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COMSOL implementation of the H-¢-formulation with thin cuts for
modeling superconductors with transport currents
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Despite the acclaimed success of the magnetic field (H) formulation for modeling the electromagnetic behavior of superconductors
with the finite element method, the use of vector-dependent variables in non-conducting domains leads to unnecessarily long
computation times. In order to solve this issue, we have recently shown how to use a magnetic scalar potential together with the
H-formulation in the COMSOL Multiphysics environment to efficiently and accurately solve for the magnetic field surrounding
superconducting domains. However, from the definition of the magnetic scalar potential, the non-conducting domains must be
made simply connected in order to obey Ampere’s law. In this work, we use thin cuts to apply a discontinuity in ¢ and make
the non-conducting domains simply connected. This approach is shown to be easily implementable in the COMSOL Multiphysics
finite element program, already widely used by the applied superconductivity community. We simulate three different models in
2-D and 3-D using superconducting filaments and tapes, and show that the results are in very good agreement with the H-A and
H-formulations. Finally, we compare the computation times between the formulations, showing that the H-¢-formulation can be up

to seven times faster than the standard H-formulation in certain applications of interest.
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I. INTRODUCTION

S the development of novel high temperature supercon-

ductor (HTS) applications increases in complexity, so
do the numerical models required to accurately predict their
electromagnetic (EM) behavior. In turn, this complexity calls
for more computational power and efficient methods in order
to complete simulations in a reasonable amount of time.

One of the most frequently used methods to model the
EM behavior of HTSs is the finite element method (FEM)
solving the H-formulation [1], [2]. This formulation combines
Faraday and Ampere’s laws to directly solve for the magnetic
field as the dependent variable. Although it has proven to
accurately model applications ranging from AC losses [3]-[6]
in HTS tapes to the magnetic levitation of permanent magnets
over HTS bulks [7]-[10], the use of H in non-conducting
domains is problematic. First, the dummy resistivity used to
avoid eddy currents in non-conducting domains degrades the
matrix conditioning [11] and leads to unwanted currents [12].
In addition, the use of a vector-dependent variable in these
domains unnecessarily adds degrees of freedom (DOFs) to the
model [13].

The magnetic scalar potential ¢ is perfectly suited to solve
the aforementioned issues when simulating HTSs. Solely using
¢ in non-conducting domains, the current density is automati-
cally zero by definition. In addition, ¢ is a scalar, leading to a
decrease in the number of DOFs and therefore in computation
times.

However, a major difficulty arising from the use of the
magnetic scalar potential is that the domains simulated with
¢ must be simply connected in order to avoid violating
Ampere’s law, as described in the next section. This issue
did not emerge in our recent works [11], [14], since the
non-conducting domains did not surround any net current in
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the models considered. Nonetheless, in many applications of
interest, a net current is needed in the HTS domains [15]-[19].

Several methods have been proposed to make multiply
connected domains simply connected. For example, in [20],
two different methods are compared: adding a thin conducting
layer in the air domains and imposing a discontinuity in ¢
along a “thin cut” equal to the current inside the conductor.
More recently, the use of edge-based cohomology basis func-
tions or “thick cuts” was shown to efficiently make multiply
connected domains simply connected [12], [13], [21]-[23].
Although this last method is very promising, a home-brewed
or open-source FEM software must be programmed or utilized
in order to generate the thick cuts. In addition, a good under-
standing of algebraic topology is required to fully comprehend
the modeling details behind thick cuts.

In this work, we impose a transport current in the
H-¢-formulation by using thin cuts in the commercial FEM
software COMSOL Multiphysics. We simulate three different
models comprised of HTS filaments and tapes and evaluate
the accuracy of the H-¢-formulation by comparing the same
models computed with the standard H-formulation and with
the H-A-formulation. All simulations are implemented in
COMSOL Multiphysics 5.5 on a personal computer with an
Intel(R) Core(TM) i7-3770 processor and 32 GB of random
access memory.

