Comment #3 in LB2 by Nokia corresponds to comment #1 in LB1.  The respective comments are:
LB1:

Comment:

Large parts of the current draft are developed in other standard development organizations (SDO) as can be seen by comparing the documents listed in the References section and this draft. Maintenance of a specification and synchronization of changes is difficult if the standard is published by two SDOs in parallel. It is better to limit the IEEE 802.20 standard to the parts that are result of unique IEEE work and not to include parts of specifications from other SDOs.

Commenters Proposal:

Delete parts that are work from other standardization organizations (3GPP2 and ATIS, duplication of content from the documents listed in the References section of this draft) and leave only original IEEE 802.20 work.If IEEE802.20 wants to propose some changes or enhancements to the 3GPP2 and ATIS specifications those can be handled through liaison process but the final acceptance of such changes, publication of the specifications themselves and maintenance should be left to those SDOs that are the original developers of the specifications.

Consensus Resolution: (After extensive discussion at comment resolution session in full plenary).

Not Accepted, the WG had previously agreed to create a stand alone text

LB2:
Identical comment submitted with no new proposal or rationale,

Comment:

Large parts of the current draft are developed in other standard development organizations (SDO) as can be seen by comparing the documents listed in the References section and this draft. Maintenance of a specification and synchronization of changes is difficult if the standard is published by two SDOs in parallel. It is better to limit the IEEE 802.20 standard to the parts that are result of unique IEEE work and not to include parts of specifications from other SDOs.
Commenters Proposal:

Delete parts that are work from other standardization organizations (3GPP2 and ATIS, duplication of content from the documents listed in the References section of this draft) and leave only original IEEE 802.20 work. If IEEE802.20 wants to propose some changes or enhancements to the 3GPP2 and ATIS specifications those can be handled through liaison process but the final acceptance of such changes, publication of the specifications themselves and maintenance should be left to those SDOs that are the original developers of the specifications.
Resolution:

This comment had been discussed previously, the consensus remains that 802.20 should be developed as a coherent stand alone document. The commentor clarified that the refenrence instead of referencing 3GPP2 could reference TIA; but that did not change the consensus.
Broadcom comment #5 in LB2 corresponds to LB1 Comment #14

Comment:

One characteristic of this draft that still creates confusion is that there are multiple incompatible modes under one standard.  There is the WB TDD mode, the 625k mode, and the UMB FDD mode.  It makes so much more sense to have an 802.20a, 802.20b, and 802.20c in the particular case.  In particular, one of the modes references an ATIS specification; another mode has incorporated text from a 3GPP documents, and the other appears to be organic to 802.20.
Commenters proposal:

Separate separate modes into separate documents.

Consensus Resolution: (There was extensive discussion on this and the summary conclusion is as below).
Not accepted. It is consistent with other standards in 802 to have multiple "modes" in a single document.
LB2: (Identical comment)
Comment:

One characteristic of this draft that still creates confusion is that there are multiple incompatible modes under one standard.  There is the WB TDD mode, the 625k mode, and the UMB FDD mode.  It makes so much more sense to have an 802.20a, 802.20b, and 802.20c in the particular case.  In particular, one of the modes references an ATIS specification; another mode has incorporated text from 3GPP2 documents, and the other appears to be organic to 802.20.
Commenters Proposed Solution:

Separate separate modes into separate documents (e.g., 802.20a, 20b, and 20c).  It has been argued that other groups have incompatible modes in one document.  However, in most or all cases, the older modes are retained because newer modes are introduced.  In our case, we are talking about incompatible modes on Day 1
Consensus Resolution:

This comment had been discussed previously, the consensus remains that 802.20 Modes should be contained in the one document (as required by a single PAR). The structure of the document makes it clear which chapters and sections apply to which modes.

Comments #153, 154, 158 and 159 in LB2 all deal with performance characteristics and were treated as a unit. They correspond to comments 791, 792, 832, and 833 in LB1.
LB1:

Comment 791 (Target at section 5.3.3.1.2)

It says the need for this section is for further study.  The standard should not indicate anything that says For Further Study or To Be Determined or the like.  However, with that said, a section on Frequency Tolerance is needed.
Commenters Proposal:

Remove statement that the need for this section is for further study.
Comment 792:

It says the need for this section is for further study.  The standard should not indicate anything that says For Further Study or To Be Determined or the like.  However, with that said, a section on Maximum Output Power is needed.  However, the text in this section discusses both minimum and maximum output power.
Commenters Proposal:

Remove statement that the need for this section is for further study.  Restructure so that text regarding minimum output power is under 5.3.1.2.2 and text regarding maximum output power under 5.3.1.2.1.

