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The muEDM experiment at the Paul Scherrer Institute aims to measure the electric dipole moment with an
unprecedented sensitivity of 6 × 10−23 e · cm. A key aspect of this experiment is the injection and storage of
the muon beam, which traverses a long, narrow superconducting channel before entering a solenoid magnet.
The muon is then kicked by a pulsed magnetic field into a stable orbit within the solenoid’s central region,
where the electric dipole moment is measured. To study the beam injection and storage process, we developed
a G4beamline simulation to model the dynamics of beam injection and storage, incorporating all relevant elec-
tric and magnetic fields. We subsequently employed a Bayesian optimization technique to improve the muon
storage efficiency for Phase I of the muEDM experiment. The optimization is demonstrated using data simu-
lated by G4beamline. We have observed an enhancement in the beam injection and storage efficiency, which
increased to 0.556% through the utilization of Bayesian optimization with Gaussian processes, compared to
0.324% when employing the polynomial chaos expansion. This approach can be applied to adjust actual exper-
imental parameters, aiding in achieving the desired performance for beam injection and storage in the muEDM
experiment.

Keywords: electric dipole moment, muon, frozen-spin technique, beam injection, storage solenoid, gaussian process, bayesian
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I. INTRODUCTION

In accelerator and storage ring experiments, beam injec-
tion and storage in both simulations and real-world experi-
ments demand significant computational and time resources,
making the optimization landscape complex and often non-
linear with multiple interacting parameters. This complex-
ity is exacerbated by the presence of operational noise and
the resource-intensive nature of beam physics simulations.
In precision muon physics experiments, such as the Muon
g − 2 experiment [1, 2] at Fermilab and the muEDM ex-
periment [3, 4] at Paul Scherrer Institute (PSI), beam injec-
tion and storage play a critical role because of the need for
high muon decay statistics of these studies. In the Fermilab
and PSI experiment, the challenge arises from the mismatch
between the beam’s phase space and the storage ring’s or
solenoid’s acceptance phase space, compounded by the very
narrow superconducting beam injection channel [5–7]. As a
result, achieving optimal beam storage efficiency has proven
to be a daunting task in these experiments.

Recently, Bayesian Optimization (BO) [8] has emerged as
a valuable algorithm within the accelerator community. It
offers effective solutions for addressing complex optimiza-
tion challenges under noise and resource constraints during
accelerator operation and resource-intensive beam physics
simulations [9]. This algorithm employs probabilistic sur-
rogate models along with an acquisition function to bal-
ance exploration and exploitation, minimizing the number
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of evaluations. BO has been successfully applied in stor-
age ring facilities, such as the Karlsruhe Research Acceler-
ator (KARA) [10] and the Synchrotron Light Source DELTA
at TU Dortmund University [11]. The Cooler Synchrotron
storage ring COSY at Forschungszentrum Julich used BO for
the optimization of the Injection Beam Line (IBL) to increase
the beam intensity inside the storage ring [12]. With the ad-
vent of Laser Plasma Accelerators (LPAs), BO has been suc-
cessfully demonstrated in simulations for concurrently op-
timizing the localized properties of compact free electron
lasers (FELs) driven by laser wakefield accelerators (LW-
FAs), maximizing energy extraction efficiency and ensuring
high-quality electron beams with reduced energy spread and
emittance [13, 14]. Additionally, BO has found applications
in other domains, such as maximizing the Linac Coherent
Light Source (LCLS) x-ray free-electron laser (FEL) pulse
energy by controlling groups of quadrupole magnets [15] and
optimizing multiple objectives in the MeV-ultrafast electron
diffraction experiment at SLAC [16].

