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1 Introduction: machine learning for accelerator beam phase space tomography

Many modern accelerators rely on the production of high-quality particle beams to reach their per-
formance specifications. Facilities such as X-ray free-electron lasers, for example, have demanding
requirements for electron beam transverse and longitudinal emittance [1–4]. Commissioning, tun-
ing and effective operation of many accelerators require the capability to make rapid and reliable
measurements of beam parameters at different points along a beamline, often starting at the particle
source. In the case of the transverse beam emittance, quadrupole scans provide a standard mea-
surement technique [5, 6]: the emittance is found from the dependence of the beam size (measured
using, for example, a wire scanner or imaging screen) on the strength of an upstream quadrupole
magnet. The use of tomographic methods [7–14] allows the transverse phase-space distribution of
the beam to be reconstructed from the screen images, yielding not just the emittance but also the
optics functions describing how the distribution changes along the beamline. In addition, phase
space tomography can provide information on coupling between transverse planes [15, 16] and on
the detailed charge distribution within bunches. With the use of RF transverse deflecting structures,
it is possible to make detailed measurements of the longitudinal phase space [17, 18]. Combining
quadrupole scans with a transverse deflecting cavity makes it possible to determine the five or
six-dimensional phase-space beam distribution [19–22].

Despite the fact that phase space tomography based on quadrupole scans is a well-established
technique, there remain several significant challenges in its application, especially for low-emittance
beams. Data collection and processing can be time-consuming, especially for higher-dimensional
phase space reconstruction. Traditional tomography algorithms can be prone to artefacts in the
reconstruction, especially when the range or number of projection angles is limited (as is often the
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case in beam phase space tomography) [23, 24]: although there are techniques that can be used
to reduce the appearance of reconstruction artefacts (see, for example, [25]), ultimately the fidelity
of the reconstruction depends on collecting screen images with a sufficient number of different
strengths of the upstream quadrupoles, setting a lower limit on the time needed for data collection
and analysis. Machine learning (ML) techniques have been shown to be of value for tomography
[26], including for phase space tomography in particle accelerators [27, 28], but the use of ML for
this purpose is relatively new and there is significant scope for improvement in the methods and
tools available.

Reconstruction of the beam phase-space distribution in an accelerator using quadrupole scan
data is further complicated by the possible presence of errors in accelerator components. For
example, errors in magnet strengths, screen calibration errors, beam energy errors or the presence
of dispersion (e.g. from magnet alignment errors) can all have a significant impact on the results.
Errors in the field strength in a magnet may arise from hysteresis, calibration errors in magnet
manufacture, power supply or control system errors, or short-circuits within the coils of the magnet.
The beam energy may vary during a measurement as a result of fluctuations in RF power amplitude
or phase in linacs or an RF gun. Although significant efforts are generally made to minimise errors
in accelerator systems, even a relatively small accelerator facility can contain hundreds or thousands
of components, and access to an accelerator by technical personnel to confirm that components
are working correctly will involve interrupting machine operation during the inspection. As a
result, even quite large errors can sometimes be present in components used in quadrupole scan
measurements, and beam diagnostics techniques that allow for (and provide information on) various
errors in accelerator components would be of significant value in accelerator tuning and operation.

One approach to accounting for variations in accelerator conditions (including component
errors) in diagnostics measurements is to use a neural network that can be tuned to adapt to changes
in the relevant accelerator systems. ‘Tunable’ neural networks have been used in high-energy
physics [29] and in the reconstruction of phase-space distributions in accelerators [30]. Scheinker
et al. [31–33] have proposed the use of a low-dimensional latent space in an encoder-decoder
architecture: by tuning the latent space so that the decoder output matches the observations, the
‘true’ encoding of the quantity or property to be measured can be obtained. For example, the
input to the encoder may be a set of projections from a beam distribution in phase space onto a
co-ordinate axis, with the output from the decoder being the full phase space distribution. Given
the phase space distribution, the projection onto a co-ordinate axis is readily found, and the latent
space is adjusted (from a starting point determined by the input to the encoder) so that the computed
projection matches as closely as possible the observed projection. A similar approach has been used
by Roussel et al. [30, 34] in the reconstruction of the four-dimensional phase-space distribution in
a wakefield accelerator.

In the work presented in the current paper, we adapt the latent space tuning technique to identify
quadrupole strength errors in beam phase space tomography measurements. Our approach differs
from previous work in that rather than tuning the neural network (or latent space) so that the output
matches as closely as possible the observations, we train a network using data from a simulation
that includes known errors. This avoids the need for an optimization routine for tuning the neural
network, and potentially allows information on the accelerator conditions to be obtained directly in
addition to the primary intended measurement. Although the technique is generally applicable to
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a wide range of different diagnostics on various types of accelerator, in this paper we illustrate its
use for reconstructing the charge distribution in phase space in CLARA, an accelerator test facility
at Daresbury Laboratory [35, 36]. Phase space measurements in CLARA using ML have been
reported in an earlier paper [27]: in the present work, we show the results of a new analysis of
some of the previous data using the new method, based on neural networks trained on data from
simulations including machine errors. At the core of the technique is the use of an autoencoder
(trained on simulated screen images in the absence of magnet errors) to construct a latent space
that encodes both the observed screen images and the phase space distribution. The latent space
is extended by appending the magnet errors: the beam distribution in phase space upstream of
the magnets is still described by just the original latent space; but by appending the quadrupole
errors we construct an ‘extended latent space’ that encodes the screen images in the presence of
the quadrupole errors. A second neural network is then trained to take the observed screen images
in the presence of magnet errors as input, providing the extended latent space as output. By this
means, given a set of screen images from simulations or measurements in the presence of magnet
errors, both the phase space distribution and the magnet errors can be found.

