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Abstract
High Power Targetry (HPT) R&D is critical in the context

of increasing beam intensity and energy for next generation
accelerators. Many target concepts and novel materials are
being developed and tested for their ability to withstand ex-
treme beam environments; the HPT R&D Group at Fermilab
is developing an electrospun nanofiber material for this pur-
pose. The performance of these nanofiber targets is sensitive
to their construction parameters, such as the packing density
of the fibers. Lowering the density improves the survival of
the target, but reduces the secondary particle yield. Optimiz-
ing the lifetime and production efficiency of the target poses
an interesting design problem, and in this paper we study
the applicability of Bayesian optimization to its solution.
We first describe how to encode the nanofiber target design
problem as the optimization of an objective function, and
how to evaluate that function with computer simulations.
We then explain the optimization loop setup. Thereafter, we
present the optimal design parameters suggested by the algo-
rithm, and close with discussions of limitations and future
refinements.

INTRODUCTION
Neutrino beamlines are very useful for studying rare pro-

cesses and Beyond the Standard Model physics. Many of
these facilities operate by directing a primary beam of high
energy protons at a fixed target; the higher the intensity
of this primary beam, the higher the neutrino yield, which
makes for more experimental data. Currently, maximum
primary beam powers sit near the 1 megawatt threshold for
the NuMI target at Fermilab, with future installations like
the Long Baseline Neutrino Facility planned to exceed it in
order to meet the demands for higher intensities.

The difficulty with realizing such a goal lies in the design
of robust targets that can withstand the extreme environment
created by a high intensity pulsed beam. Energy deposition
from the beam leads to a rapid temperature rise which, com-
bined with the pulsed nature of the beam, creates thermal
stress. On top of that, the proton irradiation leads to defect
formation, swelling, and embrittlement that further reduce
the target’s operational lifespan. Developing robust targets
that can endure these challenges is the focus of the research
area known as High Power Targetry (HPT), and many novel
designs have been proposed.

The HPT Research and Development (HPT R&D) Group
at Fermilab have been developing an electrospun nanofiber
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target concept which may be well-suited to the task [1, 2].
These nanofiber “mats” are non-woven, and so the con-
stituent fibers can move past one another, which could mit-
igate the damage from thermal stresses. The fibers also
demonstrate resistance to radiation damage [1], which is
thought to stem from the small grain size of the nanofiber
crystal structure, as grain boundaries might be serving as
good defect sinks. Cooling gas can also be forced through
the porous mats, which may improve the cooling efficiency.

In 2018, the HPT R&D Group organized an experiment
at the HiRadMat Facility at CERN [3,4] to perform thermal
shock testing on target and beam window materials, with
two samples of nanofiber targets included as part of their
prototyping [1]. Both samples were made of Yttria Stabi-
lized Zirconia (YSZ), but differed in the packing density of
the fibers, which we quantify via the Solid Volume Fraction
(SVF) of the target, denoted 𝑓 . The SVF is the fraction of
the target volume occupied by solid material. Measurements
of the samples in [1] imply that the SVFs of the sample were
𝑓 ≈ 0.05 (low density sample) and 𝑓 ≈ 0.20 (high density
sample).

Following exposure to the high intensity pulsed proton
beam at HiRadMat, examination of the samples revealed
that the 𝑓 = 0.05 sample had no apparent damage, whereas
the 𝑓 = 0.20 sample had a hole at the beam center, as seen
in Fig 1. One of our hypotheses for this difference in perfor-
mance is that the high density sample had a higher viscous
resistance to fluid flow, and so when the air inside the mat
was heated by the beam, it could not escape and exerted a
greater pressure on the solid fibers, resulting in the sample
blowing apart. This hypothesis is supported by our recent
simulation work documented in [5].

Figure 1: SEM images from HiRadMat test post-irradiation.
Left: 𝑓 = 0.05 Right: 𝑓 = 0.20. Courtesy of Sujit Bidhar.

This testing demonstrates that the performance of the
nanofiber targets depends on their construction parameters.
For nanofiber mats with large SVFs, backpressure formation
threatens the survival of the target; however, lowering the
SVF reduces the density of the target and hence the sec-
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ondary particle yield drops. The loss can be recouped by
using higher Z materials or increasing the target length, but
only up to a point. As such, maximizing the survivability
and yield of the nanofiber targets poses an interesting opti-
mization problem. In this paper, we study whether classical
Bayesian Optimization is a suitable tool for target design.

