e-cloud benchmarking

simulations for KEKB: different integration routines
yield the same result; there is only a moderate
dependence on the elastic e- reflection model

simulations for ILC DR: there Is an enormous
dependence!! (bug?)

Frank Zimmermann, RLC 11.11.2005
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different models of SEY with elastic reflection
SEY

2 ~ Hilleret parametrization

'Y of elastic reflection
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different models of SEY with elastic reflection
SEY

2 // Hilleret parametrization
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central cloud density in ILC DR bend vs. time
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central cloud density in ILC DR bend vs. time - 2
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central cloud density in ILC DR bend vs. time
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central e- density [m™] ILC DR OCS (6.3 km)
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