Results from phase space tomography can generally be validated by reconstructing observed
screen images from simulations using the phase space distribution obtained from tomographic
analysis. We find that with the method described in this paper, individual screen images are not
reproduced with the same level of detail as in the previous reported analysis of data from CLARA:
this is to be expected, since representing the screen images (or, equivalently, the phase space
distribution) using a relatively small set of components in a latent space inevitably entails some loss
of information. But importantly, we find that the new approach leads to a phase space distribution
that better fits the overall observed variation in beam size over the course of the quadrupole scan.
The results of the extended latent space technique also indicate significant errors in the quadrupole
strengths, which may partly be explained by an error in the beam energy.

We should emphasise that the goal of the technique presented here is not to achieve a highly-
detailed reconstruction, providing accurate information on fine structures in the phase space distri-
bution. In many situations (e.g. when commissioning or tuning an accelerator) it is more important
to be able to predict accurately the overall variation in beam size as the beam propagates along a
beam line, and how the beam size responds to changes in quadrupole strengths. Especially in the
early stages of accelerator commissioning or after restarting from a shut-down period, it is also
important to be able to identify possible errors in accelerator components. The aim of the current
work is to demonstrate a technique that has the potential to meet these needs. Development of
the technique was partly motivated by the later analysis of the data reported in [27] that suggested
significant errors on the magnets, or on the beam energy (or both). In particular, it was found that
if it was assumed that there were some errors on the magnets used in the quadrupole scan, then the
phase space distribution obtained from the tomography analysis led to a better fit to the observed
variations in beam size over the course of the scan. However, with the usual tomography algorithms
it is difficult to perform a fully self-consistent analysis in a systematic way, and to determine pos-
sible errors with any confidence. This is because tomographic analysis depends on the assumed
strengths of the magnets used for the scan, and computing the phase space distribution with errors
on the magnets involves repeating the full analysis for each set of magnet errors. For tomography
in two (or more) degrees of freedom, the time required makes it impractical to use optimisation
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routines to fit errors on the quadrupoles. Even if a neural network was used for the phase space
reconstruction, different sets of training data would be needed for different magnet errors. Using
existing techniques, fitting both the phase space distribution and the magnet errors in a systematic
and fully consistent way would be an extremely time-consuming process. In practical situations, the
time taken for data processing and analysis is a significant consideration, and given the possibility
of (perhaps significant) errors on the components used in a diagnostics measurement, the extended
latent space technique that we describe in this paper could be of value in tuning and operating an
accelerator.

The paper is organised as follows. In section 2 we describe the principles on which the ML
technique described in the current work is based. There are a number of possible variations on the
structure of the neural networks, and the way in which the latent space is constructed: in section 3
we describe one option in more detail, including examples of the training data and results from the
neural networks using simulated test data. As an illustration of the application of the technique to
experimental data, in section 4 we present results from CLARA. Finally, in section 5 we discuss the
potential benefits and possible limitations of the technique, and outline potential areas for further
development.

2 Tomography with extended latent space to account for errors on accelerator com-
ponents

Phase space tomography aims to construct the distribution of particles in phase space at a chosen
point in an accelerator beamline (the ‘reconstruction point’) from images collected on a diagnostics
screen as a downstream location (the ‘observation point’). Between the reconstruction point and
the observation point, a number of quadrupoles are used to control the evolution of the beam
distribution. By choosing appropriate strengths for the quadrupoles, it is possible to rotate the
distribution in phase space, changing the projection of the phase space distribution onto co-ordinate
space: a rotation through 90◦ (for example) interchanges co-ordinate and momentum variables.
Thus, observing the co-ordinate distribution provided by the screen image for a range of rotation
angles (corresponding to different quadrupole strengths) allows reconstruction of the distribution
as a function of both co-ordinate and momentum.

As well as determining the rotation in phase space between the reconstruction point and the
observation point, the quadrupoles between these two points will determine the horizontal and
vertical beta functions that characterise the size and shape of the image observed on a diagnostics
screen. Generally, it is desirable to maintain an aspect ratio close to 1 on the screen (i.e. a roughly
circular beam image), and to avoid beam sizes that are either very small (approaching the resolution
limit of the imaging system) or very large (and as a result, very diffuse and with low average
intensity). The quadrupole strengths used in a scan for phase space tomography are therefore
determined by the need to cover a good range of rotation angles in phase space while maintaining
a reasonable size and shape for the image on the diagnostic screen. For the work reported in this
paper (including experimental results from CLARA) the beta functions at the observation point
and the phase advances between the reconstruction point and the observation point are shown in
figure 1. Although there is some variation in the beta functions over the course of the quadrupole
scan, and the horizontal and vertical beta functions are not exactly equal, there is not an absolute
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requirement for equal, fixed beta functions, and if the beta functions at the reconstruction point
correctly describe the phase space distribution, then we expect only small changes in the size and
shape of the beam image at the observation point. In practice, we observe much larger changes in
size and shape than expected (see, for example, the experimental results shown later, in figure 14):
this indicates that the phase space distribution differs from the design specifications. One of the
main purposes of the tomography measurement is to determine the real distribution.

