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Abstract

Although much criticism has been levelled on DKR and its descendants (DKRICF
and DKR-PULSAR) in the past, many of the methods which it employs still provide
the most accurate solution to fusion activation problems. By eliminating the one ma-
jor drawback, premature truncation of loops in the decay/transmutation trees, codes
such as DKR-PULSAR could reassert their claim amongst the premier activation codes,
perhaps with little competition. This paper examines just how easily, accurately, and
efficiently such modification can be made with little effect on the existing methods. By
demonstrating an accurate method for modelling the loops as chains and developing
mathematical methods to deal with these new systems, we are able to conclude that the
much maligned linear chain approach of the DKR family of codes is really the key to its
future success.



1. Introduction: Separating the Good from the Bad

When designing any system with a large neutron flux, an important characteristic is the amount
of induced activation expected in the system’s components during operation, at the end of life and
at various times after the shutdown of the system. Many codes have been written to perform such
calculations for a variety of systems, from accelerators to fission reactors and fusion reactors. The
special conditions of fusion reactors, such as high neutron flux/fluence and pulsed operation have
led to many variations of these codes. Many years ago, development began for one such fusion
activation code, DKR[1], which has continued to perform well since.

While much criticism has been made about DKR, it employs some basic principles which are
valuable and important for activation codes in general. The main source of that criticism is the
inability of DKR to deal with loops in the decay/transmutation tree of isotopes. On the other
hand, while DKR was developed as a steady state activation code, in recent developments towards
DKRICF and DKR-PULSAR, it has pioneered the ability to calculate exact solutions for pulsed
systems [2, 3, 4, 5, 6]. In addition, DKR has led the development of other aspects of activation codes
including the notion of tree/chain truncation tolerances and the use of exact analytical solutions
to the governing equations. In fact, DKR and its progeny produce exceptional results for all but
a minority of special cases. This paper will develop and demonstrate the methods which can be
used to remove the points of contention while maintaining many of the benefits which have been
developed over the long history of DKR and its progeny. Since the original DKR code is no longer
in use, reference to the models developed in DKR will be referred to by its successor, DKRICF.

The linear chain method employed in DKRICF and DKR-PULSAR is both a benefit and a
detriment. A decay/transmutation system that is modeled with linear chains has the strong ad-
vantage that closed form solutions are well published and easily implemented. On the other hand,
when the real system contains loops, such as that which arises from an (n, p) reaction followed by
a 37 decay,
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in most cases (see Section 2.), DKRICF is unable to handle it correctly. Early arguments claimed
that these loops would be insignificant considering the types of engineering problems for which
DKRICF was intended. However, with the increase in concern for trace quantities of both radioac-
tive and toxic materials, these loops have the potential for taking on a more significant role. In
Section 2. of this paper, a comparison of exact solutions to some approximate solutions will be
given and analyzed.

Should loops prove to be important, it might suggest a necessity for drastic departures from
DKRICF’s current solution philosophy. This, however, is not necessarily true. The decay/trans-
mutation tree is modeled by a system of coupled, linear, first-order ordinary differential equations
with constant coefficients. Most undergraduate engineering students are taught to solve small
equivalents of this problem in a very algorithmic fashion. It therefore seems possible to devise a
computational algorithm to perform such exact solutions. Such methods are described in Section
3. of this paper.

2. Loops: Straightening Out a Messy Situation?

As mentioned above, DKRICF has been guilty of ignoring the effect of loops in most cases. Because
the choice was made to use the very fast and accurate analytical solution to the Bateman equations,



a closed form solution for a general loop case was not readily available. One case was included,
a “first-order” loop from an initial isotope. A “first-order” loop is one, such as the generic one
described above, which only includes two isotopes. By this naming convention, a second-order loop
would include three isotopes, etc. The solution of such a system at the top of any linear chain
was simply implemented, but precluded the inclusion of isotopes which might be daughters of that
second isotope (B above) and ignored the effect of the loop on other daughters of A. All in all, the
mathematical methods of DKRICF resulted in a fast and accurate solution strategy for most cases,
but made the analysis of, and accounting for, loops nearly impossible.

