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REDUCTlOO OF ENERGY SPREAD ON ~H3 RUTHERFORD LABORATORY P .L.A.
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and K. Batchelor, (Brookha.ven ktional LabOra.tory, Long Island, New York)

Introduction 2. Dynamics of Tank 1

For a constant acceleration rate (as indeed the
PLA ha s ) ec:,os <p,. =r

Consid'er the motion of a beam along the
axis Of, a t.lave}-ling wave accelerator.
If A~ = cP - qJ" , AW%W-WR , where
W, q; refer to a general particle, and the
suffix R refers to a reference particle (as
distinct from a stable (i.e. constant) phase
particle), then similarly to usual equations
for phase motion:

(2ii)

where the terms (save suffix R) have their usual
meanings. With !J.W~. Wo PR}": 11~ , the
above' equations combine to give a single
equation for phase:

jn(pil:i;(a¢)) +
Grr"ege (cos¢ - coS cj>R) ::0

Wo
where n is the number of cycles = number of
cells. With 10 (t1.¢):: - f;f{W~ pp'?J'tp.3 >

then, at a given energy" e~uation (ii) leads to
f>.Wis a maximum at cp = 'fR. ' given by

Under the normal "flat field" conditions of
,Tank 1 ( ;.,...,- 27 0

), the energy spread at output
is of the order of 300 keV, and this value is
increased under the near-linear phase motion in
Tanks 2 and 3 to the figures alreaqy quoted.
External limiting devices alone are inadequate
to restrict the input beam to Tank 1 to a
sufficiently small acceptance region for linear
motion alone to take place (even if this were
,good enough). This is especially true for this
particular Tank 1, which has grid-fo,cussing, and
the beam tends to fill the acceptance bucket along
,the whole length. The alternative is tt'shape the
field within the tank itself to control -the
motion of the beam.

Since the new field shape in Tank 1 required
a smaller phase acceptance than llsualit was
necessary to increase the efficiency ~f the
injector by redesigning the LEDS to 'include two
focussing triplets to improve beam transport and
matching into Tank 1; and a new dO:tIble-drift
buncher based on two double-gap half-wave coaxial
cavities, together with a new phase stabiIi er
using~/4 bridges and varactor diodes.

The outcome of all this development on the
P.L.A. was that the output beam had the following
characteristics: intensity 400 - 450 ~ peak
energy spreads 27keV (FWHH)', 70 keV (FWFH) at
30 MeV, and 45 keV (FWHH), 130 keV (FWFH) at
50 MeV - i. e. an increase of ,..,30% in beam
intensity, and a general reduction of energy
spread by a factor 3-4. Many of the features are
novel and are of general interest to linac deve
lopment. They are described here with the logical
beginning at Tank 1 within the lina.c, and then the
development outside the linac (fuller details may
be found in the Rutherford Laboratory P,.L.A.
Progress Repert 1967 ,(1».

In previoue operation of ,the Rutherford
Laboratory P.L.A. typical figures for the output
beam were: intensity 300 ~ peak, energy spread
110 keV (FWHH), 400 keV (FWFH) at 30 MeV, and
134 keV (FWHH), 500 keV (FWFH) at 50 MeV. Whilst
these energy spreads can never be made comparable
with those of a Van de Graff accelerator, there
waB nevertheless plenty of scope for improvement.,
In doing so it was also a necessary requirement c

that the output beam intensity should at least be
maintained. The energy spread can be reduced in
two ways, both of whicl\ were employed'

(i) Shaping the fields along the linac
to control 'the energy acceptance
along the machine. In practice this
was done in the first tank (Tank 1)
only, since the fields in the remain
ing two tanks would have been imprac-
ticably small. .

(ii) The use of a debuncher. It will be
seen later that the efficiency of
the debuncher depends on the ability
of the shaped field of Tank 1, in
particular, to control the shape
(tlJEltll) of the beam itself.
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and (iii) becomes ,

IJ.W...~ :!: [ Z,(3t6:W. A~ (t$. - tan<).) ] It

and for r constant,

(2iv)

The ratio !:J Wn / l:1 Wi can be controlled
by varying the phase of the reference particle
at cell n, ~R n according to equation (iv).
Figure 1 show; the variation of r/J R with cell
number in Tank 1 for AW" :: aWi for
1\ W ¢R.1:: -10 to -50

0
(corresponding values of

u consta~t are ±9.92,±28. 5t54.1,+87. 7 + 132.2
keV respect~vely). It can be seen tEat ~R at the
output is very small: this puts tight (but prac
ticable) tolerances on Tank 1 itself, but extended
use beyond Tank 1 would bE;l very difficult indeed.
The alternative of using a debuncher for the
higher energies is much easier..