Figure 1. Optics functions in a quadrupole scan on CLARA. Left: horizontal (blue, solid line) and vertical
(orange, dashed line) beta functions at the observation point at each step in the quadrupole scan. Right:
horizontal and vertical phase advances from the reconstruction point and the observation point. Ideally,
the beta functions would be equal and constant, and the phase advances would cover a full range of 180◦;
however, the ideal values cannot be achieved in practice because of limitations from the quadrupole strengths
and spacings.

A further consideration concerns the sizes of the data structures used for the sinograms (the set of
images collected in a quadrupole scan) and the phase space distribution. This is a particular issue for
higher-dimensional reconstruction of the phase space distribution. The screen images could easily
have a resolution of order 100×100 pixels. If the four-dimensional phase space is reconstructed
to the same resolution, the required data structure is a four-dimensional array with a total of 108

components. While the processing of data sets of this size (roughly 1 Gb using double-precision
arithmetic) is, in principle, within the capability of modern computers, conventional tomography
algorithms will generally require a memory capacity several orders of magnitude larger than the
capacity needed just to store the result. Even if machine learning is used, training a neural network
with data sets of this size places significant demands on computational power. Image compression
techniques can be used to reduce the sizes of the data sets significantly; but it is not clear how
conventional tomography algorithms can be used with images in compressed form. However, it was
shown in [27] that ML tools can be used for tomography with sinograms (sets of screen images) and
phase space distributions in compressed form: the only requirement is that the same information
is contained in the compressed image as in the original image. Once the final result (the phase
space distribution) is obtained, then the data can be decompressed for visualisation and further
analysis. Data compression can conveniently be achieved using discrete cosine transforms (DCTs)
[37–39]: using DCTs it is possible to reduce the resolution by a factor (typically) between five and
ten, while retaining much of the information in the original image. This means that the memory
required to store a four-dimensional phase space distribution can be reduced by a factor 104. For the
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work presented in this paper, we use a DCT resolution of 16: it is found that for the experimental
measurements on CLARA, this preserves a reasonable level of detail in the screen images and the
phase space distribution [27]. In addition to compressing the images, we work in normalised phase
space: this simply involves scaling each screen image horizontally and vertically by 1/

√
𝛽𝑥 and

1/
√︁
𝛽𝑦 respectively, where 𝛽𝑥 and 𝛽𝑦 are the nominal horizontal and vertical beta functions at the

observation point, for the corresponding step in the quadrupole scan (as shown in figure 1). This
simplifies the analysis, and can lead to improved accuracy in the reconstructed phase space [24].

The technique we describe in this paper, for phase space tomography taking into account errors
on accelerator components, involves three related neural networks. The relationships between the
networks are illustrated schematically in figure 2(a). There are many possible variations on the
technique: one example is shown in figure 2(b); however, for simplicity, we focus on the first option,
with a latent space obtained using a sinogram autoencoder. In this case, the technique is applied as
follows. The first neural network is a ‘sinogram autoencoder’: this takes a set of (DCT compressed)
screen images as input, and is trained to give the same screen images as output. Between the input
and output layers are a number of hidden layers. The central hidden layer consists of a relatively
small number (some tens) of nodes: this is the latent space, which encodes the main features of
the sinograms from the training data. For the autoencoder, the training data are constructed from a
simulation of the quadrupole scan in an accelerator tracking code, assuming that there are no errors
on any of the accelerator components.

The next step is to construct a second neural network, which we refer to as the ‘extended
encoder’. This takes a sinogram as input, and is trained to provide the extended latent space as
output. The training data in this case consists of sinograms produced in the same way as for the
training data for the sinogram autoencoder and with the same initial phase space distributions, but
now with random errors on the quadrupole strengths. The extended latent space is constructed
from the latent space from the autoencoder, with additional values (nodes) corresponding to the
quadrupole strength errors.

Finally, we construct a third neural network, a ‘phase space decoder’. This takes the (un-
extended, or ‘basic’) latent space as input, and provides the (DCT compressed) four-dimensional
transverse phase space distribution as output.

Once the three neural networks have been trained, a sinogram compiled from images recorded
in a quadrupole scan on the accelerator can be provided as input to the extended encoder. The
output consists of the latent space encoding the sinogram that would be observed in the absence of
accelerator component errors (i.e. the basic latent space), together with a set of values representing
the errors present on the components used in the quadrupole scan. The phase space distribution
is obtained from the phase space decoder, providing the basic latent space as input. The results
may be validated by simulating the quadrupole scan in a tracking simulation, using the phase space
distribution obtained from the phase space decoder as the starting distribution, but now including
the errors on the accelerator components obtained from the extended latent space. The accuracy
of the reconstruction of the phase space distribution may be assessed from the level of agreement
between the simulated screen images and the observed images.

The important feature in this procedure is the use of an extended latent space, constructed from
two distinct sets of parameters. The first set of parameters encodes not only the images that would
be observed in a quadrupole scan in the absence of errors on accelerator components, but also the
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(a) Latent space constructed using a sinogram autoencoder.

(b) Latent space constructed using a phase space autoencoder.