In this paper, we explore the use of BO to maximize storage
efficiency in the Muon Electric Dipole Moment (muEDM)
experiment at the Paul Scherrer Institute (PSI), focusing on
optimizing the beam injection and storage within the storage
solenoid of the experiment. The muEDM experiment at PSI
aims to search for the muon electric dipole moment (EDM)
with an unprecedented sensitivity of 6×10−23e·cm, which is
4 orders of magnitude better than the current limit [17]. De-
tecting a muon EDM larger than the Standard Model (SM)
predictions [18–21] would provide an unambiguous hint of
physics beyond the SM. Since the EDM violates time-reversal
(T) symmetry, it also violates Charge-Parity (CP) symmetry,
given that CPT symmetry is conserved. Therefore, the EDM
can reveal new sources of CP violation, potentially shedding
light on the matter-antimatter asymmetry observed in our uni-
verse [22, 23].
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The muEDM experiment consists of two phases: Phase I
and Phase II. Phase-I serves as a precursor experiment for
the frozen-spin technique, aiming for a sensitivity goal of
3 × 10−21e·cm. In Phase-I of the muEDM experiment [24],
the 28 MeV/c surface muon beam at the πE1 beamline of
PSI will be injected into the PSC solenoid with an inner
diameter of 0.2 m and a length of 1 m, through a collima-
tion tube with superconducting shield [25] that are 15 mm
in diameter and 800 mm long. The tube selects the appro-
priate phase space and shields the solenoid’s fringe magnetic
field. Inside the solenoid, five other coils generate a mag-
netic field to store the muons in the central region; these in-
clude a pair of correction coils, a weakly focusing coil, and
a pulse coil [7]. When the muons exit the collimation tube
and enter the 3-T magnetic field, they pass through a muon
trigger detector [26–28], generating a signal that triggers the
pulsed magnetic field, converting the longitudinal momentum
of the muons into transverse momentum, which allows the
muons to be stored in the weakly focused field. This beam
injection scheme is motivated by the 3D spiral beam injec-
tion strategy [29] of the J-PARC Muon g − 2/EDM experi-
ment [30]. During storage, muons will circulate at a radius
of r = 31mm with a cyclotron period of about 2.5 ns until
the muon decays into positrons and muon neutrinos. A radial
electric field of 3 kV/cm is applied by concentric cylindrical
electrodes surrounding the muon orbit at r = 40mm (ground)
and r = 20mm (high voltage) to satisfy the frozen-spin con-
dition for measuring the muon EDM [7]. A schematic view
of the experiment is shown in Fig. 1.

Fig. 1. A schematic view of the muEDM experiment at PSI for
Phase-I. It encompasses all components integral to the study pre-
sented herein, including the superconducting injection channel, the
central electrode, kicker coils, and the weak focusing coil.

This paper is organized as follows: In Sec. II, we provide
an overview of the beam injection and storage process in the
muEDM experiment, along with details about the simulation
toolkit used in the optimization process. Section III presents
optimization studies focused on identifying a set of injection
parameters that optimize the number of stored muons, includ-
ing a comprehensive analysis of the BO technique. In Sec. IV,
the results are discussed, and the implications of our find-
ings are elaborated upon. Finally, this paper is summarized in
Sec. V.

II. BEAM INJECTION AND STORAGE SIMULATION

A. Beam Injection Phase Space at PSI’s πE1 Beamline

The πE1 beamline at PSI provides high-intensity pion
and muon beams with momenta ranging from 10 MeV/c to
500 MeV/c and a momentum resolution better than 0.8%.
The beam is extracted from a carbon target, passes through
dipoles and a Wien filter to select a muon beam with low
contamination, and is tuned for the desired spin orientation.
Beam transport to the experimental area is accomplished us-
ing quadrupole triplets for focusing and steering. Based on
the measured transverse phase space of the πE1 beam [31],
the transmission efficiency is manually optimized through
simulation using injection tubes with different diameters dinj,
indicating that dinj = 15 mm with a length of 800 mm strikes a
good balance in the selection and transmission of phase space.
The beam profile after passing through the injection tube is
shown in Fig. 2.

B. Simulation Framework and Modeling Tools

The simulated phase space at the end of the injection tube,
as depicted in Fig. 2, was utilized to generate 5 × 106 µ+/s
events for the subsequent simulation phase. G4Beamline [32]
serves as a platform for prototyping the beam injection sim-
ulation, wherein the muon is introduced via an off-axis in-
jection scheme into the PSC solenoid bore, which possesses
dimensions of x = 200mm in diameter and z = 1000mm
in length. The employed 3-T magnetic field is modeled by
fitting empirical data to a calculated field, followed by the ad-
justment of both solenoid coil and split coil pair parameters
within an ANSYS simulation [33].

A pair of correction coils, with inner and outer radii mea-
suring 90 mm and 99.9 mm respectively, along with a length
of 90 mm, is powered by a current of 2.5 A/mm2. These coils
are simulated at position z = ±250mm to enhance the ac-
ceptance of the injection phase space between the exit of the
injection tube and the storage range. Additionally, a mag-
netic coil with inner and outer radii of 50 mm and 60 mm,
and a length of 10 mm, is positioned 100 mm apart with anti-
parallel currents. This coil is simulated at the center to cre-
ate the pulsed magnetic kicker field. The configuration of
the magnetic pulsed kicker, as depicted in Fig. 3, is modeled
based on a simulation derived from the circuit design tool LT-
spice 3.