The axial acceptance is §iven by equation
(iii) and the phase width (""'3 YJ R with no
acceleration). With ¢R = (jJs constant the tpergy
acceptance grows as (f3R 0'R )J/2 , but with CpR
chosen according as 2iv), the bucket actually
shrinks along the tank to maintain 11VI
constant,~the ratio of the areas being max
roughly .\fR,out: I(/JR,in . Hence some loss
of beam ~s to be expected, and it is for this
reason the doubl~ buncher. (Section 3) is emploled
to bunch the max~um poss~ble beam into the 30 or
30 available phase ~idth torectuce this loss.
However a more deta~led study of the beam motion
showed the loss would be rather less than the
ratio given above, and in fact the radial accep
tance was found to be some 50% larger than for
the more usual flat field ( CPs ~ -270

) case. The
reason for this is that with such a small value
of ~ft along the tank, the radial defocussing
force is reduced; it is also likely that resonance
coupling between phase and radial motion is
reduced.

The field laws for the tank itself are
shown in figure 2. . Only the lower two cases
are of interest, where the energy spreads are
least,. and wher~ ~n. the cases with large ¢R,in
there-~s a poss~b~l~ty of voltage breakdown. In
practice the field was set for "fPR in = _100
b t . "u .w~th the tilt tuners available, a good approxi-
mat~on to the original field could be obtained,
also a somewhat poorer approximation to field

CPp.,il1 = -ZJ0
• With this setting, the total

radial acceptance (theoretiel) was lZJ mm-mrad,
and was found to be remarkably phase-independent
(over the phase range considered), unlike the
old setting for the tank. With the total motion

included, the output beam from Tank 1 was expected
to have an energy spread~ keV, phas~ spread
.....230 (based on ltworst case" particles)"compared
with 20 keV, 7.50 of the simple travelling-wave
theory above. Assuming linear motion through
Tanks 2 and 3 (and it is our experience on the
P.L.A. that this is a very fair assumption),
these energy spreads would become lZJ keV, and
145 keV at 30 and 50 MeV respectively; and with
the debuncher (Section 4), these figures would
become 38 keV and 96 keV.

As mentioned, the field was set up for ¢RJn=~toO
During the setting up procedure it was found that
many of the drift tubes were axially misaligned
with an RMS error of 0.009 inches. Time was not
available to correct the gaps, and the mid-gap
fields were set to the required law. Some
computations were done to see the effect of
these errors: over the input phase range of
interest (.....200

), the mean output energy of axial
particles was seen to shift by 30 keV, and the
spread to increase by .....30 keV. (No serious
effects were seen on the radial motion). These
errors were considered acceptable.

Attempts to measure the energy spectra of
the beam at 10 MeV with the old and new field
laws had to be abandoned due to difficulties
with the spectrometer magnet and the beam line
to it. These difficulties were resolved at 30
and 50 MeV as will be seen later. Plots of the
transmission of Tank 1 as a function of the
injection energy showed that the energy dimension
of the (E, ¢) acceptance had been reduced, as
expected. Thus, a ± 15 keV change in injection
energy gave decreases in transmission of about 17%
(old flat field) and 47% (new shaped field) from
the peak values.

3. The L.E.D.S. and Double Buncher

With the input acceptance of Tank 1 + 10 keV
(= ±L\Wmax ),--' 30~(=:3¢R' epR= _10

0
), a better

LEDS and more eff~c~ent buncher were required to
avoid any reduction in output beam intensity.

The LEDS was redesigned to take (inter alia)
two new triplets, the first was located in the
vacuum manifold of the injector column to steer
the beam through the various components of the
LEDS, including the two bunchers and permanent
time of flight apparatus; the se~ond to match the
beam into Tank 1. In practice the triplets were
made from the doublets used on the old LEDS, and
were wound so that the magnetic centres and the
relative fields of the inner and outer ~uadrupoles
could be varied.
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The buncher system chosen for the P.L.A. is

a simplification of the double buncher scheme
suggested by Blewett (2), and shown in figure 3
In general, the frequencies of the two cavities
are harmonically related; but for the P.L.A., where
there are many constraints in the LEDS, (e.g. over
all length D was fixed, location of the T.O.F.
apparatus was fixed), there was no advantage to be
found in having other than eq~l frequencies for
the two cavities. Indeed a common frequency e~lal

to the linac operating frequency gives a simpler
buncher r.f. system.

maximum number of particles contained in some ;5)0
interval. The maximum percentage of particles
contained in a 'XJ0 interval was 66%, with the
following parameters

