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Introduction 
 

Purpose 
The purpose of this guide is to provide clear direction for the evaluation vendor selected to 
conduct Community Priority Evaluations (CPE) under ICANN’s New gTLD Program: 2026 
Round.1 It establishes evaluation standards, roles, timelines, and reporting expectations to 
ensure transparency, fairness, and consistency across all evaluations. This guide is also 
complemented by the CPE Panel Process and Procedure Document, which was developed by 
the CPE vendor2 and has been included as an appendix to this guide for reference. 

Community Priority Evaluation (CPE) serves as a resolution mechanism in cases of contention 
where at least one applicant has declared their application as “community-based.” This process 
determines whether such an applicant qualifies for priority in contention resolution. 

Scope of Work 
The evaluation vendor will be responsible for: 

●​ Conducting independent, consistent, and transparent evaluations of 
community-based applications in string contention sets.​
 

●​ Applying the CPE criteria and evaluation guidelines as defined in the Applicant 
Guidebook (Guidebook).​
 

●​ Documenting and justifying scoring decisions with clear evidence.​
 

●​ Providing determinations to ICANN org within agreed timelines. 

The scope includes initial assessment of the application, clarification of information provided by 
the applicant in its application (if required), independent research to verify information provided 
by the applicant, review of application comments or letters of support or opposition, consultation 
with community experts, and final determination. Note that, while objections and appeals (see 
Guidebook Section 4.5) fall outside the vendor’s scope, the vendor will administer Evaluation 
Challenges related to CPE. 

2 See announcement regarding the CPE vendor: 
https://www.icann.org/en/announcements/details/icann-announces-community-priority-evaluation-provider
-for-2026-round-18-03-2026-en.  

1 The 2026 Round Applicant Guidebook is the authoritative source for all criteria and procedures for the 
New gTLD Program: 2026 Round. In the event of any discrepancy between this Evaluation Guide and the 
Applicant Guidebook, the Applicant Guidebook shall prevail. 
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Evaluation Objectives 
The objective of Community Priority Evaluation (CPE) is to fairly and consistently determine 
whether an application for a community-based gTLD meets the criteria for priority in contention 
resolution as explained in Guidebook Section 5.4. The CPE process was designed to “identify 
qualified Community Applications while preventing false positives (awarding priority to 
unqualified applications for a coveted generic string) and false negatives (overlooking qualified 
Community Applications).” Evaluations are conducted with transparency, impartiality, and 
adherence to ICANN’s accountability principles, while ensuring timely delivery to support the 
overall progress of the New gTLD Program: 2026 Round.  
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Process Overview 
Community Priority Evaluation (CPE) is a mechanism to resolve string contention, described in 
full detail in Section 5.4 of the Applicant Guidebook (Guidebook). It will only occur if an 
application for a community-based gTLD (community-based application) is in contention and the 
applicant elects to pursue CPE.  

Evaluators are tasked with conducting independent, evidence-based evaluations following 
ICANN’s Code of Conduct and Conflict of Interest rules (see Appendices 7 and 8 of the 
Guidebook).  

High-Level Process Diagram 
Below is a high-level process diagram showing how the evaluation fits into the New gTLD 
Program: 2026 Round. For a detailed process flow, see Figure 1-3 of the Guidebook. 

Figure 1. Process Diagram 

 

 
Overview of Evaluation Criteria 
The Guidebook defines four criteria against which community-based applications will be 
evaluated should the applicant choose to participate in CPE:  

1.​ Community Establishment – Does the applicant clearly and formally represent an 
established community? (6 points)​
 

2.​ Nexus between Proposed String and Community – What is the strength of the 
relationship between the applied-for string and the identified community? (4 points)​
 

3.​ Registration Policies – Does the application include registration policies for eligibility 
and naming selection that align with the community purpose? (2 points)​
 

4.​ Community Endorsement – Is the applicant able to show support from recognized 
community institutions and a lack of substantial opposition? (4 points) 
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Applicants must achieve at least 12 of the 16 total points above to prevail. For additional details 
on evaluation criteria, view the Evaluation Guidance section of this guide. 

Clarifying Questions and Limited Independent 
Research 
 
The Guidebook permits the CPE panel (in Section 5.4.6.1) to issue clarifying questions to the 
applicant. Clarifying Questions may also be directed to a person or entity that submitted a letter 
of opposition to a CPE applicant. The applicant, or a party who submitted a letter of opposition, 
will have 21 days to respond from the day after receiving a clarifying question. Clarifying 
questions will be submitted to applicants via the TLD Application Management System (TAMS).  
 
Additionally, the Guidebook permits the panel (in Section 5.4.6) to “conduct limited independent 
research deemed necessary to evaluate the application according to the criteria and verify the 
information provided by the applicant.”  
 
It is expected that this research is focused on the fact-checking required to verify information 
provided by the applicant. As part of this research, the panel may consult with relevant 
community-related experts to gain insight into highly specialized or localized communities or 
such as those related to internationalized domain names (IDNs).  
 
If the panel does conduct limited independent research or consults with community experts, it 
must disclose the results of this research to the applicant and include a citation or link to such 
research in its evaluation. The applicant will have 30 days to respond before the evaluation 
decision is rendered. Disclosure of such research or consultation will be conducted via TAMS. 
 

Decision Outcomes in Contention Sets 
As noted above, CPE is a contention resolution mechanism. An application that prevails in CPE 
achieves priority in the contention set. This means that:  

●​ If one community application meets the CPE criteria → that application prevails; others 
are ineligible.​
 

●​ If more than one community application meets the criteria → qualifying applications 
proceed to an ICANN auction.​
 

●​ If no community application meets the criteria → all applications in the contention set 
proceed to auction. 

CPE Evaluation Challenge 
The Guidebook permits applicants to challenge the outcomes of evaluations (Evaluation 
Challenges) in some cases, including for CPE (see Guidebook Section 5.4.6.2 and Section 
1.2.14.2).  
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If the panel determines that the application has not met the CPE criteria and the applicant 
believes there is a factual or procedural error, the applicant may initiate an Evaluation Challenge 
proceeding within 21 days from the date of transmission of the evaluation determination. 

If a CPE Evaluation Challenge is filed, the CPE vendor will use a different set of panelists to 
form a Challenge Panel. If the Challenge Panel finds that a factual, procedural, or system error 
occurred during CPE, the application will be reevaluated with those findings in mind. If no error 
is found, the application will continue to the next stage in the process of contention resolution. 
Results will be communicated within 30 days of an applicant filing such a challenge. 

Specification 12 and Registry Commitment 
Evaluation 
As described in Guidebook Section 5.4.5, when submitting a Community Application, applicants 
must propose Community Registration Policies for inclusion in Specification 12 of the applicable 
Registry Agreements. The evaluation of the Community Registration Policies as part of Registry 
Commitment Evaluation (RCE) is a prerequisite for participation in CPE.  

Although RCE is beyond the scope of this Evaluation Guide, more information on this process, 
including the relationship between RCE and CPE, can be found in Guidebook Sections 5.4.5 
and 7.8.3.2.  
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Roles and Responsibilities 
This Roles and Responsibilities section defines the responsibilities and expectations of all 
parties involved in CPE. 

Role of Evaluator 
 
The role of the evaluators (CPE Panel) is to: 
 

●​ Conduct independent, impartial, and consistent application of CPE criteria. 

●​ Document rationale and evidence for each scoring decision. 

●​ Maintain strict confidentiality of applicant information. 

●​ Complete evaluations within agreed timelines. 

●​ Document engagement of any relevant community experts consulted during evaluation 
and ensure proper disclosure of such engagement in a research report. 

●​ Verify that any documentation of support or opposition meets the threshold of relevance 
and legitimacy. 

Role of Vendor  
The role of the vendor, as facilitator of the evaluators, is to: 
 

●​ Facilitate calibration sessions across evaluators (and panels if relevant) to align scoring 
judgements and improve consistency in evaluations. 

●​ Cooperate with ICANN-designated Quality Assurance provider to ensure consistency of 
evaluations and adherence to documented processes.  

●​ Respond to ICANN-generated suggestions for process improvements. 

Role of ICANN 
 
The role of ICANN is to:  
 

●​ Provide evaluators with orientation, training, and scoring guidance. 

●​ Facilitate communication between the vendor and applicants (for example, clarification 
questions). 

●​ Ensure compliance with program requirements. 

●​ Publish evaluation results. 
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Evaluation Panel: Activities and Timeline 
 
The role of the evaluation panel (CPE panel) is to determine whether a community-based 
application fulfills the CPE criteria and, as a result, whether it will receive priority in the 
contention set. In making its determination, the CPE panel must review the applicant’s 
responses to the application questions to ensure all elements of the application are supported 
by evidence. The CPE panel may also conduct limited independent research deemed 
necessary to evaluate the application. 
 

Evaluation Panel Activities 
 
ICANN anticipates that the CPE process will take approximately 90-180 days from the time that 
the CPE panel begins3 its evaluation until the publication of evaluation determination, depending 
on the complexity of the evaluation. The following steps apply to each case assigned to the 
evaluation vendor: 

Table 1. Panel Activities 

Activity Description Justification for 
Activity 

Assignment of Case Upon contention referral, application 
assigned to the evaluation panel.  

Guidebook-specified 

Conflict of Interest 
Screening 

Vendor screens evaluators for conflicts of 
interest and determines panel composition. 