The weakly focusing coil, with an inner radius of 50 mm,
an outer radius of 60 mm, and a length of 10 mm, is simulated
at the center to provide longitudinal confinement for the muon
with a current of 1.5 A/mm2. The coaxial electrodes, which
are 120 mm long and made of carbon and copper, consist of
a high-voltage (HV) electrode and a ground electrode. These

3 https://www.analog.com/en/design-center/design-tools-and-
calculators/ltspice-simulator.html
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Fig. 2. Monte-Carlo generated x (Top) and y (Bottom) phase space
after transmission through the injection tube with the total transmis-
sion of 3%, with x and y emittance of 14.8 mrad, and 32.0 mrad
respectively.

electrodes are used to create the electric field necessary for
maintaining the frozen spin condition. The magnetic fields
generated by both the correction coil and the weakly focusing
coil are modeled using G4Beamline, while the electric field
is modeled using ANSYS.

The simulation models the muon injection process into a
storage region, taking into account various injection param-
eters that influence beam dynamics and efficiency. The in-
jection geometry is defined by the injection angle, θ, and
transverse angle, ϕ, both measured in degrees, which deter-
mine the muon’s entry trajectory. The injection angle, θ, is
the angle formed by the injection tube with respect to the
Z-axis, while the transverse angle, ϕ, is the angle measured
relative to the Y-axis, located at the rear side of the PSC
solenoid. The injection radius, Rinj, and the longitudinal in-
jection coordinate, Z, both measured in millimeters, specify

100 150 200 250 300 350 400
Time [ns]

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Fr
ac

tio
n

Fig. 3. Kicker pulse current profiles simulated using the LTspice
circuit model. The simulated time range is from t = 0 to t = 500 ns,
whereas t = 0 signifies the beam entrance into the storage solenoid.

the spatial entry point. The injection radius, Rinj, is the ra-
dial distance from the rear center to the desired injection cir-
cumference. Furthermore, the weakly-focusing coil current,
Aweak, expressed in Amperes per millimeter (A/mm), is vital
for shaping the field to confine the muon beam. The kicker
field strength, BPI, and the pulsed kicker time offset (KPT),
measured in nanoseconds (ns), is relative to the shape of the
kicker pulse Fig. 3, regulate beam steering and timing, en-
suring optimal injection and subsequent storage conditions.
Collectively, these beam injection and storage parameters are
summarized in Tab. 1.

Table 1. The list of parameters used in the baseline simulation opti-
mization study.

Parameter symbol Description
Rinj Injection radius (mm)

Z Longitudinal injection coordinate (mm)
θ Injection angle (degree)
ϕ Transverse angle (degrees)

Aweak × 100 Weak current × 100 (A/mm)
BPI Strength of pulsed kicker (arb. units)
KPT Time offset of pulsed kicker (ns)

For a specified set of injection parameter inputs, the stored
muon efficiency, ϵ, is given by the equation:

ϵ =
Nstored

Ninjected
(1)

where the Nstored is the number of stored muons retained in
the central region given by |z| < 40mm. On top of that,
these muons shall remain in this region for a duration more
than 300 ns, given that the total elapsed time from their exit
from the injection tube to their arrival in the central region
is approximately 200 ns. Additionally, Ninjected represents
the total number of muons that have been injected. In other
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words, the number of muons passed through the injection
tube. A typical stored muon event, as simulated within the
G4beamline framework, is illustrated in Fig. 4.

Fig. 4. Visualization of a beam injection and storage event into the
PSC magnet in the G4Beamline simulation. The image depicts a
“pencil” muon beam trajectory inside the solenoid bore. Key com-
ponents are labeled, including the injection tube, correction coils,
weakly focusing coils, and high-voltage electrodes, which play cru-
cial roles in guiding and storing the muon beam within the 1000
mm-long solenoid.

III. OPTIMIZATION METHODOLOGY

A. Initial Optimization with Polynomial Chaos Expansion

Since the BO routine is very sensitive to the initial parame-
ter choices and bounds, we first employed a surrogate model
based on Polynomial Chaos Expansion (PCE) to expedite our
process before utilizing BO for optimal beam injection and
storage parameters computation.

