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Abstract

The European Spallation Source will be a 5 MW super-
conducting proton linac for the production of spallation
neutrons. It is composed of an ion source, a radio frequency
quadrupole, a drift tube linac and a superconducting linac
as well as the low, medium and high, energy beam trans-
port sections. At present these components of the linac
are in the design phase: the optimization of the accelera-
tor parameters requires an intensive campaign of simula-
tions to test the model of the machine under possible oper-
ational conditions. In this paper the results of simulations
performed with the IMPACT and MADX-PTC codes are
presented and a comparison is made between them and in-
dependent simulations using TraceWin. The dynamics of
the beam envelope and single and multi-particle tracking
are reported.

INTRODUCTION

The European Spallation Source is a project, currently
in the design phase, for the production of high brightness
neutron beams through the spallation process. A compre-
hensive description of the project is presented in the Con-
ceptual Design Report (CDR) [1]. For the purpose of this
paper, only the superconducting proton linac part is consid-
ered, and studies are focused on the beam dynamics from
the end of the Radio Frequency Quadrupole (RFQ) to the
spallation target station (Fig. 1).
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Figure 1: ESS proton linac scheme.

The design parameters of the accelerator, reported in the
CDR, are summarized in Tab. 1. The choice of the opti-
cal functions (« and ) at the beginning of the machine is
aimed at creating a periodic beam in the FODO cells of
the superconducting part of the accelerator. Those param-
eters are generated numerically via the code TraceWin [2]
for the configuration at 50 mA and summarized in Tab. 2.
The zero current (no Space Charge) layout shares the same
initial conditions but with a re-matched lattice.

TraceWin is also adopted as the main reference code in
the ESS study because it was largely used during the de-
sign of the accelerator and the setting of the parameters as
reported in [3].
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Table 1: Beam Parameters

Parameter Value
Kinetic Energy after the RFQ 3 MeV
Beam Peak Current 50 mA
Particles per bunch 8.8 x 108

Duty Cycle 4%
Freq. before the Medium S sect. 352.21 MHz
Freq. after the Medium [ sect. 704.42 MHz
Horizontal Normalized Emit. 0.22 x 107% m rad
Vertical Normalized Emit. 0.22 x 107 m rad
Longitudinal Normalized Emit. 0.29 x 1075 m rad

Optimal 3 in Spokes 0.50
Geometrical 5 in Medium 3 sect. 0.70
Geometrical S in High S sect. 0.92

Table 2: Initial Conditions for the Optical Functions

Parameter Value
Horizontal « 0.535
Horizontal 8 0.163 mrad
Vertical o -1.323
Vertical 3 0.358 mrad
Longitudinal «  -0.437
Longitudinal 5 1.203 mrad
MADX-PTC

MADX is a widely used code for the design and study
of accelerator rings as well as beam lines [4]. It has been
complemented with the PTC library [5] to overcome some
of its limitations, allowing calculations of six dimensional
beam dynamics parameters and beam acceleration [6, 7].

In beam dynamics simulations for hadron linacs, the
method of modelling RF cavities can have a large impact
on the predicted beam behaviour, probably more so than in
simulations of rings. It is therefore important to use as real-
istic a model as possible and integrate the motion based on
numerical values of the electromagnetic fields. Even when
such information is not available and one cell of a cavity is
modelled simply as “drift-kick-drift”, it is common to in-
clude details such as the displacement of the electric center
with respect to the physical center of the cell as well as ef-
fects from the transit time factor and its derivatives on the
transverse and longitudinal behaviour of the beam [2, 8, 9].
Although the MADX and PTC codes already include the
RF cavity as an accelerator element, they do not include
such detailed effects. Hence, when producing a lattice for
MADX and PTC based on that from the TraceWin, a fi-
nite length RF cavity in TraceWin is converted to a thin RF
cavity and a thin 4 x 4 matrix, providing transverse kicks
with drifts on each side, as described in [8, 9]. An issue
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for MADX and PTC in modelling an RF cavity like this is
that thin-lens matrices cannot be used for PTC, which can
therefore be used only to calculate the acceleration. An-
other issue is the space charge in the beam. Efforts have
been made to introduce space charge into the MADX-PTC
framework [10] but it has not been implemented yet in the
standard version. It is important for ESS and similar stud-
ies that a detailed modelling of a finite length RF cavity
with space charge effects is developed for MADX-PTC in
the near future.

