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1 Resolution for Comments [2] ID# 133 and 1683
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133

Foegelle, 

Michael

N 5.2 15.24 MT

While the first sentence in 5.2 indicates that this applies 

to 5.5, 5.6, 5.7, and 5.8.  It then proceeds to say "… 

comman across all of these environments."  That and its 

location within the document seem to indicate that this 

applies to the entire section, not just those subsections.  

This could lead to confusion when users try to apply 

these factors to conducted tests, etc.

Group the like environments together into one sub-

section that starts with this information and then put 

the specifics of each variant as sub-sections within 

that.
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1683

Kobayashi, 

Mark

Y 5.2 15.25 T

The section common test parameters should either cover

all the test environments or should be moved prior to

section 5.5 to cover the relevant sections related to this

section

Section 5.2 should be changed to reflect common

parameters amongst all test parameterts or this

section should just proceed section 5.5


Proposed Comment Resolution: Counter 133, Accept 1683
Justification: all the test environment sharing the common test parameters are placed close together to the sub-clause stating common parameters.

Move Clause 5.2 “Common test parameters” to after clause 5.4 and rename it “Common test parameters for OTA test environments”
Change Line 25 on Page 15 to “The test environments specified in 5.5, 5.6, 5.7, and 5.8 share a set of test parameters common across all of these environments.”

2 Resolution for Comments [2] ID# 492, 1608, 1609, 941, and 139
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492

Lauer, 

Joseph

Y 5.2 15.34 T

Items 1 and 2 (endstation height and endstation lid/LCD

angle, respectively) assume that the endstation is a

laptop or some similar device. This assumption is too

restrictive.

Rewrite the common test parameters to allow for

other types of endstations.
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1608

Hamilton, 

Mark

Y 5.2 15.34 T

Parameters 1 and 2 are written to be very PC-centric. Start first paragraph of item 1 with, "For tabletop,

laptop or hand-held devices …" Add new second

paragraph, "For devices normally held to the head,

the endstation should be positioned vertically and

160cm +/1 1.5cm from the ground or floor, as

measured from the ground or floor surface to the

base of the device."
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1609

Hamilton, 

Mark

Y 5.2 15.34 T

Parameters 1 and 2 are written to be very PC-centric. Start first paragraph of item 2 with, "For tabletop,

laptop or hand-held devices …" 
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941

Ammann, 

Keith

Y 5.2 15.4 T

The "Endstation lid/LCD angle" item appears, from the

graphic in figure 2 and elsewhere, to apply only to laptop

computers, however this is not clearly stated. It could be

argued that a VoIP phone, or PDA like device, has an

"integral display whose viewing angle is adjustable",

however, in these cases the 110 degree viewing angle

may in fact be inappropriate in these cases since the

normal use for one of these devices is against the head.

Add clarifying text indicating that this is a laptop only

requirement, or adjust the requirement such that it

can be applied to non-laptop like devices.
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139

Foegelle, 

Michael

Y 5.2 17.26 T

This document appears to be laptop-centric and does a 

poor job of addressing the needs of other devices.  

Industry analysts predict that by 2010, over 50% of the 

802.11 chip sets sold will be in devices other than 

laptops, but this document does nothing to address those 

use cases.

Rewrite the document until it addresses other use-

cases and testing requirements beyond just that of 

laptops.


Proposed Comment Resolution: Accept 492, Counter 1608, 1609, 941, and 139.
Justification: In Table 2 – common test parameters, height is only specified for one type of model. Table 4 specifies height for PDA and handheld device model. These should be merged.

Change Line 34 on Page 15 in the requirement column: 

From: The endstation should be positioned parallel to and 80 cm ± 1.5 cm from the ground or floor, as measured from the ground or floor surface to the base of the device.

To: The endstation should be positioned parallel to and 80 cm ± 1.5 cm for PC external antenna models and 125 cm ± 1.5 cm for PDA and handheld device model from the ground or floor, as measured from the ground or floor surface to the base of the device.

