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In Germany alone, project activities generated around €1.2 trillion in 2022 —that's more than
one-third (34.5%) of the total gross value added.! These figures make it clear: project work
is not a niche topic but a decisive success factor for companies and economies. However,
with growing importance comes increasing complexity. Different market demands,
shorter innovation cycles, and rising cost pressures mean that both traditional approaches
and agile methods reach their limits. This is where hybrid project management comes in:
It combines the structure and predictability of conventional methods with the flexibility

and customer focus of agile approaches.

Current figures prove that this approach is no longer just a theoretical construct: According
tothe Project Management Institute (PMI), the use of hybrid project management methods
has increased by 57% over the past three years — from 20% in 2020 to 31.5% in 2023.2 The
discussion between “traditional or agile” is increasingly moving to a pragmatic view: not

mutually exclusive, but complementary.
What does “hybrid” mean in practice?
Hybrid project management can take different forms. Typical examples include:

1. Agile software development within a traditional overall project — for example,
when the hardware for a new product is developed using a fixed waterfall model,
while the associated software is created using agile methods.

2. System migration with a fixed go-live date but agile implementation —for
instance, when introducing a new Product Lifecycle Management (PLM) software.
The technical development runs iteratively, but the project is still on track to meet

a binding go-live deadline.
The goal is always the same: to combine the advantages of both worlds — the security and
reliability of traditional planning with the adaptability and responsiveness of agile teams.

Empirical studiesalso showthat projects do not succeed through methodsalone: According

to project participants, the most critical success factors are team collaboration (83%),

1 German Project Management Association, 2023, Projektifizierung 2* https:/www.gpm-ipma.de/wissen/studien/makrooekonomische-vermessung-
der-projekttaetigkeit-in-deutschland

2 Projectmanagement Institute, 2024, Pulse of the Profession 2024: The Future of Project Work https://www.pmi.org/learning/thought-leadership/futu-
re-of-project-work
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project control and decision-making (65%), and team motivation (64%).2 In hybrid projects,
this often becomes particularly challenging because different cultures, scheduling logics,
and communication styles collide. Different planning approaches, misunderstandings
between agile and traditional teams, or unsynchronised reporting are just a few potential

obstacles.

This guide addresses exactly that: it aims to provide practical solutions for successfully
implementing hybrid projects — beyond mere discussion of methods. The goal is to offer
pragmatic support that meets both cultural and process-related challenges. The content
is based on experiences from numerous P3 projects, where hybrid approaches successfully

manage complex projects.

3 German Project Management Association, 2015, Erfolgsfaktoren im Projektmanagement — eine evidenzbasierte Studie, https:/mww.gpm-ipma.de/
wissen/studien/erfolgsfaktoren-im-projektmanagement-eine-evidenzbasierte-studie

P3



https://www.gpm-ipma.de/wissen/studien/erfolgsfaktoren-im-projektmanagement-eine-evidenzbasierte-studie
https://www.gpm-ipma.de/wissen/studien/erfolgsfaktoren-im-projektmanagement-eine-evidenzbasierte-studie

I
<
W
0
O
LY
PV
O
o
m
0
—
<
>
Z
>
9)
m
<
m
Z
—

Problem

Hybrid projects must combine two conflicting logics: A traditional schedule with fixed
milestones (e.g., go-live, testing phases) and agile sprints with constantly changing content.
Traditional planning assumes that requirements are largely transparent and stable at the
outset — which is unrealistic for dynamic projects such as software integrations or high-

innovation development projects.

Even when the master plan reflects sprint cycles, it remains difficult to keep both worlds
synchronised: changes to the backlog are rarely reflected in the master plan immediately.
After a short time, milestones and sprint cycles stop aligning. The plan appears stable, even

though priorities have already shifted.

Consequences

An overly rigid plan creates a false sense of security: Management believes the schedule is
on track, while teams know that content or resources have already deviated. Deviations are

then interpreted as “errors” rather than as a natural consequence of change.

This leads to differing expectations, unnecessary justification efforts,and delays in decision-
making. Reporting and control lose accuracy, and transparency is lost—especially when

the master plan is not regularly aligned with the agile boards.

Solution Approach

. Rolling-Wave-Planning: Fixed points such as milestones or regulatory deadlines

are set, while backlog items are maintained iteratively.
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. Integrated Master Schedule: Sprint progress is synchronised with traditional
milestones. Through appropriate interfaces between agile planning tools and
traditional project management systems - or through manual updates - progress

can be regularly reflected in the master plan.

