Uncle A, Cousin G, Uncle J, Farid, Kevin,

Matt, Alex, Tim, Ramos, Megadan, Sensei Smitty, Professors Matheus & Paulo

(and the list goes on): your endless love and support continuously shape and

ground my worldview and motivation. I hope this book can be a vessel to bring the

values you�ve given me to the rest of my industry.

And lastly, to my father (who always wanted me to be an architect, just in a

different industry): sorry, Dad. I went with computers over construction. But being

around construction made a real difference, and is where many perspectives in this

book come from. I felt like you were alive again after 20 years, while writing this.

You taught me how to build.

I thank everyone mentioned � and everyone else not mentioned � for your love,

faith, respect, time, and attention.

In the end, regardless of hard drives, microcomputers, the dot-coms

and the SaaS-es, AI, or whatever the next transformative tech may be �

One thing is certain:
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