II. THEORY AND MODEL

The H-¢-formulation combines the H-formulation in con-
ducting domains with a magnetic scalar potential formulation,
¢, in non-conducting domains. In the H-formulation, we solve
Faraday’s law in the form:
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where p is the resistivity and p is the magnetic permeability in
vacuum. The non-linear resistivity of HTSs is modeled using
the power law model [24]:
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where J is the current density, J. is the critical current density,
n is the critical exponent, and E. is the electric field criterion.
In this work, n = 40 and E. = 1 pV/cm are used for all the
simulations.

In non-conducting domains, the current density is equal to
zero so that Ampere’s law gives V x H = 0. Then, Gauss’
law, V - B = 0, together with B = yoH and H = —V¢ are
combined to obtain the governing equation in non-conducting
domains, i.e.

V-V¢=0. 3)

Since no external field is applied, the magnetic flux through
exterior boundaries is set to zero in order to completely define
the problem.

The coupling between the two physics is explained in detail
in [11]. In short, the tangential component of the fields at the
interface between H and ¢ are equated in the H physics, while
the perpendicular components are equated in the ¢ physics.
Through the couplings in both directions, the full vector field
is defined at the interface between the two physics.

The difficulty in modeling transport currents in the
H-¢-formulation arises from the fact that Ampere’s law is not
naturally obeyed when a net current passes through a multiply-
connected, non-conducting domain. This causes the magnetic
scalar potential to be multi-valued, such that it cannot be
uniquely solved. Several articles and books rigorously describe
this phenomenon [25]-[30], so we will only briefly explain it
in this work.

First, recall the integral form of Ampere’s law:

f H.dl= L, @)
C

where the displacement currents are neglected and I, is the
enclosed current inside loop C. In non-conducting domains,
the current is zero by definition, so that any line integral over C'
should be zero. However, this condition is not always satisfied,
as illustrated below.

Consider two infinitely long conductors carrying equal and
opposite currents, as demonstrated by the 2-D cross section
in Fig. 1. If the conductors are in contact with each other,
as in Fig. 1(a), any loop C' in the ¢ physics will enclose
zero net current. Thus, Ampere’s law is naturally obeyed in
this configuration. This explains why the H-¢-formulation can
naturally be used to magnetize a superconducting bulk in a
uniform field as in [11], since the eddy currents yield a net
current of zero inside the bulk.

Conversely, when the conductors are separated from each
other as in Fig. 1(b), there exists a loop C' for which the
enclosed current is non-zero, therefore contradicting the defi-
nition of ¢.

In order to solve this problem, we introduce a thin cut in the
non-conducting domain to make it simply connected [20]. In
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Fig. 1. Cross section of two infinitely long rectangular conductors carrying
current [ in opposite directions. (a) Current distribution obeying Ampere’s law
on any loop C' in the ¢ domain. (b) Current distribution violating Ampere’s
law on loop C unless a discontinuity in ¢ is imposed on d. d~ and dt
represent points above and below the discontinuity, respectively. Illustration
created on www.mathcha.io.

other words, we impose a discontinuity of ¢ on a line such that
any loop C' in the ¢ physics obeys Ampere’s law. By adding
the discontinuity of ¢ on d in Fig. 1(b), any loop integral of the
magnetic field passing between the current carrying conductors
will acquire a jump equal to the enclosed current. This can be
mathematically described by using the gradient theorem, such
that Ampere’s law becomes:
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where ¢(d*) and ¢(d~) are the magnetic scalar potentials
evaluated on each side of the discontinuity. The notation [¢], is
commonly used in the literature to represent the discontinuity
of ¢ on cut d. To obey (4), the difference between ¢ on each
side of the discontinuity simply needs to be defined as the
enclosed current I, inside loop C.

Two steps are needed to implement the thin cut in COM-
SOL. First, a regular line segment (or plane in 3-D) must be
defined in the geometry where the cut will be imposed. Then,
the scalar potential discontinuity is applied on the line segment
with the use of a Magnetic Scalar Potential Discontinuity
node in the predefined Magnetic Fields No Currents (MFNC)
module. This simply duplicates the number of DOF on the
line (or surface) and constrains ¢ on each side of the cut to
be equal to the specified current. A sample model will be
uploaded to the htsmodelling.com website for further details
[31].

