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Tuesday, November 13, 2007, 1:30 PM to 3:30 PM
Chair: Stephen McCann
Recording secretary: Matthew Gast

Call to order and agenda

Meeting called to order on Tuesday, November 13, 2007 by Stephen McCann at 1:34 pm Eastern Standard Time (EST).  The chair then reviewed the following topics from the agenda:

· The TG Agenda is document number 11-07/2763r0.
· Policies and procedures

· The chair read a summary slide about the IEEE patent policy

· The chair called attention to the full slide set that was discussed at the IEEE 802.11 opening plenary session

· The chair read the slide titled "Other Guidelines for IEEE WG Meetings"

· The chair read call for IEEE-SA Letters of Assurance for essential patent claims

· No responses were made to the call for patents

· Attendance reminder

· There was no objection to adopting the revised agenda by unanimous consent
Approval of the minutes of past meetings
· September 2007 meeting, Waikoloa (11-07/2474r0)

· The chair asked for corrections; none were required

· The chair requested approval by unanimous consent

· There was no objection from the task group, so the minutes are approved
· October 2007 ad hoc  (11-07/2569r0)

· The chair asked for corrections; none were required

· The chair requested approval by unanimous consent

· There was no objection from the task group, so the minutes are approved
· November 2, 2007 teleconference (11-07/2708r0)

· The chair asked for corrections; none were required

· The chair requested approval by unanimous consent

· There was no objection from the task group, so the minutes are approved
Reaffirm work of ad hoc meetings
Motion (2:22 pm): "Move to approve comment resolutions in Comment Group 13 in document 11-07-2204-14-000u-comment-spreadsheet-technical-sorted.xls"

· Moved by Matthew Gast, seconded by Dave Stephenson
· No debate on the motion

· Vote: 13 for – 0 against – 3 abstensions

· Motion passes (100%)

Motion (2:26 pm): "Move that IEEE 802.11u approves document 11-07-2494-03-000u-text-for-venue-type-assisted-network-selection.doc and requests the technical editor to incorporate it into the IEEE 802.11u draft document."

· Moved by Dave Stephenson, seconded by Matthew Gast

· No debate on the motion

· Vote: 10 for – 0 against – 5 abstensions

· Motion passes (100%)
Presentation: 11-07/2493r1, GAS Update, Dave Stephenson
· No questions on the presentation

Motion (2:48 pm): "Move that IEEE 802.11u approves document 11-07-2493-01-000u-gas-lb107-comment-resolution.doc and requests the technical editor to incorporate it into the IEEE 802.11u draft document."

· Moved by Dave Stephenson, seconded by Necati Canpolat

· No debate on the motion

· Vote: 12 for – 0 against – 4 abstentions

· Motion passes (100%)
The chair suggested a five-minute break and an extension of the meeting time by 5 minutes.  The proposal was accepted by unanimous consent.

Presentation: 11-07/2658r0, Native GAS Update, Dave Stephenson
· There were no questions on the presentation.
Motion (2:48 pm): "Move that IEEE 802.11u approves document 11-07-2658-00-000u-native-gas-lb107-comment-resolution.doc and requests the technical editor to incorporate it into the IEEE 802.11u draft document."

· Moved by Dave Stephenson, seconded by Matthew Gast
· No debate on the motion

· Vote: 13 for – 0 against – 6 abstentions

· Motion passes (100%)
Presentation: 11-07/2758r1, Cipher Suites, Hong Cheng (Presented by Stephen McCann)
· Rajneesh Kumar: If this proposal is to give the SSPN visibility into the state of a client device, that is OK.  The SSPN should not be able to issue commands to the AN.  Furthermore, some sort of L3 tunnel is required to make it secure.

· Dave Stephenson: This proposal is a mix of normative and informative text.  There are good examples, but there were some normative reason codes defined in clause 7.  However, there is no MLME primitive that generates those codes.

· Colin Blanchard: One concern with the diagram is that it looks like the SSPN can send a disassociation commend.  The intention of that feature was that it should be possible to flag the SSPN as unavailable, but we do not want to enable a command interface for the SSPN.

Presentation: 11-07/2759r0, SSPN interface and architecture, Hong Cheng (Presented by Stephen McCann)

· There were no questions on the presentation.
Motion (3:29 pm): "Move that IEEE 802.11u approves document 11-07-2759-00-000u-normative-text-for-architecture-and-sspn-interface.doc and requests the technical editor to incorporate it into the IEEE 802.11u draft document."

