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Reliable operation of high-power proton cyclotrons is a critical requirement for Accelerator Driven
Systems (ADS) and other large-scale applications. Beam tuning in such machines is traditionally
performed manually, a process that can be slow, non-optimal, and difficult to execute in the presence
of faults or changing conditions. To address this, we developed and deployed a machine learning
(ML) based tuning framework on the Injector 2 cyclotron at PSI, chosen as an ideal testbed for high-
power operation. The system combined a tailored reinforcement learning algorithm with real-time
diagnostics and control, and incorporated accelerator-physics inspired adaptations such as an over-
shoot strategy that reduced magnetic field settling times by nearly a factor of six. Over an extensive
12-day operational test campaign, relatively long in the context of real-time ML experiments, the
ML agent successfully tuned the machine across multiple operating points, achieving convergence
within hours and maintaining stable beam extraction with reduced losses. Beyond initial tuning,
the system was also operated in evaluation mode overnight, where it autonomously monitored and
corrected the machine to compensate for drifts, demonstrating robustness and long-term stability.
Crucially, the learned policy generalized reliably from low-current training to higher-current oper-
ation, underscoring its scalability. These results constitute the first demonstration of ML-assisted
tuning on a high-power cyclotron, with direct relevance to ADS-class drivers.

I. INTRODUCTION

The High Intensity Proton Accelerator (HIPA) complex at the Paul Scherrer Institut (PSI) has been in operation
since 1974, and today delivers the most intense continuous-wave proton beam worldwide, with an average power
of 1.42 MW produced by a two-stage cyclotron system [1]. In the first stage, Injector 2 accelerates protons from
0.87 MeV, provided by a Cockcroft–Walton DC linear accelerator, up to 72 MeV. The second stage, the 590 MeV ring
cyclotron, then boosts the beam to its final energy, with a maximum average current of 2.4 mA. After extraction,
which is achieved with efficiencies exceeding 99.98%, the beam is transported to multiple target stations for meson
and neutron production [2], enabling world-class programs in particle, nuclear, and materials science. Cyclotron-
based proton drivers, as demonstrated at PSI, are a well-proven technology, combining compactness with high energy
efficiency. These qualities make them particularly attractive for future large-scale applications such as Accelerator
Driven Systems (ADS) [3, 4].

Within this context, Transmutex SA is developing an ADS concept aimed at generating clean energy while simul-
taneously reducing the long-term radiotoxicity of nuclear waste. The architectural similarities between the HIPA
cyclotrons and the envisioned ADS driver make PSI’s Injector 2 an ideal testbed to investigate the control strategies
and automation capabilities required for such systems.

Looking beyond current applications, ADS place uniquely stringent requirements on the reliability of high-power
proton drivers. Target applications in nuclear waste transmutation or energy generation demand continuous operation
with failure rates two orders of magnitude lower than those achieved today. To reach such performance, not only
must the hardware of cyclotrons be robust, but new operational strategies must be developed to rapidly compensate
for inevitable component failures. At PSI, proof-of-principle experiments have already demonstrated that, in the
event of a cavity failure in the 590 MeV ring cyclotron, beam delivery can be recovered within minutes by retuning
the remaining cavities [5]. While this demonstrates feasibility, a recovery on the order of minutes falls short of the
requirement for ADS-class facilities, where fault compensation must occur within only a few seconds. These results
highlight the feasibility of fault compensation but also reveal a critical bottleneck: the lack of reliable, automated
tuning tools capable of acting on the time scales demanded by ADS-class facilities.
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Machine Learning (ML) has emerged as a promising candidate to address this challenge [6]. By leveraging data-
driven models and adaptive optimization, ML offers the potential to automate cyclotron tuning, compensate for
drifts, and adapt to changing operational conditions in real time. While ML approaches have been explored in linear
accelerators and light sources, their application to high-power cyclotrons remains largely unexplored [7–10]. To fill
this gap, PSI Injector 2 was chosen as an experimental testbed, combining the complexity of a high-power machine
with the flexibility needed for R&D.

The present work reports on the first experimental demonstration of ML-assisted tuning on Injector 2. A tailored
Reinforcement Learning (RL) framework was integrated with real-time diagnostics and control of the machine, en-
abling the agent not only to converge on optimal settings within hours but also to maintain stable operation during
overnight evaluation runs by autonomously compensating drifts. This effort was carried out over an extensive 12-day
experimental campaign, which is remarkably long in the context of real-time ML control studies. The results of this
campaign provide an essential step towards establishing ML-based control as a reliable tool for fault compensation
and robust operation in ADS-class drivers.

To move beyond proof-of-concept and towards reliable deployment, the Injector 2 campaign was carefully crafted
to address a set of fundamental questions. At the technical level, these include identifying which actuators and
diagnostics provide the greatest leverage for beam stabilization, how the machine should be initialized before handing
control to an ML agent, and what forms of surrogate modeling or pretraining are most effective in accelerating
convergence. At the methodological level, the campaign explored how quickly an RL policy can converge in a real
cyclotron, whether a model trained at low current generalizes to higher-intensity operation, how frequently retraining
is required to counteract drifts, and to what extent transfer learning across turn numbers can reduce setup time. At
the heart of this effort lies the central question: can a cyclotron be operated reliably with limited human intervention,
using ML-based control strategies that meet the stringent demands of ADS-class drivers?

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section II describes the Injector 2 cyclotron and its diagnostics,
together with the control framework used for the experiments. Section III presents an analysis of historical data and
feature engineering choices that informed the ML environment design. Section IV outlines the overall tuning strategy
and campaign design. In Section V, the turn- and current-dependent beam dynamics are characterized using radial
probe and Jacobian measurements, providing the physics context for the tuning challenge. Section VI discusses the
adaptations required to integrate accelerator physics constraints into the ML framework, including the overshoot
strategy and reward shaping; in particular, the overshoot strategy was found to accelerate the tuning process by
nearly a factor of six. Section VII details the RL methodology employed, while Section VIII reports the experimental
results, covering low-current training, overnight evaluation, and generalization to higher beam currents. Section IX
presents the conclusions and outlines the roadmap toward scaling the demonstrated methodology to the HIPA complex
and future ADS-class accelerator drivers.

II. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

Injector 2 is a four-sector separated-sector cyclotron designed to accelerate protons from an injection energy of 870
keV to a final energy of 72 MeV [11, 12]. Its principal components include four large sector magnets (SM1–SM4),
two double-gap RF resonators (CI1 and CI3), and two single-gap resonators (CI2 and CI4). A schematic layout of
the machine with the main diagnostics is shown in Fig. 1.

The proton beam enters Injector 2 from the vertical pre-injection line and is bent into the median plane by the AWD
dipole magnet. It then passes through a conical injection channel in the first sector magnet (SM1), which is equipped
with a dedicated trim coil to guide the first turn. During the first six turns, a system of collimators minimizes beam
halo and ensures a well-centered trajectory. Additional fine control at this stage is provided by trim coils TI1A/B
and TI2 located in SM1 and SM3.

A. Sector Magnets, Trim Coils, and Resonators

Each sector magnet is powered by a pair of main coils (AIHS) connected in series. These coils generate the primary
magnetic field and play a central role in shaping the beam trajectory, thereby defining the overall particle orbit. Nine
pairs of trim coils (TI3–TI11), mounted above and below the median plane on one side of the pole, provide localized
magnetic field corrections that are indispensable for precise orbit control and efficient extraction.

Beam acceleration is achieved by four RF resonators: two double-gap (CI1 and CI3) and two single-gap (CI2 and
CI4). CI1 is critical for defining the first-turn trajectory and is therefore kept fixed during tuning. In combination,
the resonators determine the per-turn energy gain and the radial position of successive turns. The AIHS main coils,
trim coils, and resonator voltages were all made available as controllable channels for the ML agent.



3

SM1SM2

SM3 SM4

CI1

CI2

CI3

CI4

AXA

MII7

AXB

MXI1

MXC1

BX2
Beam Dump

SM1AIHS

AIHS

AIHS AIHS

MIF1-MIF8

TI3-TI11

TI1A, TI1B, TI2

RIE1

AWD

FIG. 1: Injector 2 Cyclotron experiment setup with key diagnostics.

B. Beam Diagnostics

The following diagnostics were employed during the ML campaign:

• MIF probes (MIF1–MIF8): Eight phase probes in the first sector, providing phase information at different beam
energies from injection to extraction. These were the primary reward signals.

• Loss monitors: Ionization chambers MII7 (before the extraction septum) and MXI1 (downstream), plus the
KXAI collimators at the septum entrance.

• MXC1: high-resolution current transformer downstream of the septum, monitoring extracted beam intensity.

• Radial probe (RIE1): movable probe system used to obtain radial beam profiles in the extraction region (last
7 turns). This is a slow measurement applied for beam characterization rather than in the experimental ML
feedback loop.

III. HISTORICAL DATA ANALYSIS AND FEATURE ENGINEERING

A. Review of archived operational data

The project relied on historical sensor data recorded by PSI’s archival systems. These archives log measurements
from a wide range of sensors integrated into HIPA subsystems, providing long-term records of operational conditions
and system stability. Data extraction was performed with a dedicated Python library developed at PSI to interface
with the archival infrastructure.
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A characteristic feature of the archival data is the irregularity of time steps, due to differing update rates across
channels. While some parameters are logged at fixed intervals, others are updated only when changes occur. To
standardize the dataset, all channels were resampled to a fixed 200 ms interval, using the most recent value available
at each time step. This procedure yields a consistent dataset that reflects the operational state of the accelerator at
uniform temporal resolution.

The extracted dataset covers a broad range of parameters, nearly all originating from Injector 2, with the exception
of the downstream losses and beam current measurements.

The choice of historical intervals for data extraction was guided by the need to match the expected machine
configuration during experimental deployment. Since resonator setups strongly affect beam dynamics, only periods
corresponding to similar configurations were considered. Three representative periods were identified:

• May 2023 - December 2023: operation with two double-gap resonators and one flattop cavity (low voltage,
treated as equivalent to two double-gap configuration).

• May 2024 - July 2024: operation with two double-gap resonators.

• August 2024 - December 2024: operation with two double-gap resonators and one single-gap resonator.

These intervals ensured that the training dataset reflected machine states consistent with those expected during
ML validation.

B. Features selection and augmentation

From the full channel set, a refined subset was selected based on data quality, physical relevance, and model
performance in preliminary studies. The final input space included: TIs (trim coil currents), CIVs (resonator voltages),
AIHS (main coil current), aggregated magnet and air temperatures, MIFs (beam phases), MII7 and MXI1 ionization
chambers, and MXC1 beam current. These were complemented with engineered features such as estimates of the
turn number and a set of stability indicators, the latter mostly defined by MXC1 ripple. This combination preserved
physical interpretability while enhancing model performance.

A comprehensive sequence of preprocessing steps was applied to produce a clean and representative dataset for
training the surrogate model. After these procedures, the resulting dataset comprised 27.3 million datapoints, corre-
sponding to 63.2 days of Injector 2 operation.

C. Correlation analysis

Correlation matrices were computed across the selected dataset to validate physical consistency and identify dom-
inant dependencies. The analysis revealed:

• Strong correlations among magnet temperature sensors and among air temperature sensors, justifying their
aggregation into mean values.

• Clear correlations between resonator voltages and MIF signals, reflecting the dependence of beam phase on
energy gain per turn.

• Secondary correlations between trim coil currents and MIFs, consistent with their influence on radial orbit
control.

These results confirm that the surrogate modeling task is dominated by deterministic physical relations, while also
supporting feature reduction without loss of essential information. A representative correlation heatmap is provided
in Appendix A (Fig. 16).