This action was justified by the claim that the significance of solutions to these loop problems
would be minimal. While this may have been true at the beginning of DKRICF’s development
history, it is certainly no longer clear. The interest of safety analysts in trace quantities of both
radioactive hazards and non-radioactive toxicity concerns has led to the necessity of solutions with
high precision and accuracy. If loops are important, then DKRICF will fail to achieve these desired
levels of accuracy and precision.

For this paper, the significance of loops was analyzed to determine the best alternative for
handling them. First, the philosophy, mentioned above, of ignoring loops in almost all cases.
Second, the concept of “loop-straightening” whereby the essentially infinite cycles of the loop are
unraveled in the model and this infinite linear chain is truncated in a similar fashion as the rest of
the problem (see Appendix A ). Finally, there is the exact representation which models the loops
by using the exact coupled differential equations. It is easy to see that the first alternative is just a
special case of the second, truncating the infinite chain after a single iteration of the loop. (A single
iteration does not account for the loops whatsoever, while two iterations has a single correction,
and so on.) Thus, it is only necessary to compare the third, exact method with a number of cases
of the second, straightening method, each case having a different number of iterations/corrections.

Certain assumptions of conservatism were made in performing this analysis, but care was taken
to ensure that the results were still meaningful. Any conservative choices, in such an analysis, can
easily force the results to one conclusion or the other, thus it is necessary to use the most accurate
data and employ conservative assumptions to limit the search for offending cases. As a result, the
analysis was limited to loops of first-order. It was assumed that since the relative production of
an isotope decreases with each step down the linear chain, the contribution of a first-order loop
would be the most significant. That is, if the contribution of a first-order loop is not important,
then it can be assumed that the contribution of a second-order loop would be even less important.
In addition, real possible loops were used with their correct neutron cross-section and decay data.
The data libraries (based on USACT93[7]) were scanned to find all occurrences of (n,p) — 8~
loops and the destruction and production rates were calculated and recorded. The one departure
from this was to ignore transmutation of the radioactive isotope since it would add a negligible
contribution to the total destruction of that isotope. It would have been possible to perform this
analysis for an artificial domain of destruction and production rates, but if a significance was found
in part of this domain, it would not be certain whether or not this part of the domain was within
the realm of physically possible systems. Finally, a real flux profile was used so that destruction
rates were not inflated by unreasonable fluxes in certain energy groups. A flux representative of an
MFE system was used.

The results show the relative error between calculating the solution using straightened loops
and calculating the solution exactly. Table 1 shows the maximum error in the calculation of isotope
A, which occurs at 10'° s &~ 317 y of continuous operation for 0 through 4 corrections. Figures 1



Table 1. Relative Errors when Using the Straightened Loop Method

(n,p) Reaction # of corrections

0 ] 1 [ 2 [ 3 [ 4
3C(n,p)°B | 4.05673e-05 | 8.22863e-10 [ 1.09741e-14 | 1.11998e-16 | 1.11998e-16
1%0(n,p)!®N | 0.000350779 | 6.15303e-08 | 7.19553e-12 | 5.61671e-16 | 1.12323e-16
88i(n,p)®Al | 0.0024263 | 2.94585e-06 | 2.38492e-09 | 1.44851e-12 | 1.02186e-15
OTi(n,p)®V | 0.000246933 | 3.04905e-08 | 2.50984e-12 0 1.20563e-16
°Fe(n,p)°®Mn | 0.00103427 | 5.35044e-07 | 1.84539¢-10 | 4.77253e-14 0

through 5 show how this error varies with operation lifetimes from 10* s to 101° s (2.8 h to 317 y).

