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Abstract. Thermal transient responses of superconducting magnets can be simulated using
the finite element (FE) method. Some accelerator magnets use cables whose electric insulation is
significantly thinner than the bare electric conductor. The FE discretisation of such geometries
with high-quality meshes leads to many degrees of freedom. This increases the computational
time, particularly since non-linear material properties are involved. In this work, we propose
to use a thermal thin-shell approximation (TSA) to improve the computational efficiency when
solving the heat diffusion equation in two dimensions. We apply the method to compute the
thermal transient response of superconducting accelerator magnets used for CERN’s Large Hadron
Collider (LHC) and High-Luminosity LHC. The TSA collapses thin electrical insulation layers into
lines while accurately representing the thermal gradient across the insulation’s thickness. It allows
considering cryogenic cooling via a temperature-dependent heat transfer coefficient and multi-
layered quench heater (QH) regions. The TSA is implemented in the multipole module of the
open-source Finite Element Quench Simulator (FiQuS), which can generate the multipole magnet
models programmatically from input text files. The modifications implemented in FiQuS when
constructing the geometry and mesh for the TSA model are discussed. First, the TSA approach
is verified by comparison to classical FE simulations with meshed surface insulation regions
for a simple block of four superconducting cables and a detailed model of the single-aperture
Nb3Sn dipole MBH. The results show that the TSA approach reduces the computational time
significantly while preserving the accuracy of the solution. Second, the QH delay, i.e., the time
between activation of the QH and the point in time where the transport current density exceeds
the homogenized critical current density in one of the superconducting half turns, computed
with the TSA method is compared to measurements for the MBH magnet. To this end, the
thermal transient simulation is coupled to a magnetostatic solution to account for magneto-
resistive effects. Third, the TSA’s full capabilities are showcased in non-linear magneto-thermal
simulations of several LHC and HL-LHC superconducting magnet models. The full source code,
including input files to recreate all simulations, is publicly available.
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1. Introduction

The design and operation of superconducting acceler-
ator magnets necessitate precise thermal management
to ensure their stability and performance. During the
operation of these magnets, thermal transients, such
as those caused by quench events [1], can lead to com-
plex thermal behaviours. Their analysis is commonly
supported by detailed simulations. The finite element
(FE) method can be used for such simulations; see,
e.g., [2]–[6]. It offers robust capabilities for modelling
the intricate geometries and material properties of su-
perconducting magnets. However, accelerator magnet
geometries can consist of superconducting cables with
a high ratio of bare conductor thickness to electric insu-
lation thickness [7], which poses significant challenges
for FE discretisation [8].

The thermal gradients across the thin insulation
layers must be resolved accurately to ensure the
overall validity of the simulation. The accuracy
of the FE method depends on the mesh quality
[9, Section 5.3]. Commonly, a high number of
elements is required to create a high-quality mesh
in the thin insulation layers [7]. This leads to
an increased number of degrees of freedom (DoFs)
and, consequently, an increase in computational time.
The strong non-linearity of material properties in
superconducting accelerator magnets leads to a further
rise of required computational resources. Therefore,
efficient simulation techniques are desirable.

To address these challenges, this contribution
extends the thermal thin-shell approximation (TSA)
for the heat diffusion equation proposed in [7] towards
real superconducting accelerator magnet geometries.
The method is used to compute thermal transients
in Large Hadron Collider (LHC) and Hi-Luminosity
LHC (HL-LHC) [10] superconducting magnets. For
two-dimensional (2D) models, the TSA collapses thin
thermal insulation surfaces into lines within the FE
model, significantly reducing the mesh complexity and
the number of required DoFs for high-quality meshes.
A similar approach has been proposed in [3] using
the thermal TSA available in COMSOLMultiphysics®

[11] to replace thin insulation layers between different
magnet turns of the winding block. In contrast to
[3], instead of replacing only the electric insulation
layers between superconducting cables in a block, all
insulation domains (e.g., also between different layers)
are replaced by the TSA in this work to reduce the
number of DoFs even further. Furthermore, while the
method of [3] enlarges the bare size of the conductor to
implement the thin insulation layer, this current work
maintains the original bare conductor dimensions.

The presented TSA method is implemented within
the open-source Finite Element Quench Simulation
tool FiQuS [12]. The FiQuS source code is publicly

available at [12] with input files and instructions to
recreate all simulations at [13]. The structure of
the FiQuS tool and capabilities have already been
showcased by the authors in previous works [14]–
[17]. FiQuS is a free and open-source Python-based
tool. It aims to provide the applied superconductivity
community with access to quench simulations of
superconducting magnets, regardless of their level of
expertise in numerical computing. A text-based user
interface is provided that separates coil design from
numerical aspects, such as suitable FE formulations.
It uses Gmsh [18] for computer-aided design, meshing,
and post-processing and GetDP [19] to compute the FE
solution.

This contribution focuses on the FiQuS multipole
module dedicated to 2D models of superconducting
multipole magnets, which include cos-theta [1],
block-coil [20], and common coil magnets [21].
The simulations encompass heat generation, thermal
diffusion, and quench propagation by solving the
heat diffusion equation. To include magneto-resistive
effects, a coupling to magnetostatic solutions is
considered as well.

