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1.1

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

Introduction and summary

Where a firm has strategic market status (SMS) in a digital activity linked to
the UK, the CMA can impose proportionate requirements as to how that firm
must conduct itself in relation to that digital activity (conduct requirements or
CRs).

On 10 October 2025, we designated Google as having SMS in general search
services. On 28 January 2026, we published for consultation our proposal for
a CR to address concerns about fair ranking for Google’s general search
services, given Google’s role as a key gateway through which businesses and
content creators can reach consumers.’

Publishers? expressed the following main concerns about Google’s approach
to ranking organic search results:

(a) Google may uprank or downrank content for unfair reasons;

(b) Google does not provide sufficient notice or information when it
implements a change to its ranking algorithm;

(c) Google may not sufficiently take into account the impact of its ranking or
presentation policies on markets; and

(d) Google does not provide effective means for publishers to raise concerns
and ensure that these are effectively dealt with.

We identified a range of consequences resulting from these concerns,
including a lack of trust in Google’s ranking, which could deter investment,
and result in publishers being subject to avoidable costs, which has a
detrimental impact on their confidence to invest in products and services
which may benefit UK consumers.

Following the launch of our consultation we have engaged with Google and
third parties through roundtables, bilateral meetings and other routes, in
parallel with considering the written responses to our consultation.?

This document explains how that process has informed our decision to
impose the CR in its final form (the Fair Ranking CR). It should be read in

' CMA consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR.

2 Given the wide range of businesses and creators for whom Google Search is important, we use the term
publisher to refer to all parties that make content available on the web.

3 See responses to the consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR and conduct requirement roundtables.
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1.6

1.7

1.8

1.9

conjunction with our consultation document.* The text of the Fair Ranking CR
is set out in the Fair Ranking CR Notice and is supplemented by the Fair
Ranking Interpretative Notes (INs) which explain the CMA’s interpretation of
the Fair Ranking CR. The Fair Ranking Compliance Reporting Notice sets
out how Google must report to the CMA on its compliance with the Fair
Ranking CR.°

The sections of this document follow the steps set out in our guidance,
reflecting the requirements of the Digital Markets, Competition and
Consumers Act 2024 (the Act), which states that when imposing CRs we will:
(i) identify what the CR is intended to achieve (the aim); (ii) consider whether
the CR would be effective in achieving the aim; and (iii) consider the
proportionality of the CR.®

In summary, the Fair Ranking CR has three parts:

(a) arequirement on Google to rank organic search results based on
objective and non-discriminatory criteria, including in search
generative Al features;’

(b) arequirement on Google to provide transparency over how it ranks
organic search results, and provide sufficient notice and information about
material changes that could impact publishers and reduce avoidable
costs; and

(c) arequirement on Google to enable publishers to effectively raise
concerns about manual actions and material changes that may have a
material adverse distortive or other adverse impact on UK markets.

Taken together, we consider that these parts mean that the Fair Ranking CR
will effectively and proportionately achieve our aim of ensuring that Google
provides fair ranking in its delivery of organic search results.

We will continue to engage with Google and have direct oversight of its
development and implementation of changes to comply with the Fair Ranking
CR. The periodic compliance reports Google is required to provide to us, and

4 CMA consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR.

5 The CR Notice, INs and Compliance Reporting Notice are available on the Fair Ranking CR page and can
also be accessed via the case page.

6 See our Digital markets competition regime guidance (CMA194), paragraph 3.20.

7 See the CR Notice for the definition of search generative Al features.
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our ongoing ability to gather evidence using formal powers if necessary, will
allow us to act quickly if we identify any concerns with Google’s compliance.

1.10 We also have a statutory duty to keep under review the effectiveness of CRs
and the extent to which Google is complying with them, as well as whether to
impose, vary or revoke any CR.8 We will engage closely with Google,
publishers and other relevant stakeholders to keep under review whether our
Fair Ranking CR is effective in achieving our aim and facilitating expected
benefits, such as supporting:

(a) consumer confidence that Google ranks results based on what content is
most relevant and highest quality in response to their query;

(b) areduction in business costs that translates to either enhanced products
or lower prices for consumers; and

(c) the effective functioning of markets due to the elimination or mitigation of
material distortions caused by Google’s ranking changes.

1.11  On 19 May 2026, Google announced a number of changes to Search,
including updates to search generative Al features and further integration of
Al technologies (such as Al agents) into Search.® The Fair Ranking CR
covers ranking and presentation of organic results within search generative Al
features, and will therefore apply to further generative Al integration and
innovation within Google’s general search services.

1.12 We will keep the implementation of these changes under close observation,
noting our obligation to keep the Fair Ranking CR under review. We will also
continue to engage with stakeholders to hear their views on the Fair Ranking
CR and the need for any further measures. This includes possible measures
related to the fair treatment of specialised search services and ensuring
greater transparency in search advertising, both of which were part of our
roadmap of possible measures to improve competition in general search.®

8 Section 25 of the Act.
9 Google, A new era for Al Search, May 2026.
0 CMA, Roadmap of possible measures to improve competition in search, June 2025.

5


https://blog.google/products-and-platforms/products/search/search-io-2026/#powerful-ai
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/6859810eeaa6f6419fade671/Roadmap_.pdf

2.1

2.2

2.3

The aim of the Fair Ranking CR

As set out in our consultation document,!" the aim of the Fair Ranking CR is
to ensure that Google provides fair ranking in its delivery of organic search
results by:

(a) ranking search results based on objective and non-discriminatory criteria
(eg relevance and quality of response to the user’'s query);

(b) providing transparency over how it ranks search results, and sufficient
notice of changes that could impact businesses;

(c) seeking to minimise material distortions to other markets resulting from its
search rankings and presentation policies; and

(d) providing an effective mechanism for parties to raise complaints with
Google and have them addressed.

Any conduct requirement must pursue one or more of three statutory
objectives and fall within an exhaustive list of ‘permitted types’ set out in the
Act. The Fair Ranking CR pursues the statutory objectives of fair dealing and
trust and transparency.'? Its components fall under the permitted types in:

(a) section 20(2)(d) of the Act: requiring Google to give explanations and a
reasonable period of notice to users before making changes likely to have
a material impact on users;

(b) section 20(2)(b) of the Act: requiring Google to have effective processes
for handling complaints by and disputes with users; and

(c) section 20(3)(a) of the Act: preventing Google from applying
discriminatory terms, conditions or policies to certain users.

Before imposing a conduct requirement, the CMA must have regard in
particular to the benefits for consumers that it considers would likely result
(directly or indirectly) from the conduct requirement.'® As explained in greater
detail in our consultation document, we consider that the Fair Ranking CR is
likely to lead to consumer benefits in several ways:

™ CMA consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR, page 15.
2 |n sections 19(6) and 19(8) of the Act respectively.
13 Section 19(10) of the Act.