· Moved by Necati Canpolat, seconded by David Hunter

· No debate on the motion

· Vote: 8 for – 0 against – 8 abstentions
· Motion passes (100%)

The meeting recessed at 3:32 pm.

Wednesday, November 14, 2007, 8:00 AM to 10:00 AM
Chair: Stephen McCann
Recording secretary: Matthew Gast

Call to order and agenda

Meeting called to order on Wednesday, November 14, 2007 by Stephen McCann at 8:04 am Eastern Standard Time (EST).  The chair then reviewed the following topics from the agenda:

· The TG Agenda is document number 11-07/2763r0.
· The chair read call for IEEE-SA Letters of Assurance for essential patent claims

· No responses were made to the call for patents

· Attendance reminder

· The agenda was revised, and adopted by unanimous consent

Ad hoc discussion

· An ad hoc is probably required if we hope to go to another letter ballot after the January meeting.  One proposal is to hold a meeting in Hong Kong on the Thursday and Friday before the Taipei meeting.
· Allan Thomson requested that TGu consider a joint meeting with TGv.
· Straw poll: Who is in favor of this date?
· Vote: 4 for – 0 against

· Straw poll: How many would plan to attend?
· Vote: 4 for – 0 against

· Dave Stephenson suggested re-doing the straw poll when more people are present.
Liaison Discussion: 11-07/2831r0, Liaison from 3GPP SA2, Colin Blanchard

· The presenter stated his affiliation as BT Group

· Question (Matthew Gast): What are "stage 2" and "stage 3"?

· Answer: "Stage 1" refers to the capture of requirements.  Stage 2 determines the necessary interfaces required, but does not design protocols for those interfaces.  Stage 3 takes the architecture from previous stages to define the protocols.  Therefore, this liaison is interested in architectural work, but not the protocol.

· Comment (Matthew Gast): The February date suggested in the liaison is the week before the Wi-Fi Alliance meeting in Prague, so many of us are likely to be in Europe.
· Question (Dave Stephenson): We are anticipating that a new draft will be produced in January.  Is it possible to release that draft to 3GPP?

· Answer (Stephen McCann): We can give them the latest version of the draft, even if it has not gone to letter ballot.  Stuart Kerry is trying to publish several drafts, including 11u and 11y.
· Colin Blanchard: The GAS rewrites are very helpful in understanding the protocol, and should be included in whatever we send.

· Stephen McCann: There are three options for responding: (1) organize a TGu ad hoc in Athens concurrent with the meeting, (2) nominate a liaison officer to represent 11u, or (3) don't bother responding.

· Dave Stephenson: What is the agenda for the meeting?

· Stephen McCann: A short presentation on the TGu architecture, a short presentation on the 3GPP architecture, followed by a workshop where we try to work out how to incorporate protocol features.
· Colin Blanchard: SA3 is developing a new architecture for emergency calls that depends on overloading an EAP failure code with new information.  We could also try to assist them in understanding the 802.11 protocol suite.
· Straw poll: Who is interested in attending a joint meeting in Athens (in whatever form)?

· Result: 6 yes responses

Liaison Discussion: 11-07/2786r0, Liaison from IETF EMU, Stephen McCann
· Colin Blanchard: In the 3G architecture, the WLAN is a bearer, and just handles transportation of call data.  The core network is a transport system that is owned by an operator, and a handset has a certificate for one operator.  3G groups do not understand the concept of a local AAA server.

· Stephen McCann: The 3G IMS architecture specifies routing a call through the IMS server and then on to the PSAP.

· Matthew Gast: Attendees at the SDO workshop said that regulators had discussed future regulation to require emergency services support.  From the text of this liaison response, it seems that the IETF does not want to act without a clear regulatory reason.

· Colin Blanchard: What does the current TGu draft say on this point?

· Matthew Gast: There are two options.  One is to use a PSK.  That option requires a single PSK for everybody in the world, or a PSK per user.  The alternative to PSK is to use an EAP method.  What we are trying to prevent is forcing RSN security from requiring multiple certificate chains everywhere.