The TSA approach supports multi-layered regions
consisting of different temperature-dependent materi-
als with various thicknesses and internal heat sources
by considering an internal discretisation [7]. In par-
ticular, quench heaters (QHs) [22] are modelled with
the TSA. Similarly, QHs have been approximated us-
ing a TSA in COMSOL Multiphysics® to analyse
the quench propagation in Nb3Sn cables in [23]. Our
TSA implementation supports Dirichlet (imposed tem-
perature), Neumann (imposed heat flux), and Robin
(imposed temperature-dependent heat flux) boundary
conditions (BCs). This work uses Robin-type BCs are
used to approximate the cryogenic cooling of the sur-
rounding cryogenic bath. A coupling of the thermal
TSA to a magneto-thermal version has been proposed
in [24].

The remainder of this paper is organised as
follows: Section 2 discusses the mathematical model,
and briefly addresses the theoretical foundation of the
TSA before describing its implementation in FiQuS and
the required modifications to the geometry and mesh.
Section 3 discusses four numerical case studies to verify
and validate the thermal part of the FiQuS multipole
module, assess its computational performance, and
showcase its features.

The first two verify the application of the TSA
method to superconducting accelerator magnet models
by comparison against classical FE models in FiQuS

with meshed insulation surfaces. A simple four-cable
setup quenched by QHs is considered in Section 3.1
to verify the accuracy and correct implementation of
the FiQuS multipole TSA method. A comprehensive
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simulation of a dipole magnet in Section 3.2 shows
that the TSA model requires significantly reduced
computational effort when compared to a classical
FE model for comparable accuracy. Section 3.3
considers a magneto-thermal TSA model of the same
dipole magnet including QHs and validates the QH
delay against measured data. Section 3.4 showcases
the flexibility of the automated implementation by
presenting results for four different LHC and HL-LHC
TSA magnet models, including QHs and magneto-
resistive effects for magnetostatic fields for time-
invariant operating currents. Lastly, Section 4
concludes with a discussion on the advantages of the
TSA for superconducting magnet quench simulations.

2. Mathematical Model

We are interested in solving the heat equation in the
thermal computational domain Ωt that is bounded by
Γt with outward unit normal vector n⃗t. The boundary
is divided into disjunct parts Γt = ΓD∪ΓN∪ΓR for the
Dirichlet, Neumann, and Robin-type BCs. The heat
equation reads in strong form: find the temperature T
such that

−∇ · (κ∇T ) + CV∂tT = P in Ωth, (1)

T = Tset on ΓD, (2)

n⃗t · (κ∇T ) = q on ΓN, (3)

n⃗t · (κ∇T ) = h(Text − T ) on ΓR, (4)

with κ the thermal conductivity, CV the volumetric
heat capacity, P the power density, Tset the imposed
temperature, q the imposed heat flux, h the heat
transfer coefficient, and Text the exterior bath
temperature.

As shown in Figure 1, the thermal computational
domain Ωt consists of an electrically insulating domain
Ωi, a region of metallic wedges [25] Ωwe and a
region of magnet bare (half) turns Ωht. Following
[3], Ωht consists of quadrangular half turns Ωht,j

such that Ωht =
⋃

j Ωht,j . Each Ωht,j contains the
superconducting filaments, the stabilizer material, and
the cable voids, which are potentially filled by an
impregnating filling material or liquid helium. Unlike
[3], the external insulation is not included in Ωht,j but
in Ωi following [7]. The material composition in Ωht,j

is represented by a single homogeneous material as
discussed in the following.

To address the homogenisation, we introduce the
volumetric fractions fi,j for all materials in Ωht,j where
i denotes the material index. The homogenized heat
capacity then reads

CV|Ωht,j
=

∑
i

fi,jCV,i,j , (5)

Half turns Ωht Wedges Ωwe Ins. Ωi

Figure 1. The thermal computational domain Ωt consists of
an electrically insulating domain Ωi, metallic wedges Ωwe and
the half turns Ωht. The insulation domain Ωi is explicitly
modelled as a surface. In the TSA model, these surfaces are
replaced by lines as shown in Figure 3. The domain is shown
for part of the single-aperture dipole MBH [26]–[32].

where CV,i,j is the volumetric heat capacity of the i-
th material of the j-th half turn Ωht,j . In particular,
if the voids of the magnet are filled with superfluid
helium, the heat capacity of helium is accounted for
using the fitted material function from [33]. Similarly,
the thermal conductivity is given by

κ|Ωht,j
=

∑
i

fi,jκi,j , (6)

with κi,j the thermal conductivity of the i-th material
of the j-th half turn Ωht,j .