IV. TUNING STRATEGY AND CAMPAIGN OVERVIEW

The deployment of ML control in Injector 2 was carefully planned to balance safety, diagnostic coverage, and
systematic exploration of machine behavior. A beam current of 20 µA was selected as the reference for training,
providing reliable phase measurements at sufficiently low beam power to minimize activation risks in case of instability.
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FIG. 2: Phase Breakdown of Inj 2 Cyclotron Experiment; the experiment took place from Apr 28, 2025 until
May 8th, 2025 i.e., for a total of 11 days.

At this current, the beam size remained small enough to allow wide action exploration, yet the signal quality was
adequate to meaningfully characterize losses and phase shifts.

The tuning strategy was organized around two classes of actuators. The main coil power supply current for the
magnetic filed (AIHS) and the voltage of resonator 3 (CI3V) were identified as the dominant parameters controlling
global beam conditions, specifically the radial trajectory and the extraction energy. Both were included in the RL
action space, but their operational boundaries were carefully determined in advance by manual scans to ensure
sufficient headroom before interlocks. All twelve remaining trim coils were also available to the RL agent, primarily
to compensate for local phase deviations. Reward shaping was employed to discourage excessive trim coil usage,
ensuring that corrections reflected genuine improvements in global conditions rather than overcompensation.

The campaign itself targeted five distinct machine configurations, each corresponding to a specific turn number,
adjusted by varying the peak voltages of resonators 2 and 4. The corresponding resonator settings are summarized
in Table I. These configurations were deliberately selected to span the three operational scenarios of Injector 2:
nominal operation with four resonators, reduced operation with three resonators, and a degraded mode with only two
resonators. This allowed us to systematically investigate how the ML agent adapts its tuning strategy under both
nominal and failure-like conditions.

TABLE I: Resonator configuration per experimental stage. Listed are the peak voltages of the four resonators (in
kVp) for each turn number.

Stage Turn number Resonator setup (kVp)
Res 1 Res 2 Res 3 Res 4

0 72 430 429 451 0
1 73 430 401 449 0
2 74 430 371 448 0
3 89 430 0 449 0
4 60 430 428 448 428

Each stage of the campaign followed a structured daily cycle. During the morning setup phase, operators configured
the machine to the target turn number, optimized the beam at nominal current (2 mA), and probe measurements
were performed at various currents. Low-current ML training runs were then performed during the daytime, typically
lasting several hours. Following training, the ML agent was left in autonomous control during evening and overnight
periods, providing a stringent test of stability, drift compensation, and interlock recovery over many hours of operation
(12 hours). A final high-current validation stage 5 extended ML control into the milliampere regime to evaluate
scalability of the learned policies. The overall timeline of the campaign is illustrated in Fig. 2, which shows the
sequential execution of setup, training, and long-term evaluation phases across the 11-day experimental run. An
additional one day, prior to experiment, was dedicated for setup tests. This phased execution strategy ensured that
each configuration was benchmarked against operator-validated references, that ML training was conducted in safe
regimes, and that robustness was tested under realistic conditions, including day-to-night transitions. In total, the
campaign covered five turn numbers across multiple resonator configurations, produced hundreds of hours of machine
learning operation, and generated a comprehensive dataset for offline analysis.
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V. TURN AND CURRENT-DEPENDENT BEAM DYNAMICS: RADIAL PROFILES AND JACOBIAN
EVOLUTION

Cyclotron beam dynamics exhibit strong dependence on both the number of turns and the operating beam current.
This section summarizes the empirical observations obtained during the Injector 2 campaign, combining radial probe
measurements with sensitivity (Jacobian) analyses to quantify how the response of the machine evolves under different
conditions.

A. Beam setup and turn-dependent operation

For each selected turn number configuration, the reference operating point was established at a beam current of
2 mA, which represents the maximum achievable current even in reduced-resonator modes. Daily operations began
with low-current operator-led adjustments of resonator voltages and coil settings to configure the desired turn number,
followed by optimization at 2 mA to ensure stable transmission and extraction efficiency. In certain cases, additional
interventions such as collimator repositioning (KIP4, KIR1L) or adjustment of the extraction septum (AXA) were
required to restore beam quality.
The complexity of tuning was found to increase with the number of turns, particularly when fewer resonators were
active. Configurations with only two active resonators (e.g. 89 turns) exhibited the highest sensitivity, where small
deviations in magnetic field or RF voltage led to rapid beam change and frequent interlocks. A summary of the
tuning requirements across turn numbers is given in Table II, highlighting the longer setup times required in these
challenging configurations. Such operator-dependent procedures are not sustainable for ADS-class drivers, thereby
motivating the development of ML-based automated tuning methods.

TABLE II: Summary of operator-led fine-tuning procedures across turn configurations.

Turn change Interlocks activated Tuning time
72 → 73 3 10 min
73 → 74 3 9 min
74 → 89 7 47 min
89 → 60 0 10 min

B. Radial probe measurements

To quantify the radial size of the extracted beam, Gaussian fits were applied to the RIE1 probe profiles across
beam currents from 20 µA to 2 mA and for multiple turn numbers. The analysis reveals a clear current-dependent
broadening of the radial beam size, consistent with earlier observations at injector II [13, 14], and with systematic
differences between turns. To obtain a more representative measure of the extraction region, the radial width was
averaged over the last three turns, which smooths fluctuations due to coherent betatron oscillations while preserving
the physical envelope. The results, shown in Fig. 3a, demonstrate consistent beam growth with current and turn
dependence.

Comparison with BMAD self-consistent space-charge tracking simulations confirms the observed slope change
around 1 mA, pointing to the onset of collective effects [15]. The close agreement between experiment and sim-
ulation (Fig. 3b) provides confidence in the physical interpretation and establishes a solid basis for benchmarking
ML-guided tuning strategies under varying current and turn conditions.

C. Jacobian analysis and sensitivity evolution

To quantify how control actuators affect the phase probes, turn-dependent Jacobian matrices were measured using
finite-difference perturbations [16]. Each control parameter (AIHS, CI3V, and the twelve trim coils) was perturbed
individually, with stabilization periods inserted between perturbations to ensure reproducible phase readings. The
resulting Jacobians capture the partial derivatives of the measured phases (MIF1–MIF8) with respect to each actuator.