To Figure 3, add the following:
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0


In Table 4, delete items 1 and 2.
3 Resolution for Comments [2] ID# 526, 656, and 773
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526

Ojard, Eric Y 5.2 15.34 T

"common" test parameters specified will tend to favor 

certain antenna configurations and placement.  of what is 

the "height" being measured?  to the top of the 

endstation?  to the mean of the antenna locations in the 

endstation?  any of these would result in different test 

setups for different endstation types.

do not specify endstation test height and remove 

Figure 2


Proposed Comment Resolution: Reject

Justification: Item 1 does specify “The endstation should be positioned parallel to and 80 cm

± 1.5 cm from the ground or floor, as measured from the ground or floor surface to the base of the device.”
Comment resolution for CID 492 does specify for both PC external antenna and PDA and handheld devices.
4 Resolution for Comments [2] ID# 943
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943

Ammann, 

Keith

Y 5.2 16.23 T

The statement is made "Large devices may be spun

around their geometric center point, as long as the

antenna is not at the center point. Small devices should

be placed on the edge of a turntable". This is redundant

and confusing given the last sentence of the same

paragraph which states "The radius of the arc of travel of

the antenna of the endstation while on the turntable

should be at least 15cm".

Delete the sentence starting with "Large devices may

be spun around….".


Proposed Comment Resolution: Accept
5 Resolution for Comments [2] ID# 1174
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1174

Emmelman

n, Marc

Y 5.2 16.3 MT

The accuracy of h which is given in Figure 5 is not

included in the text in column 3.

Add "(+/- 1.5 cm)" after "h" in column 3


Proposed Comment Resolution: Accept

6 Resolution for Comments [2] ID# 494, 944, and 344
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494

Lauer, 

Joseph

Y 5.2 17.15 T

The draft says that "the condition of the ground between

the DUT and the WLCP should be recorded". This is very

vague.

Explain clearly what properties of the ground should

be recorded.
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944

Ammann, 

Keith

Y 5.2 17.15 T

The statement is made "The condition of the ground

between the DUT and the WLCP should be recorded".

This should be more specific about what is meant by

"condition" (I.e. snow-covered/wet/dry, grass/pavement,

hilly/flat are all different "conditions").

Clarify what is meant by "condition". It also comes

mind given this issue that another possible test

parameter that should be recorded for over the air

testing would be geographic data about the current

environment in terms of starting location for the test,

etc. This doesn't appear to be called out in the list of

parameters, and I would recommend that it be added

in addition to the clarification requested.
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344

Smith, Matt Y 5.2 17.16 T

"The condition of the ground between the DUT and the

WLCP should be recorded." What, in particular, should

be recorded? Whether or not the carpet needs

vacuuming? Whether it is Kentucky Bluegrass or

Northern California Sensamilla that has been planted?

Occurrence of weeds and/or grubs?

Clarify what should be recorded or remove this

sentence.


Proposed Comment Resolution: Counter 494, 944, and 344.

Change Line 15 on Page 17:
From: The condition of the ground between the DUT and the WLCP should be recorded.

To: The condition of the ground (ground type, wet/dry) between the DUT and the WLCP should be recorded.

7 Resolution for Comments [2] ID# 326, 1169, 327, and 1171
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326

Chan, 

Douglas

N 5.2 17.36 T

Units (cm) should be provided after +/- value; i.e. "1.5

m".

Do so or consult IEEE style guide to check for proper

format.
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1169

Emmelman

n, Marc

Y 5.2 17.36 T

missing SI unit in figure 2 add "cm" after "+/- 1.5"
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327

Chan, 

Douglas

N 5.2 18.03 T

Units (degree) should be provided after +/- value; i.e. "1

°".

Do so or consult IEEE style guide to check for proper

format.
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1171

Emmelman

n, Marc

Y 5.2 18.04 T

Mising SI unit in figure 3 add "°" (degree sign) after "+/- 1"


Proposed Comment Resolution: Accept 326, 1169, 327, and 1171.

8 Resolution for Comments [2] ID# 1653
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1653

Engwer, 

Darwin

Y 5.2 18.4 T

When testing with an actual Access Unit (contaiign an AP

implementation) the orientation of the antennas can

greatyl affect the test. E.g. rubber ducky antennas are

often positioned in a parallel orientation, but often quite

different (better) results can be obtained by adjusting

the antennas so that one is vertical and the other is

horizontal, yielding different polarization of the signals

from each.

Add antenna orientation specs, either in this section

or in the appropriate test sections that use OTA tests

with an AP.


Proposed Comment Resolution: Reject.

Justification: Antenna orientation is shown in Figure 5.
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Abstract


This document contains the proposal for resolution of some comments to draft P802.11.2-D1.0. The comments referenced to are listed in the document IEEE 802.11-07-0659r9 and the comments addressed are: 133, 1683, 492, 1608, 1609, 941, 139, 526, 656, 773, 943, 1174, 494, 944, 344, 326, 1169, 327, 1171, and 1653.
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