Comment 832:

There is inadequate specification of the transmitter fidelity.  Contributions and discussion in the WG were held, and agreement for additional parameters was reached and to be included in the draft, but the editing does not reflect the WG decisions and agreements.
Commenters Proposal: (See attached document Min Perf)
Attached word document with replacement text, but with parameters TBR (and terminology needing harmonization).  Need transmit constellation accuracy, phase noise, for multiplicity of modulation densities and bandwidths, and accommodating multiple transmit antennas.  Combining antenna outputs should be covered in the testing, as well as individually measuring each antenna.
Comment 833:

Performance requirements applying to the AT are inadequate for interoperability.  Obviously, this comment has been made before.  Previoulsy, it has appeared that persons in the WG agree that the currently specified parameters are not adequate since the WG was asked twice at a previous meeting if anyone thought the currently specified parameters were adequate, and there were no affirmatives.  
Commenters proposal:

Include all performance requirements needed for system interoperability for all modes in the standard.  In my comment from last time in LB1, I specifically stated that "we need transmitter fidelity and receiver sensitivity requirements for each modulation."  So, to expand on what said last time: DL QPSK EVM or MER (i.e., relative constellation error), UL QPSK EVM or MER, DL QPSK Receiver Sensitivity, UL QPSK Receiver Sensitivity, DL 8-PSK EVM or MER, UL 8-PSK EVM or MER, DL 8-PSK Receiver Sensitivity, UL 8-PSK Receiver Sensitivity, DL 16-QAM EVM or MER, UL 16-QAM EVM or MER, DL 16-QAM Receiver Sensitivity, UL 16-QAM Receiver Sensitivity, DL 64-QAM EVM or MER, UL 64-QAM EVM or MER, DL 64-QAM Receiver Sensitivity, UL 64-QAM Receiver Sensitivity.   In addition, it is worth noting that 802.11n specifies relative constellation error, minimum input sensitivity, adjacent channel rejection, non-adjacent channel rejection values for various combinations of modulation and coding.  Therefore, it would make sense to define this for 1/5 Turbo and 1/3 Convolutional, where applicable.   There are also other parameters in the .11n document, Section 20.3, that are worth considering.

Consensus Resolution: Applies to comments 791, 792, 832, 833.
The text dealing with min performance requirements will be revised in accordance with MPS02.  (Attached to this document).

In addition there is a request to include specification of individual modulations.  For the constellation accuracy requirements, 8-PSK needs to be added.  For receiver sensitivity, 8-PSK and 16-QAM should be included.

Spectral flatness

ramp up/ramp down time

adjacent channel rejection

non-adjacent channel rejection

spectral mask

max input power

max transmit power

Center frequency and symbol clock stability

Carrier phase noise and symbol clock jitter

More on fine closed loop timing (e.g., clock jitter)

out-of-band transmit fidelity (spurious emissions)

additional details on conditions for MSCE are related to some of the above. 
LB2 Comments 153, 154, 158, 159 deal with the minimum performance issue and were treated as a unit:

Comment 153, 154, 158 and 159 are identical with identical proposals, but targeted at different sections of the document (5.3.1.5.2, 5.3.4.2.1, 5.4.1.8, 5.4.2.4 respectively)

Comment Text:

After a lot of time, there has been significant progress in addressing transmitter fidelity requirements at the AT in support of interoperability.  Some additional parameters should be specified as mentioned in discussion at the last meeting.  
Commenters Proposal: Per previous comments, we think specifying individual modulations is the right approach.  For the constellation accuracy requirements, 8-PSK needs to be added.  For receiver sensitivity, 8-PSK and 16-QAM should be included.  At the previous meeting, we provided the following list of parameters to be incorporated: spectral flatness, ramp up/ramp down time, adjacent channel rejection, non-adjacent channel rejection, spectral mask, max input power, max transmit power,  center frequency and symbol clock stability,  carrier phase noise and symbol clock jitter, more on fine closed loop timing (e.g., clock jitter), out-of-band transmit fidelity (spurious emissions); additional details on conditions for MSCE are related to some of the above.
Consensus Resoution LB2:

Three sets of parameters:

Transmitter fidelity - covered by constellation error.

Receiver parameters that are implemtation dependent choices.

Limitations on Emissions - text in these sections to state that the system must meet all applicable regulatory and legal requirements. 

With respect to individual modulations specifications, current draft specifies the extremes, but commentor feels the indivudual limits should also be specified. 

MCSE captures the following parameters: spectral flatness,phase noise and jitter providing a measure of transmitter fidelity. There is disagreement on whether further breakdown of impairments is needful, helpful or whether the constellation error is sufficient to capture all that is needed.

Spectral masks are band and regulatory environment dependent.