The measured Jacobians exhibited strong dependence on the turn number. In particular, the sensitivity of the
outer probes (MIF4–MIF8) to changes in AIHS increased markedly at higher turn numbers. This behavior reflects
the underlying beam dynamics: reducing the voltage of resonators 2 and 4 forces the beam to take additional turns at
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FIG. 3: (a) Average radial beam size at extraction versus current, for various turn numbers (averaged over the last
three turns). (b) Comparison of the measured average σ, obtained by averaging over all turn numbers shown in (a)
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FIG. 4: Sensitivity of phases to AIHS change with respect to the turn number, for a perturbation amplitude of
0.02 Amp.

large radii, where changes in the main magnetic field have a magnified effect. Conversely, early probes (MIF1–MIF3)
showed only weak dependence, consistent with their location near injection. Similar trends were observed for specific
trim coils, such as TI11 and TI10, whose influence on the phase distribution varied significantly with turn number.
Representative sensitivities are shown in Fig. 4.

Beyond turn dependence, the Jacobians also displayed strong sensitivity to the working point. Even for fixed
perturbation amplitudes, the measured responses varied significantly depending on the resonator and coil settings
chosen to achieve a given turn number. This working-point dependence reflects the nonlinear character of the machine
and emphasizes the need for adaptive, data-driven control strategies.

D. Implications for ML-based tuning

Together, the radial probe and Jacobian measurements demonstrate that the difficulty of cyclotron tuning increases
systematically with both beam current and turn number. The system becomes more sensitive to small perturbations
at outer radii, while space-charge effects contribute to beam broadening at higher currents. These findings motivate
the staged design of the Injector 2 campaign: starting from low-current training runs, progressing turn by turn,
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FIG. 5: MIF8 phase response following a +0.05 A step increase in AIHS current without overshooting. The system
exhibits a slow exponential settling, requiring nearly 60 seconds to stabilize (turn 72).

and culminating in generalization tests at higher currents. They also provide critical guidance for ML integration,
highlighting the need for agents capable of adapting to turn- and current-dependent response functions rather than
assuming static machine behavior. Moreover, the response of the system is influenced by external factors such as the
temperature of the magnets, underlining the importance of developing control policies that remain robust against
slow drifts and environmental variations.

VI. ADAPTING ACCELERATOR PHYSICS FOR ML INTEGRATION

The successful deployment of machine learning in accelerator control requires more than sophisticated algorithms;
it depends critically on adapting the underlying physics to become accessible, safe, and efficient for data-driven
optimization. In Injector 2, a set of targeted modifications were introduced that made the machine’s physical response
compatible with RL, effectively bridging the gap between abstract policy learning and practical beam tuning. Two
innovations were particularly decisive: an overshooting strategy that accelerated magnet settling times by nearly
a factor of six, and a physics-informed reward design that aligned the agent’s objectives with those of experienced
operators.

A. Overshooting Strategy

One of the primary limitations for online control was the slow settling of the magnetic field following adjustments
to the main magnet coil (AIHS). After a small current step, the associated MIF8 phase signal typically required close
to 60 s to reach a steady state, as is shown in Fig. 5 severely limiting the number of agent-environment interactions
achievable during training.

To accelerate this response, an overshooting scheme was implemented: each commanded current change was initially
exceeded by 100% of the target perturbation and then reverted to the nominal value after a fixed interval of 7 s. As
shown in Fig. 6, this approach reduced the effective settling time to approximately 10 s, representing nearly a sixfold
improvement compared to the baseline response. The method was verified across a range of perturbation amplitudes
and constrained to remain within interlock limits, ensuring safe operation while significantly increasing training
throughput. A patent application has been submitted covering this overshooting strategy as applied to cyclotron
magnetic field control.

B. Reward Shaping

To align the learning objective with accelerator performance and protection, a physics-informed reward function
was designed. The total reward was expressed as:

R = Rbeam + Ptrim + Pinterlock (1)
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FIG. 6: (a) Main coil current change with (red) or without overshooting (blue). (b) MIF8 phase response to positive
and negative overshooting with an AIHS final step of ±0.05 A, using 100% overshoot and a 7-second reversion time

(Turn 72).

where Rbeam encodes beam quality, Ptrim penalizes excessive use of trim coils, and Pinterlock enforces safety by strongly
penalizing beam loss events. The central term is the weighted error between measured and reference beam phases at
the eight MIF probes:

Rphase =

(
8∑

i=1

wi (ϕi − ϕref
i )2

)1/2

, (2)

where ϕi is the measured phase at probe i, ϕref
i is the corresponding reference, and wi are weighting factors, with higher

weights assigned to the outer probes (MIF6–MIF8) to reflect the importance of phase alignment near extraction, where
the seen cavity voltage is nearly at its peak. Beam losses were incorporated through the deviation of the measured
current loss signal ∆Iloss from its minimal reference value. The combined beam-related reward was then:

Rbeam = − 1
2

[
tanh

(
Rphase

10

)
+ tanh

(
∆Iloss
30

)]
. (3)

In addition trim-coil usage was penalised to discourage excessive local corrections:

Ptrim = −λ
1

N

N∑
j=1

|Ij |, (4)

where Ij is the unnormalised current applied to trim coil j, N = 12 is the number of coils, and λ a scaling factor.
This formulation ensures bounded contributions and avoids divergence during training.

The reward function was first implemented in a BMAD-based tracking environment, which provided a safe platform
for systematic testing. These simulations confirmed that the chosen formulation was sensitive to physically meaningful
deviations and yielded stable agent behavior. In particular, they allowed inspection of the RL agent’s convergence
time under different reward designs. Good convergence was defined as achieving successful tuning within fewer than
1000 timesteps, typically corresponding to the agent bringing the machine to the desired state in one or two corrective
actions. The final reward formulation consistently met this criterion, ensuring both fast convergence and physically
interpretable actions. This validation step was essential prior to deployment on the real machine.