To account for the heat generated by current
sharing between the superconducting filaments and
the conducting stabilizer, a variant of the Stekly
approximation [34] is used [35, Section 18.3]. In the
superconducting state, the operating current Iop,j in
Ωht,j flows only in the superconducting fraction of
the cable, and no Joule heating is considered. If
the operating current exceeds the critical current,
the excess current flows in the normal conducting
matrix. If the critical current is reduced to zero,
all current flows in the normal conducting matrix.
This simplification avoids solving a non-linear root-
finding problem that arises when using the power
law for the superconducting fraction (see, e.g., [36,
Section III.D]). This approach consequently reduces
the computational complexity of the problem. This
approximation is appropriate for the simulation of
quenching magnets as discussed in [35, Section 18.3],
where the exact mathematical form of the transition
from fully superconducting to fully quenched cable is of
secondary importance. Note that the power law could
be used in FiQuS by solving the non-linear root-finding
problem with a bisection algorithm, as discussed in
[24], [37].
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The current sharing approximation is implemen-
ted using a polynomial quench state variable qs that
takes values between 0 and 1. The mathematical ex-
pression for qs will be given later in this section. The
heat source is expressed as

P |Ωht,j
= qs ρ

(
Iop,j
|Ωht,j |

)2

, (7)

with the equivalent homogenized resistivity

ρ|Ωht,j
=

ρstab,j
fstab,j

, (8)

with fstab,j the volumetric fraction of the stabilizer in
the strands of Ωht,j and ρstab,j the electrical resistivity
of the stabilizer. To define the quench state variable,
we introduce the abbreviation

iq,j = 1− Jc,j |Ωht,j |
|Iop,j |

for Iop,j ̸= 0. (9)

Herein, we used the homogenized critical current
density

Jc,j = fSC,j Jc(|B⃗|, T ), (10)

with Jc the critical current density of the supercon-
ducting material, B⃗ the magnetic flux density and fSC,j

the fraction of the superconducting filaments in the
j-th half turn. Using the previous definitions, we define
the quench state variable as a third-order polynomial

qs|Ωht,j
=


0, if iq,j ≤ 0,

i2q,j [−2iq,j + 3], if 0 < iq,j < 1,

1, if iq,j = 1.

(11)

A third-order polynomial is chosen for qs to smoothen
the transition between fully superconducting and fully
quenched cable which is beneficial for the numerical
solver to reach convergence.

The magnetic flux density B⃗ = ∇ × A⃗ is given
by the solution to the magnetostatic problem in the
domain Ωem with boundary Γem and normal vector n⃗em

∇× (ν∇× A⃗) = J⃗ in Ωem, (12)

n⃗em × A⃗× n⃗em = 0⃗ on Γem, (13)

with A⃗ the magnetic vector potential [38], magnetic
reluctivity ν and current density

J⃗ |Ωht,j
=

Iop,j
|Ωht,j |

e⃗z. (14)

The current density points in the axial direction with
unit vector e⃗z since a 2D model in the Cartesian x-y
plane is considered. The electromagnetic region Ωem

contains Ωt, and additionally the iron yoke with non-
linear reluctivity ν, steel collar, and air region, as

discussed in [14]. The region Ωem is bounded by Γem

that is far away from the field source such that the
magnetic field is assumed to be zero on Γem.

In this work, we restrict ourselves to magneto-
static simulations since we only consider the case of
time-invariant operating currents in order to focus on
the novel thermal transient model. In a future pub-
lication, the thermal model discussed in this work will
be coupled to an efficient reduced order model that de-
scribes the magnetisation and instantaneous power loss
in composite superconductors based on [17], [39].

The heat diffusion and magnetostatic equations
are discretised in space using the lowest-order finite
element (FE) method. An implicit Euler scheme with
an adaptive time step is used for time integration.
For the linearisation of the magnetostatic problem, a
Newton-Raphson scheme is used while a Picard scheme
is used for the heat diffusion equation.

2.1. Thermal Thin Shell Approximation

The previous paragraphs described the classical FE
discretisation with surface meshes in the whole thermal
domain Ωt. In accelerator magnets, the insulation
regions Ωi are often thin compared to the half-turn and
wedge regions Ωht and Ωwe (see for example Figure 1).
Furthermore, the thermal conductivity in Ωht and Ωwe

is typically significantly larger than in Ωi leading to
larger temperature gradients in Ωi [7]. To compute
a globally accurate solution, a high mesh quality is
needed in Ωi. This is typically achieved by using many
small mesh elements; see Figure 2 for an example. This
small mesh also constrains the mesh element size in
the neighbouring Ωht and Ωwe regions since conforming
meshes are used in the classical FE method. However,
since the thermal conductivity of these regions is
relatively high, they are approximately isothermal, and
few mesh elements are sufficient to capture the small
temperature gradient accurately. The aim of the TSA
method is to remove the need to mesh Ωi as a surface.
This way, coarse meshes of Ωht and Ωwe as shown in
Figure 3 are straightforward to create. Due to this
more flexible mesh, the TSA method can acquire an
accurate solution with a significantly reduced number
of DoFs.