Guidebook-specified 

Clarifying Questions ​
(if needed) 

The panel may issue CPE Clarifying 
Questions to applicants for applications 
participating in CPE. Clarifying Questions 
may also be directed to a person or entity 
that submitted a letter of opposition to a 
CPE applicant. The applicant, or those who 
submitted a letter of opposition, will have 
21 days to respond from the day after 
receiving a clarifying question. (Section 
5.4.6.1)4 

Guidebook-specified 

Review of Evidence Evaluators document their review of 
application content, exhibits, and 
supporting documentation as aligned with 

Guidebook-specified 

4 As for the timing of Clarifying Questions, this may occur prior to any limited independent research or 
following any limited independent research. That is, the panel may wish to clarify information before 
conducting any research, to assist the panel in defining the scope or need for such research; or, the panel 
may, upon conducting any research, wish to clarify any findings from the research. 

3 As a reminder, community applicants participating in CPE must complete Registry Commitment 
Evaluation (RCE) prior to completing CPE. See Guidebook Section 7.8. 
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Activity Description Justification for 
Activity 

CPE criteria. The panel may conduct 
limited independent research to fact-check 
information provided by the applicant. This 
can include consulting relevant experts on 
specialized or localized communities. 
 
The panel’s review of evidence should also 
include review of, as relevant: responses to 
CPE Clarifying Questions, application 
comments, letters of support or opposition. 

Criterion-by-Criterion 
Review 

Panel applies scoring rubrics to each 
criterion using the Guidebook framework. 
Draft rationales and evidence citations 
prepared. 

Guidebook-specified 

Independent Research 
& Community Expert 
Consultation 

Panel conducts limited independent 
research as deemed necessary to 
complete evaluation, including consultation 
with relevant community experts. The 
panel will disclose results of such research 
to the applicant. The applicant will have 30 
days to respond before the evaluation 
decision is rendered. 

Guidebook-specified 

Review of Applicant 
Response to any 
Independent Research 

If the panel conducts limited independent 
research, the panel reviews applicant 
response to independent research. 

Guidebook-specified 

Consensus & Quality 
Assurance 

Panel convenes to reconcile scoring, as 
required, calibrate decisions, and ensure 
internal consistency. 

Recommended 

Final Report 
Submission 

Vendor submits final report to ICANN, 
including scores, rationales, and evidence 
citations. 

Guidebook-specified 

Publication ICANN publishes the evaluation result on 
the program website 

Guidebook-specified 
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CPE Timeline 
 
Below is the expected timeline for CPE, including any activities prior to evaluation (i.e., payment and Registry Commitment 
Evaluation). Please note that this is for illustrative purposes only; the actual timeline may vary depending on the individual application 
trajectory. 
 
Figure 2. CPE Timeline 
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Evaluation Guidance 
Evaluators (the CPE Panel) must apply the Guidebook criteria according to the following 
principles: 

●​ Objectivity: Avoid bias and conflicts of interest. 

●​ Consistency: Apply scoring evenly across all applications. 

●​ Transparency: Clearly explain reasoning and cite evidence. 

●​ Confidentiality: Safeguard applicant materials and deliberations. 

●​ Accountability: Ensure evaluations can withstand independent scrutiny. 

Each criterion must be assessed independently against defined rubrics, with evaluators required 
to base their scoring on the applicant’s responses to the application questions, supporting 
documentation submitted, and any clarifications provided. Evaluators may also conduct limited 
independent research should this be deemed necessary to verify or corroborate information 
provided by the applicant, or to review letters of support or opposition, or to consult with 
community experts to better understand the criteria in the context of a particular community. 
This approach promotes objectivity, reinforces accountability, and ensures that results are 
defensible and aligned with ICANN’s program goals. 
 

CPE Evaluation Criteria 
CPE is conducted against four criteria totalling a maximum of 16 points (note that some criteria 
are broken down into sub-criteria). To prevail, an application must score at least 12 out of 16 
points (75%).5 

Table 2. Evaluation Criteria Summary 

Criterion Points Guidebook Section Description 

1 - Community 
Establishment 

6 5.4.8.1 Applicant has identified an organized, 
established, recognized community with 
longevity 

2 - Nexus 4 5.4.8.2 Applicant has chosen a string that closely 
identifies the community 

5 As per Guidebook Section 5.4.7: “The sequence of the criteria reflects the order in which they will be 
assessed by the panel. The utmost care has been taken to avoid any "double-counting"; any negative 
aspect found in assessing an application for a criterion should only be counted once and should not affect 
the assessment for other criteria.” 
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3 - Registration 
Policies 

2 5.4.8.3 Applicant has proposed eligibility and name 
selection policies 

4 - Community 
Endorsement 

4 5.4.8.4 Applicant has support from a majority of the 
identified community 
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Scoring Rubrics for CPE Criteria 
 
I.​ Criterion 1: Community Establishment 

 

Evaluation Guidance  Applicant 
Requirements Rubric Considerations Independent 

Research  
Panel 

Documentation 
Organization (2 points) 
 
Is the applicant the 
organizing body for the 
community? If not, is the 
applicant able to 
demonstrate that the 
community is organized, 
with an organizing 
body(ies) relevant to the 
community or to each 
member category of the 
community? See Section 
5.4.8.1.1 

In support of providing 
evidence related to 
Organization, the applicant 
should provide: 

●​ An overview of the 
identified 
community 
structure, as 
applicable, and 
whether it is formal 
or informal 

●​ The names of 
relevant 
organizations 

●​ Relevant leaders 
within the identified 
community, as 
applicable 

●​ Information 
regarding how an 
individual would 
join the identified 
community or any 
privileges or 
benefits entitled to 
members upon 
joining the 
identified 
community 

●​ Information 
regarding whether 
organizing bodies 

2:  Applicant is the 
organizing body for 
the identified 
community 

1:  Identified 
community has 
evidence of 
organizing bodies 

0: Identified 
community has no 
evidence of 
organizing bodies 

 

 

●​ Is the applicant able 
to demonstrate that 
it is the sole 
organizing body for 
the identified 
community, whether 
to represent or 
administer it?  

●​ If not, is the 
applicant able to 
demonstrate that 
there are organizing 
bodies relevant to 
the identified 
community? 

●​ Is there one 
association 
dedicated to the 
identified community 
as a whole, or are 
there multiple 
individual 
organizations that 
represent, 
administer or are 
relevant to different 
segments or groups 
within the identified 
community? 

●​ Multiple entities may 
administer or 
represent an 

●​ Is limited 
independent 
research required? If 
yes, see following 
questions. If no, 
provide rationale for 
why not.  

●​ Does limited 
independent 
research (for 
example, an Internet 
search) deemed 
necessary to 
evaluate this 
criterion corroborate 
the evidence 
provided by the 
applicant? 

●​ Such research may 
corroborate the 
existence of bodies 
or groups that are 
relevant to the 
identified 
community, or, if 
applicable, evidence 
of the applicant 
acting on behalf of 
the identified 
community. 

●​ The panel may 
review and verify 

Examples include: 

●​ Review of 
documentation 
provided by the 
applicant 

●​ Downloaded and 
timestamped 
webpages or 
documents from 
limited independent 
research 

●​ Any clarifying 
questions and 
responses 

●​ Memos of 
expert-discussions, 
confirmed with the 
expert(s) 
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Evaluation Guidance  Applicant 
Requirements Rubric Considerations Independent 

Research  
Panel 

Documentation 
were established to 
administer or 
represent the 
identified 
community 

identified community. 
An organization 
representing an 
identified community 
should be regarded 
with the same level 
of importance and 
legitimacy as one 
that administers the 
identified community. 

 

 

letters of support or 
opposition to better 
understand the 
organization of the 
identified 
community. 

●​ The panel may 
consult with relevant 
community experts 
to gain insight into 
how the organization 
presents itself in 
different types of 
communities. 

Engagement (1 point)  
 
Is the applicant able to 
demonstrate that there is 
active engagement with 
community members? 

In support of demonstrating 
active Engagement, the 
applicant should provide 
documentation of the 
following practices, which 
should have occurred 
within the two years leading 
up to application 
submission:  

●​ Offering support 
●​ Sharing information 
●​ Responding to 

specific community 
needs 

●​ Fostering and 
strengthening 
relationships within 
the identified 
community 

1: Demonstration 
of engagement 
activities 

0: Limited or no 
demonstration of 
engagement 
activities 

 

●​ An identified 
community may 
have one or multiple 
organizations 
representing or 
administering it. In 
the same way, there 
may be one or 
multiple 
organizations or 
entities conducting 
engagement 
activities on behalf of 
the identified 
community. 

●​ The inability to 
demonstrate recent 
Engagement-related 
activities may be an 
indicator of a 
community that lacks 
engagement. 
However, the panel 

Is limited independent 
research required? If 
yes, see questions 
described above. If no, 
provide rationale for why 
not.  

Examples include: 

●​ Review of 
documentation 
provided by the 
applicant 

●​ Downloaded and 
timestamped 
webpages or 
documents from 
limited independent 
research 

●​ Any clarifying 
questions and 
responses 

●​ Memos of 
expert-discussions, 
confirmed with the 
expert(s) 
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Evaluation Guidance  Applicant 
Requirements Rubric Considerations Independent 

Research  
Panel 

Documentation 
should take into 
account different 
types of 
communities in 
evaluating this 
sub-criterion and the 
relevance of recent 
activity. 