IMPACT

Comparative modelling has been carried out using the
IMPACT code developed at LBNL in the early 90’s [11].
Weritten in Fortran90, the code uses a split-operator method
based on a symplectic treatment of Hamilton’s equations
of motion, and has options of both first and third-order
(Lorentz) integrators. The main difference between IM-
PACT and the TraceWin-MADX-PTC combination is that
it uses field maps for the RF cavity fields, thus providing
a more realistic form of tracking than the instantaneous
kick-in-gap method. Space charge is calculated using fast
Fourier transform methods and a variety of boundary con-
ditions are available. The code has also been adapted to
run on multi-processors, though in the work reported here
a single desktop PC has been adequate. Over the years
IMPACT has been regularly subjected to extensive bench-
marking (for example, during the EU HIPPI study [12]). It
was also used to model the J-PARC and SNS linacs; as a
result, the authors feel confident that it represents a suitable
tool to model ESS and to check the results of the TraceWin-
based studies.

There are several challenges in carrying out a reliable
comparison between IMPACT and TraceWin!. Not least
is the transformation between the different lattice formats
and input distributions. IMPACT, for example, does not use
Twiss parameters, and a clear understanding of the con-
nection between the different types of coordinate system
is necessary. Several additional Fortran modules and Perl
scripts were written to allow design changes to be quickly
and efficiently assimilated. Close attention was paid to
developing realistic field maps for the DTL, Spoke and
medium and high-beta sections of the linac. Also, because
IMPACT uses absolute phases settings while TraceWin re-
lies on relative phases, a new code was written, based on
iterative phase scanning, to complete the final transition be-
tween the input datasets, ensuring consistency between the
codes particularly in terms of energies gained by the syn-
chronous particle at each RF section of the linac.

RESULTS

Fig. 2 compares the kinetic energy of the beam at each
location of the linac calculated from the three codes. The
codes are in very good agreement, as indeed should be the

I'The authors are grateful to J. Qiang (LBNL) for his help in overcom-
ing teething problems at the outset of the study.
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Figure 2: Comparison of kinetic energies calculated by the
TraceWin, IMPACT, and MADX-PTC. Dotted lines repre-
sent transitions between two sections.
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Figure 3: Comparison of RMS beam size calculated by the
TraceWin, IMPACT, and MADX-PTC for the zero current.
Dotted lines represents transitions between two sections.

case because of the similarity in the calculations and the
way the input datasets were set up.

Fig. 3 compares the transverse beam RMS size calcu-
lated from the three codes for the case of zero current.
The third and fourth plots show the relative differences of
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beam RMS sizes calculated from IMPACT and MADX-
PTC with respect to those from TraceWin. In TraceWin
and MADX-PTC, each cell of a cavity is treated as “drift-
kick-drift” but the kicks of the two codes are identical only
to first order. This difference in the modeling generates the
difference in the RMS sizes at the beginning of the DTL.
The amplitudes of Ao, /o, and Ao, /o, remain the same
in the spokes, medium-S and high-g3 sections, which sug-
gests the difference between TraceWin and MADX-PTC is
only in the beginning of the DTL and may not be signifi-
cant.

On the other hand, despite the care taken to ensure parity
between the initial set-ups, some discrepancies are evident
in the predictions from TraceWin and IMPACT, largely due
to the different orders of tracking and the use of field maps
in IMPACT but not in TraceWin. In order to trace these
effects, IMPACT tracking was carried out using a straight-
forward 6D-Waterbag model distribution, rather than the
highly non-linear dataset generated by modeling the RFQ.
100,000 particles were used and space charge was turned
off. Close analysis of the transverse focusing reveals small
differences at each RF cavity. TraceWin shows sudden
changes in RF beam size from the drift-kick-drift technique
which approximates well with IMPACT’s field map inte-
grator on a local scale but slight differences in beam diver-
gence then grow progressively down the linac until the dis-
agreement is quite marked. The explicit effects of third as
compared with first order tracking have yet to be explored
but non-linear effects including space-charge are likely to
add to these differences and a proper study of phenomena
such as halo formation and growth is now a priority.
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Figure 4: RMS beam envelope from IMPACT simulation

with full space-charge.