In this subsection, the application of the thermal
TSA for multipole magnet models is discussed. For
the TSA, the surface Ωi is replaced by a set of curves
ΓTSA,i,j on which the TSA formulation is applied
to approximate the behaviour of the solution in Ωi.
The surface Ωht is modelled identically for the TSA
and the classical FE model, removing the need for
scaling factors for the TSA model that were needed
in [7, Section B.2]. All details of the TSA FE
formulation, in particular its weak form, can be found
in [7]. Furthermore, an extension to magneto-thermal
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Figure 2. Surface mesh of Ωt of a part of the MBH dipole
shown in Figure 1. The fine mesh needed in Ωi forces small
elements also in Ωht and Ωwe. The mesh for case sur of
Section 3.2 is shown.

simulations is discussed in [24].
The TSA uses an internal tensor-product discret-

isation along the thickness of the thin layer to enable
multi-layered regions in a straightforward manner [7].
It also allows for different BCs to model various cooling
conditions, heat sources to model QHs and non-linear
material properties. Each layer constituting the multi-
layer region can be independently discretised across its
thickness, allowing for customised resolution of vary-
ing temperature gradients. The surface insulation Ωi is
approximated by a virtual region ΩTSA,i = ∪jΩTSA,i,j

that consists of virtual regions ΩTSA,i,j associated with
the j-th thin shell line (TSL). They are formed by the
tensor product of TSLs ΓTSA,i,j and their respective
thicknesses thj , i.e., ΩTSA,i,j = ΓTSA,i,j × thj . The
exterior problem in Ωht and the interior problem in
ΩTSA,i need to be connected to ensure the consistency
of the overall solution [7, Section 3.1].

Each TSL ΓTSA,i,j connects two different surface
meshed half turns, referred to as plus and minus sides
Ω+

ht,TSA,j and Ω−
ht,TSA,j , respectively, modelling the

heat flux between them. Let us note that the index
j refers to the j-th TSL, and not the j-th half turn. In
the model, TSLs are employed to model the multi-layer
regions situated between various combinations of half
turns, wedges, and domain boundaries (see Figure 3).
Specifically, the thin shells replace the insulation
regions between half turns (turn-to-turn), block layers
(layer-to-layer), coil poles (turn-to-pole), and between
conducting elements and domain boundaries (exterior
boundaries). Table 1 summarises the layer types
present in the different multi-layer regions. Between
layers and poles, only surfaces facing each other, i.e.,
”direct neighbours”, are connected thermally as shown
in Figure 3(a). The direct heat flux in Ωi across
layers and poles to more distant half turns or wedges
is not modelled via the TSA since no TSLs are placed
between these surface regions. This choice is motivated
by assuming that the majority of the thermal heat flux

is to the closest neighbouring half-turns and wedges,
while the ’diagonal’ heat flux can be neglected in the
model.

a b c d

Short-side cable insulation ✓ ✓
Long-side cable insulation ✓ ✓ ✓
Fish bone [22] ✓
Pole separator ✓
Metallic wedge insulation ✓ ✓ ✓
QH ✓ ✓
QH films ✓ ✓
Ground insulation [22] ✓

Table 1. Various layer types that can be represented by the
TSA: turn-to-turn (a); layer-to-layer (b); turn-to-pole (c);
exterior boundaries (d). QHs and the associated insulation
films are present only at specific locations.

The internal problem in the TSA domain ΩTSA,i,j

imposes the temperature on the two sides of the TSL,
i.e., T+

j (T−
j ) in Ω+

ht,TSA,j (Ω−
ht,TSA,j), which can be

thought of as a BC for the interior problem [7, Section
3.1]. For the multipole model, the meshes of the plus
and minus side and the TSL are not conforming, such
that the choice of T+ and T− is not straightforward.
To deal with non-conforming meshes, a mortar TSA
approach [40] could be used. In this work, to simplify
the connection, T+

j (T−
j ) are simply chosen as the

temperatures associated to the closest mesh nodes in
Ω+

ht,j (Ω−
ht,j), see Figure 3a. The length of the TSLs

is chosen to approximate the contact area between the
neighbouring surfaces. The virtual thicknesses of the
TSA thj is chosen constant per TSL such that the
virtual domain ΩTSA,i,j is rectangular. The virtual
domain ΩTSA,i is therefore only an approximation of
Ωi.

In all but one type of multi-layer region, the
associated TSL is located between the edges of
facing conductors or wedges (see Figure 3a). The
exception is the exterior multi-layer regions, where the
corresponding TSLs coincide with the exterior edges
of the conducting elements (see Figure 3b). Applying
the TSA on the exterior domain boundary allows BCs,
such as cooling, to be imposed on the outer boundary
of a multi-layer stack adjacent to the meshed region
rather than directly on the region itself (see Figure 3b).
Furthermore, QHs can be applied by a TSA on the
exterior boundary in this way as well.

2.2. Method Implementation and Usage in FiQuS

The necessary steps for the TSA method to work
properly are automatically addressed by FiQuS, which
takes care of:

(a) detecting which conducting elements are thermally
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Pole

Blocks Layer

Block
Wedge

Half turn
(a)

(b)

T+

T-

T+

T-

Cable insulation
Heater film

Quench heater
Heater film

Ground insulation
Boundary condition

Figure 3. Description of the components of a cos-theta magnet model with close-up views of thin shell lines: a) temperature
mapping of the thermally connected regions onto the thin shell line for a coarse mesh with one quadrangular element per
conductor; b) breakdown of a realistic combination of layers modelled by an exterior thin shell line marked in red.

directly connected, i.e., find neighbouring ele-
ments;

(b) evaluating the extent of contact and the coordin-
ates of the TSL line;

(c) generating TSLs at the geometry level using Gmsh
[18];

(d) assembling and assigning the multi-layer regions
according to both the magnet insulation informa-
tion and user-specified parameters;

(e) discretising each layer and meshing the thin shells;

(f) identifying the closest neighbouring nodes for
temperature mapping;

(g) generating thin shell physical groups in the mesh
via Gmsh;

(h) templating the GetDP-compatible [19] input file
(i.e., pro file) with the TSA algorithm via Jinja
[41];

(i) coupling the internal and external problems via
GetDP and Jinja for the solution of the thermal
problem.