. Living Schedule: The project plan is understood as a dynamic management tool
that adapts to new information through regular plan reviews, defined change

processes, and close integration with the agile backlog.

. Gain Transparency: Stakeholders must understand that macro-level stability and
micro-level flexibility coexist. Transparency requires that deviations be reported

early and actively incorporated into the master plan.

Use Case

In a P3 project for an international IT rollout, scheduling initially becomes chaotic:
Management works with a fixed project plan, while the agile teams organise their tasks
exclusively in an agile planning tool. Changes from the sprints do not flow into the master
plan. After just a few weeks, milestones and sprint cycles no longer align - the controlling
reports “green,” even though several work packages are already delayed. Trust between

teams and management erodes, and rework and ad-hoc meetings pile up.

In response, the project team changes its approach: It deliberately abandons two separate
planning worlds. Instead, the master plan includes not only the traditional key points such
as cutover, go-live, testing phases, and Hypercare but also the agile sprint cycles. This
makes the entire project timeline - from strategic milestones to operational execution -

visible in one plan.

The challenge lies less in the structure and more in ongoing synchronisation: Priority
changes or shifts from the agile backlog must be regularly transferred into the master
plan. To achieve this, a fixed coordination rhythm between the PMO and agile teams must

be established.
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In short synchronisation meetings:
. Changes in the backlog are identified and assessed,
. Impacts on deadlines and dependencies are discussed,
. And the project plan is then updated manually, but in a structured way.

This deliberate linkage ensures a shared understanding of progress and risks. Management
continues to steer with a reliable master plan, while teams work flexibly within the sprints.
The result is a consistent overall picture: transparency, realistic milestones, and mutual

trust.

Check Questions

. Synchronisation: Are changes from agile sprints regularly reflected in your project'’s

master schedule - or have plan and reality already diverged?

. Adaptability: Is your project plan understood as a “living document” that responds

to new information, or does it primarily serve as a rigid proof or reporting tool?

. Transparency: Do management and teams equally know which parts of the

plan are stable (e.g., milestones) and where flexibility is intentionally allowed (e.g,,

backlog items)?
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Problem

In hybrid projects, agile and traditional teams come together with different values, working
styles, and mindsets. Agile teams work iteratively, self-organised, and transparently, while
traditional teams operate hierarchically and plan-driven. These cultural differences often
lead to misunderstandings and tensions: Agile teams want to make quick decisions that

may seem rushed, whereas traditional teams can be perceived as slow-moving.

Consequences

When team members do not feel understood or respected, motivation and willingness
to collaborate decrease. The result is slower information flow, postponed decisions, or
lengthy discussions. Trust between the parties erodes, which, in the long term, jeopardises

productivity and can even lead to project failure.

Solution Approach

. Cross-training & shadowing program: Promote mutual understanding of
methods.

. Values workshops: Create a shared foundation for collaboration - for example,
trust, empathy, flexibility.

. Change agents: Individuals familiar with both worlds who mediate tensions and
support cultural bridging.

. Team activities: Encourage team building and strengthen the sense of unity.
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Use Case

A hybrid project team in a software-hardware environment is thrown together without
a joint introduction and is expected to act as a unit immediately. There are numerous
uncertainties about each other’'s working methods, which lead to disagreements, delays,
and poor morale at the start of the project. The sub-teams begin to develop aversions
toward one another rather than growing into a single team. To counter this development
as quickly as possible and stabilise the project, a joint workshop is organised in which agile
and traditional team members present and explain their working methods. Afterwards,
standard working practices and unified interaction principles are defined. Each workshop
day ends with a joint after-work activity, allowing employees to connect on a personal
level outside the office. Following this, traditional project managers shadow agile Product
Owners to understand their roles better. A few weeks later, the program is repeated in
reverse. After completion, both sides report a significantly improved working relationship
and higher efficiency. This example comes from a P3 project in the technology sector,

where agile and traditional teams worked together for the first time.

Check Questions

. Informal exchange: Are there regular opportunities for informal interaction
between agile and traditional team members to foster mutual understanding?

. Understanding: Do agile and traditional teams know how the other’'s working
method functions - or is behaviour often misinterpreted?

. Shared values & goal: Is there a jointly defined set of values for collaboration and a

common goal as motivation?

. Integration: Are cultural tensions actively moderated or left to resolve themselves?
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Problem

Agile and traditional teams communicate differently: Agile teams use short, regular
formats such as stand-ups, while traditional teams prefer longer meetings and written
documentation. These differences often lead to information gaps and misunderstandings
- for example, operational decisions made during agile daily stand-ups are not discussed

in planning meetings at all.