Careful attention must be paid to the sign of the applied
discontinuity in (5), since the resulting current’s sign depends
on the direction of contour C and the location of d* and
d~ with respect to the cut. The direction of contour C' can
easily be established by using the right-hand rule on the
coordinate system of the model. Moreover, the direction from
d* to d~ is graphically shown by an arrow through the edge
or surface in COMSOL. If the direction of contour C' is in
the same direction as d¥ to d~ through the cut, a positive
(negative) discontinuity will result in a positive (negative)
enclosed current. On the other hand, if the direction of contour
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Fig. 2. Geometries studied in this work. (a) Simple 2-D case showing five infinitely long superconducting wires carrying current amplitudes of I1 = 60 A,
I = —80 A, Is = 40 A, I4 = 20 A and I5 = 80 A. The direction of discontinuities [¢]; are shown by the arrows and their amplitudes are detailed
in the main text. (b) 2-D axisymmetric geometry of a superconducting pancake coil. The red line represents the symmetry axis. The tapes are enlarged for
visualization purposes. (c¢) 3-D geometry of superconducting twisted filaments. In all figures, the cyan lines (surfaces) in 2-D (3-D) represent the cuts used
to impose the discontinuity in ¢. The mesh used for the FEM simulations is shown for all geometries except for the pancake coils, where the mesh elements

are too small to be clearly visualized.

C is in the opposite direction of d* to d~, then a positive
(negative) jump will lead to a negative (positive) enclosed
current.

Note that since the magnetic field is obtained by taking the
negative gradient of ¢, the discontinuity of ¢ has no influence
on the magnetic field results. In addition, there exist an infinite
number of valid cuts, but the length of the cut should be
minimized because the DOFs are duplicated along each node
of the cut in order to impose the discontinuity in ¢.

Finally, although using the magnetic scalar potential as
opposed to the full vector field greatly reduces the number
of DOFs in non-conducting domains, the need for imposing
cuts in complex topologies can be very tricky. Solutions
proposed include algorithms for automatically generating the
proper cuts and using thick cuts [12], [13], [28], [32]-[36].
However, these methods are not currently implementable in
COMSOL Multiphysics. We therefore restrict ourselves to
relatively simple geometries in this paper, since the cuts must
be manually added to the geometries.

III. APPLICATION EXAMPLES

In order to evaluate the potential of the H-¢-formulation
with thin cuts, we model three different cases involving
superconducting filaments and tapes. We begin with a simple
demonstration of five infinitely long superconducting filaments
carrying different transport currents in 2-D. In the second
case, we model a pancake coil carrying a transport current
in a 2-D axisymmetric simulation. Finally, we model twisted
superconducting cables carrying transport currents. The three
geometries studied are shown in Fig. 2. Note that the cuts made
on each geometry were chosen to minimize their lengths, but
other cuts could be used and would lead to the same results.
The line segments (planes in 3-D) representing the cuts are
also added to the geometries in all formulations considered
for consistency, but they are only used for the physics in the
H-¢-formulation.

A. 2-D superconducting filaments

To demonstrate how the cuts are implemented, we begin
by modeling a simple geometry consisting of five infinitely
long superconducting filaments carrying different transport
currents. The filaments are separated by a distance of 1 mm
and have a cross-sectional area of 0.1 mm?2, so that their
critical current is 100 A. The geometry considered is shown in
Fig. 2(a), where the filaments carry arbitrarily chosen current
amplitudes of [y =60 A, I = —80 A, I3 =40 A, [, =20 A
and I5 = 80 A, with a frequency of f = 50 Hz. The arrows
on each cut in Fig. 2(a) also appear graphically in COMSOL
Multiphysics and demonstrate the direction of d* and d~
along the cut.