A further comparison can be made with Fig. 4,
which shows results from an IMPACT simulation using
a 6D-Waterbag and full space-charge (50 mA). The non-
uniformity of the oscillations, differences between the hor-
izontal and vertical planes and general non-linear growth
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are evident, suggesting that much needs to be done to opti-
mize the system, not only for basic beam dynamics but also
for non-linear effects.

CONCLUSIONS

This preliminary study shows that the three codes under
consideration are in good agreement for the dynamics of
the core of the beam in a linear regime. Nevertheless a de-
tailed campaign of simulations has to be performed in order
to understand the non-linear behaviour of the accelerator in
conditions that are both ideal and realistic (including field
errors, jitter, etc.). MADX-PTC requires a more accurate
RF model as well as a suitable space-charge routine, while
the IMPACT can be pushed forward and used to optimize
the focusing/accelerating structures with RF field maps.

REFERENCES

[1] Stephen et al. Peggs. “European Spallation Source - Con-
ceptual Design Report”, Technical Report ESS-2012-001,
ESS, Feb 2012.

[2] Romuald Duperrier, Nicolas Pichoff, and Didier Uriot.
“CEA Saclay Codes Review for High Intensities Linacs
Computations”, In Proceedings of the International Con-
ference on Computational Science-Part III, ICCS °02, pages
411-418. Springer-Verlag, 2002.

[3] Mohammad Eshraqi and Hakan Danared. “ESS Linac, De-
sign and Beam Dynamics”, Proceedings of IPAC 2011, San
Sebastian, Spain, Sep 2011.

[4] Frank Schmidt, G Iselin,
http://mad.web.cern.ch.

[5] Etienne Forest, Frank Schmidt, and Eric McIntosh. “Intro-
duction to the Polymorphic Tracking Code”, Technical re-
port, KEK-REPORT-2002-3, Jul 2002.

[6] Frank Schmidt, Chao Yu Chiu, B Goddard, D Jacquet,
V Kain, M Lamont, V Mertens, J Uythoven, and J Wen-
ninger. “MAD-X PTC Integration”, (CERN-AB-2005-036),
Jul 2005.

[7] K. Skowronski, P., Frank Schmidt, Riccardo de Maria, and
Etienne Forest. “New Developments of Mad-X Using PTC”,
Proceedings of ICAP 2006, Chamonix, France, 2006.

[8] M. Lapostolle, Pierre. “Proton Linear Accelerators: A The-
oretical and Historical Introduction”, Los Alamos National
Laboratory, 1989.

[9] Thomas P. Wangler. RF Linear Accelerators, 2nd Com-
pletely Revised and Enlarged Edition, Physics textbook.
Wiley, Weinheim, Jan 2008.

[10] V. Kapin and Yu. Alexahin. “Space Charge Simulation us-
ing MADX with Account of Synchrotron Oscillations”, Pro-
ceedings of RuUPAC-2010, Protvino, Russia, pages 204-206,
2010.

[11] Ji Qiang, Robert D. Ryne, Salman Habib, and Viktor De-
cyk. “An Object-Oriented Parallel Particle-in-Cell Code for
Beam Dynamics Simulation in Linear Accelerators”, Jour-
nal of Computational Physics, (163):434—451, 2000.

[12] L. Groenig et al. “Comparison of Different Simulation
Codes with UNILAC Measurements for High Beam Cur-
rents”, Proceedings of ICAP 2009, San Francisco, CA,
USA, 2009.

and H Grote. MAD-X:

ISBN 978-3-95450-115-1
3843