It should be noted that errors less than 10~!* are approaching machine precision, and thus
should be considered as 0. It is for this reason that the figures only show results for relative errors
greater than 10714, Also, although a flux representative of an MFE system was used, the analysis
is valid for both MFE and IFE systems. The IFE systems would have a higher flux (perhaps a
slightly different spectrum) resulting in a shift to the left for all the plots.

It is clear that a solution using no corrections can experience significant error, as high as 0.2%,
and that each correction reduces that error significantly. It is also clear that the relative error
is a strongly increasing function of the operation lifetime, but the errors remained generally very
small with only one or two corrections. These results do show that by successively adding corrective
iterations, the error can be reduced to an acceptable level without performing the exact solution. In
fact, it is rarely necessary to to use more than 3 corrections (4 iterations) to achieve an acceptable
accuracy.

Furthermore, because these are relative errors, it indicates an error in the accuracy of the result
and not in the precision. That is, whether the user is interested in quantities of 10?3 or 10° or
1076, the relative error in that quantity will be the result from this analysis. It does not represent
a “detection limit” of the process, but simply a limit on the accuracy of a result, the number of
significant digits in the result. This accuracy is often more affected by uncertainties in input data
and, thus, a relative error caused by this approximation of 10~7 is adequate.

In theory, it should be possible for the user to provide both a precision limit, which would
determine how far down the chain to follow, and an accuracy limit, which would determine how
many iterations of a particular loop to follow. Thus, a user could find solutions to any precision, say
parts per billion, and have the accuracy determined separately. In practice, however, it is difficult to
implement these two values separately, since it requires a pre-emptive search to determine whether
or not a particular isotope may be involved in a loop further down the chain, a very costly operation.

3. Mathematical Method: Matching the Math to the Model

If loop straightening is a valid method of handling loops, then we can solve the entire problem as
a set of linear chains, although some chains may have straightened loops in them. This suggests
that a mathematical method exists that is a slight variation on the exact Bateman solution of the
equations, as is currently implemented in DKRICF. On paper, for small problems, a scientist might
simply use a Laplace transform technique, converting this system of ODE’s to a system of algebraic
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equations, solving it algebraically, and then converting back to the solution. The results, in the
Laplace transform space, are very simple and the conversion for any small arbitrary problem is
straightforward. To extend this to large systems of equations, it is necessary to convert the method
to a robust algorithm.

The first approach is to simply determine the steps used in the solution of a simple small problem
and find a way to generalize them to a straightforward algorithm for a general problem. The key
part of this effort is in determining the residues when performing a partial fractions separation of
the solution in the Laplace transform space. In situations with no loops, the solution is trivial:
the Bateman equations, but loops in the chain lead to multiplicities in the poles of the Laplace
solution, and a much more complicated solution methodology. On the other hand, even for an
arbitrary loop, the specific nature of the Laplace solution results in an elegant recursive method
for determining the residues. Alternately, the solution can be determined as an expansion in time
(1/s in the Laplace domain) which also has a simple and elegant representation, and can be more
appropriate for short times when the eigenvalues are very similar. Both methods will be presented
here and start with the same basic equations.

Let us examine this problem in the Laplace domain. For a chain of isotopes with concentrations
N;, destruction rates d; (which are A; + o(; ;1) Where tot indicates the total cross section for all
reactions), and production rates from the previous isotope of P;_; (which X\;_; or O(i—1,z)¢ Where
@ indicates reaction type z), the differential equation is simply:

dN;

N 4N, + PN 1
7 iNi+ P_1N;4 (3.1)

and in the Laplace domain:

SNZ' =N;, - d,'N,' + P¢_1Ni_1 . (3.2)
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Using this, the transformed concentration of each isotope in the chain can be found in terms of its
predecessor as:

- Ny, Niy
i = P;_
s+ d; + 13+di

If this predecessor is expanded in terms of its predecessor and so on, the transformed concentration
of each isotope can be written as:

