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=y
s an Average Reflectivity Under Production Conditions
m=2 82%
m=25 89%
m=3 84%
Taken from
http://www.lesker.com/newweb/Downl oads/pdf/mirrortron.pdf
i1l Q< Qc

R::{l
i-(1-a@Q-Q) Q>Q

(1-aQ,)=R
for example,ifa=4.5 R=0.9
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Theintehéitydistributiori N élong
curved guide as function of |

* |dea: how accurate is the description of a
curved guide?
o Action: check the Maier-Leibnitz guide

formula
* Result: guide description seems to be ok
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Simulations were
performed for a 100m
long curved qguide,
divided in 50,100 and
200 pieceswith R =r
= 2700 m, width x =
0.03m and height =
0.12 m, giving a
critical wavelength,
| c=2.7A.
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Intensity vs number of pieces

: A 100 m Iong Curved 100 m log curved guide - R=2700m
guide made Of 1OOX1m W=3cm; H=12cm no gaps between pieces
pieces withoutgaps in =~ seur T— ) o
between the pieces aage | caes0 | A

seems to be the -
optimized design. 210% -
* The increase of gaps
can decrease the
intensity. Over 100 m a n
total gap of 2m can 410" |
cause a loss of at least =
5% in the total flux.

Intensity (n/s/cm?)




Thebeam lineH53 at ILL
e Goal 1: benchmark the backscattering IN16

e God 2: smulate the new IN16b and decide

the best position and guide design
* Need 1: accurate capture flux aswell as

monochromatic flux
* Need 2 : accurate description of the

divergence
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ThebeamlineH112 at ILL

e Goal 1: optimization of the guide design
e God 2: smulate the new IN16b based on

various possibilities for the guide layout
* Need 1: accurate capture flux aswell as

monochromatic flux
* Need 2 : accurate description of the

divergence



=/ §
F{
McStas curvedguide McStas guide VITESS window
Position (m) Intensity (n/s) Intensity (n/s) Intensity (n/s)
Source gen:VCS Source gen:VCS Source gen:VCS
2.335 1.40e*12 1.40e*12 1.37e12
5.505 (6.6x12cm?2) 4.16e+11 4.16e11 3.87¢et!
5.826
(6.0x12cm2) 3.94et1! 3.%et+11 3.76et11
conver ging
11.905 3.03¢"11 3.03e+11 3.06e"11
diverging
N 2.81etll 2.36et+11 2.85et11
curved
R 2.63e+! 2.19e+11 2.71et!
curved
sL.227 2.51et! 2.09e+11 2.64e+11
curved
91.227 11 +11
(9x12 cm2) 1.92e 1.65e+11 2.07e
Flux n/s.cm2 for 6A o 10
(5-7A) 1.78e 1.53e+9 1.91e
08.227 (2.5x2.5cm2) 6.05e+10 5.92+10 6.89+10
Flux n/s.cm2 for 6A " " 10
(5-7A) 9.67 9.47 lle
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Inensity (n/s)
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H112 — Preliminary results

« With an optimized ballistic guide a flux improvement of
about 60% can be obtained. Initial calculations by Tilo
Seydel using an dlliptical guide seems to show that the
performance of the instrument could be improved.
« Angular distribution of neutrons exiting the converging
guide in the horizontal and vertical directions, is about the
same using both packages:

g
i) for 6A on gets horizontal divergence ~ 3.5° and vertical
i) for 3A horizontal divergence = vertical divergence ~ 2°,

divergence about 4°,
 However at some points the profile of the distribution is
different. It is very important to understand the origin of

such discrepancy.
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measured capture flux H53
in front of mono IN16

INT4 mono in place
exponential fit

T = 1.75 years
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_ Question 3

Shoul d we consider a normal | zatl on factor’? Why’?
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—0O0— VITESS end of 60 m guide
—O— McStas end of 60 m guide after curved guide
—m— McStas end of 60 m guide
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Face of Tutankhamun reconstructed

The US team were not told where

the skull came from (image:
Conseil supérieur des antiquités

égyptiennes)

The French team created this image
of the young king (image: Conseil

superieur des antiquités egyptiennes)
"The results of the three teams were identical or very similar in the basic shape of the
face, the size, shape and setting of the eyes, and the proportion of the skull..."

"The primary differences were in the shape of the end of the nose and ears..."
The French and American versions had similar noses and chins, but the Egyptian

team gave their reconstruction a stronger nose...
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