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Abstract

Nonuniform dipoles with bending field variation have
been studied for reducing storage ring emittance in recent
years. According to a new minimum emittance theory,
the effects of an arbitrary dipole can be characterized by
two parameters. To have a better idea of the potentials of
nonuniform dipoles, here we numerically explore the val-
ues of these two parameters for optimal emittance reduc-
tion.

INTRODUCTION

Minimizing beam emittance in storage rings is desired
by ever-increasing demands of higher beam quality for both
modern synchrotron light sources and damping rings in
high-energy linear colliders. In recent years, there have
been efforts to reduce the emittance below the well-known
theoretical minimum by using dipoles with bending-radius
variation [1-5] The new theoretical minimum emittance
with arbitrary dipoles was established [5] as
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where C, = 3.84 x 10713 m; v is the Lorentz factor; and
J,. is the horizontal damping partition number, which we
will not consider here. The lattice-dependent factor F is
givenfor threetypes of commonly interested lattices: AME
stands for the minimum emittance under achromatic con-
ditions, and TME and EME stand for the theoretical mini-
mum emittance and effective minimum emittance, respec-
tively. The minimal F for these lattices reads
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where | A| and ¢ are two parameters solely determined by
the dipole; 7 = J,/Jg is the ratio of horizontal to longi-
tudinal damping partition numbers; and the ¢ parameter is
determined by the cubic equation

(14+7)¢* +2(2+7)¢* + [3+ (2+7)/clg+2/c = 0. (3)

In this paper, we will usethe nominal valuer = 1/2, while
the effect of changing 7 has been addressed in [5].
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Developed from the general minimum emittance theory,
the |A| and ¢ parameters are characteristics of a dipole
magnet. For typica uniform dipoles of bending angle 6,
2/]A| ~ 63/4+/15 and ¢ ~ 8/9 under the usually good
small-angle approximation. It has been shown that it is
possible to reduce |A| and increase ¢, thus reducing min-
imum emittance, by optimizing the bending radius profile
of dipole magnets. It also becomes clear that the mini-
mum emittance can approach zero mathematically, except
for practical limitations due to magnetic field strength and
so on. Thus, a natural question is the potential gains in
emittance reduction that nonuniform dipoles may provide.
A clear and easy answer is practically important in order
for machine designersto decide whether it is worthwhile to
explore such a potential. The fact that an arbitrary dipole
can be characterized by only two values | A| and ¢ (thus a
single point in | A|-c parameter space instead of a detailed
bending-radiusprofile) providesan effectiveway to investi-
gate and present a clear picture of the potentials of nonuni-
form dipoles for emittance reduction. In other words, the
answer to the question lies in the distribution of dipolesin
the | A|-c parameter space, especially the distribution of op-
timized dipole-field profiles and corresponding emittances.
This paper reports an optimization study of dipole-field
profiles using genetic-algorithm (GA)-based optimizers.

Since there are two objective parametersto optimize, we
choose to compute the Pareto-optimal solutionsin the | A|-
¢ parameter space using a multi-objective GA optimizer
based on the NSGA-II agorithm [6]. For convenience,
we adopted a M athematica™ implementation of this algo-
rithm [7]. As an independent check and further refinement,
a single-objective parallel GA package [8] is aso used to
optimize some special cases. Good agreements are found
for comparable results.

In the following sections, we will briefly describe the
methods used for this study, and then present some of
our results in graphs that hopefully give a clear picture of
the potentials to reduce beam emittance with nonuniform
dipoles. A more complete presentation will be published
soon.

METHODS

To evaluate the efficacy of nonuniform dipolesfor emit-
tance reduction as well as lattice feasibility, we use as the
reference a uniform dipole, 1 meter long with 10-meter
bending radius, and compare it with nonuniform dipoles
having the same length and bending angle. The resulting
emittance reduction factor and the ratio of initial lattice
functions should apply to other dipole parameters, as long
as the small-angle approximation is valid, thanks to the
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scale-invariant property of the theory. This helpsto reduce
the complexity of the problem dramatically and makes our
optimization results suitable as a general reference for the
potentials of nonuniform dipoles.

To optimize a field profile, we use a large number (33
for the results presented here) of equal-length dipole slices
to approximate an arbitrary dipole and use the bending cur-
vature h(s) = 1/p(s) to represent a dipole-field profile,
where p(s) is the bending radius. Our computation starts
from the basic quantity in the minimum emittance theory,
i.e., the projected dispersion vector £ = [¢,¢']7 that relates
to the dispersion vector n vian(s) = M(s) (770 + é(s)),
where M isthe linear transfer matrix and n is the initial
dispersion. To numerically solve for the projected disper-
sonéandé, = 5’ we dl rectly solve the first-order differ-
ential equations £ = 10,h]7, e, & = —hM, and
gp = hM;; with the |n|t|al conditions £(0) = £,(0) = 0.
Using £ we can compute the matrices A, B, and the param-
eter ¢ as defined by

N (£YT
A= (ggry, p=BUEY oy o DUATE)
p Y
where () = (u[h]?)/(h?), p = (1), and.J = [0.1; ~1,0].