Ni: Nig + Niciy  Fica Ni_ —20 P;_oP;
std stdistdia  stdi(stdi)(stdin)

Nlo i1 NOO - 1
s+dH3+d s+st+d
This can be expressed as a contribution from each of the previous isotopes of the form:
~ i ~
N, = Z N;;
= N[l P 3.5
z; A Mg (3.5)

=Jj

- ZNJoF,J(S) H Py,

h (3.3)

and it becomes an exercise of solving for the inverse transform of the term

1
~ 1
F;i(s)= . 3.6
Once again, if there are no straightened loops in the chain, this is a trivial problem, and the
solution becomes exactly that of the Bateman solution. However, the repeated poles caused by the
straightening of a loop result in more complicated solutions.

3.1. Deriving Recursive Derivatives

One approach is to continue following the steps of a manual calculation. For repeated poles, one
would use the residue theorem to determine the coeflicients for each term in a partial fractions
expansion. Each of those terms would result in an exponential, perhaps multiplied by a power of
time, ¢, when converted back to the time domain. Those residues are calculated using one of two
simple rules.

If the pole is not repeated, then the residue, R, for the pole, —dy, is calculated as

R = lim (s + di)Fi ;(s) (3.7)
s—dy,
which becomes Re~%* in the time domain. If all poles have a singular multiplicity, the solution

reduces exactly to the Bateman solution, and can be represented in many ways. This is obviously
the solution with no loops.



If the pole is repeated m times, under a partial fraction expansion, this becomes m terms in
that expansion:

Rm Rm—l Rl

+ e ——— 3.8
Grdom  Grdo™1 T Grdn (3:8)
which becomes
At R tm—l m—2
—dy A e
¢ mm = T iy Tt R2 i+ (3.9)
in the time domain. In this case, the residues are found using:
Ry= —  qim L (s + de)™ By i(s)] (3.10)
(m — n)! s—dy ds™—" J

This latter rule requires the ability to evaluate derivatives of a generic function:
GEi(s) = (s+ de)™F 5(s) (3.11)

at values of s # —dj for all <. By examining the successive derivatives of G(s) it can be shown (see
Appendix B.) that it can be recursively defined as:

n _ . n—j I
6] " = e g 656 S i ay (3.12)

and this, in turn, can be converted to a computational numerical algorithm, allowing the entire
problem to be solved.
We will call this method the Laplace Inversion Method.

3.2. Expanding, Factoring, and Simplifying

Alternately, an expansion in 1/s may be desirable in some cases. There are problems in which the
above method might introduce roundoff errors due to division by small numbers (such as when two
of the poles are very near each other), but such divisions can be eliminated by writing the solution
as a difference of exponentials, expanding that difference, factoring out the offending term from
the numerator and cancelling. While this seems like a monumental task to perform on an arbitrary
problem, it is again quite simple to implement. If we start again with our function:

- |
Py =11 (3.13)
1=; 5 +d;

and making no assumptions about the multiplicity of the poles, we expand this as a series in 1/s,
the result is:

. 1 & 1
Fii(s) = Si—7+1 H 1+ QL

- L, 4 4@
:S‘l]+1H(_ 2_5_3+'“
1 [1_ Yiidi EI_J di Sy di Zf:j A ket Bk Y dim

si—3+1 s §2 s3

(3.14)




fn=7-j 41, in the time domain, this becomes:

=

O 1*-}: e +1 Zdlde
=J

(3.15)

(n+2)'2d’z_:d’° Z Im

It is clear that this solution will only be computationally viable when the product, n-max{d;}-t
is small, which is only guaranteed for arbitrary problems when there are small times, perhaps
requiring scaling and squaring of the result for larger times. Other representations can be formed,
each providing different insight into the method (see Appendix D.).

We will call this method the Laplace Expansion Method.