Awareness (1 point) 
 
Is the applicant able to 
demonstrate awareness 
among and between 
community members of 
the identified community? 

In support of demonstrating 
Awareness, the applicant 
should provide 
documentation of the 
following practices, which 
should have occurred 
within the two years leading 
up to application 
submission: 

●​ Surveys conducted 
●​ Records of 

activities involving 
a diversity of 
community groups, 
segments, or 
members 

1: Demonstration 
of awareness 
among community 
members 

0: No 
demonstration of 
awareness among 
community 
members 

 

●​ Are community 
members aware of 
the existence of the 
identified 
community? 

●​ Do community 
members recognize 
the identified 
community?  

●​ The inability to 
demonstrate recent 
Awareness-related 
activities may be an 
indicator of a 
community that lacks 
awareness. 
However, the panel 
should take into 
account different 
types of 
communities in 
evaluating this 
sub-criterion and the 
relevance of recent 
activity. 

●​ For example, for 
some communities, 
awareness or 
recognition of a 

Is limited independent 
research required? If 
yes, see questions 
described above. If no, 
provide rationale for why 
not.  

Examples include: 

●​ Review of 
documentation 
provided by the 
applicant 

●​ Downloaded and 
timestamped 
webpages or 
documents from 
limited independent 
research 

●​ Any clarifying 
questions and 
responses 

●​ Memos of 
expert-discussions, 
confirmed with the 
expert(s) 
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Evaluation Guidance  Applicant 
Requirements Rubric Considerations Independent 

Research  
Panel 

Documentation 
community and 
public 
acknowledgment of 
membership in such 
a community may be 
limited by national 
law. The panel 
should consider that 
awareness would be 
assessed differently 
for such a 
community. 

 

Established Presence 
(1 point) 
 
Is the applicant able to 
demonstrate a global 
external awareness of 
the community as well as 
an established presence 
of the community prior to 
the opening of the 
application submission 
period? 

To demonstrate 
Established Presence and 
external awareness, the 
applicant should provide 
documentation of the 
following practices from the 
two years leading up to 
application submission: 

●​ Media or other 
public information 
regarding the 
identified 
community and its 
activities or 
members 

●​ Discussion of the 
identified 
community in 
various fora, 
whether online or in 
person 

●​ Evidence of 
partnerships or 

1: Demonstration 
of established 
presence of the 
community  

0:  No 
demonstration of 
established 
presence of the 
community  

 

●​ There should be 
evidence of an 
established 
presence of the 
identified community 
prior to the opening 
of the application 
submission period.  

●​ The identified 
community’s 
existence should be 
verifiable, and 
individuals and 
groups outside of the 
identified community 
should be aware of 
it.  

●​ The inability to 
demonstrate an 
“established 
presence” may be 
an indicator of a 
community that lacks 

Is limited independent 
research required? If 
yes, see questions 
described above. If no, 
provide rationale for why 
not.  

Examples include: 

●​ Review of 
documentation 
provided by the 
applicant 

●​ Downloaded and 
timestamped 
webpages or 
documents from 
limited independent 
research 

●​ Any clarifying 
questions and 
responses 

●​ Memos of 
expert-discussions, 
confirmed with the 
expert(s) 
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Evaluation Guidance  Applicant 
Requirements Rubric Considerations Independent 

Research  
Panel 

Documentation 
collaborations with 
groups outside of 
the identified 
community 

●​ Evidence of the 
chartering or 
organization of the 
identified 
community prior to 
the opening of the 
application 
submission window 

●​ Evidence of 
contributions (for 
example, cultural or 
scientific) to a 
larger society or 
population 

such presence. 
However, the panel 
should take into 
account different 
types of 
communities in 
evaluating this 
sub-criterion and the 
relevance of recent 
activity and how 
different 
communities might 
show presence. 

●​ Awareness levels 
may vary based on 
the identified 
community’s size, 
scope, or nature. 

●​ For example, a 
large, global sports 
community should 
demonstrate 
worldwide 
recognition, while a 
small, regional 
linguistic community 
may only require 
evidence of localized 
awareness. 
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Evaluation Guidance  Applicant 
Requirements Rubric Considerations Independent 

Research  
Panel 

Documentation 
Longevity (1 point) 
 
Is the applicant able to 
demonstrate the 
longevity of the 
community's pursuits, 
showing that they are 
enduring and sustainable 
rather than temporary? 

To demonstrate Longevity, 
the applicant should 
provide documentation of 
the following practices, 
which should have 
occurred within the two 
years leading up to 
application submission: 

●​ Evidence of 
recurring or 
scheduled activities 
that demonstrate 
continuity over time 

●​ Documented 
records of past 
activities that 
demonstrate a 
long-standing 
tradition or practice 

●​ Records of 
discussions 
emphasizing the 
identified 
community’s 
enduring presence 
or its cultural 
significance. 

1: Demonstration 
of longevity of the 
identified 
community’s 
pursuits   

0: No 
demonstration of 
longevity of the 
identified 
community’s 
pursuits   

 

●​ Is the identified 
community a 
relatively short-lived 
congregation (for 
example, a group 
that is formed to 
represent a one-off 
event)?  

●​ Is the identified 
community 
forward-looking (that 
is, will it continue to 
exist in the future)?  

●​ The inability to 
demonstrate recent 
longevity-related 
activities may be an 
indicator of a 
community that does 
not demonstrate 
longevity. However, 
the panel should 
take into account 
different types of 
communities in 
evaluating this 
sub-criterion and the 
relevance of recent 
activity. The panel 
should keep in mind 
that longevity may 
differ based on the 
nature of the 
identified community.  

●​ For example, in 
some countries or 
regions, the 
continued existence 

Is limited independent 
research required? If 
yes, see questions 
described above. If no, 
provide rationale for why 
not.  

Examples include: 

●​ Review of 
documentation 
provided by the 
applicant 

●​ Downloaded and 
timestamped 
webpages or 
documents from 
conducted web 
searches, live or 
archived, or limited 
independent 
research 

●​ Any clarifying 
questions and 
responses 

●​ Memos of 
expert-discussions, 
confirmed with the 
expert(s) 
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Evaluation Guidance  Applicant 
Requirements Rubric Considerations Independent 

Research  
Panel 

Documentation 
of certain 
communities may be 
threatened by 
national or 
international policies, 
and the panel should 
consider that 
longevity would be 
measured differently 
for such a 
community. 
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II.​ Criterion 2: Nexus 

 
Evaluation 
Guidance Applicant Requirements Rubric Considerations Independent 

Research 
Panel 

Documentation 
Nexus (4 points) 
 
Does the string match 
the name of the 
identified community or 
is it a well-known 
alternative of the 
identified community’s 
name? Would the 
general public 
associate the string 
with the identified 
community? 
 

To demonstrate Nexus, the 
applicant must show that the 
string matches the name of 
the identified community or is 
a well-known alternative name 
of the identified community.  
 
To demonstrate Nexus, the 
applicant must show that the 
general public would associate 
the string with the identified 
community. 
 

4 - Full match: 

String matches the 
name of the 
identified 
community or is a 
well-known 
alternative name of 
the identified 
community. The 
general public 
would associate the 
string with the 
identified 
community.​  

3 - Strong Match: 

String matches the 
name of the 
identified 
community or is a 
well-known 
alternative name of 
the identified 
community, but 
there may be other 
meanings of the 
string–while not in 
common 
usage–that the 
general public may 

●​ What is the name 
of the identified 
community?  

●​ A reference to the 
name of the 
identified 
community is a 
reference to the 
established name 
by which the 
community is 
commonly known 
by others (that is, 
individuals outside 
of the community 
itself or from other 
relevant 
organizations, such 
as established, 
official, 
quasi-official, 
publicly recognized 
institutions, or other 
peer groups).  

●​ The name may be, 
but does not need 
to be, the name of 
an organization 
dedicated to any 
member category 
within the identified 
community. 

●​ Will the general 
public instinctively 

●​ Is limited 
independent 
research required? 
If yes, see following 
questions. If no, 
provide rationale 
for why not. 

●​ Does limited 
independent 
research (for 
example, an 
Internet search) 
deemed necessary 
to evaluate this 
criterion  
corroborate the 
evidence provided 
by the applicant 
regarding the string 
as it relates to the 
identified 
community? 

●​ Such research may 
include verifying 
whether the 
applicant’s 
responses to the 
application 
questions align with 
the mission 
statements of the 
relevant organizing 
bodies to 
understand the 

Examples include: 

●​ Review of 
documentation 
provided by the 
applicant 

●​ Downloaded and 
timestamped 
webpages or 
documents from 
conducted web 
searches, live or 
archived, or limited 
independent 
research 

●​ Any clarifying 
questions and 
responses 

●​ Memos of 
expert-discussions, 
confirmed with the 
expert(s) 
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Guidance Applicant Requirements Rubric Considerations Independent 

Research 
Panel 

Documentation 
associate with the 
string.​  

2 - Partial Match: 
String partially 
matches the 
identified 
community or the 
community 
members but may 
have a commonly 
used meaning or 
connotation beyond 
the identified 
community that the 
general public may 
associate with the 
string.​  

1 - Weak or No 
Match:  

String does not 
match or identify 
the community or 
has a weak 
association with the 
identified 
community. The 
general public 
would likely not 
associate the string 
with the identified 
community. 

think of the 
identified 
community when 
thinking of the 
applied-for string? 

