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two cases for scenario 1
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example: pick A~5, gy = 6 MeV

assume optimum case



optimum case for scenario 2
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peak luminosity versus 6, - 1
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luminosity versus c.m. energy spread
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scenario 3: z-E_ correlation of luminosity events

opposite dispersion
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Guinea-Pig simulation

self-consistent simulation w 6.=30 mrad (total)

Dy 0.105 m Oy 80 um (with dispersion)
B 9 cm Oy 8 15 um
Gy 0.0715% G tor 0.075 %
€x,SR 0.51 nm Ex tot 2.5 nm
Oy 45 nm L 2.75 x10%* cms?
(e, = 2pm, B, =1 mm) E, 0.061
N, 6x1010
ny 14170




peak luminosity versus 6, - 2
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luminosity versus c.m. energy spread
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integrated luminosity

CDR assumptions:
185 physics days per year,
physics efficiency of 75%

103> cm™?st—> 1.2 ab!/year/IP
7.6x103%> cm™st—=> 9.1 ab!/year/IP



peak luminosity versus 6, - 3

luminosity versus c.m. energy spread
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are our scenarios too optimistic?
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raw data for plot
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