· Discussion of point #2 in liaison response
· Colin Blanchard: The important point for us is that we need authentication somehow.  There is no need for encryption.  My understanding of the TGu text is that it is written with encryption in mind because that is the only way to get authentication of the frames carring call data.

· Matthew Gast: Correct.  There is at this point no RSN protocol for "integrity only."  TGw is defining one for use with management frames.

· Gabor Bajko: Why do we need to comply with 802.11i?  We could define a new protocol.

· Matthew Gast: Changing RSN is hard at the working group level, and it is not clear that any work we did would be widely implemented.
· Matthew Gast volunteered to seek opinions from other working group members familiar with the security architecture.

· The chair asked for volunteers to write down the security requirements for emergency calls.  Colin Blanchard, Gabor Bajko, Matthew Gast, and Stephen McCann volunteered.
· Discussion of denial of service attacks
· Colin Blanchard: DoS is what happens when everybody dials after an emergency.
· Matthew Gast: The DoS issue for me is that a PSK must be widely shared and attackers will be in possession of it, which undermines the integrity protection.
· The chair requested that the task group response be deferred until the January meeting.  There was no objection to this suggestion.
For the next presentation, the chair gave the chairmanship of the meeting to Richard Paine, beginning at 9:09 am.

Presentation: 11-07/2734r0, EAS Update to 802.11u-D1.0, Stephen McCann
· Question (Necati Canpolat): We don't want to flood the wireless LAN system.  From a requirements view, does simply setting the bit meet the requirement?  Does involuntary pushing of alerts work?

· Answer (Stephen McCann): If there's an alert and it is pushed involuntarily, it might flood the wireless LAN interface with state 1 frames.  The message might be repeated, which leads to further flooding.  Detailed operations of this service are not specified even for cellular networks.

· Comment (Dave Stephenson): This protocol seems like a good candidate for GAS multicast delivery.
· Question (Dave Stephenson): We need normative text to describe the operation of this feature. 7.3.2.38 has a table that defines an APID for EAS.  The bullet on EAS needs to be modified.

· Answer (Stephen McCann): There is a common alert protocol (CAP) that encapsulates alerts into lower layer transports.  CAP is the content of the GAS data field.
· Comment (Dave Stephenson): A non-AP STA is going to make a GAS request with the advertising protocol set to 3, and the AP has to proxy that request to a server somewhere somewhere.

· Comment (Colin Blanchard): Ther are requirements for citizen-authority, authority-authority, and authority-citizen communication.  This proposal implements mainly authority-citizen, and that fact needs to be specified.
· Comment (Dave Stephenson): The AP needs to advertise the presence of an alert only.  It can't tell a STA to do anything.
· Comment (Dave Stephenson): For this to work with an unassociated client, SIP client needs to be in AP so that it can fetch a message in CAP format, and then the AP needs to put the message into a GAS response.

At the conclusion of the presentation, Stephen McCann resumed as chair of the meeting at 9:31 am.

Editorial Status, Necati Canpolat
· 49 comments in the editorial spreadsheet are technical comments, and need to be transferred.  None of these comments has been addressed.
· D1.01 is a conversion of the Word version to Frame with no other changes.
· D1.02 will have the "easy" editorial comment resolutions.  This draft is more than halfway complete.  Some comments have been deferred because new proposals will change the base text.
· D1.03 will include all approved technical comment resolutions and documents approved prior to and during this meeting.  It will be produced prior to the January ad hoc.
Comment Resolution

· CID 2206

· Matthew Gast:  Excessive broadcasts cause problems for networks.  Didn't we learn this lesson 15 years ago from Doom?

· Colin Blanchard: It is not feasible to acknowledge broadcasts.
· Pratibha Gupta: In the multicast delivery method, use of the broadcast address should be supported.

· Dave Stephenson: The difficulty with broadcast is that all receivers must process the frame.

· Proposed resolution: Broadcast delivery is not suitable because all listening clients STAs must process them.
· Added to comment group 14

The new technical spreadsheet was saved as 11-07/2204r16.
The meeting recessed at 10:05 am.