The applied discontinuities [¢]3, [¢]4 and [¢]5 are simply
given by the applied currents in each respective filament
because the filaments are only connected to one cut. However,
filaments with currents /; and I are connected to multiple
cuts so that the discontinuities must be carefully determined.
Taking a loop around the filament with current 7, both [¢];
and [¢]- contribute to the discontinuity, so that their sum must
be equal to I;. Moreover, considering a closed curve around
the center filament, the contributions from [¢]s, [¢l3, [Pla
and [¢]5 are negative since C' is counter-clockwise according
to the right-hand rule and the corresponding arrows are in
the opposite direction of C. The potential discontinuities are
related to the currents in the filaments through the following
matrix:

1 1 0 0 07/ ¢h L
0 -1 —1 —1 =1 |[¢] I
00 1 0 0] [[¢ls]=Is]sin@2rft)
00 0 1 0] I
00 0 0 1]/ I

The same procedure can be adopted for any current ampli-
tude and/or waveform. The potential discontinuities in each
cut are simply a linear combination of the currents imposed
in the conductors.

The resulting magnetic flux density and normalized current
density after one cycle are shown in Figs. 3(a) and (b), respec-
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Fig. 3. Simulation results for the infinitely long 2-D superconducting filaments
simulated with the H-¢ and H-formulations. The top row shows the magnetic
flux density simulated with the H-¢ (a), H (c), and H-A (e) formulations. The
bottom row shows the current density normalized by J. simulated with the
H-¢ (b), H (d), and H-A (f) formulations.

tively. We simulate the filaments with 9,678 linear elements
in the whole simulation space, corresponding to 9,418 DOFs
using the H-¢-formulation.

To assess the accuracy of the results, we compare them
with the standard H-formulation using the same number of
mesh elements, corresponding to a total of 14,561 DOFs. In
this case, the air domains are simulated with (1), with a high
resistivity of 1 Qm, such that negligible currents are induced
in the air. The transport currents are applied with algebraic
constraints:

/ V x HdO, — L, ©)

where ; and I; are the cross-section and transport current
of filament ¢, respectively. The magnetic flux density and
normalized current density distributions calculated with the
H-formulation are shown in Fig. 3(c) and (d), respectively.
We find good agreement between the two formulations.

In order to evaluate the computational advantage of us-
ing thin cuts vs. algebraic constraints to impose a transport
current, we also compare the H-¢-formulation with the H-
A-formulation [37]. The H-A-formulation uses the magnetic
vector potential in the air domains, such that the current
density is zero and the dependent variable is a scalar (in 2-D).
Therefore, the main difference between the two formulations is
the coupling between the mixed formulations and the method
used to impose the current inside the conducting domains. The
H-A-formulation uses the algebraic constraint in (6), whereas
the H-¢-formulation imposes a discontinuity in ¢.

When using the same number of linear elements in the
H-A-formulation, the number of DOFs is 9,379, which is
39 fewer DOFs than that of the H-¢-formulation since cuts
are not used. The magnetic flux density and current density
distributions calculated with the H-A-formulation after one
cycle are shown in Fig. 3(e) and (f), respectively. The H-¢, H-
A, and H formulations are all found to be visually equivalent.

Fig. 4 shows a comparison of the instantaneous AC losses
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Fig. 4. AC losses in all five filaments of Fig. 2(a) computed with the H-¢,
H-A and H formulations.

in all the filaments combined, calculated with all three formu-
lations, using:

Q:/E~JdQ, (7)
Q

where () is the superconducting domain. We find excellent
agreement, with the difference between formulations remain-
ing below 850 uyW/m at every time step.