Vo 515 keV + 200 eV

VI 6 kV + 120 V

V2 10 kV + 200 V

1jJ ;5)0 + 2
0

dl 7l~675 :+ 0.02 cm

A program was written to comgute lI2, , ~
over the input phase interval -180 to +1800 .
Since there is no synchronous particle, it was
necessary to consider final phases within a large
overall range, divided into 200 intervals. The
number of particles in each 200 interval was counted,
and to ensure the overall range was adequate, the
total nurilbe1"s of particles were summed. For one
set ofbunchers parameters VI' V , dl , lJJ- the
interval containing ~he maximum riumber of particles
was noted, and the procedure repeated until a set
of parameters was found which gave an overall

where (wto ) is the phase at cavity 1 (3i)

U, ¢ Uo (1 t (Vt/2Vo)sinwCo) (3ii)

u2,~ u,(1 +V2,sin(w(toTd.;u~+~)/2~(1t(v'/V.)si~))(3iii)

In equation (iii) ljJ is the arbitrary phase of
buncher 2 w.r.t. buncher 1, and because of it no
synchronous particle, in general, exists (i.e. a
particle which crosses cavity 1 with zero phase
does not necessarily cross cavity 2 at zero phase,
and vice versa). A particle arrives at the centre
of the first gap of Tank 1 with velocity U 2' and
phase

Since input beams to the P.L.A. are less than
10 rnA, the effect of space charge in the buncher
design was assumed negligible. This assumption was
confirmed for us by Emigh and Crand.ell of L.A.S.L.
whose M.R.A. program (3) showed there is little
variation in l:1¢ with space charge with currents up
to 20 rnA (the authors thank Drs. Emigh and Crandall
for private communication on this matter). Never
theless, a generous safeguard was made by choosing
the phase interval to be ;5)0, rather than the 300

available, leaving ± 50 for space charge effects,
and tolerances. The energy spread .6E acceptable
by Tank 1 is ±10 keV and this will be little
affected by space charge. With the notation of
figure 3 , the output velocities at cavities
1 and 2 are given by the usual equations for
velocity modulation

The tolerance on injection energy also
called for an exa~nation of the short term
stability of the injector (the long term
stability was known to be satisfactory). This
was done using a single buncher '(before the
second was installed) and a beam collector as the
high current point of a half wave coaxial
resonator. (The measurement was indeed improved
when later the second buncher cavity was used as
the pick-up cavity). The phase of the r.f. signal
generated in this cavity by the bunched beam was

The tight inter-buncher phase tolerance
necessitated an r.f. system with phase stabilisa
tion. A schematic diagram of the r. f. system is
given in figure 5 . Signals from the two
bunchers are compared in a 4-arm co~ial bridge,
where the output signal is proportional to the
phase difference. This signal is amplified and
fed to varactor diodes as the reactive elements
in a further 4-arm pha se -shifting gridge. The
total phase range aval~able was 22 , and the
phase was held constant to 0.50 during the 400 ~S
r. f. pulse. -It might be noticed from Figure 5
that the varactor bridge controlled the phase of
buncher 1, rather than buncher 2 which would give
a rather simpler system. This is because the
power required for buncper 1 is less than for 2,
so the range of phase control becomes greater.

The tolerance figures allow for a ± 20 variation
on the centroid of the output bunch, due to an
individual parameter, and indicate rather tight
stability requirements on the individual compo
nents. Figure 4 shows the bunching process along

the system, the last two diagrams showing clearly
the redistribution of particles into the small
phase spread. The output energy spread is 20 keV,
thus fitting nicely into the energy acceptance of
Tank 1.

The actual buncher cavities are as described,
in the P.L.A. Progress Report of 1966 (3); Each
is a foreshortened coaxial A/2 resonator loaded
at its centre by two drift tube-gaps. The gaps are
spaced approximately 38A/2 so that bunching takes
place in both gaps. The drift tubes carry grids
to improve the gap fields. The "shorting planes"
are in fact -A/4 low impedance open circuited
lines to allow d.c. bias. Cavity characteristics
are Qo"" 1000, 1'( (eff) = 136.4 kn, T.T.F. =
0.851.

(3iv)
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4. The Debuncher

Where the suffix 10 indicates the output values of
Tank 1.