Consequences

Lack of transparency and incorrect assumptions can lead to missed deadlines, poor
oversight, and reduced quality. Decisions are often based on outdated data, milestones
shift, responsibilities become unclear, and project coordination suffers - ultimately

jeopardising success.

Solution Approach

. Communication Architecture: Clear rules on who communicates, when, how, and
about what.

. Hybrid Communication Formats: A combination of weekly reviews and daily
stand-ups.

. TransparentTools:Shared useofdigitaltoolsforcommunication,task management,
documentation, and status reporting.

. Workshops for Communication Planning: Defining the tool and frequency.
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10 Use Case

At the start of a project, a communication calendar is created that integrates both agile

. and traditional formats. A shared calendar from a P3 project could look like this:

Time Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday
09:00-09:30 | Daily Daily Daily Daily Daily
09.30-10:00 | Bi-weekly Sprint change Bi-weekly
10:00-10.30 dates (Review,
10:30-11:00 Retrospective,
11:00-11.30 Planning — every
— 14 days)
11:30-12:00

A joint workshop clarifies the purpose of events and all coommunication formats, such as
retrospectives and reviews. From then on, the teams use a shared toolset, significantly
improving transparency and alignment. The result is greater transparency, less redundancy,

and much better coordination between agile and traditional subprojects.

INIWIDVNVIN 103C0dd dld9AH

Check Questions

. Structure: Do all stakeholders know when and in which formats information is
shared (e.g., daily stand-ups, reviews, steering committees)?

. Formats: Are communication formats and frequencies (e.g., daily stand-ups,
reviews, steering committees) clear to everyone involved?

. Alignment: Are there regular meetings between agile and traditional teams to

exchange information and avoid misunderstandings?
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Problem

Different KPIs in traditional and agile subprojects make it difficult to consistently assess
overall project progress, as they are not directly comparable. In addition, reporting rhythms
differ: Agile teams typically report on a sprint basis in intervals of about two to three weeks,
while traditional projects often use weekly status meetings or milestone-based reporting.
As a result, agile and conventional reporting dates usually diverge, making consolidation

challenging.

Consequences

The result of these differences is a lack of transparency and a fragmented overall picture.
Project participantsoften donot understand each other’'s KPIsor misinterpretthem, leading
to misjudgements. Problems or delays are frequently detected too late because there is
no shared understanding of progress or status. Different reporting intervals compound
this issue: while agile teams may already be two sprints ahead and presenting current
results, traditional projects might not yet have a new status update. For stakeholders, this
creates an incomplete and contradictory picture - information appears fragmented, hard
to compare, and loses credibility. As a result, trust in the data erodes, and decisions are

delayed or based on inconsistent foundations.

Solution Approach

KPI Mapping: One solution to avoid this problem is KPI mapping, which translates
agile metrics into terms understandable in traditional KPIs. Examples include
defining common “progress status” levels (maturity gates), mapping story points to
effort estimates, or translating sprints into project phases. The following table shows
some examples. The mapping is always just an approximation, as agile metrics and
traditional KPIs rely on different assumptions and levels of detail. The key is that all

project participants understand and agree on the mapping and KP
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12 Classic KPI Agile KPI Potential Mapping-Approach
Milestone Sprint Completion Convert completed sprints into
Achievement partial milestone progress within
the plan.
. Completion (%) Velocity, completed | Convert completed story points
Story Points per sprint into % progress (e.g.,
800 planned, 200 done = 25%).
Planned vs Actual Effort Sprint-Burndown Transfer logged effort and
Chart remaining effort from the

burndown chart into traditional
effort tracking.

Schedule Sprint Plan Mark sprints as “mini milestones”
or new phases in the overall
timeline.

Risks Impediments/ Report blockers in sprint reviews

Blockers and synchronise with the project

risk register.

« Minimum Goals: If sprint goals are regularly not fully achieved, define minimum

INIWIDVNVIN 103C0dd dld9AH

goals to ensure a baseline functional scope per sprint. This guarantees that
traditional milestones with defined functionality are met while maintaining agile

flexibility in the backlog and focus on value-driven outcomes.