Wednesday, November 14, 2007, 1:30 PM to 3:30 PM
Chair: Stephen McCann
Recording secretary: Matthew Gast

Call to order and agenda

Meeting called to order on Wednesday, November 14, 2007 by Stephen McCann at 1:32 pm Eastern Standard Time (EST).  The chair then reviewed the following topics from the agenda:

· The TG Agenda is document number 11-07/2763r0.
· The agenda was revised, and adopted by unanimous consent
· Attendance reminder

Presentation: 11-07/2604r2, MIH Support, Matthew Gast

· Colin Blanchard: How can you tell if the IP network has failed?
· Matthew Gast: That question is out of scope for 802.11.  It would be possible for MIH to monitor the TCP or IP MIBs for throughput indications and take appropriate actions at higher layers.

· Ed Reuss: How does this compare to Disassociate Imminent?

· Matthew Gast: The ESS-Link-Going-Down event is internal to a non-AP STA based on the SME's predictive algorithms.  It is not an over-the-air message.
Motion (1:53 pm): "Move that IEEE 802.11u approves document 11-07-2604-02-000u-mac-state-convergence-function.doc and requests the technical editor to incorporate it into the IEEE 802.11u draft document"

· Moved by Matthew Gast, seconded by Dave Stephenson
· No debate on the motion

· Vote: 14 for – 0 against – 2 abstentions
· Motion passes (100%)

Discussion: MIB Compiliation

· The chair observed that there are several pending comments regarding compilation of the MIB, and asked whether any task group members had tools to check the 802.11u MIB.  No members responded.
Presentation: 11-07/2889r0, LIS-ALE architecture, FLAP, Vijay Patel
· Gabor Bajko: This proposal was rejected by the IETF.
· Dave Stephenson: How does the LIS calculate location?  It needs TDOA measurements, RSSI vectors, or some other physical data to operate on.
· Answer: This is for all types of networks, including cellular.  Network parameters are sent to the LIS and it performs the calculation.

· Gabor Bajko: All this does function does is provide location to the PSAP.  The maximum coverage of an AP is 300 ft, and regulatory requirement for location accuracy is 300 m.  The coverage of an AP is lower than the regulatory requirement, which makes it OK to communicate the AP location as the STA location.
· Response: We need a harmonized approach across networks.  Some countries may need more accurate location reports.  Another example is that hospitals need better location for staff.

Presentation: 11-07/2598, GAS MIB, Matthew Gast

· Stephen McCann: There is a comma missing after "Native Query Protocol (0)"
· Response: This can be put into the motion as an editorial correction.
Motion (2:32 pm): "Move that IEEE 802.11u approves document 11-07-2598-00-000u-gas-advertisement-table-by-advertising-protocol-id.doc, with an editorial correction, and requests the technical editor to incorporate it into the IEEE 802.11u draft document."

· Moved by Matthew Gast, seconded by Necati Canpolat
· No debate on the motion

· Vote: 15 for – 0 against – 3 abstentions

· Motion passes (100%)

Comment Resolution
· CID 1572: Response is identical to CID 2006.  Added to comment group 14.

· CID 709: Accept proposed resolution for discussion.  Added to comment group 14.

· CID 2022: Accept proposed resolution for discussion.  Added to comment group 14.

· CID 2302: Deferred, but not added to a comment group.

· CID 2333: Handled in 11-07/2493r1.  Added to comment group 14.

· CID 92: Counter, as descriptions are now provided in 11-07/2493r1 (GAS) and 11-07/2604r2 (MIH).  Added to comment group 14.

· CID 747.  Accept proposed resolution, and add to comment group 14.
· CID 843

· Matthew Gast: Normative references to 802.21 are not necessary, since 802.11u does not operate on 802.21 protocols.  It is now informative.
· CID 1832

· MIB compiliation is a good idea, and a valid suggested remedy, but it is unknown whether there are standard IEEE tools.

· Hesham Elbakoury volunteered to compile MIB and return with info.
· CID 1383.  This is the same as CID 843.  Minor changes were made to proposed resolution, and then added to comment group 14.

· CIDs 154 & 155: Dave Stephenson volunteered to produce a submission with Joe Salowey.
· CID 1908

· Dave Stephenson: This goes back to Lars' presentation of requirement for secure network access

· Colin Blanchard: UAM is out of scope for 11u

· CID 1040.  This was addressed by 11-07/2658r0

The revised spreadsheet will be uploaded to the server as revision 16.

