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Dear Enrique, Gerardo, Joe and Nelson:

 

Along general lines I share Gerardo’s reflections. I think that Joe made some corrections to the text that are good, but we continue to have problems with the specificity of the urban Charter. The keys of understanding provided by Enrique can perhaps help us. Here I will offer some reflections on the space of regulation addressed by the Charter and on the time/ moment in which we are developing the discussion of the urban and the rural.
The SPACE of this articulation of networks, movements and organizations is the “urban space.” Our concerns are in relation to the city as space of exploitation and marginalization, and also the city as larger home (the third skin). This place in which the movements of the network –urban movements- carry out their social struggle, where we think about transforming their political demands into rights, is the city.

The scale of regulation is therefore very significant. We can think in terms of the space-planet and work on a declaration on the right to a place to live, and I think this is one of the large lessons of Barcelona 2005. However, this network in which we have been debating more than five years now would not be the adequate circle in which to close this discussion, considering that we should incorporate within this debate Vía Campesina, FIAN, and other NGOs that work focused on Agrarian Reform, ecologists, and other movements. This process is a challenge that we must begin to address. I think that the keys formulated by Enrique, capturing the FIAN proposals, follow these lines.
But there is another process of discussion on the right to the city whose TIME is already well advanced. I now share with Enrique the idea that the solution to the countryside-city issue in this case consists of incorporating some definitions in the urban Charter that address this conflict, and proposing, among the Charter’s principles, guidelines against the destruction of the countryside and undue appropriation by cities of value from the rural sphere. I think this should be developed within a principle that promotes sustainable cities, in which the sustainability reference is relative to all spaces, both urban and rural. 
Regarding the alternatives posed by Enrique, I am more inclined toward the idea of two instruments specifically focused on rural and urban habitat respectively. I think such a solution would be more respectful of the real discussion process occurring among the movements and NGOs. The important issue is that we exchange ideas between the two spheres, but without losing the specificity that we need to obligate our governments to “very specific obligations.”
Regarding the structure of the Charter, I think it would be possible to attempt to make the text compatible with the chapters and titles in the work we presented in Barcelona with Gerardo and Asier, with the majority of the proposed text improvements drafted by Joe, but translated into a code of obligations of central and local governments, with the exception of the term Right to the city and the community.

I relieve the term “Right to the Community” is more confusing than “Right to the City.” I do not see how it can be understood as obligation of local governments in Spanish. Therefore, in that case I want to insist on the term “right to the city” / “derecho a la ciudad” that on the other hand is already a slogan that sustains the movements in their current struggles against evictions and urban segregation.
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