The average over the dipole, (--), is done by numerical in-
tegration.

The optimization is carried out with GA optimizers. A
population of 100 individuals is randomly initialized with
each individual having a chromosome length equal to the
number of dipole slices. The population is then evolved
using the €litist multi-objective optimizer based on ge-
netic algorithm with non-dominated sorting (NSGA-II).
After sufficient generations, the Pareto-optimal solutions
are obtained. The emittance and optimal lattice parame-
ters are computed for each individual in the optimal so-
lutions and the results are summarized in graphs. As an
independent check and for better converging efficiency, a
single-objective parallel GA package (PGApack) is used
to optimize the AME, TME, and EME emittances directly,
which should reproduce the corresponding extreme points
of emittance curves obtained from the optimal population.

To estimate lattice feasibility of an optimal solution, we
compute the ratio of initial lattice parameters of the opti-
mized profile to the reference uniform dipole. Such infor-
mation should indicate the difficulty of realizing an opti-
mized result, although it is much more involved to design
a lattice. The lattice-parameter distribution on the Pareto-
optimal solutions providesauseful way to make a trade-off
between emittance reduction and | attice difficulty. Our goal
isto understand the landscape for emittance reduction.

OPTIMIZATION RESULTS
Pareto-Optimal Solutions

Pareto-optimal solutions in the objective space reved
compromises among multiple objectives to be optimized.
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Figure 1: Pareto-optimal solutions in the objective space.
The colored dots represent a population of 100 whose max-
imum field strength is higher than the reference dipole by a
factor of 2 (blue) and 4 (red). The markersrepresent results
of single-objective PGA optimization of TME.

In our case, we need to minimize | A| and maximize ¢ for
minimal emittance. In fact, we choose to minimize both

|A] and +/1 — ¢, normalized by the values of the ref-
erence uniform dipole. The resulting Pareto-optimal solu-
tions under several maximum field strengths are plotted in
Fig. 1. From this information and the emittance formula,
it is easy to see the potential emittance reduction using
nonuniformdipoles. To bemore explicit, we computed the
emittance reduction factor for AME, TME, and EME lat-
tices using the optimal solutionsin Fig. 1 and summarized
the resultsin Fig. 2. The behaviors of AME and EME are
similar, and both are dominated by the 2 /| A| factor. This
is good since both AME and EME are of interest to light
sources, and the similarity may alow some flexibility in
switching lattices. On the other hand, the TME reduction
is much larger and dominated by the /1 — ¢ factor. This
plot suggests that nonuniform dipoles will be more effec-
tive for damping rings since they favor TME lattices. Note

emittance reduction factor
w

N
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Figure 2: Emittance reduction factors for AME, TME, and
EME lattices at maximum field strength 2 (blue) and 4
(red) times higher. The markers represent results of single-
objective PGA optimization of TME, which show good
agreement, although the multi-objective optimizationis yet
to convergeto the optimal.
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Figure 3: Relative increases in beam energy spread for the
optimal solutions.

that dipoles optimized for TME are not effective at all for
AME and EME. To show the relative increase in beam en-
ergy spread, Fig. 3 plotsthe AME, TME, and EME versus
the energy spread for the two sets of Pareto-optimal solu-
tions. Theincreasein energy spread might limit the useful -
ness of nonuniform dipoles in some machines.

Lattice Parameters for Optimal Emittance

In order to get some idea of the difficulty in implement-
ing lattices of the optimal solutions, Fig. 4 plots the emit-
tances versus the relative change in initial beta functions.
It is encouraging to see that significant emittance reduc-
tion (not far from the optimum) can be achieved without
large changesin theinitial Twiss parameters. Furthermore,
Fig. 5 plotstherelative change in initial beta functions ver-
sus the initial apha functions. It shows that the changes
in beta and alpha functions are more or less proportional,
which indicates that the emittance reduction is less sensi-
tive to deviations in initial Twiss parameters (see Fig. 1in
[5]). Due to space limitations, we will leave other factors
such as dispersion functions to a future publication.

Field Profiles

The optimal bending curvatures for a couple of special
cases are shown in Fig. 6. Note that emittance reductionis
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Figure 4: Relative changes in initial § functions for the
optimal solutions.

05 Beam Dynamics and Electromagnetic Fields

D01 Beam Optics - Lattices, Correction Schemes, Transport

THPE039
’
6 7]
5r . s
ce
af o
' 4 .
3 s . ot
3+ . & .,o'—' Lo
t’ o
4 e
pe o
2f P JLEr
Aol
10
AP | L | I |
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Figure 5: Relative changesin initial 5 and « functions for
the optimal solutions.

not very sensitive to field errors.

Thanks M. Borland and Q. Qin for introducing Y. Wang
and Y. Peng, respectively, to work on this subject. Thanks
to L. Emery for support and helpful discussions.
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Figure 6: Optimal curvature profiles (from PGA) for min-
imal TME at maximum field strength 2 (blue) and 4 (red)
times higher than the reference dipole (dash). The black
oneis from multi-objective optimization, which is not fully
optimized, with afew percentage lower performance.
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