Rice Method Product
Management: Overview and Objectives

Learn the RICE prioritization framework
m and apply it to real product decisions

For product managers, owners, startup
a@» teams, analysts, and cross-functional
collaborators

Q RICE stands for Reach, Impact,
= Confidence, Effort

Created by Sean McBride at Intercom,
published 2016, widely adopted across

SaaS teams

Prioritization matters when time and
engineering capacity are limited

@

Outcome: a repeatable scoring model
1! I and defensible ranking to share with
stakeholders




Why Prioritization Is Hard

o 0o Competing requests arrive from
CCY)  customers, sales, engineering,
support, and leadership

Decisions drift toward the loudest
or most senior voice: the HiPPO effect

A

Cognitive biases skew estimates:
optimism, planning fallacy, anchoring,
bandwagon, authority

3

Spreading teams thin raises
work-in-progress, slows delivery,
erodes trust

&

Good models are transparent,
I"Q repeatable, comparable, and
evidence-aware

RICE turns opinion-based debate
.ll into assumptions you can inspect
and improve




RICE Core Concepts and the Formula

B Reach @ 9 O ©

@D users, accounts, or events affected
in a fixed window, usually one quarter

Impact

.II how much the work moves the
outcome per person, on a coarse
fixed scale

O Confidence

how sure you are about Reach Formula:
and Impact, as a percentage RICE score = (Reach x Impact x Confidence) + Effort

Effort
O total person-months across product,

design, engineering, QA, and launch
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Scoring Reach and Impact Consistently .

T

Impact
& Reach 3 massive
0a® one unit, one window— 2 high
ﬂ.?o users per quarter, 1 medium
o T every item 0.5 low
£z 0.25 minimal
I Use real counts from analytics O Tie Impact to activation,
all or CRM, not vague labels retention, expansion, or

support reduction

O Coarse scale is deliberate: 00, Watch eligible reach: only users
blocks fake precision, forces 4@® | hose plan, role, or integration
a committed tier allows it

Four-factor = ' '
scoring e Reach Impact 0 Confidence -o- Effort



Confidence and Effort: The Honesty Inputs

Confidence scale: 100% strong evidence, 80% some evidence, 50% hypothesis
Below 50% confidence: the idea isn't ready — run a discovery sprint first
Confidence is the most inflated input; teams default to 80% to dodge debate
Discipline rule: no named evidence source means a 50% confidence ceiling
Effort: total person-months across engineering, design, PM, QA, and launch

Calibrate: compare last quarter's predicted Reach and Impact against actuals

Confidence Effort

Ground ideas in evidence, not optimism. Total person-months across engineering,
design, PM, QA, and launch.

Engineering

100% 80% 50%

f Design

O
a PM

Strong evidence Some evidence Hypothesis

Evidence 9  Assumption ¢  Launch



Step-by-Step: Calculating RICE in Practice

A CLEAR PROCESS FOR HIGHER-QUALITY PRIORITIZATION
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Step 1: define Step 2: estimate Step 3: pick Step 4: set Step 5: estimate
one metric so Reach as real Impact from the Confidence at Effort in person-
every item users per fixed 3/ 241,/0.570:225 100%, 80%, or 50%, months, compute,
compares like period scale and name the and sort

with like evidence descending

Reach x Impact x Confidence

RICE = Effort

No universal "good" score — only relative ranks within one backlog




Worked Example: A SaaS Backlog Scored with RICE .

Same framework. Clearer decisions. Higher impact.

75y Onboarding 6,000 100% 000 [N

redesign
e o 8,000 3 80% 6 )
¥ recommendations ' 2

Mobile
A redesign 12,000 2 80% 10 3
[ CSVexport 3,000 1 100% 2 1,500 | 4

® Four candidates: onboarding redesign, Al recommendations,
mobile redesign, CSV export

Onboarding redesign: 6,000 x 2 x 100% + 3 = 4,000 (top rank)

Al recommendations: 8,000 x 3 x 80% + 6 = 3,200

Mobile redesign: highest reach at 12,000, but effort 10 drops it to 1,920
CSV export: 3,000 x 1 x 100% + 2 = 1,500

Lesson: mobile's 12,000 reach—double onboarding's 6,000—still ranks
third, because effort 10 is over triple onboarding's 3




Common Pitfalls and How to Avoid Them

Garbage in, garbage out: weak Mitigation: calibration

; sessions, reference projects,
@ Rea(_:h’ Impath or Effortinputs make  — E& evidence columns, leadership
rankings meaningless review
» Confidence inflation: defaulting Mitigation: ;:a[ibration o
: 5 1 sessions, reference projects,
N everything to 80% turns RICE into = 58% Ve s columns, lsadershin
gut feel with extra math review
. ) Mitigation: calibration
o Effort gaming: teams under-estimate 583) sessions, reference projects,
effort to push favored work up the list evidence columns, leadership
review
o Impact inflation: most features Mitigati°"‘:a“brati°” =
" ; sessions, rererence projects,
l I I refted. Z_Or ?f’ Iosmg the scale’s = E& evidence columns, leadership
discriminating power review