2.4

(a) We expect consumers will benefit from greater confidence that Google
ranks results based on what content would be of most relevance and
highest quality in response to the user’s query.

(b) We expect consumers will also likely benefit indirectly from a reduction in
business costs that could free up resources for businesses to spend more
on improving and/or offering new products or reducing prices.

(c) Consumers could also benefit from more effective functioning of markets
due to the elimination or mitigation of some of the distortions caused by
Google’s ranking changes.

The direct and indirect importance of the Fair Ranking CR may increase as
Google continues to evolve its general search services with further or more
prominent search generative Al features. For example, it may help to improve
business trust and confidence in Google’s general search services, and may
prevent disruption for businesses as the ways in which end users interact with
content in search continues to evolve.



3. Effectiveness of the Fair Ranking CR

3.1 Our assessment is that the Fair Ranking CR will be effective in achieving the
aim set out above. It is designed to provide:

(a) publishers with confidence that Google ranks search results based on
objective and non-discriminatory criteria, including in search generative Al
features;

(b) transparency over how Google ranks search results, and provide greater
notice of changes that could impact publishers; and

(c) publishers with effective means to raise concerns about manual actions
and material changes to Google’s general search services that may have
a material adverse impact on UK markets (eg distortions).

3.2 To achieve this, effective compliance monitoring requirements will be critical
to secure trust and confidence in how Google ranks search results. Below we
identify the key issues raised in consultation responses on the effectiveness
of the Fair Ranking CR and provide our response to them.

Scope of the Fair Ranking CR

3.3  Many of the consultation responses supported the proposed scope of the Fair
Ranking CR including the ranking and presentation of organic search results;
and in particular, the majority of stakeholders commenting on the scope
supported the inclusion of search generative Al features.'* However, several
respondents suggested that the CR’s scope ought to extend further to paid-for
content and/or Google’s access to and design of specific search features.® A
few respondents pointed to the increased blurring between organic and paid-
for content on the search engine results page'® and one respondent pointed
to the introduction of search generative Al features'” to support their position.

4 Responses to the CMA’s consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: OpenAttribution.org, pages 1-2;
MoneySuperMarket, pages 2-3; Siinda, page 2; Guardian Media Group, page 10; European Publishers Council,
page 11; Platform Leaders, page 2; News Media Alliance, page 18; News Media Association, page 3; Shaping
Competition in the Digital Age, page 11; Trainline, page 2; Yelp, page 2; Movement for an Open Web, pages 4
and 21; Skyscanner, page 6; Anonymous, page 2; Anonymous 9, pages 1-2.

5 Responses to the CMA’s consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: easyJet, page 1; Lovehoney Group,
pages 1-2; Anonymous 9, page 2; Kelkoo Group, page 2; Siinda, page 2; Corint Media, pages 8-9; Trainline
pages 2-3; Anonymous 4, page 1; Yelp, page 3.

6 Responses to the CMA’s consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: Bachtrack, page 2; MoneySuperMarket,
page 2; Trainline, pages 2-3; Redbrain Ltd, page 2.

7 Response to the CMA’s consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: Jim Hales, page 1.
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3.4

3.5

3.6

Google submitted that the CR should be amended to exclude Google’s live
traffic experiments pre-launch, as these experiments form part of Google’s
search quality approval process [6<].18

In designing the scope of the proposed CR set out in the consultation
document, we carefully considered similar arguments to those put forward by
stakeholders in consultation responses.’® We have not been presented with
new evidence or arguments that convince us to broaden its scope.

We have, however, clarified in the INs that the Fair Ranking CR:

(a) applies to all products within the scope of Google’s SMS designation in
respect of general search services, including, for example, Google
Discover;

(b) applies to both the ranking and presentation of organic results in
traditional search results and search generative Al features, despite the
technical differences between them; and

(c) does not apply to the testing and development of search features prior to
launch (being the period before Google takes a formal launch decision),
provided that this testing is limited to a small subset of general search
traffic in the UK.

Non-discrimination and objective ranking

3.7

3.8

The Fair Ranking CR requires Google to rank organic search results based on
objective and non-discriminatory criteria. In its relevant ranking systems,
policies and procedures, Google must not take account of irrelevant or unfair
considerations, including whether a publisher has chosen to advertise or
otherwise enter into commercial agreements with Google; or whether a
publisher has exercised a contractual or statutory right. Google must also
apply the same, objective criteria to third-party content that it applies to its
own content.

In the consultation, we recognised in paragraph 6 of the proposed INs that
new search features are likely to require testing and development by clarifying

8 Google submission to the CMA.
9 See CMA consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR, paragraphs 1.26-1.35.
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3.9

3.10

3.1

that nothing in the Fair Ranking CR should reduce or undermine Google’s
ability to introduce such new features.?°

Summary of responses

Two stakeholders submitted concerns about the reference to new search
features in the INs. One respondent suggested that the language was too
broad and general, and insufficiently qualified, and that the innovation
exemption should not enable Google to innovate in a way that is exclusionary
of rivals.?! Another respondent considered that the proposed CR did not
constrain innovation in ranking systems, but rather prevented discriminatory
application of those systems.??

Google submitted that, although it welcomed the reference in paragraph 6 of
the proposed INs, the wording should be included in the CR itself, to be clear
that the obligation does not apply to Google’s experimentation with new
search features, as Google needs a period of time to test and assess fair
presentation for such features. Otherwise, this could inadvertently chill
Google’s incentive to develop and launch improvements and innovations for
general search in the UK.23

Google submitted that the CR should include an exemption for innovation with
the following parameters:

(a) It would cover experimentation on all search feature launches (including
new features and improvements to existing search features).

(b) It would be limited to the minimum period necessary, up to a maximum of
six months after Google’s launch process has completed (when it is
available to all end users), where Google would notify, but not require the
prior approval of, the CMA of any extensions beyond six months before
expiry of the initial six-month period.

(c) Google would provide periodic reporting to the CMA, but not third parties,
on any reliance on the innovation exemption.?*

20 CMA consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR, paragraph 6, page 21.

21 Response to the CMA’s consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: Movement for an Open Web, page 28.
22 Response to the CMA’s consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: Siinda, page 2.

23 Google, Response to the CMA Consultation on Proposed Search Conduct Requirements, February 2026,
paragraph 33.

24 Google submission to the CMA.
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3.12

3.13

3.14

Our view

Having considered consultation responses, and our further engagement with
Google on our proposed approach, we continue to consider that the Fair
Ranking CR should not prevent Google from innovating in general search
through the launch of new search features. We also recognise the benefit of
providing certainty around the parameters for experimentation in the CR itself.
However, any exemption must not undermine publisher trust and confidence
in the effectiveness of the Fair Ranking CR, and therefore must have
appropriate limits and safeguards.