THEORY AND MODEL
Bayesian optimization is a global optimization method

of an objective function F . The advantage of Bayesian Op-
timization (BO) is that very little information is required
about F . The principle behind BO [6] is that F is treated
as a random function, described by a prior probability dis-
tribution. Bayes’ theorem is then applied to condition the
prior distribution of F by the knowledge of its values at a fi-
nite collection of points—the resulting posterior distribution
is used to compute an acquisition function, which is sepa-
rately optimized in order to select the next point at which
to evaluate F . This process is continued to the user’s toler-
ances for convergence. Certain choices of statistical models
for priors and acquisition functions can ensure exponential
convergence to the global maximum [7].

We decided to use BO to help us design nanofiber tar-
gets; to do that, we needed to cast the trade-off between
the potentially damaging pressure rise in the target and the
secondary particle yield as the optimization of some objec-
tive function. The two (continuous) design parameters we
can control at the moment are the SVF of the mat, 𝑓 , and
the average nanofiber radius, 𝑅, and so we use these as the
input variables for F , with bounds 𝑓 ∈ [0.05, 0.35] and
𝑅 ∈ [100 nm, 2.5 𝜇m]. These bounds are estimated from
the limits of our manufacturing process and the expected
threshold for a nanofiber target to become susceptible to ther-
mal stress again. We would like to minimize the maximum
pressure rise in the target, Δ𝑃( 𝑓 , 𝑅), while maximizing the
secondary particle yield, Y( 𝑓 ), and so we elected to build
F out of both a pressure and yield component, where each
component is the relative difference from a reference value.
As such, we choose for F to take the form:

F ( 𝑓 , 𝑅) :=
(
Y( 𝑓 ) − Yref

Yref

)
+

(
−Δ𝑃( 𝑓 , 𝑅) − 𝑃ref

𝑃ref

)
where Yref := 2.89 × 10−3 (non-proton charged hadrons Per
Primary Proton (PPP)) is chosen to be the calculated sec-
ondary particle yield of an equivalent target made of graphite,
the conventional target material in neutrino beamlines, so
that lowering yield from the graphite equivalent is “penal-
ized”. We chose the reference pressure 𝑃ref = 100 kPa by
rounding up the pressure rise calculated for air inside the
low density sample at HiRadMat [5], 67 kPa, since that tar-
get survived and thus exceeding its pressure rise should be
“penalized”. This choice of F is delicate, since it is the con-
nection between the mathematics and the physical problem,
but this was decided as a natural choice since fractional de-
preciation in one criterion oppose the improvement of the

other directly. Optimizing F thus offers one way to approach
the trade-off in designing nanofiber targets.

METHOD
To evalute F ( 𝑓 , 𝑅), we first use MARS [8–10] to calcu-

late the secondary particle yield and energy deposition by
the HiRadMat beam into a 10 mm × 10 mm × 0.1 mm YSZ
nanofiber mat with construction parameters ( 𝑓 , 𝑅). The
beam parameters from the 2018 testing were 440 GeV pro-
tons with RMS size 𝜎 = 0.25 mm, a pulse length of 4 𝜇s,
and 1.21 × 1013 protons on target. The yield Y( 𝑓 ) is esti-
mated by counting the number of charged hadrons through
the back of the target PPP and subtracting exp(−𝐿/𝐼 ( 𝑓 )),
where 𝐿 is the thickness of the target (0.1 mm) and 𝐼 ( 𝑓 ) is
the estimated nuclear interaction length of the target (taken
to be the mass fraction weighted average of the interaction
lengths of the constituent materials [11]). This is to remove
non-interacting protons from the charged hadron count, giv-
ing a secondary particle count PPP. The energy deposition
data is fit to a Gaussian in the radial distance from the target
center and incorporated as a volumetric heat source for the
calculation of Δ𝑃( 𝑓 , 𝑅).

The maximum pressure rise, Δ𝑃( 𝑓 , 𝑅), is obtained from
a multiphysics simulation using ANSYS Fluent [12], taken
to be the maximum air pressure in the target center com-
puted during the 40 𝜇s simulation time. To handle the nanos-
tructure of the target, effective thermal conductivities are
assigned [13,14] for the thermal model and Darcy’s law is
used to handle the air flow, with permeability to fluid flow,
𝛼( 𝑓 , 𝑅), taken from [15]. The solution domain is illustrated
in Fig. 2, and the Boundary Conditions (BC’s) for the energy
equation are zero heat flux for the ±𝑥 and ±�̂� walls and fixed
temperatures of 300 K at the ±𝑧 boundaries. The momentum
equation BC’s are zero velocity at the ±𝑥 and ±�̂� walls, and
zero gauge pressure at the ±𝑧 outlets. The energy and mo-
mentum equations are solved with the SIMPLE algorithm,
with a timestep of Δ𝑡 = 0.1 𝜇s during the 4 𝜇s beam pulse
and Δ𝑡 = 0.5 𝜇s afterward. The full simulation details can
be found in [5], and more explanation of the theory in [16].