&  RICE ignores time sensitivity, dependencies, technical debt, and strategic alignment

@  Mitigations: calibration sessions, reference projects, evidence columns, leadership review




When the Score Is Not the Decision

RICE ranks items already under
consideration; it is not your
product strategy

Strategic alignment, market entry,
platform rewrites, and long-term
bets may score low but still matter

Three legitimate overrides:
strategic alignment, dependency
chains, customer-relationship risk

Document every override with a
stated reason, then review it next
cycle

Audit override patterns quarterly;
frequent one-direction overrides
signal a mis-calibrated rubric

Reach

RICE Score

00O

Impact Confidence

Effort

(
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Strategic
alignment

&

Dependency
chains

\

cO>
()

Customer-
relationship
risk




Running a RICE Scoring
Session with Cross-Functional Teams
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Prepare 10-30 real backlog items;
below 10 feels trivial, above 30

fatigues .

Pre-fill Reach from analytics;
engineering owns Effort; design
and product argue Impact

Calibrate first: agree what
"high impact" and "high effort"
mean here

Simultaneous reveal per item;
flag any spread over one tier
for debate

Debate round: low scorer speaks
first, high scorer responds,
then re-score

Close by agreeing the cut line,
the parked list, and who
communicates "not now"



FCE vs ICE, MoSCoW, WSJF, and Kano r

Different strengths for different decisions SN
® e L 4

il % = O 22

RICE ICE MoSCoW WSJF Kano
Ranking strength 000 0O ® OO 000 ® OO
Time sensitivity OO ® O ® OO 000 ® OO
Customer :

e 73

satisfaction focus ®e 0 ®00 ®0O0 ®O00 oo
S e Y Yo 'Y Yo ' Y Jo 'Y Xo @00
backlogs
® [CE is faster but lacks Reach, overvaluing niche features prioritized Backlog
® MoSCoW scopes releases into Must, Should, Could, Won't, with no ranking inside buckets o ’
® WSJF adds Cost of Delay and time criticality; RICE has no time term | o am
® Kano explains satisfaction drivers but does not rank a mixed backlog r\ L
® RICE fits tightly-scoped feature sets with analytics-backed Reach \\\J
® Pick one primary framework; layer a second only to fill a real gap



Adapting RICE to

Your Organization

H o

Document your rubric: time window,
Impact tiers, Confidence rules, Effort units

Build a reusable sheet: Feature, Reach,
Impact, Confidence, Effort, Score, Evidence

Re-score quarterly; re-score sooner
when customer, market, or delivery
facts change

For SaaS, consider NRR-weighted Reach;
split Impact into retention and expansion

For platform work, define Reach as internal
users; Impact as saved time

Track your Confidence Discount: median
actual-to-predicted Reach x Impact

RICE Rubric
o I o}
N all
Reach Impact Confidence Effort

Prioritization Sheet

R SRS

A




Case Study: Prioritizing a Roadmap with RICE
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B2B SaaS team: 12 candidate
features, capacity for about 5

Auto-renew reminders top the list

at 1,440, nearly cut from the list

Multi-workspace support,

the founder's favorite, ranks last:

small reach, huge effort

Inline Al summaries score low:
40% confidence penalizes
speculation

One score revised after the lead
asked if inputs were reverse-
engineered

Outcome: defensible top five,
parked backlog with rationale,
20-minute planning meeting

/
N \ Roadmap with RICE

B Top Five

® T IEE

Parked Backlog

P
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Hands-On Exercise:
Score Three Competing Ideas

8&3 Setup: 45-60 minutes, teams of 3-5,
shared scoring sheet, visible timer

Step 1: agree time window, Impact
scale, and Confidence evidence
rules first

I Step 2: score the three ideas one
el factor at a time, using data

Step 3: compute RICE, rank items,
flag disagreements over one tier

O,

Debrief: which score changed
once evidence was named?

59

@ Capture assumptions so the ranking
survives scrutiny next quarter



Action Plan and Next Steps

review: one metric, one time window,
one rubric

@ Pilot RICE on your next backlog
P,

(0)) Start with 10-15 items; pre-fill Reach,
Y co-estimate Effort with engineering

@ Build a reusable template with an
Evidence column and an override log

Schedule a quarterly calibration
review against actual Reach and Impact

D Communicate "not now" decisions
with score and rationale to build trust

Resources: Intercom's original RICE
[I] post, spreadsheet templates,
comparison guides



PersonWise.

PersonWise - Al digital-human course platform

Scan the code or click anywhere to watch this course live, with voice Q&A

personwise.ai/t/1bc04e3a/public


https://personwise.ai/t/1bc04e3a/public?entry_surface=public_courseware_pdf