We have therefore amended the Fair Ranking CR to include an exemption
that:

(@)

Applies to new search features and search generative Al features, but not
to improvements to existing features. We have included in the INs the
possibility for Google to apply to the CMA for approval for the exemption
to also apply where it is necessary to test a material improvement to an
existing feature.

Only applies to paragraph 4.b. of the Fair Ranking CR (ie the obligation to
‘apply the same, objective criteria in relation to its own products and
services and the equivalent products and services of third parties’), which
may otherwise prevent Google from experimenting to identify the most
appropriate ranking position (based on user utility) for a new search
feature.

Only applies for the minimum period necessary to determine the
appropriate ranking of the new search feature, up to a maximum period of
six months. In the INs we have clarified that Google may seek approval
from the CMA for an extension to this period, but only where strictly
necessary to determine whole page utility.

Only applies to the minimum extent strictly necessary to determine the
new search feature’s utility and relevance and to collect the data
necessary to apply the relevant ranking criteria and policies.

As part of the CMA’s ongoing monitoring, Google will be required to provide
the CMA with details about its use of the exemption through its periodic
reporting on its compliance with the Fair Ranking CR (see the Compliance
Reporting Notice).

11



Other issues

3.15 Stakeholders also asked the CMA to reconsider and clarify other aspects of
this part of the proposed CR, including:

(a) Clarifying the meaning of ‘objective’ criteria: A few stakeholders
submitted that the term ‘objective’ should be more clearly defined and that
the objective criteria should be grounded in externally verifiable standards
and capable of independent scrutiny.?®

(b) Adding further, explicit restrictions on factors Google can take
account of: A few responses suggested that we add to the obligation on
Google to apply objective and non-discriminatory criteria, including:

(i) to require Google to apply the same, objective criteria between
different (or different categories of) third-party businesses;?¢ and

(i) not to take into account whether a publisher has agreed Al licensing
arrangements with Google or otherwise made a decision to be
included in search generative Al features or other search features.?’

Our view

3.16 Having considered consultation responses, we consider that the meaning of
‘objective’ is sufficiently clear through a plain reading of the term not to
warrant a stand-alone definition, and the obligations set out in paragraph 4 of
the Fair Ranking CR already sufficiently cover the factors raised.

Transparency

3.17 At consultation, the proposed CR required Google to provide sufficient
information about how it ranks and presents search results and sufficient
notice and information in advance about any material changes to the key
ranking criteria, policies and procedures that affect how it ranks and presents
search results.

25 Responses to the CMA's consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: Lovehoney Group, page 3; Skyscanner,
page 18; Trainline, page 6; Anonymous 4, pages 3-4.

26 Response to the CMA's consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: Lovehoney Group, pages 3-4.

27 Responses to the CMA's consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: Football Writers Association, page 2;
Anonymous 4, page 2; Redbrain Ltd, page 2.
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Definition of material change

3.18 In the consultation, the proposed INs clarified that ‘material changes’ covered
changes that were:

(a) actionable (eg those in response to which publishers could take action to
avoid or reduce the impact of the change on their ranking);

(b) made to meet a specific policy objective (eg preventing spam); or
(c) made to comply with a regulatory requirement.

3.19 We also clarified that material changes would not include minor everyday
ranking improvements.

Summary of responses

3.20 Several stakeholders provided representations on the meaning and scope of
‘material change.” A few submitted that the concept should be defined clearly
and operationally in the CR or INs, with reference to changes reasonably
likely to produce significant effects on visibility, ranking, traffic or commercial
impact?® and the cumulative impact of updates.?® In terms of scope, we
received arguments that it should include changes to the ranking or
presentation of search features3® and how search generative Al features
select, weigh and present content.3'

3.21 Inits consultation response, Google submitted that to ensure transparency for
all stakeholders and promote legal certainty for how Google’s disclosures
should operate, these exclusions in the IN should be part of the CR itself.32
However, it queried the meaning of changes ‘made to meet a specific policy
objective’ and the meaning of changes ‘made to comply with a regulatory

28 Responses to the CMA's consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: Lovehoney Group, page 5; Independent
Media, page 1; Affiliate and Partner Marketing Association, pages 7-8; Trainline, page 9.

29 Responses to the CMA's consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: OpenAttribution.org, page 2; Independent
Media, pages 1-2; Platform Leaders, page 3; Trainline, page 7.

30 Responses to the CMA's consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: Independent Media, pages 1-2; Siinda,
page 3; Platform Leaders, page 3; Anonymous 3, page 3; Trainline, page 7; easyJet, page 3.

31 Responses to the CMA's consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: OpenAttribution.org, page 2; Siinda, page
3; Platform Leaders, page 3.

32 Google, Response to the CMA Consultation on Proposed Search Conduct Requirements, February 2026,
paragraph 45.
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3.22

3.23

3.24

3.25

requirement’, and submitted that these two additional categories of disclosure
should be removed from the proposed CR.33

Google submitted that ‘material changes’ should capture two categories of
changes:

(a) actionable changes: This would include changes in response to which
publishers could take action to avoid or reduce the impact of the change
on their ranking, including for example ‘specific, discrete action’ that a
publisher could take in a relatively short time, such as adjusting specific
site behaviours.

(b) significant explainable updates: This would include updates that are
not minor, inconsequential, everyday or general improvements, for which
Google can provide an explanation that does not necessarily include
guidance on how individual rankings might change and/or how publishers
can make changes to their websites to improve their ranking after the
update.3

Our view

Having considered consultation responses, and our further engagement with
Google on our proposed approach, we consider there is value in providing
more clarity on the meaning of ‘material changes’ in the Fair Ranking CR.

We have therefore decided to define ‘material changes’ in the Fair Ranking
CR with reference to two further definitions:

(a) ‘actionable change’, which means a change to Google’s ranking criteria,
policies and procedures in response to which publishers may take action
to avoid or reduce the impact of the change on their ranking; and

(b) ‘significant and explainable change’, which means a change to
Google’s ranking criteria, policies and procedures which may result in
significant shifts in ranking and for which Google can explain both what is
changing and why it is changing.