PCE is a spectral expansion method that expresses the re-
sponse of a system as a series of orthogonal polynomials of
input parameters, providing an efficient surrogate modeling
approach for complex physical systems. It has been widely
used in uncertainty quantification and parametric sensitivity
analysis, serving as an alternative to direct numerical simu-
lations, which can be computationally expensive. The sur-
rogate model PCE encodes the responses to a set of input
variables, where their distributions are related through an ex-
pansion coefficient. This coefficient is calculated using non-
intrusive methods, estimated by regression techniques based
on the difference between the output predicted by the model
and the true response provided by the simulation results. The
regression-based estimation of coefficients depends on the
number of samples and the integration points.

An 8-dimensional PCE model [34] based on the injection
parameters from Tab. 1 incorporating the kicker width as an
additional variable. Additionally, for this iteration, an initial
distribution of 106 muons was used. Assuming a binomial
distribution for successful injection, this would translate to a
variance of ≈ 2.0% for an injection efficiency of ≈ 0.3%.
Thus, the accuracy in this case was limited by both the small
number of training samples and the number of muons in the
initial distribution used for injection. A 3rd or 4th-degree

polynomial expansion was trained using 1,600 samples gener-
ated from G4Beamline simulations. The mean squared error
(MSE) for the 3rd- or 4th-degree PCE model was in the range
of 10−6 to 10−7, for the number of training samples. Utiliz-
ing the ChaosPy Python toolbox [35], the generated PCE ex-
pansion is then fitted with the trained samples using the least
squares regression method [34]. The optimal value of storage
efficiency, as determined, is 0.324%. Although this approach
has the potential for further enhancement through the inclu-
sion of additional samples in the training phase—specifically,
exceeding 3,000 samples for the fourth-degree polynomial
and over 5,000 for the sixth-order polynomial—we have
opted to conclude our efforts at this juncture. This decision is
predicated on the consideration that further expansion would
incur excessive computational costs, whereas our primary ob-
jective was to identify reasonable initial parameters and their
respective boundaries for the BO routine.

B. Bayesian optimization with Gaussian process

Bayesian Optimization is a robust optimization methodol-
ogy particularly suited for situations where evaluating the ob-
jective function is computationally expensive, noisy, or de-
mands considerable time [36]. This method acts as a global
optimization strategy that leverages a probabilistic model to
efficiently search for the optimal solution. The iterative na-
ture of BO is key to its efficiency and effectiveness in opti-
mizing complex systems. At each iteration, BO evaluates the
objective function at a chosen point in the parameter space,
utilizing the surrogate model to anticipate the function’s be-
havior. This evaluation yields valuable insights into the land-
scape of the objective function, which then informs updates
to the surrogate model. Based on this updated model, an ac-
quisition function is used to select the next sampling point,
balancing exploration of uncertain regions and exploitation of
areas likely to produce high values. This cycle continues it-
eratively, with each new evaluation enhancing the model and
improving the search for optimal solutions. The BO algo-
rithm utilized in this paper largely follows the pseudocode
outlined in Algo. 1 [36].

Data: t ≥ 0
Result: Dt = [X,Y ]t
Y ← fobj(xn);
X← x0;
N ← 1;
while N < t do

X← argmax α(xt−1|Dt−1);
; /*Acquisition function*/
Y ← fobj(X);
N ← N + 1;

end
Algorithm 1: Bayesian optimization algorithm

BO consists of two key components: the construction of
a surrogate model, typically a Gaussian process (GP), which
is commonly employed, and the use of an acquisition func-
tion to guide the search for the next evaluation point [10, 37].
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A GP is a non-parametric statistical model that provides a
distribution over possible objective functions, a belief that
those objective functions are drawn from some prior proba-
bility distribution p(A). After an observation is made, the
posterior distribution p(A|f(x)) is constructed based on the
Bayes’ theorem:

p(A|f(x)) ∝ p(f(x)|A)p(A) (2)

The posterior distribution is further used to build an acquisi-
tion function, which determines the next point for evaluation.
The general GP function for a given input variable, x is given
by:

f(x) ∼ GP(µ(x),k(x,x′)) (3)

consists of mean function µ(x), represents the best estimate
of the objective function at a given point based on previ-
ous evaluations, and covariance function or kernel function
k(x,x′), encodes our assumptions, x′ about the smoothness
and correlation of the objective function, helping to predict
where the function is likely to have optimal values. The BO
uses the Radial Basis Function (RBF) kernel commonly em-
ployed for its smoothness properties [38]:

kRBF (x, x’) = exp

[
−1

2

d∑
i=1

(
xi − x′j

ℓi
)2

]
(4)

in which li is the length scale for each dimension (ith), and d
is the dimensionality of the input space. This kernel ensures
a smooth interpolation of the objective function and incor-
porates the effects of scale and variability in the data. The
stochastic noise present in the system is emulated by explic-
itly adding Gaussian distributed noise σnoise to the covari-
ance function as diagonal terms. Thus, the kernel function
becomes:

k(x,x′) = σ2kRBF(x, x’) + σ2
noiseδij (5)