Motion (3:28 pm): "Move to approve comment reslutions in Comment Group 14 in document 11-07-2204-16-000u-comment spreadsheet-technical-sorted.xls"
· Moved by Matthew Gast, seconded by Hesham Elbakoury

· No debate on the motion

· Vote: 12 for – 0 against – 2 abstentions

Meeting recessed at 3:31 pm.

Thursday, November 15, 2007, 10:30 AM to 12:30 PM
Chair: Stephen McCann
Recording secretary: Matthew Gast

Call to order and agenda

Meeting called to order on Thursday, November 15, 2007 by Stephen McCann at 10:32 pm Eastern Standard Time (EST).  The chair then reviewed the following topics from the agenda:
· The TG Agenda is document number 11-07/2763r1
· The chair read call for IEEE-SA Letters of Assurance for essential patent claims

· No responses were made to the call for patents

· Changes were made to the agenda (to be uploaded as r2), and approved by unanimous consent

At 10:47, the meeting recessed into ad hoc mode for the purpose of comment resolutions until 12:20 pm.
At 12:22 pm, the chair called the meeting back to order.  The group agreed that it was necessary to approve ad hoc work, but that the work done by ad hoc groups should be merged into a single spreadsheet before approving the work.

The meeting recessed at 12:30 pm.

Thursday, November 15, 2007, 1:30 PM to 3:30 PM
Chair: Stephen McCann
Recording secretary: Matthew Gast

Call to order and agenda

Meeting called to order on Thursday, November 15, 2007 by Stephen McCann at 1:30 pm Eastern Standard Time (EST).
Over the lunch break, Matthew Gast produced a merged spreadsheet with proposed comment resolutions from the previous session.  The chair suggested that the meeting recess into ad hoc mode for the purpose of reviewing proposed comment resolutions.

The chair called the meeting back to order at 2:06 pm.

Motion (2:07 pm): "Move to approve comment resolutions in Comment Groups 15, 16, 17, and 18 in document 11-07-2204-17-000u-comment-spreadsheet-technical-sorted.xls"
· Moved by Dave Stephenson, seconded by Matthew Gast

· Discussion on the motion

· Lars Falk: What does the "deferred" resolution mean for CIDs 221 and 229?

· Stephen McCann: Because the letter ballot was not a recirculation ballot, it is possible to defer a comment to the next letter ballot.  TGr had done this with one of its letter ballots.
· Vote: 9 for – 0 against – 2 abstentions

· Motion passes (100%)

Presentation: 11-07/2890r0, Fast Access to Network Information, George Bumiller
· Question (Dave Stephenson): How does Probe Request and Probe Response provide a measurable improvement over GAS?
· Answer: We take only two round trips to get the information from an IS, and there is no comeback delay.
· Question (Roger Durand): This proposal is for a bit that a non-AP STA can use to determine if it has retrieved information from the given AP before.  Also, the Probe Response would come back immediately, rather than having to wait for a comeback delay.

· Comment (Dave Stephenson): AP must respond within a few milliseconds.  If the information is not at the AP, you cannot meet the probe timing.  In a split-MAC architecture, the information would be stored at the controller, so there would be no way to retrieve the information within a single probe response cycle.  GAS allows separation of the Probe Request/Response from the information acquisition.  GAS didn't assume that an information service would be locally or remotely deployed.  If the IS was locally deployed, the comeback delay will be much smaller than if the information service is centrally deployed.
· Comment (Roger Durand): In a central information service deployment, a delay of seconds would be too long.  In the real world, temporal bounds are required for efficiency.

· Comment (Colin Blanchard): On slide 5, you wouldn't be going through the central information server to get authorization for handoff.
· Comment (Mike Montemurro): If you are not associated, powering up to check on data from the AP substantially degrades battery life.

· Comment (Dave Stephenson): 802.21 IS has an extensive query language, and it was felt impossible to cache responses because of the richness of the query parameters.  STAs must ask the exact same question for caching to be practical.  Specific information can be put on the AP in native GAS.

Straw poll: "Do you favor a mechanism for Probe Request for MIH info to trigger a Probe Response with a mandatory MIH report?"
· Clarification question, Stephen McCann: Are we assuming an 802.11 system interworking with 802.21?
· Answer: yes

· Clarification question, Mike Montemurro: Is it OK to assume a mechanism that is "like" a Probe Request/Response?