The main user interface of FiQuS is a text-based
YAML [42] input file that simplifies the version control
of simulations and, therefore, aids their repeatability.
Furthermore, it decouples design parameters regarding
geometry and powering schemes from the numerical
methods that FiQuS handles in the background.
The input files for all simulations in this work and
instructions to reproduce them are given in [13].

The results can be reproduced using FiQuS version
2025.1.1 [12], together with CERNGetDP version 2025.1.2
[43]. The temperature- and field-dependent material
functions, in particular the Jc fitting functions, are
found in the STEAM material library version 2024.12.2
[44]. The model details for the LHC and HL-LHC
models are taken from the STEAM model library version
2025.1.0 [45].

3. Numerical Case Studies

In this section, the TSA method implemented in FiQuS

is verified against FE models with insulation regions
meshed as a surface. We refer to these models as sur
models. For the comparison, the average temperature
per half-turn

Tht,j =

∫
Ωht,j

T

|Ωht,j |
dΩ, (15)

and the hotspot temperature, i.e., the maximum
average half-turn temperature,

Thotspot = maxj Tht,j (16)

are defined. We have a very fine sur reference model
with surface meshed insulation designated as the ref
model. Using this ref model, we define the relative
error

εt,ht,j =
|Tht,j − Tref,ht,j |

Tref,ht,j
, (17)
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the relative hotspot error

εt,hotspot =
|Thotspot − Thotspot, ref|

Thotspot, ref
, (18)

and the maximum relative error

εt,max = maxj εt,ht,j . (19)

Last, we define the maximum over time of the latter
two errors as εhotspot = maxt εt,hotspot and εmax =
maxt εt,max.

Four case studies are considered in this section.
In the first case study of Section 3.1, the accuracy
and automated implementation of the TSA method
is verified by comparison against sur models for a
simple arrangement of four superconducting cables
heated with QHs. In the second case study of
Section 3.2, the computational efficiency of the TSA
method for practically relevant problems is highlighted
by comparison against sur models for the single-
aperture Nb3Sn dipole MBH [26]–[31]. For these
first two sections, no coupling to a magnetostatic
solution is considered. Field-dependent material
functions are evaluated for a constant background
magnetic flux density. In the third case study of
Section 3.3, a magneto-thermal TSA model of MBH
with QHs is considered, and the simulated QH delay
is compared to measured data. In the fourth case
study of Section 3.4, the capabilities of the automated
FiQuS TSA implementation are highlighted by showing
magneto-thermal simulation results for time-invariant
operating currents for four different LHC and HL-LHC
magnets.

3.1. Verification: Four-Cable Model With QHs

The first case study considers a simple arrangement of
four superconducting cables as shown in Figure 4. It
consists of a two-layer configuration of superconductor
blocks, with one block per layer and two cables per
block. The left side of the first layer (left) and the
right side of the second layer (right) represent the inner
and outer surfaces of the coil, respectively. Cables
with Nb-Ti/Cu strands with characteristic geometrical
and material composition representative of the LHC
conductors are chosen. The four bare conductors are
surrounded by an arbitrarily chosen combination of
insulation layers. This is done to demonstrate that
any multi-layer region can be accurately modelled
using TSA, regardless of its position and composition.
Specifically:

• each bare Nb-Ti/Cu half turn (HT) is surrounded
by a cable insulation layer;

• the layers are separated by a region consisting of
several insulation layers and two quench heaters

(QH 1 and QH 2, see the close-up view in
Figure 4);

• the outer side of the coil is covered by a similar
sequence of layers, which includes two additional
quench heaters (QH 3 and QH 4);

• two multi-layer insulation groups are placed on the
lower and upper sides of the first and last half turn
(HT 1 and HT 4), respectively.

The insulation layers are positioned such that heat
flux is only considered between half turns that face each
other directly. In particular, the insulation layers do
not cover the edges of the half turns such that there is
no diagonal heat flux, e.g., from SC 1 to SC 4. For this
setup, the TSA assumptions of negligible diagonal heat
flux discussed in Section 2.1 and rectangular domains
ΩTSA,i,j are fulfilled exactly. Therefore, the TSA and
models with surface meshed insulation are equivalent.
This choice was taken to verify the correctness of the
automated multi-layer TSA implementation against an
equivalent model. The TSA models are built fully
automated from a YAML file, while the sur models are
built manually. This is because the algorithm creating
the sur model geometry cannot create insulation layers
made from multiple materials since their creation as a
surface would require complicated geometry creation
and meshing steps. In particular, QHs cannot be
automatically created for the sur models. To this end,
the four-cable model is quite simple to make a manually
built sur model feasible.