We consider that these two descriptions of changes are sufficiently clear and
comprehensive, such that both Google and publishers will be able to identify

33 Google, Response to the CMA Consultation on Proposed Search Conduct Requirements, February 2026,
paragraph 46.
34 Google submission to the CMA.
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3.26

whether a change is ‘material’ for the purpose of the Fair Ranking CR, as
demonstrated below by reference to a few examples:

(a) the introduction of the Site Reputation Abuse Policy, the Back Button
Hijacking policy or changes to how the default in SafeSearch operates
would likely have been actionable changes;3® and

(b) the introduction of BERT or the intelligent Search Box3®¢ and the recent
Discover Core Update introducing changes to how locally relevant content
is surfaced from websites based on their country would likely have been
significant and explainable changes.?’

We have also provided some additional clarity on the meaning of those
defined terms in the INs.

Clarification of sufficient information

3.27

3.28

3.29

In the consultation, we proposed that Google should provide ‘sufficient
information’ about how it takes relevant ranking and presentation decisions,
as well as about the nature of any material changes it introduces to how it
ranks search results.

We also recognised in the INs that there may be legitimate reasons not to
require Google to publish information that would undermine the legitimate aim
of the policy or ranking decision or involve disclosure of commercially
sensitive information.38

Summary of responses

A few stakeholders provided representations on what should constitute
‘sufficient information’.®® In particular, most respondents submitted that they
require sufficiently clear and accessible information regarding ranking
systems, policies and changes affecting visibility, traffic and presentation
within general search.*® Some stakeholders further submitted that such

35 Google also submitted that it would consider these examples to be actionable changes: Email from Google to
the CMA.
36 Google, Understanding searches better than ever before, October 2019; Google, A new era for Al Search, May

2026.

37 Google, February 2026 Discover core update, 5 February 2026.

38 Paragraph 10 of the proposed INs as set out in the CMA consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR, page 22.
39 Responses to the CMA's consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: Bachtrack, page 1; Lovehoney Group,
pages 4-6; Platform Leaders, page 5; Anonymous 9, page 2.

40 Responses to the CMA's consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: Lovehoney Group, pages 4-6; Platform
Leaders, page 5.
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3.30

3.31

3.32

information should be sufficiently concrete and operational to enable
businesses to understand the principal factors affecting ranking outcomes and
to assess the likely impact of the changes.*!

Google submitted that it already provides substantial transparency regarding
its ranking policies and that it is prepared to supplement that material by
publishing an external version of the Fair Wholepage Composition Policy and
an explanation of how search results are fairly presented within Al Overviews
and Al Mode.*?

Google also submitted that the CMA should clarify the ‘sufficient information’
obligation directly in the CR, specifying what it should not be required to
disclose, which, in addition to the information already covered in the proposed
INs, ought to include:

(a) proxy signals relied on to inform ranking scores; and

(b) information that could lead to manipulation of Google’s search results.*3

Our view

Having considered consultation responses, we have decided to further clarify
the obligation to provide sufficient notice in relation to ‘material changes’ in the
INs. We have therefore clarified that Google is not expected to provide
information about minor everyday ranking improvements; information that
could lead to the manipulation of search results or otherwise undermine the
legitimate aim of the material change; or commercial information where its
disclosure might significantly harm Google’s legitimate business interests.

Clarification of notice requirements for material changes

3.33

In our consultation, we proposed that Google should provide ‘sufficient notice’
in advance of introducing material changes. We set out in the consultation

41 Responses to the CMA's consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: Lovehoney Group, page 5; Anonymous
9, page 2.

42 Google, Response to the CMA Consultation on Proposed Search Conduct Requirements, February 2026,
paragraphs 34-35. Annex 3 to Google’s consultation response also summarises further information which Google
publishes about its ranking policies.

43 Google, Response to the CMA Consultation on Proposed Search Conduct Requirements, February 2026,
paragraph 45.
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document that we considered sufficient notice would constitute at least 30
business days.*

Summary of responses

3.34 Many stakeholders supported the inclusion of minimum notice periods for
material changes in the CR or INs,*® with a few supporting periods of at least
30 business days for routine or material changes,*® and a few proposing
longer periods for major changes, including three to six months.4”

3.35 Google submitted that systemic delays for search improvements should be
limited to avoid negative consequences for UK users, such as diminished user
experience and increased exposure to harmful spam or malware and
therefore that:

(a) for actionable changes, 30 business days would provide publishers with
ample time to take potential specific, discrete actions within a short period
of time, such as adjusting specific site behaviours. Depending on the
complexity of the required actions, Google would provide more notice to
publishers, referring to its recent spam policy announcement on back
button hijacking two months before enforcement was due to begin (in
June 2026); and

(b) for significant and explainable changes, publishers cannot take specific
and discrete actions in a short period of time, and therefore 15 business
days would be appropriate to ensure publisher awareness of the change
without unnecessarily delaying their implementation.4®

Our view

3.36 Having considered consultation responses, and our further engagement with
Google, we have provided greater clarity on what we would consider to be
sufficient notice in the Fair Ranking CR.

44 CMA consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR, paragraph 4.11(b).

45 Responses to the CMA's consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: easyJet, pages 4-5; Independent Media,
page 2; Anonymous 2, page 2; Anonymous 1, page 2; DMG Media, page 18; Genie Ventures, page 5; Affiliate
and Partner Marketing Association, pages 7-8; Yelp, page 3; Trainline, pages 8-9; News Media Association, page
2.

46 Responses to the CMA's consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: Independent Media, page 1; Genie
Ventures, page 5; Affiliate and Partner Marketing Association, pages 7-8; News Media Association, page 2.

47 Responses to the CMA's consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: Anonymous 2, page 2; DMG Media, page
18; easyJet, page 4.

48 Google submission to the CMA.
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3.37

3.38

Given the nature of the two categories of ‘material changes’, we recognise
that, where publishers cannot take specific action, there is more limited utility
of additional notice of changes. We are also mindful of the need to avoid
delaying benefits to UK consumers from new and improved products and
services. We have therefore updated the Fair Ranking CR to specify a
minimum of 30 business days’ notice before actionable changes are
introduced in the UK, and 15 business days’ notice before significant and
explainable changes are introduced in the UK. We have also clarified in the
INs that a change will be ‘introduced in the UK’ at the beginning of its rollout in
the UK, after Google has taken a formal decision to launch.

The notice requirements in the Fair Ranking CR should be considered a
minimum requirement. Although not expressly provided for in the Fair Ranking
CR or INs, where a material change is likely to have more extensive impact,
we consider it would be valuable for Google to offer more advance notice to
ensure UK publishers are able to prepare and mitigate avoidable costs.

Non-distortion and complaints

3.39

In the consultation, we proposed an obligation to introduce a complaints
process for publishers to raise concerns about potential adverse impacts to
the functioning of markets arising from Google’s ranking policies and to
provide the CMA with a regular summary of such complaints. Then, if those
complaints indicated that the relevant policy may be having a material
adverse impact on the functioning of a UK market, Google would be required
to produce and publish a report examining whether there are any such
impacts and if so, what steps, if any, it proposes to take to mitigate them.