●​ Does the string 
identify a wider 
geographic or 
thematic remit than 
is related to the 
identified 
community?  

●​ Does the string 
indicate a 
community of 
which the applicant 
is a part, but is not 
specific to the 
applicant’s 
identified 
community? 

●​ Is the size or 
definition of the 
identified 
community 
consistent with the 
string? 

●​ If the applied-for 
string is an IDN, is 
the applied-for 
string in the 
language and script 
of use for the 
identified 
community? 

thematic remit of 
the identified 
community. 

●​ The panel may 
conduct limited 
research to help 
understand 
whether the string 
matches the 
identified 
community and is 
known by others. 
The limited 
research should 
also reveal whether 
there are repeated 
and frequent 
references to legal 
entities or 
communities other 
than the identified 
community 
referenced in the 
application. 

●​ The panel may 
review and verify 
letters of support or 
opposition to 
consider in balance 
how the identified 
community is 
known by either its 
members or those 
outside of it. 

●​ The panel may 
consult with 
relevant community 
experts to gain 
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Guidance Applicant Requirements Rubric Considerations Independent 

Research 
Panel 

Documentation 
insight into how 
different types of 
communities are 
named or how they 
are known by 
others. 
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III.​ Criterion 3: Registration Policies 
 

Evaluation 
Guidance  Applicant Requirements  Rubric Considerations Independent 

Research 
Panel 

Documentation 
Eligibility (1 point) 

Is eligibility for 
registrants restricted? 
Who is qualified to 
register a domain in 
the applied-for gTLD? 
Are there specific 
qualifications provided 
that entities or 
individuals must meet 
to be eligible as 
registrants by the 
registry?  

To demonstrate Eligibility, the 
applicant must provide 
documentation of limitations 
imposed on potential 
registrants. 

The limitation to community 
members may involve formal 
membership or may be 
achieved by requiring certain 
documentation tied to the 
community. 

1: Eligibility is 
restricted to 
members within the 
identified community. 

0: The identified 
community has an 
unrestricted 
approach to 
eligibility. 

 

●​ Who is qualified to 
register a domain in 
the applied-for gTLD?  

●​ What limitations are 
imposed on potential 
registrants? 

●​ Are there specific 
qualifications provided 
that entities or 
individuals must meet 
to be eligible as 
registrants by the 
registry? 

●​ With respect to 
“Eligibility,” the 
limitation to 
community members 
may involve formal 
membership or be 
fulfilled in other ways, 
depending on the 
structure and focus of 
the community at 
hand. Some informal 
communities may 
have different 
methods for 
determining 
membership in a 
particular community. 

●​ For example, for a 
geographic location 
Community gTLD, a 
limitation to members 
of the community can 

The Guidebook does 
not foresee that 
independent research 
will be required for 
review of Eligibility 
because of the binary 
nature of the 
criterion–the applicant 
has either restricted 
eligibility or it hasn’t.  

However, should the 
panel determine that 
additional information 
is required, it should 
document this and 
follow the same 
approach as with 
Criteria 1, 2, and 4. 

Examples include: 

●​ Review of 
documentation 
provided by the 
applicant 

●​ Any clarifying 
questions and 
responses 
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Evaluation 
Guidance  Applicant Requirements  Rubric Considerations Independent 

Research 
Panel 

Documentation 
be achieved by 
requiring 
documentation, such 
as a business license 
or proof of a local 
address to verify 
physical presence in 
the associated 
geographic location. 

Name selection (1 
point) 

Do the applicant’s 
policies include name 
selection rules? Are 
name selection rules 
consistent with the 
mission statement and 
articulated 
community-based 
purpose of the 
applied-for gTLD? 
What domain names 
are acceptable in the 
applied-for gTLD? Are 
there specific 
conditions provided 
that must be fulfilled for 
a second-level domain 
name to be considered 
acceptable by the 
registry? 

To demonstrate Name 
Selection, the applicant must 
provide documentation of the 
applicant’s name selection 
rules.  

 

 

1: Policies include 
name selection rules 
that are consistent 
with the articulated 
community purpose 
of the applied-for 
gTLD. 

0: Policies do not 
include name 
selection rules 
consistent with the 
articulated 
community purpose 
of the applied-for 
gTLD. 

 

●​ Do the applicant’s 
policies include name 
selection rules? 

●​ Are the name 
selection rules 
consistent with the 
articulated community 
purpose of the 
applied-for gTLD? 

●​ If the applied-for string 
is an IDN, do the 
name selection rules 
permit eligible 
community members 
to register names in 
their own language 
and script, including 
any necessary 
variants? 

The Guidebook does 
not foresee that 
independent research 
will be required for 
review of Name 
Selection because of 
the binary nature of 
the criterion–the 
applicant either has 
name selection rules 
or it doesn’t.  

However, should the 
panel determine that 
additional information 
is required, it should 
document this and 
follow the same 
approach as with 
Criteria 1, 2, and 4. 

Examples include: 

●​ Review of 
documentation 
provided by the 
applicant 

●​ Any clarifying 
questions and 
responses 
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IV.​ Criterion 4: Community Endorsement 
 

Evaluation 
Guidance Applicant Requirements Rubric Considerations Independent 

Research 
Panel 

Documentation 
Support and 
Opposition (4 
points) 
 
Does the applicant 
have support from a 
majority of the 
identified community? 
Does the applicant 
have any relevant 
opposition, from either 
within the identified 
community or from 
relevant organizations 
outside of it? 

To earn full points, the 
applicant must demonstrate 
that a majority of the identified 
community supports the 
applicant and that the 
applicant does not have any 
relevant opposition. The panel 
should evaluate the 
applicant’s evidence on 
community size to determine 
whether there is majority 
support or significant 
opposition.  
 
The applicant should clearly 
define its community, 
providing estimates of the 
total size and any sub-groups. 

4: Applicant has 
majority support 
and does not have 
relevant 
opposition.  

The applicant has 
demonstrated 
support with clear 
rationale from a 
majority of the 
identified community. 
The applicant does 
not have any 
relevant opposition, 
from either within the 
identified community 
or from relevant 
organizations 
outside of it. 

3: Applicant has 
majority support 
and has relevant 
minority 
opposition. 

The applicant has 
demonstrated 
majority support with 
clear rationale from 
the identified 
community. 

See table below. ●​ Is limited 
independent 
research required 
beyond the review 
of letters of support6 
or opposition? If 
yes, see following 
questions. If no, 
provide rationale for 
why not. 

●​ Is limited research 
required to help 
determine 
relevance and size 
of the objecting or 
supporting 
organization(s)?  

●​ The panel may 
consult with 
relevant community 
experts to gain 
insight into support, 
opposition, or 
organization as they 
relate to different 
types of 
communities. 

Examples include: 

●​ Review of 
documentation 
provided by the 
applicant, including 
letters of support 

●​ Review of letters of 
opposition 

●​ Downloaded and 
timestamped 
webpages or 
documents from 
conducted web 
searches, or limited 
independent 
research 

●​ Any clarifying 
questions and 
responses 

●​ Memos of 
expert-discussions, 
confirmed with the 
expert(s) 

6 See Appendix 2 for a sample letter of support. 
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Research 
Panel 

Documentation 
However, the 
applicant has 
relevant minority 
opposition with clear 
rationale from either 
within the identified 
community or 
relevant 
organizations 
outside of it. 

2: Applicant has 
majority support 
but also has 
relevant significant 
opposition. 

The applicant has 
demonstrated 
majority support with 
clear rationale from 
the identified 
community. 

However, the 
applicant also has 
relevant significant 
opposition with clear 
rationale from either 
within the identified 
community or from 
relevant 
organizations 
outside of it. 
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Guidance Applicant Requirements Rubric Considerations Independent 

Research 
Panel 

Documentation 
0: Applicant does 
not have majority 
support. 

The applicant has 
not demonstrated 
majority support with 
clear rationale from 
the identified 
community. 

 

A.​Considerations for Criterion 4: Community Endorsement 

 

Concept Considerations 

Support or 
Opposition 

●​ There may be cases where the applied-for string carries more than one meaning or when an applicant has identified a 
community that is narrower than the scope suggested by the applied-for string. In those instances, the panel should consider 
whether the applicant can demonstrate relevant support or no relevant opposition from outside the identified community. 

●​ The panel should consider any objections or comments from this application round noting opposition. While these will be 
assessed, they do not automatically influence the Opposition score, as the panel should consider whether the sources of 
opposition are clearly spurious, unsubstantiated, or filed for the purpose of obstruction. 

●​ The panel should assess whether relevant organizations (for example, official, quasi-official, established, publicly recognized, 
or peer organizations) oppose the proposal, and if such opposition represents a minority or majority within the community. 
See guidelines below regarding relevant organizations. 

●​ Letters of opposition submitted against a Community Application must be considered in balance with documented support for 
the application. 

Majority or Minority ●​ Majority and minority are based on the size of the community as specified by the applicant. The panel should consider the 
applicant’s evidence on the identified community’s size to determine whether there is majority support or notable opposition. 

●​ The majority of the identified community may be determined by, but not restricted to, factors like headcount or the geographic 
reach. 
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Concept Considerations 

●​ Applicants without evidence of support from a majority of the identified community will not receive points. In some cases, the 
panel may consider support from outside the community if the applied-for string has multiple meanings or the applicant has 
identified a narrower community than the scope suggested by the applied-for string. 