Figure 2. Two possible structures for phase space tomography accounting for errors on accelerator compo-
nents, using ML methods. In each case, sinograms consist of a sequence of beam images from a diagnostics
screen, collected over a scan of strengths of quadrupole magnets. Data can be compressed using (for example)
a discrete cosine transform (DCT) and decompressed using an inverse DCT (IDCT). In option (a) a sinogram
autoencoder is trained on simulated data without errors on accelerator components, and is used to construct
the “basic” latent space (white boxes). Corresponding sinograms with errors on accelerator components are
used to train an extended encoder, to produce an extended latent space (white boxes plus gray boxes). The
phase space decoder takes the basic latent space and produces the beam distribution in four-dimensional
phase space. In option (b), the basic latent space is constructed using an autoencoder taking the phase space
distribution as input.
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beam distribution in phase space. The second set of parameters in the extended latent space encodes
the errors on the accelerator components that were present during the collection of beam images
during a quadrupole scan. The basic principle of an extended latent space can be implemented
in various ways, with different relationships between the neural networks. The particular method
just described, and discussed in further detail in the following sections, is illustrated in figure 2(a);
another possible implementation is shown in figure 2(b). In the latter case, the basic latent space
is constructed from an autoencoder for the phase space distribution. This avoids the need for
a separate phase space decoder; however, we have found that an autoencoder for the sinograms
performs better for test data than an autoencoder for the phase space distributions. This may be
because of differences in the sizes of the data sets, which has a direct impact on the numbers of
nodes needed in the layers of the neural network.

In a further variation, the basic latent space could be constructed not from an autoencoder, but
from principal component analysis of the sinograms (without errors on the accelerator components)
or of the phase space distributions: autoencoders were originally proposed as an alternative to
principal component analysis for dimensionality reduction [40]. We have found that constructing
the latent space using an autoencoder usually leads to a reconstruction of test data that is more
accurate than if principle component analysis is used, though the difference is not very great. For
phase space tomography on CLARA, the procedure represented in figure 2(a) appears to work
somewhat better than alternatives we have tried, but it is possible that in other cases (for example,
with differences in the design of the experiment, or for different machine conditions) an alternative
technique may produce better results.

Application of the extended latent space technique in a real machine relies on the validity
of a number of assumptions. One important assumption is that the basic latent space provides
an accurate description of both the sinograms (without errors on accelerator components) and
the corresponding phase space distributions. This requires the quadrupole scan to cover a wide
range of phase space rotation angles (ideally, 180◦ in each degree of freedom), with a sufficient
number of steps. If the range of angles is too small or if there are two few steps, then the phase
space distribution will not be fully characterised by the sinogram, and the problem of finding a
distribution that reproduces a given sinogram will be underconstrained.

An indication of the extent to which the phase space distribution is determined by a sinogram
can be obtained from principal component analysis (PCA). In particular, we calculate the explained
variance ratio for different numbers of PCA components for the sinograms and the phase space
distributions: the results for the case considered in this paper (with 32 steps in a quadrupole scan)
are shown in figure 3. Using (for example) 40 PCA components, the explained variance ratio for the
sinograms is 0.94, compared to 0.68 for the phase space distributions. This means that using a latent
space with 40 components, we would expect to be able to describe the sinograms with significantly
greater accuracy than the phase space distributions. To improve the accuracy of description of the
phase space distributions, we would need to increase the size of the latent space. However, the
explained variance ratio increases rather slowly when the number of PCA components is increased
above 40, and making the latent space too large is not desirable since this would reduce the relative
weight of the (small number of) errors on the accelerator components when these are included by
extending the latent space. Alternatively, improving the accuracy of reconstruction of the phase
space distribution might be achieved by some modification of the quadrupole scan, for example
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increasing the number of steps or optimising the steps used. However, increasing the number of
steps in a quadrupole scan would increase the time needed for data collection on the accelerator.
For the current work, we accept the limitations on the accuracy of the reconstruction of the phase
space suggested by the explained variance ratios.

Figure 3. Explained variance ratios from principal component analysis (PCA) of the sinograms and phase
space distributions in a set of training data. For a given number of components in the PCA, the explained
variance ratio for the sinograms is higher than for the phase space distributions, indicating that the sinograms
can be represented more accurately by a set of principal components than the phase space distributions. This
may be a result of the fact that taking a finite set of two-dimensional projections from the four-dimensional
phase space inevitably results in the loss of some information about the phase space distribution.

The extended latent space technique for phase space tomography also assumes that the accel-
erator component errors included in the extended latent space correspond to the errors affecting
the screen images observed in the accelerator. When the training data for a neural network are
produced using a computer model of an accelerator, the physical effects represented in the model
are implicit in the training data. This does not, of course, guarantee that results from the neural
network will always respect the physics in the model, although if the network is designed and trained
properly then the neural network results should be close to the simulation results. But the fact that
the training data are constructed from simulations does mean that the neural network cannot be
expected to model physical behaviour not present in the computational model of the accelerator. As
an example, consider the case that there is dispersion present in the section of beamline used in the
quadrupole scan when collecting data, but which is omitted from the model. In the real accelerator,
varying the quadrupole strengths will vary the dispersion at the observation point, and because of
the energy spread on the beam, the variation in beam size in the accelerator during the quadrupole
scan will differ from the variation expected from the computational model. This will be the case
even if all other aspects of the system are represented accurately. As a result, if the model is used
to reconstruct the phase space distribution from observed screen images, the distribution that is
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obtained will not exactly match the distribution in the accelerator. Furthermore, using the recon-
structed phase space distribution in a simulation of the quadrupole scan will produce screen images
that differ from those observed experimentally. The reconstructed phase space distribution can
always be validated by using the distribution in a simulation of the quadrupole scan, but differences
between the observed and simulated images may arise either from limitations on the technique (for
example, if the reconstruction of the phase space distribution is not properly constrained by the
sinogram) or from differences between the physics in the real accelerator and the physics included
in the computational model.

