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ICE PLAYBOOK 

A methodology to prioritize and launch experiments 

Team: Blueprint 33   |   Version: 1.0   |   Date: 03/17/2026 

 

   

Cadence 

Bi-weekly ICE meeting (every 2 
weeks), 60 min duration 

       

Team 

4–6 people. Game Master 
nominated each time 

      

Goal 

Prioritize hypotheses in both 
phases: problem and solution 

 

01 | WHAT IS THE ICE METHOD 

The framework in 30 seconds 

ICE is a prioritization method created by Sean Ellis to evaluate and rank hypotheses/experiments to 
test. Each idea receives three scores from 1 to 10, which multiplied together give an overall score. 

I — IMPACT 

If it works, how much impact will it have on the main metric? 

Ask yourself: how many users does it involve? How much does it move the needle? 

C — CONFIDENCE 

How much evidence do we have that this hypothesis is correct? 

Ask yourself: do I have data, interviews, benchmarks? Or is it just a gut feeling? 

E — EASE 

How simple is it to execute, in terms of time and resources? 

Ask yourself: how many days does it take? Are external resources needed? 

 

ICE Score = Impact × Confidence × Ease 

⚠️ Watch out: Confidence = Evidence, not intuition 

The Confidence score must be based on concrete proof: user interviews, analytics data, 
competitor behavior, industry best practices. If the only source is your gut feeling, the maximum 
score is 4. 
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When to use it (and when not to) 

• Use it for: prioritizing problem and solution validation experiments, deciding what to test in 
the next bi-weekly sprint, quickly aligning the team on priorities 

• Don't use it for: long-term strategic planning (use OKRs), definitive product roadmap, major 
investment decisions 

 

💡 Remember 

ICE is a conversation tool, not a verdict. If the team feels more convinced about the second 
experiment rather than the first for valid reasons, follow your judgment. The goal is to separate 
strong ideas from weak ones, not to find mathematical perfection. 
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02 | HOW TO FORMULATE HYPOTHESES 

The structure of a good hypothesis 

Before doing ICE scoring, every experiment must be formulated as a testable hypothesis. A vague 
hypothesis produces unreliable scoring. 

 

📝 Hypothesis template 

"We believe that [target persona] has the problem of [specific problem]. We are testing 
whether [solution/intervention] will lead to [measurable behavior]. The test will be successful if 
[quantifiable success threshold]." 

 

Hypothesis card to fill in 

Field To fill in 

We believe that… e.g. our main target is early-stage founders with teams < 5 people 

Have the problem of… e.g. being unable to prioritize experiments objectively 

So we are testing whether… e.g. a shared ICE score reduces priority conflicts within the team 

Measuring… e.g. % of decisions made without arguments, reduced meeting time 

The test will be successful if… e.g. the team reaches consensus in < 30 minutes in 80% of cases 

Experiment type chosen e.g. ICE workshop + direct observation for 2 sprints 

Owner Team member name 

Deadline Date by which the test must be completed 

 

Phase 1 — Problem Validation 

In this phase the goal is to understand if the problem really exists and if it is perceived as relevant by 
potential customers. The hypotheses should concern customer personas, not yet the solution. 

• Exploratory interviews: "We believe that professional X spends more than 3 hours/week 
doing Y manually" 

• Survey: "We believe that at least 60% of our segment considers Y the main problem" 
• Competitor desk research: "We believe that no existing tool solves Y satisfactorily for segment 

Z" 

 

Phase 2 — Solution Validation 

Here the hypotheses concern the proposed solution: whether it works, whether users would use it, 
whether they would be willing to pay. 
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• Interest & relevance: "We believe that a landing page on [solution] generates at least X% of 
email signups" 

• Willingness to pay: "We believe that at least Y% of users click on 'buy now' at price Z" 
• Preferences & priorities: "We believe that feature A is valued more than feature B in an A/B 

test" 

 

🔑 Golden rule 

Fall in love with the problem, not the solution. Before testing how you solve it, make sure you 
have validated that the problem exists, is perceived as urgent, and that people are actively 
looking for a better solution than the current one. 
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03 | ICE SCORING PROCESS 

Calendar and structure of the bi-weekly meeting 

The ICE meeting is held every 2 weeks, has a maximum duration of 60 minutes and is led by the 
Game Master nominated for that occasion. 

 

Time Activity Who 

0–5 min Nominate the Game Master for this sprint and recap previous sprint Everyone 

5–20 min Individual writing of hypotheses to test (silence, no discussion) Everyone 

20–25 min Game Master collects all hypotheses and enters them in the shared 
registry 

Game Master 

25–40 min Individual ICE scoring (each person assigns their scores in silence) Everyone 

40–50 min Game Master calculates average ICE score and sorts the list Game Master 

50–60 min Top 5 discussion, owner assignment and deadlines Everyone 

 

Scoring criteria: practical guide 

To make scoring more objective and reduce arguments, use this table as a shared reference before 
assigning scores. 

 

Score IMPACT CONFIDENCE (Evidence) EASE 

1–3 Impact on <10% of users or 
secondary metric 

Only intuition, no data Takes weeks or external 
resources 

4–6 Impact on 10–40% of users or 
relevant metric 

Some data, industry best 
practices 

1–3 days, internal resources 
available 

7–9 Impact on >40% of users or 
main metric (e.g. conv. rate) 

Own data or strong competitor 
data, interviews 

< 1 day, tools already 
available 

10 Radical change on north star 
metric 

Direct evidence (e.g. users 
have already paid) 

Already done, just needs 
launching 

 

🚫 Common mistakes to avoid 

1) Don't use the same score for everything → force yourself to differentiate. 