Figure 5 shows the structured quadrangular mesh.
Inside the half turn, an identical mesh is used for the
TSA and sur model. For the insulation layer, the
number of TSA discretization layers is chosen to be
identical to the number of surface mesh elements of the
sur model. Furthermore, the Gaussian points of the
quadrangular surface of the sur model and the TSA
line elements [7] are chosen at the same location to
enable an equivalent situation for both models leading
to excellent agreement between them.

An exponentially decaying current is considered in
the stainless steel strips of QH 2 and QH 3 starting
from t = 10ms and t = 50ms, respectively. The
generated Joule heating raises the temperature of the
conductors. Subsequently, the conductors quench and
begin generating volumetric heat, propagating the
quench to the neighbouring half-turns. Cryogenic
cooling with a constant heat transfer coefficient is
applied on the exterior side of QH 3 and QH 4; all other
boundaries are adiabatic, to check the implementation
of this BC. The simulation is run until t = 360ms
where Thotspot > 300K as shown in Figure 5. Figure 6
shows the average temperature of the half turns Tht,j

at each time step throughout the transient for both
the sur and TSA models with both models in excellent
agreement as expected.
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HT 1

HT 2

HT 3

HT 4

QH 1

QH 2

QH 3

QH 4

HT 1

HT 2

HT 3

HT 4

QH 1

QH 2

QH 3

QH 4

Cable
ins.

G10
layer

QH Kapton
film

HT 2 HT 4
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Figure 5. The final temperature map and FE mesh of two models for the four-cable case are shown; the same colour scale is used
for both models. The coarsest sur model mesh of Figure 7 is shown for clear visualization. The superconducting half turns are
always meshed with exactly this quadrangular pattern while the number of mesh elements across the insulation thickness is
increased. The refinement level of the TSA is not visible since an internal discretization is used [7]. Due to the high thermal
conductivity of the cable compared to the insulation, the half turns are approximately isothermal. For example, the maximum
temperature of HT 3 at t = 360ms is approximately 304K while the minimum temperature is around 299K.
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Figure 6. The temperature evolution of the four half turns is
compared between the sur and TSA models. The legend reports
the activation time of the QHs and the average temperature of
the bare superconducting half turns. The solution is shown for
the finest mesh element thickness considered in Figure 7.

A mesh refinement study is conducted for a more
thorough and systematic comparison. As shown in
Figure 5, the solution is quasi-isothermal inside the
superconducting half turns with large temperature

gradients across the insulation layer. Hence, only
a few elements are needed inside the half turns for
an accurate solution. The mesh inside the half turn
is kept identical to the one shown in Figure 5 for
the mesh sensitivity study. Across the thickness of
the insulation, more elements are needed to calculate
the temperature gradient accurately. Figure 7 shows
the maximum relative error ϵmax as a function
of the insulation mesh element thickness. The
relative error decreases monotonically with increased
number of insulation mesh elements. The TSA
and sur models achieve the same accuracy for the
same discretization level as expected. This verifies
the correct implementation of the TSA multi-layer
algorithm.

3.2. Verification: Cos-Theta Multipole Magnet

The second case study in this section considers the
single-aperture Nb3Sn dipole MBH [26]–[31], whose
geometry was previously shown in Figure 3. As shown
in Figure 1, the insulation layer is a single Kapton
surface that surrounds each conducting element with
varying thicknesses. Multi-layer regions are omitted
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Figure 7. A mesh sensitivity study of the sur and TSA
models of the four-cable model is shown. Errors are computed
with respect to a ref model with insulation mesh element
thickness of 1µm. The mesh inside the half turns is kept
constant, while the number of mesh elements across the
insulation thickness is increased.

here since their discretization would lead to prohibitive
computational cost in the sur model given the large
number of half turns. This limitation highlights
another disadvantage of the sur models using the
classical FE method without TSA: complex multi-layer
configurations are computationally unfeasible for fully
meshed models, except in very simple cases such as the
one shown in the previous section.

A thermal transient is simulated in which certain
conductors are forced to the normal conducting state
by setting their critical current density to zero. The
conductors selected for quenching are those adjacent
to the QH strips installed in MBH. The simulations
are run until Thotspot > 300K. As one of the main
quantities of interest, the comparison will focus on
the hotspot temperature Thotspot and its relative error
ϵhotspot.

Again, a mesh sensitivity study was performed
by successively refining the mesh inside the insulation
layer. Then, the coarsest TSA and the coarsest sur
model are identified that have a hotspot error ϵhotspot
below 0.5%. This procedure allows a fair comparison of
the computational effort needed to achieve comparable
accuracy in an important quantity of interest for the
sur and TSA model. The mesh of the sur model is
shown in Figure 2, and the half turn and wedge mesh
of the TSA model is shown in Figure 3. In particular,
a coarse mesh of one single quadrangular mesh element
is used per half turn and wedge in the TSA model.