+ Reporting Cadence: Different reporting cycles should also be harmonised through
“mapping.” In practice, this means agile teams translate their sprint results into
a format that fits seamlessly into traditional reporting cycles. For example, create
consolidated status updates after each sprint or even mid-sprint, and integrate
them into periodic project reporting. This creates a consistent, traceable picture for
all stakeholders. Equally important is a shared definition of success and progress.
Equally important is a shared definition of success and progress. Stakeholders from
both sides must agree on which metrics, milestones, and outcomes are considered
indicators of progress. Reporting data can be interpreted consistently and serve as

a reliable basis for decision-making only once this alignment has been established.
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Use Case

In a P3 prototype development project, a weekly status meeting was introduced to

improve synchronisation. While manufacturing data is created in three-week sprints, other

workstreams follow a traditional planning approach. Until now, the agile team’s status could

be reported only every 3 weeks using agile metrics. By mapping story points to completion

rates and sprint completion to milestones, weekly interim reports are generated that

consistently reflect progress and schedule.

Check Questions

Goal: Is there a shared definition of what “progress” or “success” means for the
overall project? For example, do all stakeholders understand what a “green” or “red”

status indicates?

Harmonisation: Are there clear rules for incorporating sprint results into traditional

reporting?
Completeness: Do the KPIs cover both the content of traditional and agile teams?

Time-Alignment: Is the |latest status from both agile and traditional teams available

at each reporting date?

P3
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Problem

In hybrid projects, the role distribution between Product Owners (POs) and sub-project
managers can become unclear. Their responsibilities partially overlap, and in many cases,
their role descriptions within their respective domains are almost identical. This creates
a new area of conflict - especially when short-term prioritisation clashes with long-term

planning.

Consequences

Lack of clarity about responsibilities and decision-making authority leads to tension
between hierarchical leadership and agile self-organisation. The team does not know
whom to approach for questions or conflicts. As a result, decisions are delayed or not made
at all, hindering project progress. Motivation also drops when it remains unclear whose

priorities take precedence - those of the Product Owner or the Project Manager.

Solution Approach

. Clear role Definition at the start of the project:

Product Owner (PO): Responsible for content - product vision,

prioritisation, backlog management.

Project Manager: Responsible for organisation - timelines, resources, budget
. Scaled Agile Frameworks (e.g., SAFe): Establish roles and enable planning.
. Leadership Duo: Product Owner and Project Manager act as equals and

coordinate regularly.

P3
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Use Case

In a hybrid P3 project within a development department, the Product Owner and Project
Manager formed a leadership duo. At the start of their collaboration, they defined how this
partnership should work and agreed on weekly coordination meetings and a clear division
of responsibilities. This arrangement is communicated externally as well. They speak with
one voice to the team and stakeholders. For external reporting, they use a jointly developed
hybrid format that reflects both traditional milestones and agile progress (similar to the
approach described under Reporting). Decisions are divided based on expertise but

remain transparent and aligned.

Check Questions

. Role Clarity: Are the roles of Product Owner and Project Manager clearly defined
and well differentiated?

. Coordination: Do regular alignment meetings take place between the two to
synchronise decisions?

. Decision Paths: Are decision-making processes transparent and understandable

for the team and stakeholders?
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Hybrid project management is far more than a mix of methods - it is a mindset.

Successful hybrid projects emerge where planning and flexibility, structure and autonomy,
leadership and collaboration are consciously balanced. This guide has shown the typical
challenges - from conflicting planning logics to communication gaps and cultural tensions
- and how to solve them in practice. The approaches presented help create structures that
provide orientation without limiting team dynamics. Working in a hybrid way means having
the courage to foster both clarity of goals and adaptability. It is less about deciding “agile
or traditional” and more about combining the strengths of both worlds in a situational,
deliberate, and transparent way. In this way, hybrid project management becomes a tool
that not only makes individual projects more successful but also enables an organisation

to manage complex change in the long term confidently.

Final Note

This guide intends to be a practical companion for everyday project work.

It is based on the experiences and approaches fromm numerous P3 projects and aims to
help companies implement hybrid projects in a structured and effective way, tailored to
their specific conditions. The chapters presented serve as an orientation and a basis for
team discussions: where we stand today, where frictions occur, and which approaches can
be applied immediately. P3 has demonstrated, across many projects, that hybrid methods

succeed when consistently adapted to the specific organisation.

If you would like to explore individual topics in more depth or gain inspiration for your own
project practice, feel free to reach out - you will find the right contacts at P3 on the last
page.

The goal is not perfection, but awareness: Those who understand how hybrid collaboration

works can actively shape it and create real added value.
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Sebastian Szikal
Senior Consultant

Sebastian.Szikal@p3-group.com
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Eike.Stelling@p3-group.com

Address Contact

P3 group GmbH +49 711 252 749-0
Heilbronner Stral3e 86
70191 Stuttgart WWW.p3-group.com

mail@p3-group.com

Germany
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