Both of these methods can be used to evaluate the solution to the differential equations which
describe a linear chain with possible straightened loops. The results from Section 2. were generated
using the Laplace Inversion Method and the Ct+ algorithm is included as an appendix (Appendix
C.).

4. Future Developments: Continuing DKR’s Family Tree

This report conclusively shows that straightened loop approximations are certainly capable of
accurately modeling the loops which may occur in a decay/transmutation tree while maintaining
the linear chain form of the data. Further, we have demonstrated that mathematical methods exist
to solve these special linear chains either with an analytical approach or with an accurate expansion
technique.

With these issues resolved, effort can be returned to the final development of an activation
code to include these and other developments. Currently under development at the University of
Wisconsin, a new code named ALARA [Analytic and Laplace Adaptive Radioactivity Analysis] will
borrow the most successful elements of its parent code, DKRICF, and incorporate these and other
refinements. At the writing of this report, ALARA was in the final stages of testing for robustness
in a variety of problems.
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Appendices

A. A How-To Guide: Straightening Decay Schemes

The concept of straightening loops is quite simple.
All reactions with an isotope, either neutron interac-
tions or radioactive decays, are followed as independent
branches in a tree. If we have a decay/transmutation
scheme such as in Figure A.1, we can see loops such as
B — F — B as well as cross-linked branches, such as
the link H — B. When this scheme is straightened
to produce a completely un-linked, loopless scheme
(Figure A.2), “psuedo-unique” isotopes are introduced,
such as By, Bs, By, Bs. After the complete solution for
the scheme has been achieved, the production of each
of these psuedo-unique isotopes is summed with the

v
K

G

-

“’J“
]

Figure A.1. Sample reaction tree (explicit
loop representation).

production of By to find the total production of isotope B.

Performing this loop and link removal in a code is
actually a very straightforward and natural operation.
As the cross-section and decay data reveal reactions,
each reaction is followed as if an entirely new isotope
is being added to the tree/chain. There is no need to
traverse the tree, search for a previous occurrence and
perform the linking, as some codes have done. Each
branch is then truncated using the same rules as the
rest of the tree, resulting in a uniform precision for
the results for every isotope in the tree. Once the
calculation is complete, the tree/chains must be tra-
versed only once, summing the contributions from each
pseudo-unique isotope. When this is combined with
the mathematical methods outlined in this report, the
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Figure A.2. Straightened loops represen-

tation.

result is an accurate and efficient method to solve decay/transmutation trees.

B. Derivation of Recursive Derivative Definition

G'(s) =

Al

(B.16)

(B.17)



N

G"(s) = -G Z s+d;)? (B.18)
J_N
G"(s G"(s (s) Z s+d;)7?
N = N
+ G'(s) Zs+d 2 _2G(s) Z(8+d)—3
; N =t (B.19)
-G"(s ) (s+d;)
- 2G(s) Z(s + dj)_3
7=1
N N
GI/II( ) — G”/(S) Z P D + G”(S) Z(S + dj)_2
j=1 J 7j=1
N N
+2G"(s) Y (s +d;)"2 = 4G"(s) S (s + d;) 73
Jj=1 7=1
N N
—2G'(s) D (s +d;) +6G(s)d (s+d;)~* (B.20)
Jj=1 j=1
N 1 N
= —G’”(S); o) +3G"(s ; (s +d;)
N N
—6G"(s) ) (s+d;)™° +6G(s Z s+d)™*
=1 J=1
Thus, for n=4,
n _ (n - 1) (n— a 1
G(s) = - m-” 1)(3);s+dj
i EZ 2;' " s)g(s +d;)2
_ N
- e 3 (ot (B21)
(2= D! ) S 4 )
+ (n_4),G< —4) (s);(s+d]) 4
N
_Z(l)z z)' (nz ZS'*’d
ji=1

A2



B.1. Induction Proof

617(s) = Y(-1 G e) S N (s + ) (B.22)
=1 j=1
given
N
©O(s)=G(s) = [[(s +dj)~? (B.23)
7=1

First, we solve for n=1:

0! N
G'(s) = (-1)g5G(s) 2 (s +dj)7"
=1 (B.24)

P

) D(s+d)

i=1

which matches Equation B.17.