As a final comparison, we evaluate the variance of the cur-
rent density distribution between formulations by calculating
the coefficient of determination [38]. This is given by:

T 2
RZ—1_ fo stc (JH - Jixg dQSCdt7 )

fOT fﬂsc (JH — JH) dQgcdt
where 7 is the time for one cycle, 2g¢ is the superconducting
domain, Jg is the current density calculated with the H-
formulation, Jgr_x is the current density calculated with the
H-¢ or the H-A-formulation, and Jy is the current density
obtained with the H-formulation averaged over Qg¢. This
coefficient enables us to quantitatively evaluate the difference
of the current density between the formulations over the whole
superconducting domain and over all time steps. Note that
R2=1 implies that Jg and Jg_ are equivalent. Calculated
over all five filaments, we obtain R2 = 0.9969 for the
H-¢-formulation and R? = 0.9999 for the H-A-formulation,
demonstrating that all formulations are nearly identical.

The computation times needed to simulate one cycle are
4.05 minutes, 5.18 minutes, and 11.53 minutes for the H-¢,
H-A, and H-formulations, respectively. Thus, the H-A and H-¢
formulations are clearly advantageous in this simple 2-D case.
However, we find that the constraints used to impose the cur-
rent in the H-A and H-formulation are more computationally
expensive than the cuts needed in the H-¢-formulation. Indeed,
even with 39 fewer DOFs, the H-A-formulation is still 22%
slower than the H-¢-formulation. See Table I for a summary
of the results.
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Fig. 5. Simulation results for the 2-D axisymmetric superconducting pancake
coil simulated with the H-¢ and H-formulations. (a) Norm of the mag-
netic flux density and (b) normalized current density calculated with the
H-¢-formulation at the end of the first cycle. (¢) Norm of the magnetic flux
density and (d) normalized current density calculated using the H-formulation.
The tapes in (b) and (d) are scaled in the r-direction by a factor of 100 to
better visualize the current density distribution.

B. Pancake coil

We model a superconducting pancake coil by simulating
its cross-section in a 2-D axisymmetric geometry, shown in
Fig. 2(b). The studied coil consists of 40 turns of supercon-
ducting tapes with a thickness of 1 ym and a width of 4 mm,
separated by a distance of 150 pm. The coil has an inner
radius of 3 cm with a transport current of [y = 96 A at
f = 50 Hz, corresponding to 80% of the critical current. As
done in [39], we only consider the superconducting layer in
the tapes; other layers such as the substrate and copper layers
are neglected for simplicity. We use two mesh elements along
the thickness of each tape and 50 mesh elements along their
width, corresponding to a total of 38,060 linear elements in
all domains.

As shown in Fig. 2(b), we chose the cuts to be between
each superconducting tape in order to minimize their length.
Consequently, the discontinuities applied on the cuts must be
the sum of all transport currents encompassed by the cut.
For example, the right outermost tape has the only cut (d1)
connected to the air boundary, such that the cut must have a
discontinuity of [¢]q1 = 401, sin(27 ft). The neighboring cut
(d2) must then have a discontinuity of [¢]42 = 391 sin(27 ft)
and so on, until the current in each tape contributes to the total
¢ discontinuity in the associated cuts.

The resulting magnetic flux density and normalized current
densities at the end of the first cycle are shown in Fig. 5(a)
and (b), respectively. When compared with the H-formulation
simulations of Fig. 5(c) and (d), we find remarkable agreement
between formulations. The AC loss computations of Fig. 6 also
show that global quantities agree, with the difference between
formulations remaining below 5 yW at every time step.

In order to quantitatively compare the current density dis-
tributions obtained with both formulations, we calculate the
R? coefficient of (8). In this case, we take Qg as the cross-
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Fig. 6. AC losses in the pancake coil computed with the H-¢ and H
formulations.

section of all the tapes, so that the coefficient of determination
is calculated only on the 2-D axisymmetric domain. We obtain
R? = 1.0000, meaning that the result of the two formulations
are exactly the same up to four decimal places.