3 Implementation of the extended latent space technique: an example

3.1 Training data

Phase space distributions The training data used for the neural networks should resemble the
phase space distribution that we expect to see in the accelerator, while including sufficient variation
to allow for some significant differences from the expected distribution. Ideally, the transverse
phase space distribution in CLARA would be described by a four-dimensional Gaussian function.
In practice, we observe some detailed structure in the screen images [27]: the precise features
depend on the machine conditions and can also change over time. The difficulty in knowing in
advance what kinds of detailed structure may be observed presents some challenges in generating
appropriate training data. To allow for a suitable range of possible distributions in phase space, we
base the training data on Hermite–Gaussian modes. In normalised phase space with co-ordinates
(𝑥𝑁 , 𝑝𝑥𝑁 , 𝑦𝑁 , 𝑝𝑦𝑁 ), we first construct a Hermite mode 𝐻m:

𝐻m(x𝑁 ) = 𝐻𝑚𝑥

(√
2𝑥𝑁
𝑤m

)
𝐻𝑚𝑝𝑥

(√
2𝑝𝑥𝑁

𝑤m

)
𝐻𝑚𝑦

(√
2𝑦𝑁
𝑤m

)
𝐻𝑚𝑝𝑦

(√
2𝑝𝑦𝑁
𝑤m

)
, (3.1)

where m is a vector with components (𝑚𝑥 , 𝑚𝑝𝑥 , 𝑚𝑦 , 𝑚𝑝𝑦), 𝐻𝑚(𝜒) is the Hermite polynomial of
order 𝑚, x𝑁 is a vector in normalised phase space, and 𝑤m is a constant associated with the width
of the distribution. The density of particles in phase space is obtained by summing over modes with
random amplitudes 𝑎𝑖 , and with random four-dimensional rotations R𝑖 , ‘stretch’ transformations S𝑖

and translations T𝑖 applied to each mode:

𝜌 = 𝜌0
∑︁

i
𝑎𝑖R𝑖 S𝑖 T𝑖

��𝐻m𝑖
(x𝑁 )

��2 exp

(
−

x2
𝑁

𝑤2
m𝑖

)
. (3.2)

Here, 𝜌0 is chosen so that the peak density is max(𝜌) = 1. For the training data used in the examples
presented here, we use four modes m𝑖 for each case. Some examples of phase space distributions
from the training data constructed in this way are shown in figure 4.

Sinograms To construct the sinogram corresponding to a given phase space distribution, a set of
particles is created in the computer simulation with the given distribution in phase space, and the
co-ordinates of the particles are transformed from the normalised phase space to the accelerator
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Case A

Case B

Case C

Figure 4. Examples of phase space distributions from the training data, constructed from Hermite–Gaussian
modes using equations (3.1) and (3.2). Two-dimensional projections from the four-dimensional distribution
onto different pairs of axes in normalised phase space are shown.

phase space in the usual way:
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𝑥
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√︁
𝛽𝑦
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©­­­­«
𝑥𝑁

𝑝𝑥𝑁

𝑦𝑁

𝑝𝑦𝑁

ª®®®®¬
. (3.3)

Here, 𝛽𝑥 , 𝛼𝑥 , 𝛽𝑦 and 𝛼𝑦 are the Courant–Snyder parameters at the reconstruction point. After
tracking particles from the reconstruction point to the observation point, the co-ordinates of par-
ticles are transformed back to normalised phase space, using the inverse of the transformation in
equation (3.3), with the appropriate values for the Courant–Snyder parameters at the observation
point. A simulated screen image is obtained by projecting the particle distribution onto the 𝑥–𝑦
plane.

Quadrupole errors For each phase space distribution, sinograms with and without errors on
the quadrupole magnets are constructed. Errors on the quadrupoles are applied randomly, but are
systematic in the sense that a given magnet has a constant scaling factor applied to its strength at
each step in the quadrupole scan. Thus, for a given case in the training data, the strength of a magnet
in the presence of errors is given by:

𝑘1,err = (1 + 𝑒)𝑘1, (3.4)

where 𝑘1 is the nominal quadrupole focusing strength, 𝑘1,err is the focusing strength in the presence
of an error, and 𝑒 is a random number from a flat distribution within a chosen range. For the case
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of CLARA, we choose a range −0.15 < 𝑒 < 0.15, i.e. errors on the magnet strengths are in the
range ±15%. Although the magnet strengths in the accelerator are expected to be within a much
smaller range (in principle, less than 1%) of their nominal values, a much larger range is used for
the training data partly to explore whether the the technique works with large errors, but mainly
to allow for the possibility of very large errors actually occuring in practice. Although a different
error is applied to each of the five quadrupoles in the scan, a non-zero mean error over the five
magnets could correspond to an error in the beam energy: the effect of an increase in strength of all
five magnets by 10% would be similar to the effect of a reduction in beam energy by 10%. During
experimental data collection, nominal system settings were used for an intended beam energy of
35 MeV; however, because of time constraints the actual beam energy was not confirmed by direct
measurement.

Errors on the quadrupole magnets can have a significant impact on the screen images at the
observation point: this is illustrated (for simulated data) in figure 5. Note that the effect on the
beam images depends not just on the average error over all quadrupoles, but also on how the errors
vary from one quadrupole to the next. For example, if two adjacent magnets have similar errors,
then the effect of the errors will depend on whether the magnets have the same polarity (in which
case the effects of the errors will combine) or opposite polarity (in which case there may be some
cancellation).