2) Don't excessively penalize Ease on high-impact ideas → you can always find a simple way to 
test a big idea. 

3) Don't argue over other people's scores → everyone fills in silently, then you discuss only the 
top 5. 
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Scoring example 

Real example of how the registry looks after an ICE meeting. The row highlighted in green is the one 
with the highest score and must be executed first. 

 

Hypothesis / Experiment Impact Confidence Ease ICE Score Owner 

Landing page with value prop A 8 7 9 504 Mario 

Ads campaign on segment B 7 6 6 252 Sara 

Solution interviews with 10 users 9 5 5 225 Luca 

Fake door test price €X 6 5 7 210 Anna 

 

⚖️ Big swings vs safe bets 

At least 20% of experiments should be a 'big swing' (high impact, low ease). Don't limit yourself 
to easy ideas only: the team has a mandate to seek significant growth, not just marginal 
improvements. 
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04 | CHOOSING THE EXPERIMENT TYPE 

Map of experiments by phase 

Once the priority hypotheses have been identified, you need to choose the most suitable 
experiment type. The choice depends on what you want to validate and the cost/time of execution. 

 

Experiment Type What it Validates ICE Ease KPI to measure 

Landing Page Interest & relevance High (ease 8–9) CTR, email signup rate 

Fake Ads (Google/Meta) Interest & relevance Medium (ease 6–7) CTR, CPC, impressions 

Fake Door / Buy Now Willingness to pay High (ease 7–8) % click on purchase CTA 

Solution interviews Preferences & priorities Medium (ease 5–6) Qualitative insights, 
buying signals 

Wizard of Oz Solution functioning Low (ease 4–5) Completion rate, NPS 

Concierge MVP Core value proposition Low (ease 3–5) Retention, payment, 
feedback 

A/B Test Preferences & priorities High (ease 7–9) Conversion rate, uplift % 

Pre-sales / Crowdfunding Willingness to pay Medium (ease 5–6) % conversion, revenue 

 

Quick decision tree 

Don't know which experiment to choose? Answer these questions: 

• I don't yet know if the problem exists for my target → Exploratory interviews (qualitative) 
• I know the problem exists, I want to measure interest in my solution → Landing Page or Fake 

Ads 
• I want to understand if they would pay for my solution → Fake Door (purchase CTA) or Pre-

sales 
• I want to test which version works better → A/B Test 
• I want to simulate the finished product without building it → Wizard of Oz or Concierge MVP 
• I want to test a single core feature → Single Feature MVP or functional Prototype 

 

💡 Guiding principle 

Always choose the simplest experiment that allows you to learn what you need to know. Don't 
build the product to validate a hypothesis you can test with a landing page in one day. 
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05 | COMMUNICATING RESULTS 

How to present priorities to stakeholders 

After each ICE session, the Game Master communicates the results to relevant stakeholders. The 
goal is to build trust in the process, not to defend the scores. 

 

Communication structure (template) 

1. Context (2 min) 

"We ran our bi-weekly ICE session. We evaluated X hypotheses using the Impact × Confidence × Ease 
method. The goal was to identify the top 3 priorities for the next 2 weeks." 

2. Top 3 priorities (5 min) 

Show only the top 3–5 experiments with score, owner and deadline. Don't show the entire list to 
avoid opening discussions on every single score. 

3. Narrative (3 min) 

For each priority, briefly explain: what the hypothesis is, why it's important now, what we learn if it 
works (and if it doesn't). 

4. Invite dialogue (5 min) 

"Do you have data or information that would change these scores? How much risk are you willing to 
accept?" Gather input before closing the session. 

 

Results registry — weekly tracking 

After each sprint, the Game Master updates the registry with the results of the completed 
experiments. This feeds Confidence into future scoring. 

 

Hypothesis tested Result Validated? Key learning Next step 
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06 | OPERATIONAL CHECKLIST 

Bi-weekly meeting checklist 

Print this page and use it during every ICE session. The Game Master ticks it off as progress is made. 

 

Activity Responsible Notes 

☐ Nominate the Game Master for this sprint Who?  

☐ Collect hypotheses to test (15 min individual) Everyone  

☐ Enter hypotheses in the shared registry Game Master  

☐ Individual ICE scoring (15 min) Everyone  

☐ Game Master sorts by average ICE score Game Master  

☐ Top 5 experiments discussion (10 min) Everyone  

☐ Assign owner and deadline for each experiment Game Master  

☐ Communicate priorities to stakeholders if needed Game Master  

 

Process review checklist (every 2 months) 

Every 2 months, spend 30 minutes reviewing how the ICE process is working in your team. 

• Are ICE scores becoming more consistent across team members? 

• Do experiments with high ICE scores actually produce more value? 

• Is the meeting time respected or does it often overrun? 

• Is the learning registry updated regularly? 

• Is there at least 1 big swing (high impact, low ease) every 5 experiments? 

• Is the method helping to reduce priority conflicts within the team? 

 

📌 Final reminder 

ICE is a starting point, not an absolute rule. Its main value is creating a shared language within 
the team to talk about priorities more objectively. Adapt it to your needs as you grow. 

 

— End of Playbook — 
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