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® Much progress on careful comparisons between MatLIAR DFS
and ILCv DFS (see PT’s talk)

Vertcail Emittance (nm)

® One more thing...We should use the same 100 random seeds
in our comparisons
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SLEPT vs.ILCyv

Kiyoshi Kubo has three “modes” of DFS.

He changes the energy by scaling all cavities
by a constant value versus turning off an

appropriate set of cavities (like MatLIAR and
ILCv)

Resteering method is a little different
different

Implemented his three modes in |[LCyv
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|00 seeds

Again, mode 2 agrees very

. ¢ 'Y
well with “Jeff” mode.
Kubo vs. Jeff DFS 100 seeds 1 um BPM resolution 20060602
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