Figure 2: Illustration of problem domain (not to scale).
Hatching indicates the nanofiber porous zone.

This constructs F ( 𝑓 , 𝑅). The actual Bayesian optimiza-
tion loop was implemented using the BoTorch python li-
brary [17]. We chose Gaussian processes as our priors for
F , and minimized the negative marginal log likelihood to
train the model hyperparameters. We used Expected Im-
provement as our acquisition function, since it features an
automatic exploration and exploitation trade-off, and we did



not have time to trial trade-off parameters with an Upper
Confidence Bound acquisition function for this contribution.

RESULTS
The optimizer was trained on three initial data points—

the 𝑓 = 0.05 and 𝑓 = 0.20, 𝑅 = 156.5 nm results that emu-
late the HiRadMat test [5]—and 𝑓 = 0.10 and 𝑅 = 1000 nm.
The optimizer was then run for 13 iterations until conver-
gence behavior was demonstrated: 𝑅 = 2500 nm was quickly
identified as optimal. Figure 3 depicts the mean and confi-
dences of the posterior distribution on F as a function of 𝑓

with 𝑅 fixed at its optimal value of 2500 nm. We see that
the space is suitably explored to identify 𝑓 = 0.35 as the
optimal SVF.

Figure 4 depicts the trip taken through ( 𝑓 , 𝑅) parameter
space. Green x’s are the training points, +’s are the points
selected by the optimizer which are colored according to the
value of F , and the background is contours of the logarithm
of the viscous resistance, 1/𝛼. The best point is indicated
by a gold star. We see that the optimizer initially favored
small values of 𝑓 to lower Δ𝑃, but eventually “discovered”
that increasing 𝑅 improves the permeability and thus lowers
Δ𝑃( 𝑓 , 𝑅) without changing 𝑓 . It then tested out increas-
ing 𝑓 to improve the yield Y( 𝑓 ), but kept 𝑅 large to avoid
increasing Δ𝑃.

Figure 3: Final iteration mean value and 2𝜎 confidence
intervals of posterior distribution of F for 𝑅 = 2500 nm.

Figure 4: Illustration of optimizer’s trip through parameter
space. Background is contours of common log of 𝛼( 𝑓 , 𝑅).

DISCUSSION
The path of the optimizer through ( 𝑓 , 𝑅) space shows

that increasing 𝑅 for a fixed 𝑓 can lower Δ𝑃 and potentially
improve target lifetime for the same yield. It converged to a
value of 𝑅 = 2500 nm and 𝑓 = 0.35. The fact that these are
the maximum values we allowed for the optimizer to use is
troubling, since it implies that it would increase 𝑅 further if
it could. Ultimately, this stems from a lack of penalization
of large values of 𝑅 in the current objective function. The
problem is that for large 𝑅 the energy deposition in individual
fibers would increase and potentially reintroduce the thermal
stresses that the nanofiber target was designed to avoid. Since
Y( 𝑓 ) is independent of 𝑅, though, and 𝛼 ∼ 𝑅2 [15], with a
larger 𝛼 giving a smallerΔ𝑃 [18], the optimizer will favor the
largest value of 𝑅. Slightly more interesting is that the max
value of 𝑓 was settled on too, since increasing 𝑓 decreases
𝛼. This does indicate that the “trade-off” was still tested by
this objective function, but that the model is still missing
other information about the effect of 𝑅, which makes the
suggested optimal parameters doubtful.

CONCLUSION
The optimum that the Bayesian optimizer converged to,

𝑓 = 0.35, 𝑅 = 2500 nm coincides with the maximum val-
ues we allowed for these variables. This implied runaway
behavior is entirely because there was no penalization of
large 𝑅, and in retrospect this stems from not including a
thermal or mechanical objective, which could be devised.
Another option for future work is to move from classical BO
to multi-objective Bayesian optimization. In this setting, we
can instead generate Pareto frontiers, and decide upon val-
ues of 𝑓 and 𝑅 along a continuum of optimal values, which
provides more options and utility from a design standpoint.
Nonetheless, we have seen that the BO procedure, which
chooses points to test the performance of a target at conser-
vatively, works well with this kind of problem class. With
room for refinements, and some promise already demon-
strated, we are confident that this can be honed into a useful
tool for designing high power targets.
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