The signal variance σ2, noise σnoise, and the length scale ℓ
represent the hyperparameters for the BO model, which de-
termine the behavior of the GP.

BO employs an acquisition function to determine the next
evaluation point in the parameter space. The acquisition func-
tion is designed to balance exploration, searching areas with
high uncertainty, and exploitation, focusing on areas where
the function is likely to be optimal. One of the most common
acquisition functions is the Upper Confidence Bound (UCB)
method,

αUCB = µ(x) + κσ(x) (6)

where µ(x) is the predicted mean and σ(x) is the predictive
uncertainty of the GP function. High κ values emphasize the
uncertainty term, promoting exploration; conversely, small
σ(x) values reduce the impact of σ(x), favoring exploitation
by sampling near regions with higher posterior mean values
given by the observed peaks. This adaptive strategy enables
BO to efficiently navigate complex, high-dimensional param-
eter spaces with minimal evaluations. The κ can also increase
along with the evaluation steps to ensure that BO converges
to the global optimum [36, 39].

IV. OPTIMIZATION RESULTS

Prior to the optimization of BO, it is essential to establish
an initial dataset that accurately represents the injection pa-
rameters as detailed in Table 1. This is accomplished by iden-
tifying a baseline point at which the corresponding storage
efficiency is greater than zero. A parameter scan is then per-
formed within estimated parameter ranges while keeping the
remaining six parameters fixed at their baseline values. The
optimized range of each parameter is defined as the region
where the storage efficiency exceeds 60% of the maximum
efficiency. An example of a one-dimensional parameter scan
is shown in Fig. 5.
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Fig. 5. Example of parameter scan for strength of pulse kicker field
(BPI), with all other injection parameters kept constant during the
scan. The GP hyperparameter ℓ, σ2, σ2

noise are fitted to the scanned
points via a log marginal likelihood fit. The solid line red line de-
picts the GP posterior mean and the shaded region shows the 95%
confidence level.

Following this, a total of ten sample points are gen-
erated from the seven-dimensional joint parameter space
within their respective optimized ranges using the Sobol Se-
quence [40]. Sobol sequences are low-discrepancy sequences
known for their superior convergence rates, particularly in
lower-dimensional distributions [41]. Monte Carlo tech-
niques commonly used to simulate the injection process rely
on generating random distributions of input parameters that
influence injection and storage efficiency. However, approxi-
mations based on Monte Carlo methods inherently have prob-
abilistic error bounds. In contrast, low-discrepancy sequences
such as Sobol points provide a deterministic set of sample
points that ensure faster convergence and greater accuracy
compared to purely random sampling.

Each of these generated sample points is then evaluated us-
ing the objective function, with their respective storage effi-
ciencies computed through simulation. These sample points
collectively form the initial dataset, denoted as D0, providing
prior information for the initialization of the BO process.

In the context of the Gaussian Process (GP) function, it
is posited that the mean function, represented as µ(x) = 0,
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constitutes a standard selection in situations in which the ob-
jective function is not predetermined [10]. The hyperparam-
eters are obtained through one-dimensional parameter scans
by fitting GP functions, as detailed in Eq. 5, to the scanned
parameter distributions by employing the log marginal like-
lihood method, as illustrated in Fig. 5. The hyperparameters
that correspond to each injection parameter are encapsulated
in Tab. 2.

Table 2. Hyperparameters length scale (ℓ), signal variance (σ2), and
noise (σnoise), extracted for each parameter.