We note that the model used here for errors on the quadrupole magnets is a greatly simplified
representation of the errors that may occur in practice. For example, the error on a given magnet
may vary with magnet strength because of hysteresis effects: this may particularly be the case when
the polarity of a magnet changes sign. Nonlinear or time-dependent effects in the magnet power
supplies may also lead to complex behaviour of the magnet errors. To try to reduce hysteresis
effects, the order of steps in the quadrupole scan was designed to minimise the number of times
that any magnet would need to change polarity. However, changes in polarity could not be avoided
altogther and about half-way through the scan, a change in polarity was needed for several of the
magnets: at this point, when collecting data experimentally, the magnet strengths were cycled to
return the cores of the magnets to a nominal operating point on the magnetisation curve. The
magnets were also cycled immediately before a quadrupole scan was performed.

The computational model of the accelerator was used to construct training data consisting of
20,000 phase space distributions together with the corresponding sinograms. A subset of 18,000
cases was used in training the neural networks (the ‘training set’), and the remaining 2,000 cases
were reserved for testing the trained networks on unseen data (the ‘test set’). The data were scaled
so that each sinogram (consisting of a set of 32 images) had DCT values in the range -1 to +1, with
the values representing the magnet errors lying in the same range.

3.2 Sinogram autoencoder

We use Keras [41] for all the machine learning tasks described in the current work. The first neural
network to be constructed is the sinogram autoencoder. The input and output data consist of the
discrete cosine transform (DCT) of each simulated screen image, without quadrupole errors. The
input and output layers are flat layers consisting of 8,192 nodes, corresponding to 32 images with
DCT truncation to 16 components in each transverse dimension. We use five hidden layers (with
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Figure 5. Example of the impact of quadrupole errors on an observed sinogram (Case B shown in figure
4). The top image in each pair shows the beam image on a particular step in the quadrupole scan, with
zero errors on the quadrupole magnets; the lower image in each pair shows the corresponding image with
non-zero errors on the quadrupole magnets. In this case, the errors on the quadrupole magnets are -5.06%,
-12.8%, 2.06%, 4.17% and -12.5%.

1,600, 400, 40, 400 and 1,600 nodes): the latent space is given by the central layer, and so has
dimension 40. An example of results from the autoencoder with test data is shown in figure 6.

Using a latent space with 40 components, it is possible to describe even quite detailed features
in the sinograms with good accuracy: this is consistent with the PCA results, which suggest an
explained variance ratio of 94% with 40 PCA components. The latent space values obtained from
the training data are shown in figure 7. Note that for this plot, the latent space components have
been sorted in ascending order of the mean value across all cases in the training data. The vertical
bars show the standard deviation of each component.

3.3 Extended encoder

The next step is to construct an extended encoder to predict the extended latent space (i.e. including
errors on the quadrupole magnets) from a given sinogram. The structure for the extended encoder
is similar to that of the first half of the sinogram autoencoder, and consists of a flat input layer with
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Figure 6. Example of results from the sinogram autoencoder, for a case from the set of test data (Case B
shown in figure 4). In each pair, the top image shows the input image, constructed from particle tracking; the
lower image shows the output of the autoencoder.

8,192 nodes, a single hidden layer, and an output layer. The output layer matches the extended latent
space: for the examples shown here, it consists of 40 nodes from the latent space of the sinogram
autoencoder, plus three nodes for the quadrupole errors. Note that although five quadrupole magnets
are used in the quadrupole scan, and errors are applied to all five magnets when constructing the
training data in simulation, the errors on the final two quadrupoles (which are close to the observation
point) have little impact on the images on the diagnostics screen. As a result, although it is possible
to construct a neural network that can predict the errors on all five magnets to good accuracy for the
training data, the accuracy of prediction for test data is generally very low. We therefore exclude
these two magnets from the extended latent space, and just use an extended latent space of 43 nodes.

For training the extended encoder, we double the size of the training data set by combining
the data sets with and without quadrupole errors: the sinograms without errors can be considered a
special case of the sinograms with errors, in which the errors are zero.

For the extended encoder, we find that overfitting can be a problem: training the network can
result in a network that ‘predicts’ the extended latent space with very high accuracy for the data
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Figure 7. Latent space values obtained from the sinogram autoencoder for the training data. The points
show the mean values across the full set of 20,000 cases (including training and test data); the vertical bars
show the standard deviation of each latent space parameter. For clarity, latent space components are sorted
in order of ascending mean value.

used in training, but with relatively poor accuracy for the test data. Reducing the size of the network
helps to some extent: this is the reason for using just a single hidden layer in the extended encoder.
Other strategies for avoiding overfitting (such as the use of dropout layers) appear to have little
benefit; however, applying L2 regularisation [42, 43] to the hidden layer appears to be effective, and
is used for the results presented here.

Correlations between the latent space values obtained from the sinogram encoder and the
values predicted by the extended encoder are shown in figure 8 for the first five components of the
latent space. For all components, we find a good correlation: for any given component of the latent
space, the residuals are small compared to the range of values (across all the training data) for that
component. The residuals for the training set and the test set from the training data show similar
distributions.

Figure 9 shows the correlations between the magnet errors and the values for the errors predicted
by the extended encoder. Although there is still a close correlation between the true values and
the predicted values, the residuals are larger than for the components of the extended latent space
describing the sinograms. Uncertainties on values for fitted magnet errors may be estimated from
the standard deviations of the residuals between ground truth values and predicted values. For the
test data, with scaled magnet errors in the range ±1, the residuals have standard deviations 0.225,
0.183 and 0.175 for magnets 0, 1 and 2 respectively. Since the errors are in the range ±15%, the
absolute uncertainties on values for the magnet errors obtained from the extended encoder are 3.4%,
2.8% and 2.6% for magnets 0, 1 and 2 respectively.