Scope of complaints process

3.40

Summary of responses

There was broad support across consultation responses for introducing a
requirement on Google to have clear and accessible complaints processes.*°
Several respondents argued for additional clarity or to strengthen the
proposed complaints and dispute resolution mechanisms, including to cover
discriminatory ranking outcomes and algorithmic application of policies, as

49 Responses to the CMA's consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: Anonymous 4, page 5; Anonymous 3,
pages 3-4; News Media Association, pages 1-3; easylJet, pages 1 and 4; Platform Leaders, page 3; DMG Media,
pages 2 and 18; News Media Alliance, page 19; Anonymous 9, page 2; Shaping Competition in the Digital Age,
pages 13-14; Anonymous 2, page 2; Trainline, pages 9-12; Siinda, pages 3-4.
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3.41

3.42

3.43

3.44

well as structural or cumulative distortions affecting businesses’ visibility or
commercial performance.%°

Google submitted that it has a strong incentive to receive, consider and
address viable complaints to ensure the effectiveness of general search
ranking for its users and that it is committed to engaging constructively with,
and remedying, publishers’ complaints. It referenced its existing complaints
channels and processes — including its existing spam, SafeSearch, and
informal mechanisms for raising concerns with Google.>"

Google further submitted that the CMA has not provided evidence of any
shortcomings of its existing complaints processes and therefore any
requirement to expand them would be unfounded.%? In relation to the scope of
the proposed complaints processes, Google submitted that the proposed
mechanism risked requiring Google to log every complaint about any change
to ranking and that it was therefore unworkable in practice and required clear
parameters to make it effective.53

Google submitted that a proportionate mechanism would cover Google’s
existing reconsideration processes for instances where publishers are subject
to manual actions (eg spam and SafeSearch policies) and provide an
alternative dispute resolution mechanism for publishers manually excluded
from the search index.%*

Additionally, Google submitted that any mechanism for publishers to raise
concerns should focus on inadvertent impacts on the functioning of any UK
market, and exclude complaints about publishers’ individual ranking relative to
other publishers.%®

50 Responses to the CMA's consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: OpenAttribution.org, page 2; Lovehoney
Group, pages 6-7; Siinda, page 3; News Media Alliance, pages 19-21; Anonymous 4, page 5; Anonymous 6,
page 3; Trainline, pages 9-12.

51 Google, Response to the CMA Consultation on Proposed Search Conduct Requirements, February 2026,
paragraphs 21 and 58.

52 Google, Response to the CMA Consultation on Proposed Search Conduct Requirements, February 2026,
paragraphs 59-60.

53 Google, Response to the CMA Consultation on Proposed Search Conduct Requirements, February 2026,
paragraphs 61-62.

54 Google submission to the CMA.

55 Google submission to the CMA.
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Our view

3.45 Having considered consultation responses, and our further engagement with
Google, we consider that the Fair Ranking CR should provide:

(a) clear and accessible processes for publishers to provide feedback to
Google where any material change has had, or may have, a material
adverse distortive or other adverse impact on the functioning of any UK
market in which they are active, where such impact does not reflect the
purpose of the material change;

(b) clear and accessible processes for receiving, handling and issuing
substantive responses to individual reconsideration requests from
publishers relating to manual actions taken by Google; and

(c) an alternative dispute settlement mechanism for publishers that have
been manually excluded from Google’s general search index.

3.46 To provide further clarity on the scope of the process to provide feedback on
distortions (paragraph 3.45 (a) above), we have adopted the ‘material
changes’ defined term (see paragraph 3.24 above) and clarified that the
process is not intended to capture feedback that relates:

(a) to the express purpose of, or policy behind, the material change itself (as
articulated by Google as part of the transparency obligations); or

(b) solely to an individual publisher’s content’s change in ranking relative to
another publisher’s content as a result of the material change.

Monitoring and evaluating distortions

3.47 The consultation responses also contained representations on how Google
should use complaints processes to monitor and evaluate concerns relating to
Google’s ranking systems and policies. This included arguments that the
proposed complaints mechanisms should be complemented by broader
monitoring and oversight measures, including requiring Google to provide
performance metrics, independent monitoring, reporting obligations and
expedited escalation procedures where ranking or presentation changes
create immediate and significant commercial harm.56

56 Responses to the CMA's consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: Lovehoney Group, pages 6-9; Siinda,
pages 3-4; Platform Leaders, pages 2-3; Anonymous 6, page 3; Trainline pages 10-11.
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3.48

3.49

3.50

3.51

3.52

Google raised concerns about the proposed requirement for it to examine
whether a policy or procedure is having a material adverse impact on the
functioning of any market in the UK. It suggested that mandating this
requirement would shift analytical responsibilities that more appropriately
reside with the CMA.>’

In respect of issues the CMA has considered as part of its investigation to
date, Google proposed to engage in regulatory dialogue with the CMA during
the implementation period for the CR regarding three policies (Site Reputation
Abuse Policy, SafeSearch, and Discover Core Update), including carrying out
an assessment of potential inadvertent impacts of the policies on UK markets
based on data available to Google.%8

Our view

Having considered consultation responses, and our further engagement with
Google, we agree that the CMA is better placed to evaluate market impacts.

The amended mechanism set out in the Fair Ranking CR therefore ensures
that Google facilitates clear and accessible processes for publishers to share
feedback about any material change that has had, or may have, a material
adverse distortive or other adverse impact. We have included in this feedback
mechanism a clear threshold for Google to engage further with the CMA and
specified in the INs that, if the CMA identifies a potential material adverse
impact, it expects to engage in regulatory dialogue with Google. Such
dialogue would not be with a view to second-guessing the policy objective
underlying the change, but to identifying solutions that mitigate or remove any
adverse impacts that affect publishers and end users in UK markets.

During the implementation period, we intend to engage in regulatory dialogue
with Google in relation to specific policies where we have heard concerns. As
part of those discussions, we will consider these issues fully and what action,
if any, is needed to address these concerns.

57 Google, Response to the CMA Consultation on Proposed Search Conduct Requirements, February 2026,
paragraphs 64-68.
58 Google submission to the CMA.
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Reporting thresholds

3.53 Respondents to the consultation also requested clarity on what may constitute
a ‘material’ adverse impact on the functioning of a market in the UK. For
example:

(a) afew stakeholders submitted that materiality should be assessed
primarily with reference to commercial and competitive impact, rather than
complaint volumes alone;%® and

(b) several stakeholders suggested that relevant indicators of business
impacts may include sustained losses in discoverability, reduced click-
through rates and revenue or increased dependency on paid
advertising.°

3.54 Google submitted that a requirement for it to assess the nature and size of
impacts on individual complainants would impose a highly subjective, onerous
and counterproductive burden.®' Google indicated that a volume threshold
could support Google to target its resources effectively. It submitted that any
reporting requirement of the impacts of material changes should be triggered
only where it receives 50 pieces of feedback focussing on similar issues by
unique complainants about the same material change.®?

