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Hi,

I just talked to Mike and you all should have gotten his email about the position of the GRTs.  In addition
to the arguments that Mike made, it should be noted that as one of the parties to whom the apology is
addressed in the first bulleted point, it doesn't make sense for GRTs to also be included as authors of
the letter.  If the letter were only to explain how the rush process worked and to express our
commitment to finding a better solution for next year, then I would gladly be named on the letter. 
However, as the letter is currently constructed, if we were to be included, we would be apologizing for
something over which we had no control or responsibility.  So, unless the letter is completely
reconstructed to be only a letter of explanation and expression of commitment for the future (which I do
NOT advocate), I think it is best if GRTs' names are left off the letter.

Colin Ashe
E-Entry GRT