It is worth noting that the residuals for the predictions from the extended encoder are larger for
cases with magnet errors than for cases without magnet errors. This can be seen in figure 10, which
shows the distribution of the standard deviation (taken over the 43 components of the extended latent
space) of the residuals of the extended encoder predictions. The training set and test set are again
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Figure 8. Correlations between ground truth extended latent space values and values predicted by the
extended encoder, for the first five latent space parameters. The left-hand column shows the correlation for
training data (blue points) and test data (orange points). The second and third columns show the training data
and test data separately, with correlation coefficients (𝑟 values). The fourth column shows the distribution of
residuals (scaled by the standard deviation), with the blue line for the training data, and the orange line for
the test data.
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Figure 9. Correlations between ground truth magnet errors and values for the errors predicted by the extended
encoder. The left-hand column shows the correlation for training data (blue points) and test data (orange
points). The second and third columns show the training data and test data separately, with correlation
coefficients (𝑟 values). The fourth column shows the distribution of residuals, with the blue line for the
training data, and the orange line for the test data.

shown separately, so that it can be seen that the distributions for the two sets are similar: the fact that
the residuals for the test data tend to be a little larger than the residuals for the training data suggests
that there may be some overfitting, but any overfitting appears to be limited. Both distributions
show two distinct peaks, one below a standard deviation residual 0.1, and another (broader) peak
around 0.2. Closer inspection of the data shows that the sharp peak below 0.1 corresponds to the
cases in training data with zero quadrupole errors, while the broader peak at a higher residual value
corresponds to the training data with non-zero quadrupole errors.

3.4 Phase space decoder

The final step is to construct the phase space decoder, a neural network that takes as input the
components of the extended latent space describing the sinograms (without quadrupole errors),
and provides as output the four-dimensional transverse phase space distribution. The input layer
has 40 nodes, corresponding to the latent space of the sinogram autoencoder; the output layer has
164 = 65, 536 nodes, corresponding to a DCT resolution of 16 in each dimension of the four-
dimensional transverse phase space. Between the input and output layers, there are three hidden
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Figure 10. Distribution (over all cases in the training data) of the standard deviations of the residuals to the
latent space from the sinogram encoder. The slightly larger residuals in the case of the test set, compared to
the training set, suggests that there may be some overfitting in the training of the sinogram encoder. The two
distinct peaks correspond to cases in the training data with zero quadrupole errors (left-hand peak) and with
non-zero quadrupole errors (right-hand peak, with larger standard deviations).

layers (with 800, 1,200 and 2,400 nodes).
In using the latent space from the sinogram autoencoder to reconstruct the phase space distri-

bution, it is implicitly assumed that smooth variations in the latent space parameters lead to smooth
variations in the phase space distribution. If small changes in the latent space lead to large or
abrupt changes in the phase space distribution, then it will be difficult to reconstruct the phase space
distribution with any accuracy or reliability. The way in which we have constructed the sinogram
autoencoder and phase space decoder does not guarantee that the phase space distribution has a
smooth dependence on the latent space; however, it appears by inspection that the phase space
distribution does in fact vary smoothly in response to continuous changes in the latent space param-
eters. An example, showing how two-dimensional projections of the four-dimensional phase space
distribution vary in response to changes in the first latent space parameter, is shown in figure 11.

Some examples showing the performance of the phase space decoder are shown in figure 12.
Three cases from the test data are shown: the top row in each case shows the ground truth (the phase
space distribution used in simulation to construct the sinograms in the training data). The second
row shows the reconstruction of the phase space distribution from the sinogram without errors, using
the basic latent space from the sinogram autoencoder. The third row shows the reconstruction of
the phase space distribution from the sinogram with quadrupole errors, using the extended encoder.
The images in the second row illustrate how well the machine learning techniques presented here
can reproduce the phase space distribution in the case of measurements without quadrupole errors.
The images in the third row illustrate the performance of the machine learning techniques in the
case of measurements in the presence of quadrupole errors. Although the reconstructed phase
space distributions do not reproduce the full level of detail in the ‘true’ phase space distribution, the
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Figure 11. Variation in phase space projections with variation in the first latent space parameter. Each row
shows the changes in a projection of the phase space distribution as the first latent space parameter is varied
from −5𝜎 to +5𝜎 around its mean value (where 𝜎 is the standard deviation of the parameter over the set
of training data). All other latent space parameters are fixed at their mean values. From top to bottom, the
rows show projections onto 𝑝𝑥 versus 𝑥, 𝑦 versus 𝑥, 𝑝𝑦 versus 𝑥, 𝑦 versus 𝑝𝑥 , 𝑝𝑦 versus 𝑝𝑥 , and 𝑝𝑦 versus
𝑦. Inspection of similar plots for other latent space parameters suggests that smooth variations in the latent
space parameters leads to smooth variations in the phase space distribution.

accuracy of the reconstruction in both cases (with or without quadrupole errors) is still good, even
in the presence of quadrupole strength errors that significantly affect the sinograms (see figure 5).

4 Experimental demonstration

To demonstrate the application of the extended latent space technique for phase space tomography,
we present some experimental results from CLARA. The data were collected in 2022, and a previous
analysis was reported in [27]. The previous analysis used machine learning, but did not account
for possible errors on the quadrupole strengths: the ML technique was based on a single neural
network taking the DCT of a sinogram as input, and providing the DCT of the four-dimensional
phase space distribution as output. The parameters (number of steps in the quadrupole scan, phase
advances etc.) used for the examples shown in sections 2 and 3 in the current paper were chosen to
allow the trained neural networks to be applied directly to the data from 2022. The data collected
in 2022 included a case with bunch charge 10 pC and a case with bunch charge 100 pC. Here, we
apply the new technique to the case with bunch charge 100 pC: in the previous analysis [27], it
proved more difficult to achieve good results with this data set, than for the case of a beam with
lower (10 pC) bunch charge.