The advantage of using the H-¢-formulation with cuts is
notable when comparing the computation times in the pancake
coil model. In this case, we use 38,060 linear elements in
both formulations, corresponding to 29,383 DOFs and 59,140
DOFs for the H-¢ and H-formulation, respectively. Since there
are many elements in the HTS domains, we found that the
constraint (6) leads to extremely long computation times. We
therefore use:

H-d=1 9

a9,

to constrain the current in the H-formulation of the pancake
coils. Consequently, the computation times for the H-¢ and
H-formulation are 35 minutes and 165 minutes, respectively.
When using (6), the computation time is up to 1,195 minutes
with the H-formulation. These time differences show that
the constraints (6) and (9) used in the H-formulation are
computationally expensive when compared to the use of cuts.
Indeed, (6) and (9) must be obeyed for all elements in the
tapes or at the boundaries of the tapes, while the constraint
imposed in the H-¢-formulation must only be obeyed on the
nodes of the cuts. As we have previously shown, without any
imposed current, the H-¢-formulation is approximately twice
as fast as the H-formulation in 2-D [11]. Here, we find that the
H-¢-formulation is nearly 5 times more efficient when a net
current is imposed. See Table. I for a summary of the results.

Note that we do not compare with the H-A-formulation in
this model since we found that spurious oscillations in the
current density appear due to the coupling between H and A,
similar to those observed in the T-A-formulation [40]. The
H-A formulation requires enriched elements in either the H
or A physics to avoid these oscillations [41], which would
necessarily be slower than the H-¢ model. In addition, the
H-A-formulation requires the same current constraints as the
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Fig. 7. Simulation results for the twisted superconducting filaments in the x-y plane for z = 0.75 mm (center of the geometry). Top (bottom) row shows
results from the H-¢ (H) formulation. (a) and (¢) Norm of the magnetic flux density. (b) and (f) Current density in the x-direction. (c) and (g) Current density

in the y-direction. (d) and (h) Current density in the z-direction.

H-formulation, leading to longer computation times than the
H-¢-formulation.

C. Twisted filaments

To demonstrate a more complex geometry modeled using
thin cuts in 3-D, we model a set of twisted superconducting
filaments, as shown in Fig. 2(c). The filaments have a cross-
sectional area of 0.1 mm? with a critical current of 100 A.
They are separated by a center-to-center distance of 0.5 mm
and have a twist pitch of 4 mm. We impose a sinusoidal
transport current of Iy = 80 A at f = 50 Hz in each filament.

In order to reduce the span of the cuts, we take one cut
between both filaments and one cut that reaches the external
air boundary. As such, the central cut (¢) must contain a
discontinuity in ¢ of [@]. = Iysin(27ft), while the external
cut (e) must have a discontinuity of [¢]. = 2Iy sin(27 ft).

We add a periodic boundary condition (PBC) at each end
of the domain to obtain the correct field behavior. However,
careful attention must be paid to the PBC, since it makes the
air domain multiply connected [42]. Indeed, a curve going
straight from the bottom face to the top face of the air domain
will acquire a discontinuity in ¢ equal to [¢]., even though it
does not surround a conductor. Therefore, the PBC on ¢ must
read:

(bb - (bt = [¢]67

where ¢, and ¢; represent the magnetic scalar potential on
the bottom and top faces of the air domain, respectively. This
modified PBC can be thought of as adding another horizontal
thin cut to make the air domains simply connected again. In
addition, due to the nature of how the PBC are implemented
in COMSOL, the discontinuity in ¢ is not properly projected
from one face to another. We solve this issue by using a weak
form PBC, meaning that the constraint is applied with the use
of Lagrange multipliers in the weak formulation.
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Fig. 8. AC losses in both twisted superconducting filaments computed with
the H and H-¢ formulations. The inset shows a closeup of the plot in the
region of largest variation between the two formulations.

The magnetic flux density and current density distributions
obtained with both the H-¢ and H-formulation are shown in
Fig. 7 at the end of one current cycle. In both cases, we use
283,493 linear elements, corresponding to 96,882 DOFs and
337,639 DOFs in the H-¢ and H-formulation, respectively.