The reward threshold of -0.08 was selected as a compromise between the intrinsic noise level of the phase diagnostics
and the physics-informed definition of successful beam tuning. This value was fine-tuned using simulation studies to
ensure consistent convergence behavior. In practice, the corresponding performance, phase errors of approximately
±1° and average trim-coil usage below 20% of their range, represents a physically meaningful criterion for optimal
tuning equivalent to R > −0.08.
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C. Interlock Handling

A layered interlock strategy was implemented in addition to the standard HIPA protection systems. The interlocks
monitored three classes of signals: (i) the validity of the MIF phase measurements, (ii) the level of beam losses detected
by KXAI, MII7, and MXI1, and (iii) the stability of the extracted current measured by MXC1. An interlock was
issued whenever the MIF signals became invalid or out of range, whenever losses exceeded the predefined thresholds
or returned undefined values, or whenever the MXC1 current deviated by more than 20% from its nominal value.

The interlock response followed a two-stage logic. In the first stage, the ML agent rolled back to the last known
valid action with a small perturbation added to avoid repeated oscillation around the same point. If recovery was not
achieved within the allowed window, a second interlock was raised. In this case, ML control was halted and the system
transitioned into a safe mode, in which it remained until the MXC1 signal demonstrated stable behavior within 20%
for at least 40 s.

All interlock events were automatically logged together with their timestamps, type (single or double), and root
cause, which allowed a detailed analysis of agent behavior under fault conditions.

VII. REINFORCEMENT LEARNING METHODOLOGY

The reinforcement learning framework was implemented using the Twin Delayed Deep Deterministic Policy Gradient
(TD3) algorithm, which is well suited for continuous action spaces and has been shown to provide stable convergence
in noisy environments [17, 18]. A custom OpenAI Gym–compatible environment was developed to interface the agent
with Injector 2, ensuring modularity and reproducibility of the experimental framework.

Injector 2 is operated with the Experimental Physics and Industrial Control System (EPICS). A dedicated Linux
server running PyEPICS provided real-time access to process variables (PVs), enabling safe, low-latency communica-
tion between the ML agent and the accelerator subsystems.

The action space consisted of 14 normalized variables: the 12 trim coils, the main correction coil (AIHS), and
the CI3V resonator voltage. The observation space included MIF1-MIF8 phase probes, beam loss monitors (MII7
and MXI1), turn number, beam current (MXC1), and environmental metrics such as magnet temperatures (MIT,
MIT M). All variables were normalized to the range [-1,1] to ensure balanced scaling and efficient training.
The agent’s objective was to minimize the weighted deviation between the measured phase profile and a predefined

reference, while simultaneously penalizing beam losses and excessive trim coil usage (see Sec. VIB). Interlock con-
ditions defined by abrupt beam current drops, anomalous losses, or invalid phase signals, resulted in large negative
rewards, enforcing safe exploration during training.

The slow response of the main coil (AIHS) was addressed through a dedicated overshooting strategy (Sec. VIA),
which reduced magnetic settling times from approximately 60 s to 10 s. As a result, each action-observation cycle
was executed on a fixed 10 s timescale, setting the minimum step duration during training episodes.

The training of the RL agent was organized into episodes, each corresponding to an independent tuning attempt
starting from a given machine configuration. The maximum episode length was defined as the maximum number of
agent-environment interactions allowed per attempt, and represents a key hyperparameter for balancing exploration
and training efficiency. Each interaction consisted of proposing a new action, applying it to the machine via PyEPICS,
allowing the system to stabilize (using the overshooting strategy for the main coil), and recording the resulting
observations and reward. For Injector 2 training, the maximum episode length was set to 40 steps, which was
sufficient to allow the agent to explore corrective actions while keeping training cycles short and compatible with
operational constraints. Episodes terminated either when the maximum number of steps was reached or when the
cumulative reward surpassed a predefined threshold indicating successful tuning.

To investigate how prior knowledge influences convergence, three complementary training strategies were tested
(Fig. 7): (a) RL from scratch, where the agent was initialized with random weights; (b) RL from previous turn, in
which the policy learned at one turn number was reused as initialization for the next; and (c) RL from surrogate
model, where the actor network was pretrained offline at selected turns using a surrogate derived from historical
Injector 2 data, before fine-tuning directly on the machine.

Together, these approaches enabled a systematic assessment of learning performance, policy transfer, and the value
of physics-informed pretraining.

VIII. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

We evaluated the TD3 agent across five turn configurations spanning nominal and degraded operating modes.
Performance was assessed via: (i) convergence time (timesteps and wall-clock), (ii) episode length at convergence
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RL from Scratch
Random initialization

RL from Previous Turn
Policy transfer across turns

RL from Surrogate Model
Pretraining on historical data

Injector 2 Environment
• Real-time diagnostics & control via PyEPICS, • 10 s step via overshoot

FIG. 7: Overview of the three RL training strategies explored in the Injector 2 experiment: (a) training from scratch
with no prior knowledge, (b) initializing from a policy trained at a neighboring turn number, and (c) pretraining

with a surrogate model derived from historical data before online fine-tuning.

TABLE III: Summary of TD3 training performance across turns. Convergence time is reported in steps (wall-clock
hours).

Turn Resonators Active Pretraining Convergence Avg. Final Reward Interlocks Notable Outcome
72 3 (R1,R2,R3) No 535 (∼4.0 h) −0.06 21 (3 post-conv) From scratch
73 3 (R1,R2,R3) Yes 291 (∼2.3 h) −0.06 12 (0 post-conv) Surrogate pretraining
74 3 (R1,R2,R3) Yes 1117 (∼5.8 h) −0.06 51 (3 post-conv) Transfer from Turn 73
89 2 (R1,R3) Yes 114 (∼0.9 h) −0.055 0 Degraded config; successful
60 4 (R1–R4) No 217 (∼2.1 h) −0.06 4 (1 post-conv) Nominal config

Convergence is defined as the point after which all episodes solve in ≤ 10 steps.

(target ≤ 10 steps), (iii) final weighted phase error (near-extraction emphasis), (iv) beam losses relative to warning
thresholds, and (v) number of interlocks (safety). A consolidated view is provided in Table III.