Following Walsh (4), the energy spread at
the output of the debuncher is ~E'= ~E/P ,
where AE is the initial energy spread, and the
improvem~t factor p is given by

(4i)

so that

(4ii)

where t =. D/~ is the debuncher transit
time, and T=~ ~ 2Eo(~d>\

wCAvMo w OE"Jo
is the initial phase constant. It is clear from
this equation that the reduction in energy spread
is greater, the larger D is, or, more important
for the P.L.A. the smaller (A¢/6E)o.
Now, as alreaqy indicated, experience in operation
of the P.L.A. suggests the motion in Tanks 2 and 3
is essentially linear. This being so, from the
output of Tank 1 onwards

A~(J(; (~.,)-"f+, ~EGC (~~)+S~

(6? / fJE) «, (~r)-'-5
Hence equation 4i) may be written (for constant
acceleration rate).

A~suming the output beam can be represented
in E,p space as an initially right ellipse
which shears with distance along the ¢ -axis,
the action of the debuncher is to impose an r.f.
voltage of appropriate amplitude and phase to a
shear along the E -axis and so reduce the energy
spread. In general the greater the drift distance,
the greater the possible reduction in energy
spread (and the smaller the r.f. voltage required),
the limit being when the ellipse fills the l~near

portion of the voltage wavefarm (1. e. -r 90 ).
For the P.L.A. the available drift distance, D,
from the end of Tank 3 is less than the optimum
(being 12.5 m), but also, from the operation of
the double bunchers and Tank 1 with its shaped
field, the ellipse is small (the phase spread
at the debuncher being ~ 150

). Minimal energy
spread also requires the zero phase of the r.f.
voltage to coincide with the centre of the
ellipse (and the voltage/phase gradient "matchedU
to the shear angle). For other values of phase
there is a resulting shift of beam energy, but
(since the beam ellipse is small) with small
effect on the reduction of energy spread, until
the phase enters the non-linear regions of the
voltage waveform (see Figure 6 ).

The phase width of the bunched beam and the
phase acceptance of Tank 1 could not be measured
independently; but in combination they should
give a measurable plane acceptance of about 50 0

at palf maximum b~ssumirg a 2fJo probe, and
39'R,ia == 30). The observed phase acceptance
was 47 at the optimum power in tank 1. At lower
levels the phase acceptance (and the accelerated
current at full energy) was less, and at higher
levels the plane acceptance was greater, but the
maximum current was less. It was concluded,
therefore, that the settings which gave maximum
current also gave reasonable operation of the
bunchers and tank 1.

As alreaqy mentioned, energy spectra measure
ments at 10 MeV were not practicable, but at 30
and 50 MeV the FWHH energy spreads were~ and
(less than) 110 keY, respectively ccmpared with
110 and 134 keY with the old (flat field) law.

To obtain optimum operation of the bunchers
6 parameters had to be set-up, namely YO' Vl' V2'
\jJ ; the phase of the buncher system relatlve

to tank 1, and the r.f. power in tank 1. A 6
parameter optimisation by trial and error would
have been impossible. The procedure adopted was
(1) to adjust Vl' V2' \IJ by r.t. power and phase
measurements to the calculated values, (2) to
find the optimum injection energy and tank RF
power by maximising the transmission of the tank
(with no power in the bunchers) and (3) to adjust
the buncher system phase. This procedure would
have given the optimum condnions, if the injection
energy Vo had been 515 keY, but absolute value of
Vo was not known to better than ± 10 keV. How
ever, the main effect of changing the injection
energy is to change the required inter-buncher
phase, so step (4) involved a successive adjust
ment of the two phase parameters. Finally, the
other parameters were varied by small amounts
about the initial values to obtain a working set
of conditions. With the LEDS ~ua.drupoles energised
the bunchers then gave a bunching factor of 4,
and an accelerated beam of 400 ~ for a 5 rnA beam
at the entrance to tank 1.

compared (to dO) with a reference phase from
the r.f. system of the P.L.A. The phase sensiti
vity of 1 per 100 V was easily measured. A
peak-to...peak fluctuations in EHT of about 1000 V
were reduced to 300 V by the existing fast stabi
liser, so that the quoted tolerance was satisfied.
This was later confirmed by the fact that no ad
verse effects on the beam accelerated through the
P.L.A. could be attributed to instability in the

I EHT, when the double bunchers and EHT stabiliser
were properly adjusted.

-

-

-

-

-
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It is clear from equation (ii) that the reduction
of energy spread at the output of Tank 1, together
with the reduction of phase spread also achieved,
improve the efficiency of the dllbuncher. Compar
able theoretical energy spreads (full width at
the base) are:

Tank 1 (shaped) +
2-buncher, no
debuncher 00 keV 120 keY 145 keY

Tank 1 (old fiat
field), no bunchers,
plus debuncher 109 keY 310 keY

Tank 1 (shaped) +
2-buncher, plus
debuncher 80 keY 38 keY 96 keY

It is seen that the energy spread due to Tank 1
plus 2-tlunchers alone is smaller by a factor 2 over
the debuncher alone at 50 MeV, and at 30 MeV they
are comparable, but the combination gives the
energy spreads of the order factor 3 over the
debunchers alone at both output energies.