The hotspot temperature of the three models
and the relative error of the sur and TSA models
with respect to the ref model are shown in Figure 8.
The three models are in good agreement with errors
in the hotpot temperature below 0.5% as required.
Furthermore, the number of DoFs and computational
time for the three models are shown in Table 2.
To reach the same ϵhotspot, the TSA is more than

38 times faster than the sur model, highlighting its
computational efficiency due to significantly fewer
DoFs (4608 vs 206037). Last, it can be noticed
that the time for the assembly of the linear systems
ta is significantly higher than for the solution of
the linear systems ts. While this is not surprising
for 2D simulations, the difference is significant. It
is mostly due to the material fitting functions that
contain lengthy mathematical expressions and need
to be called for each Gaussian point in the assembly
stage. For a further reduction of computational time,
the evaluation of the material functions should thus be
made more computationally efficient, potentially by a
parallelisation approach or by pre-computing a lookup
table.

ref sur TSA

Ndof 2611556 206037 4608
ta in s 121518 42064 1268
ts in s 63135 7830 27
ta + ts in s 184653 49894 1295

Table 2. The number of DoFs Ndof, total time spent on
system assembly ta, total time spent on system solution ts, and
the sum of the latter two are shown for the three different
MBH models.

3.3. Validation: QH Delay for Magneto-Thermal
Cos-Theta Multipole Magnet Model

Having verified the accuracy and efficiency of the TSA
approach, the third case study will validate the FiQuS
QH TSA implementation by comparing the QH delay
to measured data for the MBH dipole. The QH delay is
the time between activation of the QH and the point in
time where the transport current density exceeds the
homogenized critical current density in one point of
a superconducting half turn. This validation includes
coupling to magnetostatic solutions described in detail
in [14]. The magnetostatic simulations include the
iron yoke, incorporating non-linear B-H curves. Since
the mesh requirements for electromagnetic simulations
differ significantly from those of thermal simulations,
different meshes are used. The magnetostatic problem
is solved first, yielding the magnetic flux density B⃗.
The latter is then evaluated once at the Gaussian
points of the thermal mesh, stored, and reused for all
subsequent assembly steps. This approach allows the
use of non-linear material properties that depend on
both temperature and magnetic flux density.

For all simulations of this section, cryogenic
cooling BCs using a temperature-dependent heat
transfer coefficient following [33] are applied on
the outer boundary of the coil in radial direction.
Adiabatic BCs are applied on all other boundaries.
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6 7 8 9 10 11 12

10

15

20

Operating current Iop (kA)

H
ea
te
r
d
el
ay

t q
h
(m

s) Coil 106 [46]

Coil 109 [46]

TSA without epoxy

TSA with epoxy

Figure 9. QH delay as a function of the operating current
computed with the FiQuS TSA model and measured as
reported in [46, Figure 4]. FiQuS TSA results are shown with
and without considering the 15µm epoxy adhesive layer
between the polyimide film and the stainless steel heater strips
as reported in [32, Section 9.3.1.4].

The QH design parameters are taken from [46] and
lead to a peak initial QH current of 150A. FiQuS
solves for the current and the resulting power in the
QH strips. Figure 9 shows the QH delay as a function
of the operating current compared to measurements
extracted from [46, Figure 4]. FiQuS TSA results are
shown with and without considering the 15µm epoxy
adhesive layer between the polyimide film and the
stainless steel heater strips as reported in [32, Section
9.3.1.4]. The TSA results agree with the measurements
for the operating currents considered and the epoxy
adhesive shows a negligible influence on the QH heater
delay.

3.4. Magneto-Thermal Simulations of Four LHC and
HL-LHC Magnets

The TSA algorithm was developed with FiQuS’s
emphasis on automation and parametrisation in mind.
As a result, thermal transient TSA models are available
for all multipole magnets supported in FiQuS. As
a fourth case study, Figure 10 presents results of

magnetostatic-thermal transient simulations of four
magnets in order to showcase a range of the capabilities
of the FiQuS multipole module. Results are shown
for two LHC cos-theta magnets based on Nb-Ti
conductors, an HL-LHC cos-theta magnet, and a
block-coil based on Nb3Sn conductors.

All magnets are powered to nominal current and
some of their half turns are quenched by powering
QHs at t = 0 s. All magnet and QH parameters are
found in [13]. The thermal transient simulation is
performed with time-invariant operating current in the
magnets until Thotspot > 300K. The final temperature
distributions result from the QH power, the Joule
heating in half turns quenched by the magnetic field
and temperature distribution, and thermal diffusion in
the half turns and TSLs.

For comprehensive quench detection and protec-
tion simulations, future work will consider coupling the
thermal transient model to a magnetodynamic model.
The latter will incorporate an efficient reduced order
model that describes the magnetisation and instantan-
eous power loss in composite superconductors based on
[17], [39].