A. Turn-by-turn RL Training Performance

Turn 72 (baseline, from scratch): This case established the reference performance of the RL agent without
any prior information. Starting from random initialization, the agent required about 4 hours (535 steps) to converge.
The learning curve in Fig. 8 shows the drop of episode length to ≤ 10 steps with stable final returns. Phase error
collapses to within ±1 degree (Fig. 13, left column, row 1), losses fall well below warning thresholds (right column,
row 1), and interlocks are confined to early exploration (Fig. 14, right column, row 1). A total of 21 interlocks were
triggered during this training, decreasing to only 3 after convergence.

Beam losses and coil efficiency improved markedly over training. As seen in Fig. 13 (right column, row 1), losses
decreased by nearly two orders of magnitude, reaching levels far below the 30 nA warning threshold. In parallel, the
mean absolute trim-coil currents were reduced (Fig. 14, left column, row 1), indicating that the agent converged to
efficient control strategies that achieve precise phase alignment with minimal corrective action.

Turn 73 (comparison: surrogate pretraining vs. from scratch): At Turn 73, two RL runs were performed
under identical machine conditions to directly assess the impact of pretraining. In the first case, the agent was
initialized from scratch (random weights), while in the second, the same agent was initialized using a surrogate model
pretrained on historical Injector 2 data. This setup enabled a direct, controlled comparison between pretrained and
non-pretrained policies for the same turn number.

Relative to Turn 72, the pretrained agent exhibited markedly faster convergence, requiring only about 2.3 hours
(291 timesteps), while achieving equivalent final performance (average reward ≈ −0.06). The learning curve in Fig. 9
shows a rapid stabilization of episode length to fewer than ten steps, with the reward reaching its steady value within
the first few episodes. Phase alignment accuracy remained within ±1◦ of the reference (Fig. 13, left column, row 2),
losses stayed well below the 30 nA warning threshold (right column, row 2), and interlocks disappeared entirely after
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FIG. 8: Learning Curve for Turn 72: Top Plot, Episode Length during TD3 Training; bottom Plot, Reward
evolution across episodes. Total training time is 960 timesteps, totaling 7 hours from start-to-end.
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FIG. 9: Learning Curve for Turn 73 with pretraining: Top Plot, Episode Length during TD3 Training; bottom Plot,
Reward evolution across episodes. Total training time is 460 timesteps, totaling 3.9 hours from start-to-end.

early exploration (Fig. 14, right column, row 2).
A direct comparison of the two training runs for Turn 73 confirmed the benefit of surrogate pretraining: the

surrogate-initialized policy reached stable high rewards within a few episodes, whereas the agent trained from scratch
exhibited larger fluctuations and slower convergence. Overall, surrogate-based pretraining provided a safer and more
efficient initialization, enabling faster learning, smoother convergence, and stable operation throughout.

Turn 74 (transfer from Turn 73): This experiment tested policy transfer by initializing the TD3 agent with
the actor network trained at Turn 73. Despite the warm start, the agent faced markedly different beam dynamics, in
particular a smaller turn separation near extraction.

As a result, adaptation required roughly 50 episodes before the policy stabilized, leading to the longest overall
convergence time among all investigated turns (5.8 hours, 1117 steps). The learning curve in Fig. 10 shows an initially
slow improvement followed by steady convergence, with final rewards around −0.06. In addition, Turn 74 exhibited
the highest number of interlocks among all runs, 51 in total, with three occurring after convergence (Fig. 14, right
column, row 3).

Phase alignment accuracy remained within ±1.5◦ of the reference (Fig. 13, left column, row 3), and beam losses,
initially above 10 nA, were successfully reduced below 1 nA after convergence (right column, row 3), though overall
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FIG. 10: Learning Curve for Turn 74: Top Plot, Episode Length during TD3 Training; bottom Plot, Reward
evolution across episodes. Total training time is 1500 timesteps, totaling 7.8 hours from start-to-end.

loss suppression remained less effective than at Turn 72 and 73. Simultaneously, the mean trim-coil usage steadily
decreased (Fig. 14, left column, row 3), indicating efficient control once adaptation was achieved.

Overall, while the agent ultimately achieved stable tuning and satisfactory reward performance, the extended
adaptation time and elevated interlock rate highlight the limited generalization of policies across turns and the strong
influence of underlying turn-dependent dynamics discussed in Sec. V.

Turn 89 (comparison: surrogate pretraining vs. from scratch): Turn 89 represented the most degraded
configuration, with only two resonators active, resulting in smaller turn separation and high beam-loss sensitivity. As
in Turn 73, surrogate pretraining was directly compared to training from scratch to evaluate the impact of historical-
data initialization. Contrary to expectations, the pretrained agent exhibited unstable learning dynamics, larger reward
fluctuations, and slower convergence toward the target threshold. In contrast, the agent trained from scratch achieved
faster and more reliable convergence (∼0.9 hours, 114 steps) without any interlocks (Fig. 11).

Phase alignment accuracy remained within ±1.5◦ of the reference (Fig. 13, left column, row 4), and beam losses
were reduced by nearly two orders of magnitude, reaching sub-nA levels after convergence (right column, row 4). Coil
activity stabilized accordingly, with no excessive actuation (Fig. 14, left column, row 4).

The poorer performance of the surrogate-pretrained model highlights the limitations of applying pretraining under
substantially altered beam dynamics or machine setups. These findings emphasize that successful pretraining requires
accurate regime matching between the surrogate domain and the target operational state.

Turn 60 (nominal, all resonators): The nominal configuration with all four resonators active provided the
most stable operating regime and served as a benchmark for the RL framework. Without any pretraining, the agent
converged in approximately 2.1 hours (217 steps) with only four interlocks, confirming the robustness and efficiency of
online learning under nominal conditions. The episode and reward evolution in Fig. 12 demonstrate rapid convergence
within fewer than 20 episodes, with smooth and stable final rewards. Phase alignment accuracy remained within ±1.5◦

of the reference (Fig. 13, left column, row 5), while beam losses steadily decreased and remained well below operational
thresholds after convergence (right column, row 5). Trim-coil usage was consistently low (Fig. 14, left column, row 5),
indicating that the agent benefited from the larger turn separation to maintain high beam quality with minimal
corrective intervention. These results establish Turn 60 as a strong baseline for reliable RL-based tuning and confirm
that the learning framework performs most effectively under well-separated beam dynamics.