Parameter ℓ σ2 σnoise

Rinj (mm) 11.3 0.177 2.6e-4
Z (mm) 8.22 0.126 5.41e-5
θ (degree) 2.36 0.123 1.28e-4
ϕ (degree) 12.1 0.155 1.79e-4
Aweak × 100 (A/mm2) 50.2 0.156 6.89e-6
BPI (arb. unit) 0.38 0.127 4.12e-5
KPT (ns) 6.58 0.112 2.3e-5

Among the seven injection parameters, the BPI exhibited
the smallest length scale in the GP model, indicating that stor-
age efficiency is highly sensitive to variations in BPI. This
aligns with expectations, as the BPI directly corresponds to
the strength of the pulsed kicker employed to trap muons in
the central region of the solenoid. In contrast, geometric pa-
rameters such as Rinj and ϕ have larger length scales, sug-
gesting a reduced sensitivity to minor changes in their values.
The signal variances for all parameters are relatively simi-
lar, implying comparable levels of functional variation among
them. The noise levels remain low across all parameters, con-
sistent with well-controlled experimental or simulation con-
ditions setup.

To balance exploration and exploitation during optimiza-
tion, the acquisition function used a confidence parameter of
κ = 2, which corresponds to the 95% confidence interval for
Gaussian distributions [10]. For implementing the BO algo-
rithm, the GPy software package [42] was utilized to con-
struct the GP model, while the SciPy [43] library was em-
ployed to maximize the acquisition function. The BO pro-
cess was performed using 100,000 injection events per it-
eration and ran for 50 iterations, taking approximately 120
hours to complete. Note that most of the time was spent on
running the simulation. The optimization results, along with
the parameter evolution across iterations, are shown in Fig. 6.
Most parameters exhibit fluctuations early in the optimization
process, reflecting exploration during the Bayesian Optimiza-
tion. As the iterations progress, several parameters, namely θ,
Rinj, and Aweak tend to stabilize, while the others continue to
vary, suggesting ongoing exploration of their effects on stor-
age efficiency. The increase in storage efficiency throughout
the iterations confirms the optimization process’s success in
achieving its goal. A comparison between the optimized re-
sults obtained using the PCE method and those from BO is
presented in Tab. 3. The BO optimization improved the stor-
age efficiency nearly twofold, from 0.324% (PCE) to 0.556%.
The results were cross-validated using the musrSim simu-
lation package [44], confirming the consistency of the opti-

mized parameter set and the corresponding storage efficiency.
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Fig. 6. The evolution of the input parameters and the resulting ob-
jective function is illustrated across the optimization steps, with the
vertical limit representing the total allowed optimization range. The
bottom plot displays the muon storage efficiency (orange markers)
alongside the cumulative best results (purple line). The red dotted
line indicates the muon storage efficiency obtained from the PCE
optimization algorithm.

This improvement, however, comes with specific trade-
offs. The increase in current for the weakly focusing coil
enhances the beam-focusing capabilities, but it also results
in higher energy consumption. The increase in kicker field
strength improves the stopping of the muons into the storage
region, placing additional demands on the kicker system, in-
cluding greater power requirements and potential wear over
extended operational periods. On the other hand, the -28 ns
time offset for the pulsed kicker effectively advances the tim-
ing of the kicker activation. This earlier activation helps bet-
ter synchronize the kicker’s operation with the beam injection
process, thereby enhancing the efficiency of muon capture.
While this adjustment optimizes timing, it may require more
precise control and synchronization of the system to maintain
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Table 3. Optimized values for the PCE and BO method
Parameter PCE BO
Rinj (mm) 45.56 47.00
Z (mm) -443.84 -443.69
θ (degree) -45.02 -45.00
ϕ (degree) 9.24 10.00
Aweak × 100(A/mm2) 150.00 202.90
BPI (arb. unit) 1.00 1.50
KPT (ns) 0 -28
Storage efficiency (%) 0.324 0.556

consistent performance under varying conditions.

V. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

This study demonstrates the use of Bayesian Optimiza-
tion to improve beam injection and storage efficiency for the
muEDM experiment at the Paul Scherrer Institute (PSI), fo-
cused on searching for the muon electric dipole moment. By
optimizing a set of defined injection parameters through sim-

ulations, the BO framework successfully enhances storage
efficiency while minimizing the number of evaluations con-
ducted. This work demonstrates the feasibility of the method
and lays the foundation for optimizing beam injection and
storage in both Phase I and Phase II of the muEDM exper-
iment, with the current implementation serving as a baseline
framework for future development. While the present BO ap-
proach may place higher demands on the operational systems
of the experiment, incorporating physical safety constraints
can limit exploration to safe parameter regions, thereby ad-
dressing these challenges. Additionally, extending the single-
objective BO framework to a multi-objective optimization ap-
proach would enable simultaneous trade-offs between various
experimental goals, such as balancing storage efficiency with
correction coil geometry and current.
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