4. Conclusions

This study demonstrated the effectiveness of the
thermal thin-shell approximation (TSA) implemented
within FiQuS for simulating thermal transients in
superconducting magnets. The two-dimensional TSA
method collapses thin insulation layer surfaces into
lines, significantly reducing mesh complexity and
computational time while maintaining accuracy. The
TSA implementation in the FiQuS multipole module
was verified for a simplified four-conductor model and a
full cross-section of the superconducting dipole magnet
MBH by comparison with models with surface mesh
insulation. For the MBH magnet, the TSA model
achieved results with error in the hotpot temperature
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Figure 10. Magnetic flux density of the magnetostatic solution followed by thermal transient solution for two LHC cos-theta
magnets with Nb-Ti cables: low-beta quadrupole MQXA [47]–[51] (10b, 10a); double-aperture main bending dipole MB [25],
[51]–[54] (10d, 10c), and two magnets with Nb3Sn cables: HL-LHC low-beta quadrupole MQXF [55]–[61] (10f, 10e); block-coil
dipole SMC [62]–[64] (10h, 10g). For the thermal transient solution, QHs are considered and the simulation is conducted until one
half turn reaches 300K, the last time step is shown for the thermal simulation. The thermal transient results are obtained for a
coupling with a magnetostatic solution for time-invariant operating currents.

of less than 0.5% with a speed increase of more than
38 times compared to the surface meshed models. The
analysis also highlighted the TSA model’s ability to
handle non-linear material properties, complex multi-
layer configurations, and cryogenic cooling, proving
its suitability for quench protection studies. The
TSA method was also employed cooperatively with
magnetostatic simulations for multi-physics solutions,
including quench heaters, as multilayer structures
with an internal power source, accurately capturing
the quench heater delay compared to measured data.
The flexibility of the implementation in the FiQuS

multipole module was highlighted by showing coupled
magnetostatic and thermal transient solutions of
several LHC and HL-LHC magnets.
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shell approximation for analysis of supercon-
ducting accelerator magnets,’ 2025, arXiv pre-
print:2405.01076.

[41] Jinja Developers. ‘Jinja.’ (2023), [Online]. Avail-
able: https : / / github . com / pallets / jinja

(visited on 31st October 2023).

[42] O. Ben-Kiki, C. Evans and B. Ingerson, YAML
ain’t markup language (YAML™) version 1.1,
2009.

[43] STEAM Team at CERN. ‘CERNGetDP.’ (2024),
[Online]. Available: https : / / cern . ch /

cerngetdp (visited on 24th October 2024).

[44] STEAM Team at CERN. ‘STEAM material
library.’ (2024), [Online]. Available: https://
cern.ch/smali (visited on 20th August 2024).

[45] STEAM Team at CERN. ‘STEAM models
library.’ (2025), [Online]. Available: https://
gitlab.cern.ch/steam/steam_models (visited
on 20th January 2025).

https://doi.org/10.1109/TASC.2003.812639
https://doi.org/10.1109/TASC.2003.812639
https://doi.org/10.1109/tasc.2011.2177625
https://doi.org/10.5170/CERN-2013-006.47
https://doi.org/10.5170/CERN-2013-006.47
https://doi.org/10.1109/tasc.2013.2237871
https://doi.org/10.1109/tasc.2013.2237871
https://doi.org/10.1109/tasc.2012.2236138
https://doi.org/10.1109/tasc.2012.2236138
https://doi.org/10.1109/tasc.2014.2367312
https://doi.org/10.1109/tasc.2014.2375914
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-16118-7_9
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-16118-7_9
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cryogenics.2006.01.009
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cryogenics.2006.01.009
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cryogenics.2006.01.009
https://doi.org/10.1109/TNS.1965.4323653
https://doi.org/10.1109/TASC.2020.2969476
https://doi.org/10.1109/TASC.2020.2969476
https://doi.org/10.1109/TASC.2023.3258905
https://doi.org/10.1109/20.123926
https://doi.org/10.1109/20.123926
https://github.com/pallets/jinja
https://cern.ch/cerngetdp
https://cern.ch/cerngetdp
https://cern.ch/smali
https://cern.ch/smali
https://gitlab.cern.ch/steam/steam_models
https://gitlab.cern.ch/steam/steam_models


REFERENCES 14

[46] S. Izquierdo Bermudez, B. Auchmann, H. Ba-
jas et al., ‘Quench protection studies of the
11-T Nb3Sn dipole for the LHC upgrade,’
IEEE Transactions on Applied Superconductiv-
ity, vol. 26, no. 4, pp. 1–5, 2016. doi: 10.1109/
TASC.2016.2536653.

[47] Y. Ajima, N. Higashi, M. Iida et al., ‘The MQXA
quadrupoles for the LHC low-beta insertions,’
Nuclear Instruments and Methods in Physics
Research Section A: Accelerators, Spectrometers,
Detectors and Associated Equipment, vol. 550,
no. 3, pp. 499–513, 2005. doi: https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.nima.2005.04.092.

[48] T. Ogitsu, T. Nakamoto, N. Ohuchi et al., ‘Status
of the LHC low-beta insertion quadrupole mag-
net development at KEK,’ IEEE Transactions on
Applied Superconductivity, vol. 12, no. 1, pp. 183–
187, 2002. doi: 10.1109/TASC.2002.1018379.

[49] R. Ostojic, ‘The LHC insertion magnets,’
IEEE Transactions on Applied Superconductiv-
ity, vol. 12, no. 1, pp. 196–201, 2002. doi: 10.
1109/TASC.2002.1018382.

[50] A. Yamamoto, K. Tsuchiya, N. Higashi et al.,
‘Design study of a superconducting insertion
quadrupole magnet for the Large Hadron Col-
lider,’ IEEE Transactions on Applied Supercon-
ductivity, vol. 7, no. 2, pp. 747–750, 1997. doi:
10.1109/77.614611.
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