Summary and Outlook. Across all investigated turn configurations, the TD3-based RL framework consistently
achieved stable and reproducible tuning of the Injector 2 cyclotron within a few hours of online training (typically
under 1000 timesteps). The experiments demonstrated that, once equipped with an appropriate reward formulation
and interlock-aware safety layer, the RL agent was capable of reliably aligning beam phases, suppressing losses, and
minimizing corrective actions across varying operational regimes. Pretraining using surrogate data proved beneficial
under comparable machine conditions (e.g., Turn 73), but introduced bias under strongly altered dynamics (Turn 89),
highlighting the importance of accurately matching simulation and real-machine behavior. Furthermore, policy trans-
fer between turns (Turn 73 → 74) was found to be limited, confirming that turn-dependent beam dynamics require
localized adaptation. Overall, these results establish RL as a viable and safe control paradigm for real-time cyclotron



14

0

10

20

30

40

Ep
iso

de
 le

ng
th

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70
Episode

0.5

0.4

0.3

0.2

0.1

Re
wa

rd

Initial reward
Final reward
Reward threshold

TD3 Cyclotron Tuning Summary - Turn 89

FIG. 11: Learning Curve for Turn 89: Top Plot, Episode Length during TD3 Training; bottom Plot, Reward
evolution across episodes.
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FIG. 12: Learning Curve for Turn 60: Top Plot, Episode Length during TD3 Training; bottom Plot, Reward
evolution across episodes.

tuning.

B. Overnight Evaluation and Reliability Testing

To assess the reliability and robustness of the trained RL policy under realistic accelerator operation, the TD3 agent
was deployed in evaluation mode on the Injector 2 cyclotron during a series of overnight runs conducted after daytime
training sessions. In this mode, the agent acted in a purely deterministic manner, executing its learned policy few
hours earlier without further gradient updates or exploration noise, thus directly testing its capacity for autonomous
stabilization and long-term control.

The evaluation was performed across three representative configurations: Turn 74 (three resonators active), Turn 89
(two resonators active), and Turn 60 (four resonators active). These settings span increasing levels of operational
stability and beam-loading complexity, providing a stringent test of the policy’s generalization capability. During each
overnight session, the agent retained full control of the trim coils, main correction coil (AIHS), and resonator voltage
(CI3V). To emulate realistic machine drifts, small random perturbations (“kicks”) were occasionally introduced in
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the actuator setpoints, allowing assessment of the agent’s ability to autonomously recover optimal beam conditions.

1. Agent Response to Drifts and Perturbations

Figure 15 summarizes the evolution of the initial and final rewards throughout the evaluation for Turns 74, 89,
and 60. Across all configurations, the agent consistently maintained stable operation and promptly corrected pertur-
bations, restoring the system to high-reward conditions without triggering any interlocks.

For Turn 74, the first configuration tested, the reward threshold was conservatively kept at its training value of
−0.08, while for Turns 60 and 89, the threshold was tightened to −0.06 to further penalize beam losses and incentivize
the agent to improve its tuning. In every case, the final reward remained above the threshold, demonstrating the
policy’s ability to maintain beam quality despite external disturbances and drifts. The difference between initial and
final rewards illustrates the closed-loop corrective response, confirming that the trained RL policy can stabilize the
cyclotron in real time under natural drifts and hardware fluctuations.

2. Interlock Behavior and Recovery Performance

The evolution of beam losses during these tests is shown in Fig. 15. For Turn 74, a gradual increase in beam losses
was observed overnight, although no interlocks were triggered and the system remained under stable control. A brief
retraining session (approximately 30 minutes) performed the following day successfully restored losses to near-zero
levels, demonstrating that short, targeted updates suffice to recover optimal performance.

In contrast, for Turns 60 and 89, where the higher reward threshold of −0.06 was applied, the agent maintained both
low beam losses and stable coil usage throughout the evaluation. These results confirm that the trained RL policy
not only preserves safe operation over extended periods but also autonomously compensates for small disturbances
without human intervention.

3. Discussion

The overnight evaluation results confirm that the RL-based control framework generalizes reliably beyond its
training conditions. The policy demonstrated strong resilience to environmental drifts, maintained beam stability
across a range of operating regimes, and operated fully autonomously for several hours without triggering interlocks.
Furthermore, the ability to restore performance via brief retraining underscores the value of intermittent fine-tuning as
a sustainable long-term operation strategy. These findings highlight the readiness of RL-based tuning for deployment
in continuous operation modes of high-power proton cyclotrons, where reliability, adaptability, and safety are critical.

C. Generalization to Higher Current

The final phase of the campaign assessed the ability of the RL model, trained exclusively under low-current con-
ditions at 20 µA, to generalize when evaluated at higher beam currents. Experiments were conducted with all four
resonators active, corresponding to a 60-turn configuration representing nominal operation conditions. The beam
current was systematically increased following a Fibonacci-like ramp-up sequence (100, 200, 300, 500, and 800 µA),
within a continuous evaluation interval of approximately 1.5 hours.

At every current level, the system was first perturbed by random variations of actionable parameters within the
predefined exploration space. The RL agent was then tasked with restoring optimal beam conditions by maximizing
the reward function, which implicitly minimized beam losses. As in previous stages of the campaign, success was
defined by surpassing the reward threshold of -0.08, after which the agent continued monitoring and fine-tuning.
Across all high-current tests, the RL agent restored the beam in at most five steps and no interlocks were triggered,
confirming its robustness and safety. A summary of results is provided in Table IV.

