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1.  Purpose
This assessment provides a structured, scored evaluation of which delivery approach best fits a specific project. It examines the project across four dimensions — product and requirement characteristics, organisational and team characteristics, stakeholder and customer characteristics, and governance and constraint characteristics — and converts qualitative judgement into a comparable score that indicates a predictive, agile or hybrid approach. It exists to replace approach selection by habit or preference with approach selection by evidence.
1. Converts approach selection from an opinion into a scored, comparable assessment.
1. Exposes the specific factors that make an approach suitable or unsuitable.
1. Identifies the preconditions that must be created if a preferred approach is to succeed.
1. Provides auditable evidence supporting the approach recorded in the Charter.
2.  When to Use
1. During initiation, before the approach is selected and before planning begins.
1. When a phase of the project may warrant a different approach from the preceding phase.
1. When requirement volatility, team structure or stakeholder availability proves different from what was assumed.
1. At each stage gate, as a short re-test of continued suitability.
1. When a supplier proposes a delivery model different from the one assumed.
3.  Responsibility and Approval
	Governance Role
	Assignment
	Description of Involvement

	Responsible (prepares)
	Project Manager, scored jointly with the delivery team, business owner and PMO
	Prepares, populates and maintains the document; ensures accuracy and completeness of all fields.

	Accountable (owns)
	Project Manager
	Single point of accountability for the quality, currency and control of the document.

	Consulted
	PMO, Finance, Risk, Quality, Legal/Contracts, business owners and technical disciplines as applicable
	Provides subject-matter input before submission for approval.

	Informed
	Project team, affected business units, supporting functions, key external stakeholders
	Receives the approved document through the controlled distribution list.

	Approves
	PMO Manager (methodological validation) and Project Sponsor (acceptance of the resulting approach)
	Formally authorises the document; approval is recorded in the Project Approval Register.


 
4.  Required Inputs
1. Project Charter and Business Case, providing objectives, constraints and drivers.
1. Preliminary requirement analysis and an assessment of requirement stability.
1. Team composition, availability, location and delivery experience.
1. Stakeholder availability and willingness to engage iteratively.
1. Governance, regulatory, audit and contractual obligations.
1. Organisational delivery maturity assessment and tooling availability.
5.  Required Outputs
1. A completed and scored suitability assessment with a dimension-level breakdown.
1. An indicated approach with the factors that most strongly drive the indication.
1. A list of preconditions required for the indicated approach to succeed.
1. Documented input to the Approach Selection Form (IMT-PIG-015) and the Tailoring Assessment (IMT-PIG-017).
6.  PMBOK® Guide – Eighth Edition Alignment
This document has been designed in alignment with the following elements of the PMBOK® Guide – Eighth Edition. The alignment statement is provided for conceptual traceability only.
	Focus Area
	Initiating

	Performance Domains
	Governance and Scope (primary); Schedule, Resources, Stakeholders, Risk (supporting)

	Guiding Principles
	Adopt a holistic view · Focus on value · Build an empowered culture · Be an accountable leader

	Tailoring Consideration
	Adjust the criterion weightings to reflect organisational context — regulated environments typically increase the weighting of governance and evidence criteria. Record any weighting change and its rationale before scoring, never after.


 
7.  Review Frequency and Approval Requirements
	Review Frequency
	At each stage gate, and whenever a driving characteristic changes materially

	Review Triggers
	Change of sponsor or governance structure; change of delivery approach; stage-gate decision; material change to scope, cost, schedule, benefits or risk exposure; audit or assurance finding; organisational restructuring.

	Approval Requirements
	Validated by the PMO for methodological consistency and accepted by the Project Sponsor. The assessment result is advisory; where the selected approach differs from the indication, the override must be justified in IMT-PIG-015 Section C4.

	Change Control
	Any change to an approved version requires a change request assessed through the project change control process. Minor editorial changes increment the minor version; changes affecting scope, cost, schedule, benefits or governance increment the major version and require re-approval.

	Retention
	Retained for the life of the project plus the organisational records-retention period, in the Project Information and Document Register.