●​ In some cases, an applicant may have majority support but significant opposition, especially when the community is divided 
or external parties oppose, such as when a string has multiple meanings. Despite substantial outside opposition, the 
applicant may still have strong support within the community.  

Relevant 
Organizations 

●​ The terms relevance and relevant refer to organizations, groups, or communities associated with the string. This means that 
support or opposition from communities not identified in the application but connected to the applied-for string would be 
considered relevant. 

●​ There may be one organizing body mainly dedicated to a community or multiple entities dedicated to a community. The panel 
will consider the following questions in its evaluation: 

○​ Are multiple institutions/organizations supporting the application, with documented support from 
institutions/organizations representing a majority of the overall identified community? 

○​ Does the applicant have support from the majority of the recognized community institution/member 
organizations? 

○​ Has the applicant provided full documentation that it has authority to represent the identified community with its 
application? 

●​ In considering relevant support or opposition, the panel should consider both the size of the group or groups expressing 
support or opposition as well as the relevance to the identified community or the string. 

○​ For example, a letter of opposition from an organization claiming to represent millions but weakly connected to 
the community may carry less weight. In contrast, a letter from a small, closely connected group may be more 
relevant and impactful. The same principle applies to letters of support. 

Documented 
Support or 
Opposition 

●​ The documentation clearly expresses the organization’s support or opposition for the identified community. 
●​ The documentation demonstrates the organization’s understanding of the string being requested. 
●​ The applicant’s documentation is valid, confirming the organization’s existence and the letter’s authenticity. 
●​ The documentation should contain a description of the process and rationale used in arriving at the expression of support or 

opposition. Consideration of support or opposition is not based merely on the number of comments or expressions of support 
or opposition received. Documentation lacking a clear rationale or substantive explanation for support or opposition will not 
be considered. 

●​ If the panel issues a clarifying question to the sender of a letter of support or opposition, and that clarifying question is not 
responded to, the panel may take this into account as it considers the content and rationale of the letter. 
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Reporting Results  
 
Reporting Evaluation Results is the final stage of the CPE process and provides the official 
record of the panel’s determination. The evaluation vendor is responsible for producing a 
comprehensive report that documents the scores assigned to each criterion, the rationale for 
those scores, and the supporting evidence considered. These reports must demonstrate 
transparency, consistency, and adherence to the Guidebook criteria and guidelines, while 
maintaining applicant confidentiality. In addition to the final evaluation report, the vendor is 
expected to provide logs of clarification requests, quality assurance reviews, and any issues 
escalated during the evaluation to ICANN. ICANN will review the deliverables described below 
for completeness, then publish the report to ensure accountability and to inform the resolution of 
contention sets. 

Table 3. Required Deliverables 

Deliverable Description 

Final Evaluation Report ●​ Detailed scoring for each of the four criteria (Community 
Establishment, Nexus, Registration Policies, Community 
Endorsement). 

●​ Rationale for each score and whether the applicant met the 
threshold for priority (≥12 points). 

●​ Rationale for conducting or not conducting any limited 
independent research along with citations for any such research 
in the report and a separate document prepared for applicant 
response. This should also include explanation and overview of 
any consultation conducted with community experts. 

Clarification Log ●​ Record of all clarification requests issued to the applicant. 
●​ Applicant responses and how they were factored into scoring. 

Quality Assurance (QA) Log ●​ Documentation of internal peer review and panel calibration. 
●​ Corrective actions taken to address any inconsistencies. 

Escalation Log (if applicable) ●​ Record of issues elevated to ICANN during the evaluation. 
●​ Resolution outcomes or pending matters. 

Summary Reporting ●​ Aggregate reporting on evaluation volumes, timelines met, and 
systemic issues encountered. 

●​ Materials to assist ICANN with monitoring vendor performance. 

 

ICANN | CPE Vendor Evaluation Guide | 18 June 2026 
30 



 

 

Resources  
 
This Resources section includes references and links to relevant supplementary documentation: 
 

●​ Applicant Guidebook Homepage: Provides the latest version of the Applicant Guidebook. 
●​ New gTLD Program: 2026 Round Webpage: Provides general information about the 

2026 Round. 
●​ 2026 Round CPE webpage: Provides information regarding CPE for the 2026 Round, 

including relevant documents. 
●​ Frequently Asked Questions Page: Provides information on various Guidebook topics. 
●​ Application Types FAQ Page: Provides information on Community Applications. 
●​ CPE Key Topic Overview: Provides an outline of key concepts and takeaways about 

CPE. 
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Appendix 1: Relevant Application Questions 
 

The following are the relevant application questions that will be asked of all applicants applying for a Community gTLD. These 
questions can be found in Appendix 1 of the Guidebook, Question Set 7. The CPE panel will only review responses to these 
questions in the case where a Community Applicant is in contention and has opted to participate in CPE. See Guidebook Section 
5.4.1. 

Table A1. Application Questions 

Relevant 
Criterion # Question Applicant Guidebook Notes/Instructions Additional Guidance related to CPE 

Community 
(General) 

131 Is this application for 
a Community gTLD? 

Instructions: 
Select Yes or No. 

In the TLD Application Management System (TAMS), 
this question will be asked as part of the initial set of 
application type questions to determine appropriate 
routing and subsequent question sets. 

Community 
(General) 

132 What community will 
the applied-for string 
serve? 

Instructions: 
1. Provide the name of the community that the applying 
entity is committing to serve. 
 
2. Describe the distinct aspects of the community. 

Though not tied to a specific sub-criterion, the 
response to this question will add to the panel’s 
understanding of Criterion 1: Community 
Establishment. 

Mission & 
Purpose 
(General, 
required of all 
applying 
entities) 

133 What is the mission 
and purpose of the 
applied-for gTLD? 

Instructions: 
1. Describe the mission and purpose of the applied-for 
gTLD, including the intended registrants and users, and the 
related activities that have been or will be carried out to 
achieve this purpose.  
 
1a. If applying for a variant of an existing gTLD, please also 
describe the mission and purpose of the existing gTLD, 
including the intended registrants and users, and the related 
activities that have been or will be carried out to achieve this 
purpose. 
 
2. Explain how this purpose is sustainable over time. 

Though not tied to a specific sub-criterion, the 
response to this question will add to the panel’s 
understanding of Criterion 1: Community 
Establishment. 
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Relevant 
Criterion # Question Applicant Guidebook Notes/Instructions Additional Guidance related to CPE 

Community 
(General) 

134 How would you 
categorize your 
community? 

Instructions: 
Enter a category that best describes your community. Some 
examples of community categories could include, but are 
not limited to: activity-based and volunteer groups, online or 
social media groups, religious or political groups, diasporic 
communities, linguistic communities, celebrity or sports 
team supporters. 

Though not tied to a specific sub-criterion, the 
response to this question will add to the panel’s 
understanding of Criterion 1: Community 
Establishment. 

Community 
(Organization) 

135 What is the applying 
entity’s connection to 
the community? 

Instructions: 
Describe and provide evidence of the relationship between 
the applying entity and the identified community. 

See Rubric for Criterion 1 for requirements for 
applicant documentation and panel considerations. 

Community 
(Organization) 

136 How is the 
community 
organized? Are there 
one or multiple 
organizations 
(“organizing body”) 
that represent or 
administer the 
community? 

Instructions: 
Describe and provide evidence related to the community 
organization, any relevant organizing bodies, and any 
relevant leaders within the community. 

See Rubric for Criterion 1 for requirements for 
applicant documentation and panel considerations. 

Community 
(Organization) 

137 Does the community 
have defined 
membership 
requirements, such 
as registration, 
licensing, or use of 
specific 
communication? Or, 
do community 
members self-identify 
as part of the 
community? 

Instructions: 
1. Describe any formal membership process, if there is one. 
 
2. If there is no formal membership process,  provide 
evidence related to how an individual can join the identified 
community (that is, “self-identify” as a community member). 

See Rubric for Criterion 1 for requirements for 
applicant documentation and panel considerations. 

Community 
(Organization) 

138 Where is the 
community located? 

Instructions: 
Provide the primary location of the community. 

See Rubric for Criterion 1 for requirements for 
applicant documentation and panel considerations. 
Note that “location” should be described in 
accordance with the type and features of the 
community identified–for example, ”location” could be 
in multiple countries or regions or in digital spaces 
only. 
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Relevant 
Criterion # Question Applicant Guidebook Notes/Instructions Additional Guidance related to CPE 

Community 
(Organization) 

139 What is the estimated 
size of the 
community? This 
should take into 
account any regions 
listed in Question 
138. 

Instructions: 
1. Provide the estimated size of the community. The size 
should be in number format (for example, “1,000,000 
members”). 
 
2. If the community is divided by group, region, sector, etc., 
this should include estimated size for each group.  

See Rubric for Criterion 1 for requirements for 
applicant documentation and panel considerations. 

Community 
(Organization) 

140 What portion of the 
community do any 
organizing bodies 
represent or 
administer to? 

Instructions: 
Provide the estimated size of the community that is 
administered or represented by each relevant organizing 
body in the identified community. 

See Rubric for Criterion 1 for requirements for 
applicant documentation and panel considerations. 

Community 
(Engagement) 

141 Do the organizing 
bodies demonstrate 
active and consistent 
efforts to engage and 
connect with the 
identified community 
and its members? 

