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1. Comments
There are multiple comments that are related to frequency tolerance specifications.

Specific comments are: 


“Implementation is effectively impossible with a frequency tolerance of +\- 10 ppm.  It is too small.”

“max center freq tolerance is +/- 10 ppm; different from non-WAVE operation”

"The transmitted center frequency tolerance shall be +/- 10 ppm maximum for 10 MHz channels used by a STA in the WAVE mode."  The tolerance for non-WAVE operation is +/- 20 ppm.  Why do we need a tighter requirement for WAVE mode?”

"The symbol clock frequency tolerance shall be ±10 ppm maximum for 10 MHz channels used by a STA in the WAVE mode. Does it means that for 20M channels the frequency tolerance can be 20ppm?”

“Why is max center freq tolerance +/- 10 ppm?”
2. Commenter’s Suggested Remedy (If appropriate):  
Change frequency tolerance to +/- 20 ppm, same as non-WAVE operation.

Clarify the requirements
3. Background, Explanation, Discussion, etc.:

The standard is not the place to provide justification for any values used. This justification was provided multiple times in the many submissions referenced in the Introduction. If there were no need to make a change from the baseline standard, there would be no need for an amendment. If there was no requirement for a change, none would have been placed in the amendment.
As to the claim that this tolerance would make “effectively impossible”, there have been many submissions/presentations showing successful implementation with existing chip sets.
4. Recommended Resolution of the Comment:

Reject comments 432, 442, 434, 444, 435, 439, 440, 443, 445

5. Motion (if technical and/or significant):

(And instructions to the editor.)
Move to reject comments 432, 442, 434, 444, 435, 439, 440, 443, 445.

Motion by: _Lee Armstrong______________Date: __2007-09-18_______
Second:  ______________________
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	Disapprove:
	Abstain:
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Abstract


Proposed resolution of LB110 comments related to frequence tolerance.
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