As the current exceeded 300 µA, modest but expected complications were noted. Beam size and position shifts are
inherent to the physics of increasing beam current. These effects made the system more sensitive to perturbations
and rendered the random reset procedure less straightforward. In some instances, unsafe parameter combinations
from the reset logic triggered interlocks before the RL agent could act. Although not a major issue, this required
attention: the action space was narrowed and the maximum permissible step size reduced, enabling stable recovery
while preserving adaptability.
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TABLE IV: Performance of the RL model at increasing beam currents.

Current (µA) Initial Reward Final Reward Initial Losses (nA) Final Losses (nA) Adjustment Steps
50 -0.14 -0.041 0.2 0.2 1
100 -0.25 -0.046 2.0 0.2 3
200 -0.12 -0.049 0.2 0.2 1
300 -0.77 -0.060 95.0 0.3 3
500 -0.33 -0.062 7.0 0.2 3
800 -0.54 -0.069 23.3 0.3 5

In summary, the results demonstrate that the RL model generalizes reliably to higher-current conditions up to the
maximum tested level of 800 µA. The increased beam sensitivity highlights the importance of adaptive action space
tuning and parameter scaling when extending RL-based control to higher-intensity regimes.

IX. CONCLUSION

The present study demonstrates, for the first time, that reinforcement learning (RL) can be reliably deployed for
autonomous closed-loop tuning of a high-power cyclotron. Through a series of controlled experiments on Injector 2 at
PSI, the TD3 agent successfully optimized beam phase and losses across five turn configurations, encompassing both
nominal and degraded operating regimes. These results show that ML-based control can operate within strict safety
boundaries while achieving convergence within a few hours, even under varying machine conditions.

From a methodological standpoint, the experiments addressed several fundamental questions regarding algorithm
design, observability, and transferability. The TD3 framework proved particularly suitable for this task, striking a
balance between sample efficiency and operational safety in a multi-dimensional continuous control space. The use
of phase and loss signals as state variables provided an effective, physically meaningful representation of the beam-
machine interaction. Action-space analysis confirmed that AIHS (main field) and CI3V (cavity voltage) dominated the
beam phase response, while the trim coils served as fine-correction channels, enabling efficient control with minimal
intervention.

Pretraining emerged as a valuable, though context-dependent acceleration strategy. When the surrogate data
reflected conditions close to the real setup (as at Turn 73), convergence was significantly faster and safer than from
random initialization. Conversely, in degraded configurations (Turn 89), pretraining introduced a bias that impeded
adaptation, underscoring the need for careful alignment between surrogate models and the real operating regime.
This interplay between model fidelity and learning efficiency highlights the importance of combining physics-based
surrogate models with adaptive, online retraining for robust deployment.

Across all configurations, convergence trends mirrored those predicted by single-particle simulations, validating
the use of physics-informed RL environments for pre-experiment benchmarking. Furthermore, policy robustness
was confirmed during overnight evaluation runs, where the trained agents maintained beam stability and corrected
imposed perturbations autonomously, without triggering interlocks. This establishes not only the feasibility but also
the repeatability of ML-based tuning under real operating conditions.

Importantly, the campaign revealed that policies do not generalize across turn numbers without adaptation. This is
fully consistent with the turn-dependent beam dynamics discussed in Sec. V. However, warm-starting from previous
policies and targeted retraining substantially reduced adaptation time, pointing toward the viability of hierarchical
or multi-turn RL frameworks for future deployment.

A further step toward operational generalization was demonstrated through high-current tests, where the RL
policy trained exclusively at 20 µA maintained stable and low-loss operation up to 800 µA (≈ 58 kW average beam
power). The agent consistently restored optimal beam conditions in fewer than five steps at all current levels, without
triggering interlocks. At higher currents, increased beam sensitivity introduced mild operational challenges, mainly
related to random reset perturbations and loss of margin in the action space, but these were successfully mitigated
through adaptive step-size control. This scaling experiment confirms that the learned policy generalizes robustly across
current-dependent space-charge regimes, provided the action normalization and safety constraints are appropriately
tuned. Such robustness is a key prerequisite for extending ML-based control to the megawatt-class HIPA cyclotron
and, ultimately, to ADS-grade accelerator systems.

Looking forward, these findings provide a solid foundation for scaling the approach to the full HIPA complex
and, ultimately, to accelerator-driven systems (ADS). The path toward HIPA integration will follow a staged, safety-
certified roadmap: (i) simulation-first validation of each subsystem, (ii) modular agent design combining operational
and safety controllers, and (iii) incremental deployment under operator supervision. The broader goal is to establish a
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transparent, certifiable ML control architecture capable of sustaining long-term, high-current operation with minimal
human intervention. Such a system would not only enhance operational reliability for HIPA but also address the
stringent autonomy and fault-tolerance requirements of ADS-class accelerators.

In summary, this work provides compelling evidence that reinforcement learning can transition from simulation
to real-machine control in a safe, interpretable, and operationally meaningful way. By coupling physical modeling
with adaptive optimization, the approach paves the way for intelligent, self-correcting accelerator control systems, an
essential step toward the next generation of high-power proton drivers.
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FIG. 13: Summary across five turn configurations (top to bottom: 72, 73, 74, 89, 60). Left column: phase-alignment
performance (MIF8 at extraction) versus training episode. Right column: beam losses at extraction versus training
episode. Initial denotes the machine state before the agent’s first action. Final represents the last state reached by

the RL agent at the end of the episode.
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FIG. 14: Summary across five turn configurations (top to bottom: 72, 73, 74, 89, 60). Left column: coil usage versus
training episode. Right column: number of interlocks versus training episode. All cases converge to the operational

targets; see text for per-turn details.
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FIG. 15: Overnight evaluation of the trained TD3 policy across three representative configurations (top to bottom:
Turns 74, 89, and 60). Left column: evolution of initial and final rewards during continuous, autonomous operation.

Right column: corresponding beam loss evolution over the same intervals. In all cases, the agent successfully
maintained high-reward, low-loss operation, autonomously compensating for perturbations without triggering

interlocks.
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Appendix A: Correlation Heatmap

FIG. 16: Main features correlation heatmap (temperature sensors correlations highlighted).
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