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Problem Statement

Companies want 

to be flexible

Companies need 

planning certainty 

and stability

Companies combine agile and plan-based 

methods to hybrid approaches

Research Gap: How do companies create a balance in 

their development process?
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Data Collection: Interview study with 15 participants
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Grounded Theory
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General Result

Companies use plan-based practices to structure their 

development process

• Content Frame (Requirements Engineering)

• Planning Frame

• Technical Frame (Architecture) 

• Coordination Frame

• Testing Frame

Inside these frames projects can be flexible
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Content Frame 

Up-front RE 

effort

▪ Project team is able to 

give an estimation

Common understanding of the direction of the project → Stability

• Loss of overview

• Uncertainty increases

• Apparent certainty

▪ Common understanding 

of the project

Detailed requirements are kept open → Flexibility

• Main features

• Non-functional 

requirements
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Planning Frame

• Budget

• Time 

• Skill Set

Roadmap

M2M1 M3

Stability

Management of Scope Flexibility
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Management of Scope

Agile
Plan-

based

Framed 

Agile

Milestone 

Agile

Plan-based 

Agile

Agile 

Execution

Estimation as 

accurate as 

possible + Flexible 

scope

Mix of fixed and 

flexible requirements

Scope is fix over 

a short period

Fixed Scope + 

Agile methods 

for execution

Mode: A way to manage the scope
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Technical Frame

Up-front 

architecture design

Definition of interfaces

▪ Structure of the architecture 

▪ Overview of the software
Stability

Development teams are free in 

their implementation
Flexibility

• Reduction of degrees of 

freedom

• Risk of costly rework

• Reduction of technical 

risks
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Coordination Frame

Self-organization 

of Teams

Central Coordination

Flexibility
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▪ The discussion about hybrid approaches is mostly 

focused on the choice of methods and practices

▪ The question of how methods and practices are used 

is far more important
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Conclusion 

Nils Prenner
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Management Tool Flexibility

1. Decisions about 

frames 

2. Choice of methods 

and practices


