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necessary to use a sensible valueXfto obtain a solution at the correct Comments on “Improvement of Broadband Feedforward
temperature change. Amplifier Using Photonic Bandgap”

I1l. CONCLUSION Thomas J. Ellis

Self-heating effects in FET models must be complete. Otherwise, as
pointed out by Maas, the simulation can become ill conditioned. It is Abstract—A number of technical facts were either claimed or implied

important to model all aspects of temperature variation. Then, if, afffthe above letter, which appeared in the November 2001 issue of IEEE
onlv if. the parameters and model have been chosen correctly. an M'FROWAVE AND WIRELESS COMPONENTS LETTERS. Without clarification
y I, p Y, any| supporting data, the claims presented could mislead the reader into

conditioning would correctly indicate a thermal runaway or instabilityrawing inaccurate conclusions regarding the performance increase of
in the real circuit. In general, if temperature dependence of mobility fised forward amplifiers due to the so-called photonic bandgap structure.

included, then there will always be a solution. Index Terms—Feedforward amplifier, photonic band gap.
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