Our view

3.55 Having considered consultation responses, and our further engagement with
Google, to ensure that the basis on which Google and the CMA will engage in
regulatory dialogue to consider distortions arising from material changes and
ways to address them remains targeted and proportionate, we consider that
Google should monitor feedback volumes through formal channels and notify
the CMA if it receives feedback from at least 50 different publishers on a
material change within 30 business days of that change becoming effective.

3.56 We have also clarified in the INs that:

59 Responses to the CMA's consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: easyJet, page 4; Independent Media,
page 2; Siinda, page 3; Platform Leaders, page 3; Trainline, page 10.

60 Responses to the CMA's consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: easyJet, page 4; Independent Media,
page 2; Siinda, page 3; Platform Leaders, page 3; Anonymous 3, pages 3-4; Trainline, page 11.

61 Google, Response to the CMA Consultation on Proposed Search Conduct Requirements, February 2026,
paragraph 64.

62 Google submission to the CMA.
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(a) the 30 business days will start when a material change’s rollout in the UK
is complete; and

(b) multiple pieces of feedback from the same publisher will be counted as
one piece of feedback, but distinct publisher brands and sites should be
counted as different publishers, even if they fall within the same overall
corporate group.

Service standards and appeal mechanisms

3.57

3.58

3.59

In response to the consultation, several stakeholders supported the inclusion
of a more structured complaints framework, including clearly defined
complaint pathways, review stages, escalation mechanisms and appeal
rights.®3 One stakeholder also proposed defined timelines or service levels for
complaints handling, including response periods of no more than 14 calendar
days in certain cases.%*

A few stakeholders argued that complaints and appeal rights should extend
beyond cases involving manual exclusions from Google’s search index.%®
Several stakeholders considered that these complaints mechanisms should
support access to independent appeals or alternative dispute settlement
mechanisms where complaints remain unresolved or publishers experience
significant financial harm.%8

Google supported the inclusion in the proposed CR of the alternative dispute
settlement mechanism that it currently offers in the EU, and suggested that
[<] day service level standard [¢<] responding to complaints about spam
policies and to all of its policies that are currently subject to reconsideration
requests (including SafeSearch), with the caveat that in some circumstances,
Google may need longer — for example if a complaint raises complex issues.®”

63 Responses to the CMA's consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: Guardian Media Group, page 12;
European Publishers Council, page 11; DMG Media, pages 18-19; Anonymous 4, page 5; Redbrain Ltd, page 1;
Yelp, page; Trainline, pages 10-11.

64 Response to the CMA's consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: DMG Media, page 18.

65 Responses to the CMA's consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: Lovehoney Group, page 8; DMG Media,
page 19; News Media Alliance, page 20; Yelp, page 3.

66 Responses to the CMA's consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: Lovehoney Group, pages 8-9; Guardian
Media Group, page 12; Platform Leaders, page 3; DMG Media, pages 2 and 19; News Media Alliance, pages 20-
21; Yelp, page 3; Trainline, pages 9-12.

67 Google submission to the CMA.
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3.60

Our view

Having considered consultation responses, and our further engagement with
Google, we consider that our proposal to require Google to offer an alternative
dispute settlement mechanism for manual exclusions from the general search
index (as provided for in the proposed CR at consultation), and the [<]14
business day service level standard across reconsideration requests for
manual actions (as now introduced in the INs), are both effective and
proportionate.

Territorial scope of the Fair Ranking CR

3.61

3.62

3.63

In our consultation, we proposed to define ‘publisher’ as ‘any party that makes
content available on the web to UK users’.68

We consider it important to clearly define the territorial scope of the Fair
Ranking CR so that the obligations are effective in addressing the issues we
have identified, while avoiding unintended consequences. In particular, it
ensures that the same requirements and protections apply to all results being
ranked alongside each other and shown to UK end users and it allows for
practical implementation, since the location of the end user is readily
identifiable and something that Google already monitors.5°

We have therefore amended the Fair Ranking CR to make clear that the
obligations apply to search results shown to natural or legal persons located
in the UK.

Implementation and compliance

3.64

This section summarises responses on the implementation of and how the
CMA will monitor compliance with the Fair Ranking CR. Requirements on
Google with regard to compliance are set out in the Compliance Reporting
Notice.

68 CMA consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR, paragraph 1(d) of the proposed CR.
69 See, for example, Google, Understand & manage your location when you search on Google - Computer -
Google Search Help, not dated (accessed on 20 May 2026).
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Summary of responses on monitoring and compliance

3.65 We received broad feedback from Google and third parties on our proposed
approach to monitoring and securing effective compliance with the Fair
Ranking CR. The feedback from third parties focused on three aspects:

(a) Implementation period: Two respondents considered that the proposed
six-month implementation period was longer than necessary and would
unnecessarily delay relief from harms and benefits to consumers and
businesses.”®

(b) Monitoring and compliance method: A few stakeholders expressed
support for rigorous monitoring of Google’s compliance and stressed the
importance of CMA oversight to assess compliance.”! The proposal to
mandate an independent baseline audit was also supported to help build
trust in Google’s compliance with the Fair Ranking CR.7? It was also
suggested that publishers’ feedback provided to the CMA should play
a key role in supporting ongoing monitoring and compliance supervision.”

(c) Content for compliance report: A few respondents offered suggestions
on what information the CMA should request from Google to monitor
compliance, including criteria such as analysis of internal data combining
level of zero-click searches and more detailed information to verify
compliance whilst protecting commercially sensitive information.”

3.66 Google submitted that the proposed compliance requirements across the
proposed CRs would be burdensome and disproportionate to the aim of the
requirements, and risked diverting resources from continued innovation and
investment in the UK.”® It submitted that appointing an independent third party
to carry out a baseline compliance audit would be unnecessary and inefficient.
Instead, it proposed a Google-led baseline audit based on an internal audit

70 Responses to the CMA's consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: Skyscanner, pages 15-16; News Media
Association, page 4.

71 Responses to the CMA's consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: Skyscanner, pages 15-17; Anonymous 3,
page 3; Trainline, page 11.

72 Responses to the CMA's consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: Professional Publishers Association,
page 8; Guardian Media Group, pages 12-13; Anonymous 1, page 1; Skyscanner, page 17; Trainline, page 9;
European Publishers Council, page 12; Movement for Open Web, page 2.