Instructions: 
1. Provide evidence of any documented practices of 
community efforts to date. 
 
2. The applying entity should provide documentation of the 
following practices, which should have occurred within the 
two years leading up to application submission: 
a) Offering support; 
b) Sharing information; 
c) Responding to specific community needs; 
d) Fostering and strengthening relationships within the 
community. 

See Rubric for Criterion 1 for requirements for 
applicant documentation and panel considerations. 

Community 
(Engagement) 

142 What is the  role of 
the applying entity in 
the engagement 
efforts listed in 
Question 141? 

Instructions: 
1. Describe whether the applying entity has a role in any of 
the activities listed in Question 141. 
 
2. If the applying entity does play a role, provide evidence of 
the applying entity’s role. If the applying entity does not play 
a role, describe why this is the case. 

See Rubric for Criterion 1 for requirements for 
applicant documentation and panel considerations. 
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Relevant 
Criterion # Question Applicant Guidebook Notes/Instructions Additional Guidance related to CPE 

Community 
(Awareness) 

143 Are community 
members aware of 
the identified 
community and each 
other? 

Instructions: 
1. Provide evidence that demonstrates that community 
members are aware of the identified community and the 
different member groups or segments within the identified 
community. 
 
2. The applying entity should provide documentation of the 
following practices, which should have occurred within the 
two years leading up to application submission: 
a) Surveys conducted; 
b) Records of activities involving a diversity of community 
groups, segments, or members. 

See Rubric for Criterion 1 for requirements for 
applicant documentation and panel considerations. 

Community 
(Awareness) 

144 Are community 
members aware of 
the applying entity 
and its intention to 
apply for a 
Community gTLD? 

Instructions: 
1. Provide evidence of community members’ awareness of 
the applying entity and its intent to apply for a Community 
gTLD.  
 
2. If there is no such evidence, explain why not. 

See Rubric for Criterion 1 for requirements for 
applicant documentation and panel considerations. 

Community 
(Established 
Presence) 

145 Was there an 
established presence 
of the identified 
community prior to 
the opening of the 
application 
submission period? 

Instructions: 
Provide evidence of the established presence of the 
community prior to the opening of the application 
submission period. 

See Rubric for Criterion 1 for requirements for 
applicant documentation and panel considerations. 

Community 
(Established 
Presence) 

146 Are individuals and 
groups outside of the 
identified community 
aware of the 
existence of the 
identified 
community? 

Instructions: 
1. Provide evidence that demonstrates that individuals and 
groups outside of the community show an awareness of the 
identified community. 
 
2. The applying entity should provide documentation of the 
following practices, which should have occurred within the 
two years leading up to application submission: 
a) Media or other public information regarding the 
community and its activities or members; 
b) Discussion of the community in various fora, whether 
online or in person; 
c) Evidence of partnerships or collaborations with groups 
outside of the identified community; 
d) Evidence of the chartering or organization of the 
community prior to the opening of the application 
submission window; 
e) Evidence of contributions (for example, cultural or 
scientific) to a larger society or population. 

See Rubric for Criterion 1 for requirements for 
applicant documentation and panel considerations. 
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Relevant 
Criterion # Question Applicant Guidebook Notes/Instructions Additional Guidance related to CPE 

Community 
(Longevity) 

147 Are the pursuits of 
the identified 
community enduring 
and sustainable? 

Instructions: 
1. Provide evidence of the longevity of the community. 
 
2. The applying entity should provide documentation of the 
following practices which should have occurred within the 
two years leading up to application submission: 
a) Evidence of recurring or scheduled activities that 
demonstrate continuity over time; 
b) Documented records of past activities that demonstrate a 
long-standing tradition or practice; 
c) Records of discussions emphasizing the community’s 
enduring presence or its cultural significance. 

See Rubric for Criterion 1 for requirements for 
applicant documentation and panel considerations. 

Community 
(Nexus) 

148 Does the string 
match the name of 
the identified 
community? 

Instructions: 
Explain how the applied-for string matches the name of the 
community or is a well-known alternative name (whether 
long or short form) of the community. 

See Rubric for Criterion 2 for requirements for 
applicant documentation and panel considerations. 

Community 
(Nexus) 

149 Will the general 
public instinctively 
think of the 
community when 
thinking of the 
applied-for string? 

Instructions: 
1. Explain how the applied-for string clearly relates to or 
represents the community. 
  
2. Explain whether the applied-for string has any other 
significant meaning beyond identifying the community or 
community members described in the application. The 
applying entity may wish to provide pertinent information 
regarding any particular geography, region, or themes that 
may be alluded to by the string, of which the community 
may or may not be a part. 

See Rubric for Criterion 2 for requirements for 
applicant documentation and panel considerations. 
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Relevant 
Criterion # Question Applicant Guidebook Notes/Instructions Additional Guidance related to CPE 

Community 
(Community 
Registration 
Policy - 
General) 

150 Are you proposing to 
include one or more 
Community 
Registration Policies 
in the Base RA that 
are unique to the 
applying entity’s  
applied-for 
Community gTLD? 

Instructions: 
Select from Radio Buttons - Yes/No 
 
Notes: 
1. Community Registration Policies are conditions that 
Community gTLD registry operators impose upon 
registrants within their gTLDs. 
 
2. If you select “Yes” to this question, the applying entity is 
required to pay the conditional Registry Commitments 
Evaluation fee, and Community Registration Policies that 
are approved by ICANN will be scored in the CPE (if the 
applying entity elects to participate) and included in 
Specification 12 of the applicable Base RA. 
 
3. If you select “No,” then the application cannot proceed as 
a Community Application. 

See Rubric for Criterion 3 for requirements for 
applicant documentation and panel considerations. 
Please also note Guidebook Section 7.8 for full details 
on Registry Commitments and Registry Commitments 
Evaluation. 

Community 
(Community 
Registration 
Policy - 
Eligibility; RCE 
Criteria 1, 2 & 
3) 

151 Please state a 
specific Community 
Registration Policy 
with respect to 
registration eligibility 
for community 
members. 

Instructions: 
1. Draft the Community Registration Policy as proposed 
contract language. Policies that are approved by ICANN will 
be included in Specification 12 of the applicable Registry 
Agreement and will be subject to enforcement by ICANN 
Contractual Compliance. See Appendix 4 Base Registry 
Agreement, Specification 12 for drafting approach. Consider 
the usage of defined terms and the definitions of such terms 
in the 2026 Round Base RA. 
 

–Truncated. See Guidebook for full set of notes– 

See Rubric for Criterion 3 for requirements for 
applicant documentation and panel considerations. 
Please also note Guidebook Section 7.8 for full details 
on Registry Commitments and Registry Commitments 
Evaluation. 

Community 
(Community 
Registration 
Policy - Name 
Selection; 
RCE Criteria 
1, 2 & 3) 

152 State a specific 
Community 
Registration Policy 
with respect to name 
selection criteria or 
rules for the 
applied-for string. 

Instructions: 
1. Draft the Community Registration Policy as proposed 
contract language. Policies that are approved by ICANN will 
be included in Specification 12 of the applicable Base 
Registry Agreement and will be subject to enforcement by 
ICANN Contractual Compliance. See Appendix 4 Base 
Registry Agreement, Specification 12 for drafting approach. 
Consider the usage of defined terms and the definitions of 
such terms in the 2026 Round Base RA. 
 

–Truncated. See Guidebook for full set of notes– 

See Rubric for Criterion 3 for requirements for 
applicant documentation and panel considerations. 
Please also note Guidebook Section 7.8 for full details 
on Registry Commitments and Registry Commitments 
Evaluation. 
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Relevant 
Criterion # Question Applicant Guidebook Notes/Instructions Additional Guidance related to CPE 

Community 
(Community 
Registration 
Policy - Other; 
RCE Criteria 
1, 2 & 3) 

153 State a specific 
Community 
Registration Policy 
with respect to an 
additional 
commitment besides 
registration eligibility 
for community 
members and 
naming selection 
criteria or rules for 
the applied-for string. 

Instructions: 
1. Draft the Community Registration Policy as proposed 
contract language. Policies that are approved by ICANN will 
be included in Specification 12 of the applicable Registry 
Agreement and will be subject to enforcement by ICANN 
Contractual Compliance. See Appendix 4 Base Registry 
Agreement, Specification 12 for drafting approach. Consider 
the usage of defined terms and the definitions of such terms 
in the 2026 Round Base RA.​
​
–Truncated. See Guidebook for full set of notes– 

See Rubric for Criterion 3 for requirements for 
applicant documentation and panel considerations. 
Please also note Guidebook Section 7.8 for full details 
on Registry Commitments and Registry Commitments 
Evaluation. 

Community 
(Community 
Registration 
Policy; RCE 
Criterion 3) 

154 Explain the rationale 
for any limitations to 
the Community 
Registration Policy 
proposed by the 
applying entity in 
Questions 151-153. 

Instructions: 
1. If you are proposing any limitation to a proposed 
Community Registration Policy in Questions 151-153, 
please provide a rationale in this response field. Please see 
Section 7.8.3.3 Registry Voluntary Commitments (RVCs) 
Criteria. 
 
2. If you are not proposing any limitation to a proposed 
Community Registration Policy in Questions 151-153, 
please type "Not Applicable" in this response field. 