Although the current densities are visually similar between
the two formulations, as shown in Fig. 7(b)-(d) and (f)-(h), the
magnetic flux density of Fig. 7(a) and (e) is slightly higher
(~6%) in the H-¢-formulation. Several reasons might explain
this discrepancy. First, the current can leak into the air domains
when using the H-formulation due to the dummy resistivity
[12]. We calculated the total current inside both filaments at
different z values and found that the current simulated in the
H-formulation drops by 3 x 1077% when compared to the



TABLE I
SUMMARY OF THE COMPARISON BETWEEN FORMULATIONS FOR THE DIFFERENT APPLICATIONS STUDIED IN THIS WORK

Application Formulation Elements DOFs  Time (min) R?

H-¢ 9,678 9,418 4.05 0.9969

2-D filaments H-A 9,678 9,379  5.18 0.9999
H 9,678 14,561 11.53 —

Pancake coil H-¢ 38,060 29,383 35 1.0000
H 38,060 59,140 165 —

. H-¢ 283,493 96,882 48 0.9934
Twisted filaments 283493 337,639 356 —

imposed current in (6). Therefore, the leaked current is not
the main factor affecting the difference in field between the
two formulations. A more reasonable explanation is that the
divergence-free condition of the field is not explicitly imposed
in the H-formulation, which can lead to an accumulation
of errors at every time step [17]. In addition, the coupling
between the H and ¢ physics can also lead to errors [11].

Nevertheless, the AC losses computed with both formula-
tions, shown in Fig. 8, are in very good agreement. We find that
the difference between formulations remains below 217 pyW
for all time steps. Fig. 8 also shows a closeup of the plot where
the largest variation between formulations is present. Apart
from this region and near the 3 ms time stamp, the AC losses
calculated in both formulations are visually indistinguishable.
In addition, we calculate a coefficient of determination of
R? = 0.9934, meaning that the current density distributions
are in excellent agreement.

For this model, the H-¢-formulation takes 48 minutes to
compute, while the H-formulation takes 356 minutes, showing
a seven-fold increase in computation time. See Table. I for a
summary of the results.

Note that we do not compare with the H-A-formulation in
this case since A is a vector in 3-D and would therefore not
be more advantageous than the H-¢-formulation.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this work, we demonstrated that thin cuts are a simple and
efficient method of making non-conducting domains simply
connected in the H-¢-formulation to model superconductors
in COMSOL Multiphysics. These cuts can be implemented in
commercial FEM software such as COMSOL Multiphysics,
since they do not require additional basis functions or low-
level programming.

We simulated three different models employing HTS fila-
ments and tapes. First, we demonstrated how thin cuts are used
in a simple 2-D case of five infinitely long superconducting
filaments carrying different transport currents. In this case,
the H, H-¢ and H-A formulations were compared, since the
H-A-formulation is also beneficial in 2-D. When compared
with the H-formulation, the R? coefficient is 0.9969 and
0.9999 for the H-¢ and H-A-formulation, respectively. There-
fore, the current density distributions were found to be nearly

identical, with the computation time of the H-¢-formulation
being nearly three times faster than the H-formulation. We
found that the H-A-formulation is 22% slower than the
H-¢-formulation, even though it uses 39 fewer DOFs. Thus,
we concluded that the use of thin cuts in the H-¢-formulation
is more efficient than the constraint used in the H and H-A
formulations to impose the current.

We then modeled a superconducting pancake coil in a
2-D axisymmetric simulation. In this model, the H and H-¢
formulations were found to be identical, since the R2 value
was 1.0000. However, the time taken to simulate one cycle
was nearly five times faster when using the H-¢-formulation.

Finally, we considered a 3-D model consisting of a set of
twisted superconducting filaments carrying a transport current.
The R? value was found to be 0.9934 between formulations,
yet the H-¢-formulation was more than seven times faster than
the H formulation.

Ultimately, although the addition of thin cuts makes the
H-¢-formulation slightly more challenging to implement than
the simple H-formulation, it provides a drastic improvement
in terms of computation times with respect to the H and H-
A-formulations for an equivalent accuracy. One limitation of
this method when implemented in COMSOL Multiphysics is
that the cuts must be implemented manually, such that only
relatively simple geometries can be modeled. Fortunately, this
is not a limit for most practical cases.
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