 
8.  Instructions for Completion
Complete every field. Where a field is not applicable, enter "N/A" and state the reason — never leave a field blank.
1. Agree and record the criterion weightings before scoring begins. Weighting after seeing the scores invalidates the assessment.
1. Score collaboratively in a facilitated session with the project manager, the delivery team, the business owner and a PMO representative. A single-person assessment reflects a single perspective.
1. Score each criterion from 1 to 5 using the descriptors provided. Where the group cannot agree, record the range and the reason for disagreement — divergence is itself useful information.
1. Calculate the dimension scores and the total score in Section F. A higher score indicates greater suitability for adaptive delivery; a lower score indicates greater suitability for predictive delivery.
1. Read the indication in Section G, then examine the individual criteria scoring at the extremes. A criterion scoring 1 or 5 usually determines the practical approach regardless of the total.
1. Complete Section H. Where the indicated approach requires preconditions that do not currently exist, record them as actions with owners and dates, or accept a different approach.
1. Where the assessment indicates hybrid, use Section I to identify which components are suited to which approach rather than applying a uniform compromise across the whole project.
1. Record the conclusion and pass it to the Approach Selection Form (IMT-PIG-015) for the formal decision.
1. Retain the completed assessment as evidence supporting the approach recorded in the Charter and re-test it at each gate.
	NOTE   The total score indicates direction, not destiny. A single criterion scoring at the extreme — for example a regulator requiring a fixed, evidenced baseline, or a product owner who cannot be made available — will in practice determine the approach whatever the total score suggests.


 


9.  Template — Predictive, Agile and Hybrid Suitability Assessment
Scoring scale: 1 = strongly favours predictive · 2 = favours predictive · 3 = neutral or mixed · 4 = favours adaptive · 5 = strongly favours adaptive.
Section A — Assessment Identification
	Project Name
	 

	Project Reference / ID
	 

	Assessment Date
	 

	Facilitated By
	 

	Participants
	⟨ names and roles of all who scored ⟩

	Assessment Trigger
	⟨ Initiation | Gate review | Change in characteristics ⟩

	Version
	 

	Status
	⟨ Not Started | In Progress | Under Review | Approved | Rejected | On Hold | Completed | Cancelled ⟩


 
Section B — Dimension 1: Product and Requirement Characteristics
	Ref
	Criterion
	Score 1–2 Indicates
	Score 4–5 Indicates
	Weight
	Score
	Weighted

	P1
	Stability of requirements
	Requirements fixed and well understood
	Requirements expected to evolve substantially
	5
	 
	 

	P2
	Clarity of the end product
	End state fully definable now
	End state emerges through delivery
	5
	 
	 

	P3
	Technical novelty
	Proven technology and known patterns
	Novel technology, significant unknowns
	4
	 
	 

	P4
	Divisibility into increments
	Value only on full completion
	Usable value delivered incrementally
	5
	 
	 

	P5
	Cost of change late in delivery
	Very high — physical or contractual
	Low — change is inexpensive
	4
	 
	 

	P6
	Ability to test and learn early
	Testing possible only at the end
	Continuous testing and feedback possible
	4
	 
	 

	P7
	Interdependence with fixed external milestones
	Tightly coupled to fixed external dates
	Largely independent
	3
	 
	 


 
Section C — Dimension 2: Organisation and Team Characteristics
	Ref
	Criterion
	Score 1–2 Indicates
	Score 4–5 Indicates
	Weight
	Score
	Weighted

	O1
	Team dedication
	Part-time, shared across initiatives
	Dedicated, stable team
	5
	 
	 

	O2
	Team co-location or connectedness
	Dispersed with limited overlap
	Co-located or strongly connected
	3
	 
	 

	O3
	Team experience with adaptive delivery
	None
	Experienced and proficient
	4
	 
	 

	O4
	Team empowerment to decide
	Decisions escalated routinely
	Team authorised to decide within scope
	4
	 
	 

	O5
	Organisational delivery maturity
	Low; process compliance driven
	High; outcome driven
	3
	 
	 

	O6
	Cross-functional capability within the team
	Specialist silos with handoffs
	Cross-functional and self-sufficient
	4
	 
	 

	O7
	Tooling to support the approach
	Absent
	Available and in use
	2
	 
	 


 
 
Section D — Dimension 3: Stakeholder and Customer Characteristics
	Ref
	Criterion
	Score 1–2 Indicates
	Score 4–5 Indicates
	Weight
	Score
	Weighted

	S1
	Availability of an empowered product owner
	Not available
	Dedicated and empowered
	5
	 
	 

	S2
	Customer willingness to engage continuously
	Engages only at milestones
	Engages every iteration
	4
	 
	 

	S3
	Stakeholder tolerance of emergent scope
	Requires fixed scope commitment
	Comfortable with evolving scope
	4
	 
	 

	S4
	Speed of stakeholder decision-making
	Slow, committee-based
	Fast, delegated
	3
	 
	 

	S5
	Number of stakeholder groups requiring alignment
	Many, with conflicting objectives
	Few, well aligned
	3
	 
	 

	S6
	Appetite for early partial delivery
	Requires complete delivery only
	Values early partial capability
	4
	 