73 Response to the CMA's consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: Guardian Media Group, page 13.

74 Responses to the CMA's consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: Trainline, page 10; Guardian Media
Group, pages 13-14; Movement for Open Web, page 35.

75 Google, Response to the CMA Consultation on Proposed Search Conduct Requirements, February 2026,
page 14.
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3.67

framework and appropriate metrics with CMA oversight, which it submitted
would better achieve the objective.”®

Google submitted concerns about the proposed six-monthly reporting
cadence, instead proposing an annual reporting cycle supplemented with ad
hoc updates which it considered would be sufficient to evidence compliance.”’

Our view

3.68

3.69

3.70

3.71

Implementation period

We recognise the importance of delivering impact at speed. Google will be
required to be compliant with the Fair Ranking CR within six months following
the publication of the CR Notice, as previously proposed. We consider this to
be a reasonable amount of time that ensures the Fair Ranking CR comes into
force quickly whilst allowing Google sufficient time to adopt measures
necessary to comply with it (eg internal processes to monitor compliance).

We expect Google to provide an implementation plan (see below) during the
first month following publication of the CR Notice, and to engage
constructively with the CMA and third parties to develop and implement
changes to comply with the requirements.

Monitoring and compliance method

We consider that effective monitoring and compliance requirements are
essential to demonstrate Google’s ongoing compliance with the Fair Ranking
CR and to secure trust and confidence in how Google ranks organic search
results.

We note the range of views on our proposed approach to compliance
monitoring, including third-party support for an initial baseline audit of
Google’s internal processes related to ranking of search results. We also note
concerns raised by Google in relation to the proportionality of our approach to
compliance monitoring, in particular in relation to the proposed independent
baseline audit.

6 Google, Response to the CMA Consultation on Proposed Search Conduct Requirements, February 2026,
pages 13-14.
77 Google, Response to the CMA Consultation on Proposed Search Conduct Requirements, February 2026,
pages 14-15.
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3.72

3.73

Our objective is to make sure we can effectively monitor Google’s ongoing
compliance with the Fair Ranking CR, but without imposing undue costs. We
have considered the consultation responses with this in mind, in addition to
the following elements of the Act and our digital markets competition regime
guidance:"®

(a) itis the responsibility of the SMS firm to comply with all requirements
under the regime and the CMA expects firms to be able to demonstrate
their compliance;”®

(b) the CMA expects a Nominated Officer to be responsive to requests by the
CMA to discuss compliance issues, to ensure the SMS firm complies with
its obligations in relation to compliance reports, proactively informing the
CMA of any issues related to the SMS firm’s compliance as soon as
practicable after they become aware of any such issue(s) and to engage
as reasonably appropriate with relevant stakeholders about the SMS
firm’s compliance;8°

(c) the CMA has an obligation to keep under review the extent to which the
SMS firm is complying with each CR to which it is subject;®! and

(d) the CMA has the ability to monitor a range of quantitative and qualitative
evidence, which may include information gathered from the SMS firm or
other organisations through its statutory information gathering powers.82

Instead of requiring an initial independent baseline compliance report, we
have decided, in the first instance, to require Google to provide an
implementation plan and to share further specific information with the CMA in
relation to:

(a) the internal policies Google will develop and apply to comply with the Fair
Ranking CR;

(b) how Google will technically monitor and enforce its internal policies; and

(c) the governance and oversight systems Google will put in place.

78 See Chapter 6 of the Digital markets competition regime guidance (CMA194), paragraphs 6.22-6.26 for Google
and the CMA’s role in monitoring compliance and CR effectiveness.

7 Digital markets competition regime guidance (CMA194), paragraph 6.23.

80 See section 83 of the Act and the Digital markets competition regime guidance (CMA194), paragraph 6.36.

81 Section 25(b) of the Act.

82 Digital markets competition regime guidance (CMA194), paragraph 6.8.
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3.74

3.75

3.76

3.77

3.78

3.79

We expect this to include explanations of, for example:

(a) how Google will give effect to the non-discrimination requirement in the
development and implementation of its search generative Al features (eg
Al Overviews and Al Mode);

(b) what public material Google will make available in relation to its general
search ranking policies; and

(c) any changes Google intends to make to its complaints process or
feedback channels to meet the non-distortion and complaints requirement

The CMA will conduct a rigorous review of information presented to it by
Google, including implementation plans, routine compliance reports, and other
information it receives in relation to compliance monitoring. Should the CMA
have compliance concerns it will make use of the wide range of regulatory
tools available to it, as appropriate. This may include formal information
gathering, the commissioning of skilled persons reports, and/or the launching
of investigations into any suspected breaches. We will also gather feedback
on Google’s approach to compliance from third parties on an ongoing basis.

Compliance reports: frequency and content

Google is also required to provide periodic reporting to the CMA. The
Compliance Reporting Notice sets out the manner, form and contents of
Google’s ongoing compliance reports for the Fair Ranking CR.

Google will be required to provide compliance reports to the CMA every six
months in the first year following the imposition of the Fair Ranking CR.
Thereafter and for the remainder of the designation period, Google will be
required to provide compliance reporting annually, subject to the CMA being
generally satisfied with Google’s compliance.

We consider this approach will allow the CMA to reduce the burden of
compliance reporting where we are generally satisfied with Google’s
compliance, but with the potential to increase oversight if concerns arise.

We will require Google to submit a confidential version of the compliance
report to the CMA with detailed metrics. We expect to require Google to
publish a summary or a non-confidential version of the report on its website.
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3.80

3.81

3.82

We also expect to engage with third parties when evaluating Google’s
compliance.?

In determining what information and metrics Google must provide as part of
its compliance report, we have considered the feedback we have received
during the consultation and the changes we have made to the Fair Ranking
CR. The information and metrics set out in the Compliance Reporting Notice
include:*

(@) In relation to the non-discrimination and objectivity requirement, an
explanation of how Google has complied over the relevant period,
including details of all relevant internal policies and procedures Google
has put in place to ensure compliance.

(b) In relation to the transparency requirement, an explanation of how Google
has complied over the relevant period including details of the information
Google has provided to publishers about its ranking systems and how it
has made this information available.

(c) In relation to the non-distortion and complaints requirement, an
explanation of how Google has complied over the relevant period
including details of the feedback mechanism and metrics relating to the
volume of feedback received.

(d) Details of engagement Google has had with third parties in relation to the
Fair Ranking CR, including how Google has consulted on any changes to
comply with the Fair Ranking CR, compliance concerns raised by third
parties and any further action taken by Google in response to stakeholder
engagement.

