[Dialogue on Internet Cooperation Evolution]
Purpose: to catalyse a multi-stakeholder movement
 to
 develop, through an open processes, a framework for evolving, broadening and strengthening Internet Governance based on Cooperation arrangements, and to advocate for its adoption.

Commitment: those joining the Dialogue wish to participate in its process
, and signal their general commitment to support an Open, Transparent and multi-stakeholder Internet Governance with ideas, proposals and resources. 
Multi-stakeholderism: the Dialogue's focus lends itself to multi-stakeholder discussion, and so any groups (e.g. the Steering Group) within the Dialogue should aim themselves to span and include all stakeholders, especially those they represent.
Problem description: 
there is a perceived need for Internet Governance arrangements to evolve to meet the needs of an inclusive, people-centric, development-oriented information society. (Internet.) 
A range of 'use' issues are open for discussion under current arrangements (most broadly at the Internet Governance Forum), but not for decision.
 At the same time, an extensive series of multilateral discussions in 2014 may be an occasion for states to build multilateral Internet Governance arrangements.
Contributors to the Dialogue believe that Internet Governance is best done through multi-stakeholder means - that is, in ways which incorporate the views, and seek the agreement, of all those involved in the evolution and development of the Internet, in equal footing: governments, business, civil society, the technical community and users


Short-term aims:
Strategic
· to 
· develop and seek constructive community discussion and concrete inputs on the various topics that belong to the Internet Governance environment; 
· to eventually outreach those community stakeholders who have been under-represented so far in the Internet Governance processes;
· to contribute to the preparations for the Brazil meeting as a multi-stakeholder event discussing the evolution and improvement of the Internet Governance framework;
· to develop a framework for evolved Internet Governance arrangements that can deal with all relevant IG issues, and that can attract the interest and involvement of all stakeholders, as a contribution to the Brazil meeting.
Procedural
· to establish a Steering Group that can help coordinate and lead the Dialogue;
· to establish an online presence 

(website and mailing list) where people can join the Dialogue and participate in its work;
1. 
2. 
Duration: the Dialogue has no fixed end date, but will aim to organise discussions on its work at upcoming related event around the world (like, but not limited to, the IETF, ICANN, RIR, ISOC meetings) in the coming months. A review of its activities and discussion is suggested at the 2014 Internet Governance Forum.

Steering Group: an interim Steering Group comprised of members of the technical, civil society, business and other relevant groups needs to be established (20-25 maximum), to progress the short-term aims.

Relevant stakeholders statements:

Best-Bits (Civil Society): http://igcaucus.org/sign-on.html
�I would not use “movement”, I would suggest “catalyse multi-stakeholder forces/representatives”


�I would use “activities” or “practices" or "engagment methodos" 





�“deliberations” is a bit too strong in this stage


�After reading it, I am not sure the problem is clearly stated. I do beleive the main proble is who takes decision, decisions about what and where and how those are taken.


�I do not think the needs are of the Internet, but of those who use it. So, maybe change here from "Internet" to "(Information" Society"


�Why this passage?


�I think this part is quite convoluted and should be the second point in the document.


�


�Please refer to � HYPERLINK "http://www.icann.org/en/about/planning/strategic-engagement/introduction" �http://www.icann.org/en/about/planning/strategic-engagement/introduction� It would be inetersting to see how this process relate to the Brazil summit and our work





�For how long the members of this group are appointed? Who selects them? How is the representativeness distribution managed?


�Suggest include here and the later online presence all letters and statements from stakeholders published in regard to this debate