	 


 
Section E — Dimension 4: Governance, Contract and Constraint Characteristics
	Ref
	Criterion
	Score 1–2 Indicates
	Score 4–5 Indicates
	Weight
	Score
	Weighted

	G1
	Regulatory evidence and traceability demands
	Extensive fixed documentation required
	Outcome-based evidence acceptable
	5
	 
	 

	G2
	Contractual delivery model
	Fixed price, fixed scope
	Capacity, time and materials, or outcome based
	5
	 
	 

	G3
	Funding release model
	Single up-front approval against a fixed plan
	Incremental funding by release
	4
	 
	 

	G4
	Safety, security or physical delivery constraints
	Significant
	Minimal
	4
	 
	 

	G5
	Fixed external deadline
	Immovable regulatory or contractual date
	Flexible
	3
	 
	 

	G6
	Audit and assurance regime
	Requires fixed baselines and formal change control
	Accepts iterative evidence
	4
	 
	 


 
 
Section F — Score Summary
	Dimension
	Maximum Weighted
	Actual Weighted
	Normalised Score (%)
	Dimension Indication

	1. Product and requirements
	150
	 
	 
	 

	2. Organisation and team
	125
	 
	 
	 

	3. Stakeholders and customer
	115
	 
	 
	 

	4. Governance and constraints
	125
	 
	 
	 

	TOTAL
	515
	
	
	


 
	NOTE   Normalised score = (actual weighted ÷ maximum weighted) × 100. The maximum weighted value assumes a score of 5 against every criterion in the dimension.


 
Section G — Indicated Approach
	Normalised Total Score
	Indicated Approach
	Typical Characteristics

	Below 40%
	Predictive
	Plan-driven delivery with phase gates, baselined scope, schedule and cost, and formal change control

	40% – 55%
	Hybrid — predictive dominant
	Predictive governance and baselines, with adaptive delivery inside defined work packages

	55% – 70%
	Hybrid — adaptive dominant
	Iterative delivery with predictive control over fixed-lead-time or contractually fixed components

	Above 70%
	Agile / adaptive
	Iterative, incremental delivery with an empowered team, continuous stakeholder engagement and emergent scope


 
	Normalised Total Score Achieved
	 

	Indicated Approach
	 

	Criteria Scoring at the Extremes (1 or 5)
	⟨ list, as these usually determine the practical approach ⟩

	Dimensions Materially Out of Line with the Total
	⟨ and their implication ⟩


 
Section H — Preconditions for the Indicated Approach
	Ref
	Precondition Required
	Currently Satisfied
	Action to Establish
	Owner
	Due Date
	Consequence if Not Established

	PC-01
	Dedicated product owner with decision authority
	No
	Sponsor to confirm assignment and publish authority
	Sponsor
	DD-MMM
	Adaptive delivery not viable; revert to predictive

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


 
Section I — Component-Level Approach Indication (where hybrid is indicated)
	Component / Work Stream
	Dominant Characteristics
	Indicated Approach
	Interface With
	Interface Risk

	Data migration
	Fixed source structures, high compliance evidence demand
	Predictive
	Application build
	Cutover timing dependency

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


 
Section J — Assessment Conclusion
	Conclusion
	⟨ summary statement of the indicated approach ⟩

	Confidence in the Assessment
	⟨ High | Medium | Low, with reasoning ⟩

	Principal Uncertainties
	⟨ factors that could change the indication ⟩

	Re-assessment Trigger
	⟨ what would require this assessment to be repeated ⟩

	Passed To
	⟨ IMT-PIG-015 Approach Selection Form, date ⟩


 
10.  Approval and Authorisation
By signing below, each approver confirms that the content of this document has been reviewed, is accurate to the best of their knowledge, and is authorised for use within the project.
	Approval Role
	Name
	Position / Title
	Signature
	Date

	Assessed by (Project Manager and Team)
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Validated by (PMO Manager)
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Accepted by (Project Sponsor)
	 
	 
	 
	 


 
11.  Revision History
	Version
	Date
	Description of Change
	Prepared / Revised By
	Approved By

	0.1
	DD-MMM-YYYY
	Initial draft prepared for review
	Project Manager
	—

	0.9
	DD-MMM-YYYY
	Reviewed by PMO; comments incorporated
	PMO Analyst
	—

	1.0
	01-Sep-2026
	First approved and issued baseline
	Project Manager
	PMO Manager (methodological validation) and Project Sponsor (acceptance of the resulting approach)

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


 
	NOTE   Rows shown in shaded italics are illustrative examples of how the revision history is completed. Replace them with the actual revision record.
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