The debuncher was constructed from the old
re-entrant cavity b1lllcher of the P.L.A. and from
spare drift tube components for Tank 3. Thus the
radial dimensions of the debuncher cavity were
fixed and the length dimensions were obtained by
calculations and by half-cell model measurements.
The vacuum tank was made by cutting the ends off
the old b1lllcher vacuum tank and welding in a longer
cylindrical section containing suitable ports for
the r.f. feed line, the manual and auto-tuners,
monitoring loops and vacuum gauges.

The expected values of the Q and shunt
impedance (from model measurements) were 27,150
and 13 Maim, while the values obtained were
17,300 and 11.3 Maim. The power required for
debunching is about 5 kW at 30 MeV and 40 kW at
50 MeV. No difficulty was encountered in powering
the cavity for 50 MeV operation, but there is
multipactoring in the cavity at 5 leW and below,
so at 30 MeV the debuncher has to be operated at
about 10 kW, giving a debunching ratio slightly
less than optimum.

The energy spectra were measured with a
beam line of 200 keY acceptance and the double
focussing ( t\. =!) spectrometer (which has a
~esolving power of better than 10 keV). The
resolution of the measuring system was dictated
by the height (orthogonal to the spectrometer
magnetic field) of the target used to scatter
protons into the spectrometer, but it was
adequately small when a 0.5 nun target was used.
Fig. 7 shows the final spectra obtained and
the effect of using a nfull heightn and a 0.5 nun
target at 50 MeV.

With the "n = ~" beam line set up for a
wide energy acceptance at 50 MeV the energy
spectra were measured for a range of deb1lllcher
phases with the power level set at 35 kW.
Fig.£> shows the expected features, namely
the mean energy and the energy spread are both
a function of the debuncher phase. At this
power level the narrowest spectra were obtained
at zero phase, but there is not much change ~n

the FWHH of the spectra over a range of ± 60 •

A similar series of measurements at 30 MeV
with the power level at 40 kW (i. e. 8 times the
noftinal level) showed the effect of over
debunching. The best spectra were at ± 700

,

where the energy spread was 50 keY and the mean
energy was displaced by ±300 keY. At zero
phase the energy spread was 125 keY compared
with ~ keY without the debuncher. (These
measurements used the full height target in the
spectrometer) •

These results show that the deb1lllcher can
give a useful reduction in energy spread of the
beam and at the same time (by suitable adjust
ments) the mean energy of the beam can be
changed if desired without much loss of
resolution.

Conclusions

The combined effect of the double bunchers,
the shaped field in Tank 1 and the debuncher has
been to greatly improve the energy spectra
a,vailable in the epxerimental area of the P .L.A.,
while the beam intensity has been increased. The
energy resolution now ~s such that target and
detector effects contribute significantly to
the realisable experimental energy resolutions.
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DISCUSSION

(A. Carne)

WATERTON, AECL: What is the power consumption of
the debuncher?

CARNE. RHEL: The design values were 40 kW for a
50 MeV beam and 5 kW for a 30 MeV beam. However,
the shunt impedance was lower than expected be
cause of a lower Q than expected. There was no
difficulty in getting 40 kW into the debuncher for
50 MeV particles, but we experienced difficulty
with multipactoring with only 5 kW at 30 MeV. So
we had to run it at 10 kW for 30 MeV, which re
sulted in some over-debunching.

SLUYTERS. BNL: In referring to your remark con
cerning our linac: Normally operating at 50 MeV
with 20 rnA we get about 250 keV energy spread,
when injecting 60 mAo We were running the buncher
at approximately 18 or 19 kV. The buncher dis
tance to the linac is 0.5 meters. We reduced the
buncher voltage to 15 kV and we obtained an energy
spread of 190 keV. We think with a single buncher
this is quite good.

CARNE, RHEL: This is quite good. We have the
advantage that we do not have to consider space
charge which might necessitate larger voltages in
our double buncher system. Was this with a flat
tank and a stable phase angle of 30 degrees?

SLUYTERS, BNL: Yes.
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dashed lines the width at the base. )
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Fig. 7. Energy spectra measured at 5D MeV: a) without the debuncher,
b) with the debuncher - full height target - and c) with the
debuncher - 0.5 rom target.
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