See Rubric for Criterion 3 for requirements for 
applicant documentation and panel considerations. 
Please also note Guidebook Section 7.8 for full details 
on Registry Commitments and Registry Commitments 
Evaluation. 

Community 
(Community 
Registration 
Policy; RCE 
Criteria 4 & 5) 

155 Explain how the  
proposed Community 
Registration Policies 
of the applying entity 
meet the Registry 
Commitments 
Evaluation criteria 4 
and 5. 

Instructions: 
1. Provide an explanation of how the proposed Community 
Registration Policies meet the Registry Commitments 
Evaluation criteria 4 and 5 using the considerations in the 
Section 7.8.3.3 Registry Voluntary Commitments (RVCs) 
Criteria. 
 

–Truncated. See Guidebook for full set of notes– 

See Rubric for Criterion 3 for requirements for 
applicant documentation and panel considerations. 
Please also note Guidebook Section 7.8 for full details 
on Registry Commitments and Registry Commitments 
Evaluation. 

Community 
(Community 
Endorsement) 

156 From where does the 
applying entity have 
the support to run the 
applied-for string on 
behalf of the 
identified 
community? 

Instructions: 
Please provide evidence of support for the applying entity’s 
application by attaching written endorsements from the 
organizing bodies relevant to the identified community 
(related to Question 136). 

See Rubric for Criterion 4 for requirements for 
applicant documentation and panel considerations. 
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Relevant 
Criterion # Question Applicant Guidebook Notes/Instructions Additional Guidance related to CPE 

Community 
(Community 
Endorsement) 

157 Is there any 
opposition to the 
applying entity, 
application, or 
applied-for string that 
the applying entity is 
aware of? If yes, 
please explain. 

Instructions: 
Provide an explanation of why opposition may or may not 
be relevant or how the applying entity intends to address or 
resolve the opposition, if applicable. 

See Rubric for Criterion 4 for requirements for 
applicant documentation and panel considerations. 
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Appendix 2: Sample Letter of Support  
 

[This letter should be provided on official letterhead] 

Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers 
12025 Waterfront Dr 
Los Angeles, CA 90094 
United States of America   

Attention: CPE Panel  

Subject: Letter of support for [Community Applicant Name] Application for [Requested TLD] 
Community 

●​ [Introduction of supporting entity, e.g., name, location, size, overview of members] 
●​ [Connection of supporting entity to identified community] 
●​ [Connection of supporting entity to community applicant] 
●​ [Rationale for supporting community applicant, e.g., benefits of having the identified 

community supported by a TLD which would be operated by this particular applicant] 

Thank you for the opportunity to support this application.   

Yours sincerely, 

[Signature] 
[Full Name] 
[Official Title] 
[Contact Information] 
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Appendix 3: CPE Panel Process & Procedure 
Document  

 
 
Appendix 3 provides the CPE Panel Process and Procedure Document, which was developed 
and published by the CPE Vendor. ICANN has included it here for reference. 
 
[Document appears at the end of this document.] 
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This document sets out Analysys Mason’s processes and procedures for conducting Community 
Priority Evaluations (CPE) under the ICANN New gTLD Program: 2026 Round. It is intended for all 
personnel involved in performing CPE, including evaluators, Secretariat members and the Analysys 
Mason Quality Assurance Board, and it is being released publicly to ensure full transparency with 
all applicants. 

This document should be read alongside the New gTLD Program: 2026 Round Applicant 
Guidebook (Guidebook) and the CPE Evaluation Guide provided by ICANN, which define the 
evaluation criteria, scoring rubrics and program requirements. The Guidebook (English version) is 
the authoritative source for all information about the New gTLD Program: 2026 Round rules, 
evaluations, restrictions, processes and systems. In case of discrepancy between this document 
and the Guidebook, the Guidebook prevails. 

https://newgtldprogram.icann.org/sites/default/files/documents/new-gtld-program-2026-round-applicant-guidebook-current-en.pdf
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1 Roles and Responsibilities 

Analysys Mason has been selected as the CPE provider for the 2026 round of the New gTLD 
Program. CPE will be carried out by a Panel of independent evaluators, supported by a Secretariat 
staffed by Analysys Mason. The process has been designed to ensure independence, consistency 
and auditability, and in accordance with the Guidebook. The following section explains the roles 
involved in the evaluation and their responsibilities.  

1.1 Secretariat (Analysys Mason core team) 

The Secretariat is responsible for managing the overall evaluation process and making sure that it 
is conducted in a consistent way and in accordance with the rules described in the Guidebook 
Section 5.4 Community Priority Evaluation. The Secretariat will: 

• Have overall accountability for CPE delivery under the ICANN contract; 
• Facilitate Panel operations and provide administrative support; 
• Ensure process consistency across all evaluations; 
• Coordinate with ICANN on program-level matters; 
• Develop and maintain a quality assurance framework; and  
• Upon requests from the Panel, conduct limited independent research and consult community-

related experts, if needed.  
 
In addition to administrative support functions, the Secretariat will have two functions that play 
central roles to ensure fairness and consistency: 

• Conflict-of-Interest Review Forum (COI Review Forum):  The Secretariat will be involved in the 
formation of the Panel for each application, will review the panelists’ conflict of interest forms, 
and will handle any challenges regarding potential conflicts to ensure the independence of Panel 
members. Please see the Guidebook Appendix 7 Conflict of Interest and Appendix 8 Code of 
Conduct and Conflict of Interest Guidelines for Service Providers. 

• Quality Assurance Board (QAB):  This is a Secretariat function to review the outcome and 
documentation of each Panel decision. The QAB has a specific responsibility for the quality and 
consistency of decisions across all Panels. 

1.2 Panel (Evaluators) 

Each application will be evaluated by a Panel consisting of three members. The Panel members are 
not Analysys Mason employees, but independent senior experts with relevant backgrounds. The 
Panel will:  

• Score applications against the four CPE criteria defined in the Guidebook Section 5.4 Community 
Priority Evaluation; 

• Produce an evidence-based assessment with documented rationale for every score; 

https://newgtldprogram-2026-agb.icann.org/en/9-module-5-contention-set-resolution.html#community-priority-evaluation-1
https://newgtldprogram-2026-agb.icann.org/en/18-appendix-7-conflict-of-interest.html#appendix-7-conflict-of-interest
https://newgtldprogram-2026-agb.icann.org/en/19-appendix-8-code-of-conduct-and-conflict-of-interest-guidelines-for-service-providers.html#appendix-8-code-of-conduct-and-conflict-of-interest-guidelines-for-service-providers
https://newgtldprogram-2026-agb.icann.org/en/19-appendix-8-code-of-conduct-and-conflict-of-interest-guidelines-for-service-providers.html#appendix-8-code-of-conduct-and-conflict-of-interest-guidelines-for-service-providers
https://newgtldprogram-2026-agb.icann.org/en/9-module-5-contention-set-resolution.html#community-priority-evaluation-1
https://newgtldprogram-2026-agb.icann.org/en/9-module-5-contention-set-resolution.html#community-priority-evaluation-1
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• Initiate limited independent research and consultations with community-related experts, if 
needed; 

• Review and approve the final evaluation report; and 
• Participate in calibration sessions to ensure cross-panel alignment. 

1.2.1 Panelist pool 

Analysys Mason will recruit and maintain a pool of qualified panelists from which Panel members 
are selected for each evaluation. The pool is composed of independent senior experts who are not 
employees of Analysys Mason and who have relevant experience. The recruitment of panelists will 
be guided by four criteria:  

• They should have high credibility based on their careers and community service.  
• They should have documented relevant experience from areas such as evaluation processes, 

Internet governance or other relevant work. 
• They must not be employees of any organization that applied for a new gTLD string in the ICANN 

New gTLD Program: 2026 Round.  
• As a group, the panelist pool should be diverse in terms of geography, background, language, 

gender and experience.  
 
Panelists may be senior figures who have previously worked in central positions in the private 
sector, government or Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs). 

All panelists will complete a training program led by both ICANN and Analysys Mason before 
participating in evaluations to ensure a consistent understanding of the CPE process and criteria, 
scoring rubrics and documentation requirements, as well as conflict-of-interest obligations 
(Guidebook Appendix 7 Conflict of Interest) and ICANN’s Code of Conduct (Guidebook Appendix 8 
Code of Conduct and Conflict of Interest Guidelines for Service Providers). The Secretariat will 
facilitate periodic calibration sessions during the program to maintain scoring consistency as 
evaluations progress.  

https://newgtldprogram-2026-agb.icann.org/en/18-appendix-7-conflict-of-interest.html#appendix-7-conflict-of-interest
https://newgtldprogram-2026-agb.icann.org/en/19-appendix-8-code-of-conduct-and-conflict-of-interest-guidelines-for-service-providers.html#appendix-8-code-of-conduct-and-conflict-of-interest-guidelines-for-service-providers
https://newgtldprogram-2026-agb.icann.org/en/19-appendix-8-code-of-conduct-and-conflict-of-interest-guidelines-for-service-providers.html#appendix-8-code-of-conduct-and-conflict-of-interest-guidelines-for-service-providers
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2 Process Overview 

2.1 Main evaluation process 

The figure below illustrates the process for performing CPE, including the interaction between the 
applicants, ICANN, the Secretariat and the Panel. As shown in the figure, all communication 
between the applicants and the CPE provider will go through ICANN and be logged in the TLD 
Application Management System (TAMS). 