Monitoring the effectiveness of the Fair Ranking CR

Alongside our monitoring of Google’s compliance, in line with our statutory
duty, we will keep the effectiveness of the Fair Ranking CR under review. This
will include assessing whether the Fair Ranking CR is effective in achieving its
aim and facilitating expected benefits such as those outlined in paragraph
1.10.

To inform this assessment, we will collect information from Google and other
affected parties, including through the use of our formal investigatory powers

83 Digital markets competition regime guidance (CMA194), paragraph 6.8.
84 See the Compliance Reporting Notice.
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where appropriate. We did not receive any consultation responses proposing
specific metrics to measure effectiveness. A key part of our approach to
monitoring effectiveness will be seeking views from Google and other affected
parties. To avoid imposing undue costs, wherever possible this will be done in
conjunction with our compliance monitoring.

3.83 Additionally, we will monitor changes in circumstances, including Google’s
continued evolution of its general search products, which may influence the
effectiveness of the Fair Ranking CR in meeting its aim.

CRs that could be equally effective

3.84 We did not identify any equally effective possible CRs.
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4.1

4.2

Proportionality assessment for the Fair Ranking CR

In our consultation, we set out our view that the proposed CR would be
proportionate and would provide benefits to a large number of stakeholders.8®
We noted that the proposed CR would deliver benefits through: increased
confidence in the fair operation of Google’s organic search ranking, leading to
increased investment and innovation; and through reduced costs to
businesses.® We recognised that the proposed CR would lead Google to
incur some limited additional costs.8” Overall, we were satisfied, subject to
consultation, that the proposed CR would not produce disadvantages
disproportionate to the aim.

In this section, we update our evaluation of the proportionality of the Fair
Ranking CR we are imposing. We first account for the changes since the
consultation and then turn to our overall assessment.

Adjustments to the Fair Ranking CR

4.3

4.4

The new evidence received through the consultation has led to substantive
changes in relation to the notice requirement for significant and explainable
changes within the transparency element (paragraph 6.b. of the Fair Ranking
CR) and the changes to Google’s obligations to monitor and evaluate
distortions (paragraphs 7 and 8 of the Fair Ranking CR). We have also made
several other clarifications in the Fair Ranking CR and INs as summarised
above. We have reflected this in our updated assessment of its
proportionality.

The Fair Ranking CR now specifies that Google must provide sufficient
information at least 15 business days before making a significant and
explainable change. While reducing the length of this notice requirement may
reduce the cost to Google, we expect any impact to be minimal because it
does not affect which changes Google has to provide information on or the
information that Google needs to provide. Any impact from this change on the
benefits expected from the Fair Ranking CR is also expected to be minimal
because of the limited marginal utility of any additional notice beyond 15
business days for changes in response to which publishers cannot take
specific action.

85 CMA consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR, paragraph 5.38.
86 CMA consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR, paragraph 5.20.
87 CMA consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR, paragraph 5.38.

31



4.5

4.6

In relation to the approach taken to monitoring and evaluating distortions, as
set out in paragraph 3.50, we have concluded that the CMA is better placed to
consider any such issues. We have also set out an amended feedback
mechanism. We consider these changes have minimal impact on the overall
cost of this part of the Fair Ranking CR, because the overall cost of
monitoring and evaluating any such issues is likely to be similar to the costs
set out at consultation in respect of the equivalent part of the proposed CR
(with some of the cost shifting from Google to the CMA). Furthermore, we
would expect that only a relatively small number of material changes would
trigger regulatory dialogue over the designation period. We expect the
benefits from the CR will be unchanged as the Fair Ranking CR is still
intended to result in the identification of what steps, if any, can be taken to
address distortive impacts.

As set out in the above effectiveness section, we have also provided more
certainty regarding how various aspects of the Fair Ranking CR will work,
including that specific parts of the non-discrimination and objectivity element
are not intended to impact Google’s ability to innovate in general search, how
certain terms should be interpreted and the territorial scope of the Fair
Ranking CR. While these clarifications will offer Google and publishers more
certainty on how the Fair Ranking CR will work, thereby making it more
effective, they do not materially change the assessment of the costs as set
out in the consultation.

Overall assessment of the proportionality of the Fair Ranking CR

4.7

4.8

Among the small number of stakeholders that explicitly addressed the
proportionality of the proposed CR, all considered that the benefits would
outweigh the costs.®

Google submitted that the proposed CR would not be proportionate and the
proportionality assessment in the consultation understated its costs and
overstated its benefits.®® Google’s main concerns included:®°

88 Responses to the CMA's consultation on proposed Fair Ranking CR: easydJet, page 1; Siinda, page 2;
MoneySuperMarket, page 3.

89 Google, Response to the CMA Consultation on Proposed Search Conduct Requirements, February 2026,
paragraph 71.

9 Google also noted that paragraph 5.30 of the CMA’s consultation document considered the potential for the
CR to increase the value of Google Search and Ads and that Ads were not within scope of the CR. We note that
excluding the value of Google Ads still results in a required increase in value of Google’s general search of less
than 0.01% to outweigh the costs of the CR. See: Google, Response to the CMA Consultation on Proposed
Search Conduct Requirements, February 2026, paragraph 80.
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4.9

4.10

4.1

(a) that the assessment of costs to Google was unrealistic and incomplete,
highlighting that, based on its experience in other jurisdictions, the cost of
the non-distortion part of the proposed CR would be considerably higher
than estimated;®! and

(b) that there was insufficient specification or evidence to support the
expected benefits, including reduced search engine optimisation costs,
increased investment and reduced distortions from Google’s ranking
changes.%

As set out in the effectiveness section above, having considered
representations from third parties and Google on our proposed approach to
non-distortion and complaints, we have clarified and adjusted the
requirements on Google under the Fair Ranking CR. We consider that these
changes address Google’s concerns in the consultation that the costs will be
higher than expected. In relation to expected benefits, contrary to Google’s
representations, the CMA carefully considered the evidence set out in our
consultation to identify the concerns that form the basis for the expected
benefits of the CR. With these changes, we consider that the expected
benefits of the Fair Ranking CR would exceed its costs.

Overall, we therefore remain satisfied that the Fair Ranking CR will not
produce disadvantages disproportionate to the aim.

Having carefully considered all the evidence, we consider it proportionate to
impose the Fair Ranking CR for the purposes of the fair dealing and trust and
transparency statutory objectives, having regard to its aim (as set out in
Section 2 above).

91 Google, Response to the CMA Consultation on Proposed Search Conduct Requirements, February 2026,
paragraphs 74-75.

92 Google, Response to the CMA Consultation on Proposed Search Conduct Requirements, February 2026,
paragraphs 72-73, 78-79 and 81.
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