· The presenter revised his straw poll to read:

Straw poll (2:41 pm): "Do you favor a mechanism for a Class 1 frame such as Probe Request for MIH info to trigger a Probe Response with a mandatory MIH report?"

· Vote: 4 yes – 5 no – 9 abstentions

Straw poll (2:43 pm): "Do you favor a mechanism for a Class 1 frame such as Probe Request for MIH info to trigger a Probe Response with a optional MIH report?"

· Vote: 7 yes – 2 no – 9 abstentions

Presentation: 11-07/2891r0, Generic Mechanism Across Multiple Technologies / SDOs, George Bumiller
· The chair indicated that question time was going to be limited due to time constraints.

· Question (Dave Stephenson): Are you asking the group to agree that the Probe Request/Response be used across all link layers, or the contents of the container?
· Answer: The contents of the container.

· Question (Dave Stephenson): Then we already have a generic container format – GAS.

· Comment (Scott Henderson): The method of delivering MIIS queries is left to the protocol of the link layer that responds to the query.

Straw poll (2:50 pm): "Do you support the definition of a generic framework (container)?"
· Vote: 7 for – 2 against – 10 abstentions

The chair proposed a 5 minute recess with a corresponding extension of the meeting time by five minutes.  The chair called the meeting back to order at 3:12 pm.
Liaison: 11-07/2918, 3GPP SA2 work items

· The chair noted the existence of the document as a potential list of work items, but that we need to confirm the date of the meeting and agenda before sending a formal response.
Comment Resolution

· Dave Stephenson: Comments must be resolved to send a new draft out for letter ballot.  It is necessary for volunteers to propose resolutions.  Without organization, we will not address the 300 technical comments that remain.

· The chair called for volunteers to help with comment resolution.  Dave Stephenson, Necati Canpolat, Matthew Gast, Colin Blanchard, Gabor Bajko, Lars Falk, and Elly Kim volunteered.  The chair indicated that Hong Cheng had previously volunteered to assist with comment resolution.
Motion re-cap
· Approval of the minutes of the Monday ad hoc on November 12, 2007 in Atlanta (11-07/2794r0)

· The chair asked for corrections; none were required

· The chair requested approval by unanimous consent

· There was no objection from the task group, so the minutes are approved
Timeline discussion

· The chair proposed the following timeline for TGu:

· Next letter ballot – January 2008

· Recirculation letter ballot – May 2008

· Sponsor Ballot – November 08

· The proposed timeline was accepted by the group.
Teleconferences and ad hocs
· Before Taipei meeting
· January 10-11 2008 – Hong Kong
· One offer to host the meeting
· 3GPP SA2 joint meeting

· The chair requested that the group provide authority for an ad hoc so that he could establish a TGu slot on the SA2 agenda.

· Gabor Bajko proposed that the ad hoc be set for Tuesday to Thursday because Friday is often not well attended at SA2.
· Proposed dates: 19-21 February 2008, Athens

· Teleconferences

· December 16, 2007, 22:00 ET

· Jan 2, 2008, 10:00 ET

Motion (3:28 pm): "Move to request the IEEE 802.11 WG to approve the following TGu ad hoc:


Thursday – Friday, January 10-11 2008 in Hong Kong"

· Moved by Matthew Gast, seconded by Lars Falk
· Discussion on the motion

· Matthew Gast moved to call the question, Necati Canpolat objected
· Necati Canpolat expressed concern that a two day ad hoc would not enable enough work to be done.
· Vote: 11 for – 1 against – 1 abstention

· Motion passes (91%)
Motion (3:30 pm): "Move to request the IEEE 802.11 WG to approve the following TGu ad hoc:


Joint with 3GPP SA2, February 19-21 2008 in Athens, Greece"

· Moved by Matthew Gast, seconded by Necati Canpolat

· No debate on the motion

· Vote: 9 for – 0 against – 3 abstetions

· Motion passes (100%)
Motion (3:33 pm): "Move to request the IEEE 802.11 WG to approve the following TGu teleconferences:



16 December 2007, 22:00 ET



2 January 2007, 10:00 ET"

· Moved by Matthew Gast, seconded by Necati Canpolat

· No debate on the motion

· Vote: 8 for – 0 against – 3 abstentions

· Motion passes (100%)
The chair offered an opportunity for members to bring other business before the group.  No members did so.
The meeting adjourned without objection at 3:35 pm.
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