Now, we solve for n=2:

2

N
G"(s) = 1)1,0'(8 Y (s+d)t+ %—iG(s)Z(s +d;)7
i=1 N i=1 (B.25)
GO S ot )4 G S+ )
i=1 7j=1

which matches Equation B.18.

Now, given G(*)(s), we take the derivative, G(¥t1)(s), and see if it matches the correct form:

k (k=1)! N N
G (s) = S (1) — GRS (s + dj) ™ - iGED 3 (s + dj) 7Y

i=1 (k=2 i=1 i=1 (B.26)
letting, [ = k4 1:
N
GWO(s) = Z( 1)’(1( G(’ I3 (s + )7
=1 (B.27)
_Z( 1)1 )) (lzl)zs+d)(z+1
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Now, letting m = ¢ 4+ 1 in the second sum:

=1 - (-2)
GO (s) = . (_1)2(l——. = Z(s‘l'd
=1 (B.28)
l N
#3164 )
m=2 - j=1
and recombining the sums:
600 = O w4
N
+E( 1)’[ )) +(i—1)((ll:j)):] GO0 3 (s + dy)” (B.29)
N
+ (=D=M - DG(s) D (s + ;)"
N =
G(l 1 Z(s+ d )—
2)' _ ( . 1—1) s —1
0 o S - VR e o B30)
+ (=Dl - 1)'G(s) Z(s-{—d)“
= —GU=1(s) Z(s +d;)!
-1 (l
+Z ) =) U= G- Z( +d;)7 (B.31)
= N
+ (=11 = 1)!G(s) Z (s+dj)~"
: 1) - -1
= Z z)yG( Z( + d; ) (B.32)

QED.

C. C+ Algorithm for Laplace Inversion Method

/* this module stores matrices is two dimensional arrays */
/* function to copy matrix b to matrix a */

A4



void copy(double **a,double **b, int M)

{
for (int i=0;i<M;i++)
for (int j=0;j<M;j++)
alil[j] = v[i1[j1;
}

/* c= axb *x/
void mult(double **c,double **a, double **b, int M)

{
double **temp = new doublex[M];

for (int i=0;i<M;i++)
{
temp[i] = new double[M];
for (int j=0;j<M;j++)
{
temp[il [j] = 0;
for (int k=0;k<M;k++)
temp[i][j] += alil[k] * b[k][j];

3

copy(c,temp,M);

for (i=0;i<M;i++)
delete temp[i];

delete temp;

}

//result = a~N
/* Reference: E.S. Lee "Computer Engineering: Computer Algorithms,
Data Structures, and Languages," Prepared Notes,
University of Toronto, 1989. */
void matPow_a(double **result, double **a, long int N, int M)
{
long int n = N;
int m,1,firstmult=0;
double **ans,**pow, **temp;
ans = new doublex*[M];
pow = new doublex[M];

/* initialize arrays */
for (m=0;m<M;m++)
{

ans[m] = new double[M];
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pow[m] = new double[M];
for (1=0;1<M;1++)

{
pow[m] [1] = a[m][1];
ans[m] [m] = 0;
}
ans[mj[m] = 1;
}
while (n!=0)
{

if (@Y%2 == 1)
if (firstmult)

mult(ans,ans,pow,M);

else

{
copy (ans,pow,M) ;
firstmult=1;
}
if (n==1)
break;

mult (pow,pow,pow,M);

n = n/2;

}

copy(result,ans,M);

for (m=0;m<M;m++)
{
delete pow[m];
delete ans[m];
}
delete pow;
delete ans;

/* compute i! */
double fact(int i)
{

/* catch possibility of requesting 0! */

if (i==0)
return 1;
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/* initialize result */
double result=i--;

