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Introduction
• Our hope was that
Time dealing with GENSER << Time dealing with 

experiments
• Would save us time.
• No evidence for this, in fact we seem to waste 

more time dealing with GENSER. 
• Initially we had a major problem getting 

agreement on issues which we felt were vital. 
The most important

• GENSER is NOT ALLOWED to change code 
WITHOUT author permission.
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Current Situation
• We had believed that the agreements 

were being followed and the situation 
had improved.

• Following this week’s meetings is it 
obvious that
– Basic agreements have been violated
– The results of the last review have not 

been acted on.
– Major Problems remain.
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From the last review
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From the last review
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Future
• Dealing with GENSER has wasted a lot of my time 

and that of other generator authors.
• I’m not prepared for this to continue.
• We need improved management of the project and 

our concerns to be treated with the same 
importance as those of the experiments.

• If there is not significant improvement the general 
purpose community will reconsider its support and 
may withdraw.

• We need 
– More concentration on the core projects.
– A well defined work programme
– Community control rather than the agenda of a small 

group driving the projects.