 

2.1.1 Initial processing 

When an application is ready for CPE in TAMS, the Secretariat initiates the processing of the 
application. The Secretariat summarizes the application and builds the case material as a 
structured data package. The initial processing involves mapping responses to application 
questions to each criterion and sub-criterion in the Guidebook as described in the CPE Evaluation 
Guide. To validate the uploaded information, the Secretariat will, to the extent feasible: 

• Review and verify the authenticity of the uploaded documentation through web searches; and 

• Collect and incorporate submitted letters of support or opposition and verify the sender(s) of 
the submitted letters of support or opposition through email correspondence, phone calls or 
similar. 
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and reporting
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2.1.2 Panel establishment 

In parallel with the initial processing of the application, a dedicated Panel for this application will 
be chosen from the pool of panelists. 

• For each application, a Panel of three panelists is selected for the evaluation. The COI Review 
Forum will review each proposed panelist according to the rules set out in the Guidebook 
Appendix 7 Conflict of Interest and Appendix 8 Code of Conduct and Conflict of Interest 
Guidelines for Service Providers, before the Panel is confirmed. 

• Beyond COI clearance, panelists are selected based on knowledge relevant to the community 
claimed, language and regional expertise, and the need to balance workload distribution across 
the pool. 

A new Panel is formed for each application, creating many different Panel configurations across 
the program. This means all panelists are likely to work with all other panelists over time, fostering 
exchange of perspectives and reducing the risk that individual Panels develop their own scoring 
bias. This will support the calibration of scoring across Panels governed by the QAB. Once the Panel 
is established and the initial processing is complete, the Secretariat sends the case materials to the 
panelists to begin the evaluation. 

2.1.3 Application evaluation 

The Panel will perform CPE following the process described in the Guidebook and in the CPE 
Evaluation Guide.  

As a first step, each Panel member will individually review the documentation and supporting 
material provided by the Secretariat. Each Panel member will decide if the material provided gives 
a sufficient basis for evaluating the application against the criteria given in the Guidebook. The 
Panel will then convene to discuss and score the application. 

Limited independent research 

The Panel may decide that more information is needed before the scoring can be completed and 
a CPE decision can be made. This could be in the form of: 

• Clarifying Questions to the applicant or to an entity that provided a letter of support or 
opposition to the application, as described in the Guidebook Section 5.4.6.1 CPE Clarifying 
Questions. 

• Limited independent research, including potential contact with community-related experts to 
gain insight into highly specialized or localized communities. 

 
As described in the Guidebook Section 5.4.6 Role of the Community Priority Evaluation Panel, the 
Panel may conduct limited independent research when necessary to evaluate the application and 
to verify information provided by the applicant. Independent research is expected to remain 
focused on fact-checking and verification. This may include consultation with community-related 

https://newgtldprogram-2026-agb.icann.org/en/18-appendix-7-conflict-of-interest.html#appendix-7-conflict-of-interest
https://newgtldprogram-2026-agb.icann.org/en/19-appendix-8-code-of-conduct-and-conflict-of-interest-guidelines-for-service-providers.html#appendix-8-code-of-conduct-and-conflict-of-interest-guidelines-for-service-providers
https://newgtldprogram-2026-agb.icann.org/en/19-appendix-8-code-of-conduct-and-conflict-of-interest-guidelines-for-service-providers.html#appendix-8-code-of-conduct-and-conflict-of-interest-guidelines-for-service-providers
https://newgtldprogram-2026-agb.icann.org/en/9-module-5-contention-set-resolution.html#community-priority-evaluation-1
https://newgtldprogram-2026-agb.icann.org/en/9-module-5-contention-set-resolution.html#community-priority-evaluation-1
https://newgtldprogram-2026-agb.icann.org/en/9-module-5-contention-set-resolution.html#community-priority-evaluation-1
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experts in cases where the community is highly specialized, localized or where the Panel lacks the 
sufficient language expertise (in particular, for an Internationalized Domain Name (IDN)).  

The Panel will seek to reach consensus in its scoring. If consensus cannot be reached, the Panel will 
decide by majority.  

All independent research and expert consultation will be facilitated by the Secretariat to ensure 
sufficient and consistent documentation. Where the Panel determines that independent research 
is needed, the Secretariat will ensure that the following is recorded as part of the evaluation 
documentation and shared with the applicant1: 

• Motivation: why independent research is required, including the specific gap, ambiguity or 
uncertainty in the applicant’s submission that prompted further research. 

• Method: the research approach used (for example, web-based research, review of published 
sources, or consultation with a community-related expert). The Secretariat will maintain a log of 
research activities undertaken. 

• Sources and records: the sources consulted, including dated web pages and published materials.  

Community expert consultation 

Panel members may suggest community experts or other sources of information and may take part 
in interviews. The Secretariat will facilitate expert engagement to maintain consistent 
documentation and process integrity. Expert consultation is particularly relevant in the following 
circumstances: 

• Where the identified community is highly specialized and specific knowledge is needed to assess 
its structure, boundaries or endorsement patterns. 

• Where an application involves an IDN string and the Panel does not have sufficient expertise in 
the relevant language or script to assess the nexus between the string and the community 
(Criterion 2). In such cases, a linguistic or script-competent expert may be consulted. 

• Where a community is localized in a region or operates in a language where conventional 
English-language research sources may not adequately capture its structure, activities or support 
base. In such cases, research may extend to local-language and script-specific sources. 

 
Community experts will undergo the same COI evaluation as a panelist to avoid a perceived conflict 
of interest. Where community experts are consulted, the Secretariat will prepare a summary of 
the consultation and seek confirmation from the expert before the input is considered by the 
Panel.  

2.1.4 Quality assurance and reporting 

When the Panel has completed its evaluation, a draft evaluation report will be compiled and 
handed over to the Secretariat. In all cases, the evaluation report will include a summary of any 

 
1 As explained in the Guidebook Section 5.4.6 Role of the Community Priority Evaluation Panel, the applicant will have 

30 days to respond to the results of any independent research before the evaluation decision is rendered. 

https://newgtldprogram-2026-agb.icann.org/en/9-module-5-contention-set-resolution.html#community-priority-evaluation-1
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independent research conducted, describing the motivation, methods used, sources consulted and 
how the findings were considered in the scoring. 

The report from the Panel will be reviewed by the QAB to ensure that the Panel’s deliberations are 
sufficiently documented and that the evaluation criteria are consistently applied across 
applications. The QAB will arrange calibration sessions with panelists as required to ensure 
consistent use of the evaluation criteria across Panels. Any comments or inputs from the QAB will 
be transmitted to the Panel, which may adjust their evaluation as they see appropriate. The final 
evaluation report will be uploaded to ICANN through TAMS only after the Panel has reviewed and 
approved it. 

2.2 Evaluation challenges 

If the Panel determines that the application has not met the CPE criteria, the applicant may 
challenge this decision within 21 days if it believes there is a factual or procedural error, as 
described in the Guidebook Section 1.2.14.2 Evaluation Challenge and Section 5.4.6.2 Challenging 
CPE. The process for an evaluation challenge is illustrated in the figure below. 
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https://newgtldprogram-2026-agb.icann.org/en/5-module-1-the-applicant-journey.html#application-stages
https://newgtldprogram-2026-agb.icann.org/en/9-module-5-contention-set-resolution.html#community-priority-evaluation-1
https://newgtldprogram-2026-agb.icann.org/en/9-module-5-contention-set-resolution.html#community-priority-evaluation-1
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2.2.1 Initial review of the Evaluation Challenge 

A “quick look” assessment of the challenge as described in the Guidebook Section 1.2.14.2 
Evaluation Challenge, will be conducted. If the challenge passes the “quick look” review, a 
Challenge Panel will be established by the Secretariat. Challenges that do not pass the “quick look” 
review will be dismissed. 

2.2.2 Challenge Panel establishment 

The Challenge Panel will consist of three Panel members. These Panel members will be chosen 
from the same pool of panelists as the normal evaluation Panels. Panel members who took part in 
the first evaluation of an application will not be part of the Challenge Panel for the same 
application. Panel members will be evaluated by the COI Review Forum in the same manner as for 
initial CPE Panel members.  

2.2.3 Panel review of the Evaluation Challenge 

The Challenge Panel will review the challenge. If the Challenge Panel finds a factual, procedural or 
system error occurred in the course of the CPE Panel’s evaluation, the application will be re-
evaluated by the Challenge Panel with those findings in mind. The Challenge Panel will produce an 
evaluation report based on its findings. If no factual, procedural or system error is found by the 
Challenge Panel, the application will continue to the next stage in the process of contention 
resolution. 

2.2.4 Quality assurance and reporting of the evaluation report 

The report from the Challenge Panel will be reviewed by the QAB to ensure that the Challenge 
Panel’s deliberations are sufficiently documented and that the evaluation criteria are consistently 
applied across applications. Any comments or inputs from the QAB will be transmitted to the 
Challenge Panel, which may adjust their evaluation as they see appropriate. The final report from 
the Challenge Panel will be uploaded to ICANN through TAMS only after the Challenge Panel has 
reviewed and approved it. The evaluation report will document the deliberations made in the 
evaluation. 

 

https://newgtldprogram-2026-agb.icann.org/en/5-module-1-the-applicant-journey.html#application-stages
https://newgtldprogram-2026-agb.icann.org/en/5-module-1-the-applicant-journey.html#application-stages
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