/* compute results */
for (;i>1;i--)
result *= i;

/* return result */
return result;

/* recursive routine to find derivative */
double dGn(double s, double s1, double s2, int n, int mi, int m2)
{

double result=0;

/* if Oth derivative */
if (n == 0)
/* return product of poles evaluated as s */
return 1/(pow({sl-s),m1)*pow((s2-8),m2));
/* otherwise */
else
/* for each term between this and 1 */
for (int i=n;i>0;i--)
/* the derivative is found by summing a linear combination of
* all lower derivatives */
result += -2%(i%2 -.5) * (fact(n-1)/fact(n-i)) * dGn(s,si,s2,n-i,m1,m2)
* (mi*pow(1/(s1-s),i)+m2*pow(1/(s2-8),1));

return result;

3

/* routine to find inverse of 3 poles, d, with multiplicites, m */
double invert(double t, double* d, int* m, double* coeff)

{
double result=0, result2=0, result3=0;
double residue;

int poleNum,termNum;

/* for each pole */
for (poleNum=0;poleNum<3;poleNum++)
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{
/* initialize the coefficient %/
coeff[poleNum] = 0;

/* if the multiplicity is greater than O */
if (m[poleNum] != 0)

/* for each term in the partial fractions */

for (termNum=m[poleNum];termNum>0;termNum--)

{
/* the coefficient is incremented by the correct power of t~n/n!
* times the derivative of the Laplace space function */
coeff [poleNum] += pow(t,termNum-1)/fact(termNum-1) *
dGn(d[poleNum] ,d[(poleNum+1)¥%3] ,d[(poleNum+2)%3],
m[poleNum] -termNum,m[(poleNum+1)%3],m[(poleNum+2)%3])
/ fact(m[poleNum]-termNum);
}

D. Other Forms of 1/s Expansion

The 1/s expansion from Section 3.2. can take on many slightly different forms providing different
methods for determining the coefficients. Whether in the Laplace transform domain or the time
domain, there is a necessity to calculate coefficients of the form:

N N N N N N
{Ci}:{zdjvZdjzdk,zdedkzdz,...}. (D.33)
7=1 j=1 k=j 1=1 k=3 =k

A different form for these coefficients becomes apparent when N = 2 or N = 3. The coefficients,
{¢;}, are:

{ei}={di+dy, du(dy+do) +dF, dy [da(dy +do) + 3] + 3 ...} (D.34)
or

{ei} = {dy + do + ds, dy(dy + dy + ds) + do(dy + d) + d,
dy [dl(dl + da + d3) + da(ds + d3) + dg] (D.35)
+ do [dz(d2+d3)+d§] +d3 ,}

This shows the following pattern, assuming {co ;} = {d;}:

N
ei = dicim1j)- (D.36)
Jj=1
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This last form leads to an efficient way to calculate these coefficients using matrix multiplcations.
If we form a matrix, M, with elements m; ; = d;:

de 0 0 ... 0
di dz 0 ... 0

M= d] d2 d3 e 0 s (D37)
di dy d3 ... dn

it is clear that {co,;} = {mn,;} = [M]y ; and that {c;;} = [Mi]Nj. Therefore,

N
C; = Z Ciy = Mi . f . (D.38)
e = 1],
Since the direct calculation of
N N N N N 1 N
Z djl Z dh Z dja"' Z djn_y Z djn = H Z djz (D'39)
n=1 J2=0 Ja=j2 Jn—-1=Jn-2 Jn=jn-1 l=n fi=511

tends to require O(N") calculations, the matrix method above will be highly advantageous since it
requires only O(nN3) calculations.

Once these coefficients have been calculated, they are then used to calculate the time response
using Equation 3.15:

HOE St 1——2 T +1),Zd12dk

=5 k=l

(n+2)'§d’z_:d’°mzd "

(3.15)
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