A schematic of CLARA including the section of beamline used for the tomography mea-
surements is shown in figure 13. For the measurements, the machine was set up in a standard
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Case A: quadrupole errors = (10.7%, -5.01%, -2.53%, 7.50%, 0.183%)

Case B: quadrupole errors = (-5.06%, -12.8%, 2.06%, 4.17%, -12.5%)

Case C: quadrupole errors = (3.89%, -11.9%, 8.89%, -4.81%, 14.0%)

Figure 12. Examples of phase space reconstructions from the phase space decoder. The cases are taken
from the test data, and correspond to the phase space projections shown in figure 4. The top row in each case
shows the ground truth. The second row shows the reconstruction from the sinogram that would be observed
without quadrupole errors, using the basic latent space from the sinogram autoencoder. The third row shows
the reconstruction from the sinogram with quadrupole errors, using the extended sinogram encoder.
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configuration with beam energy 35 MeV and bunch charge 100 pC. The reconstruction and ob-
servation points are the end of the linac and the third diagnostics (YAG) screen following the
linac, respectively. Five quadrupoles, labelled QUAD-01, QUAD-02, QUAD-03, QUAD-04 and
QUAD-05 in figure 13 were used in the quadrupole scan.
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Figure 13. Schematic of the CLARA accelerator test facility (not to scale). The section of beamline used for
the tomography measurements is from the end of the linac (the reconstruction point) to the third diagnostics
YAG screen following the linac (the observation point). The five quadrupoles used in the quadrupole scan
are shown as red boxes (labelled QUAD-01, 02, 03, 04 and 05).

The screen images from the quadrupole scan are shown in figure 14, together with the output
of the sinogram autoencoder. Note that the autoencoder does not take into account the possibility of
errors on the quadrupole magnets. Although the autoencoder reproduces reasonably well the overall
variation in the beam size over the course of the quadrupole scan, there are significant differences
in individual images: this may indicate that experimental data were collected under conditions that
do not accurately match the model used to construct the training data for the autoencoder. In other
words, differences between the observed images and the images from the autoencoder may be the
result of errors on components in the accelerator that are not taken into account in the simulation
used to generate the training data.

The phase space reconstructed from the measured sinogram in CLARA is shown in figure
15. The top row in this figure shows projections (in normalised co-ordinates) of the phase space
distribution found using the sinogram autoencoder and phase space decoder, i.e. without accounting
for strength errors on the quadrupole magnets. The bottom row shows corresponding projections
from the phase space distribution found using the extended encoder and phase space decoder,
i.e. taking into account the effects of quadrupole strength errors. The projections in the top row
of figure 15 can be compared with those of the previous analysis, shown in figure 12(b) in [27].
Despite some differences, there is general agreement in the shape of each projection.

For the two distributions in figure 15, we observe that although the shapes of the distributions
are similar, the distribution reconstructed using the extended encoder (taking quadrupole errors into
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Figure 14. Results from the sinogram autoencoder, for experimental data from CLARA. The top image
in each pair shows the observed screen image, and the lower image shows the output of the autoencoder.
Note that the autoencoder takes no account of magnet errors, so if magnet errors are present during the
observations a close agreement between the autoencoder input and output images is not necessarily expected.

account) appears to occupy a smaller volume in phase space than the distribution reconstructed
using the sinogram autoencoder. For a Gaussian distribution, the emittance provides a convenient
measure of the phase space volume occupied by a bunch of particles. To estimate the emittances,
each of the distributions shown in figure 15 is fitted with a Gaussian of the form:

𝜌̂ = 𝜌̂0 exp
(
−1

2
xT
𝑁Σ

−1x𝑁

)
, (4.1)

where Σ𝑖 𝑗 = ⟨𝑥𝑁,𝑖𝑥𝑁, 𝑗⟩ is the covariance matrix for the four-dimensional Gaussian in normalised
phase space (with phase space variables 𝑥𝑁,𝑖), and 𝜌̂0 is the peak density. The emittances can then
be found from the covariance matrix using:

eigenvalues(Σ𝑆) = ±𝑖𝜖𝑘 , (4.2)

where 𝜖𝑘 are the emittances (with 𝑘 = 1, 2 for each of the two normal modes in the transverse phase
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Figure 15. Two-dimensional projections from the four-dimensional phase space beam distribution recon-
structed from quadrupole scan measurements in CLARA. The top row shows projections of the phase space
distribution found using the sinogram autoencoder and phase space decoder, i.e. without accounting for
quadrupole strength errors. The bottom row shows projections from the phase space distribution found using
the extended encoder and phase space decoder, i.e. taking into account the effects of quadrupole strength
errors. Projections are onto different pairs of normalised phase space variables, with axes range ±2 mm/

√
m.

space), and the antisymmetric unit matrix 𝑆 is defined by:

𝑆 =

©­­­­«
0 1 0 0
−1 0 0 0
0 0 0 1
0 0 −1 0

ª®®®®¬
. (4.3)

The emittances thus found from the phase space distributions shown in figure 15 are given in table 1.
Taking errors on the quadrupoles into account results in values for the beam emittances that are
about a factor of 2 smaller than the values found without accounting for quadrupole errors.

Table 1. Normalised emittances of the four-dimensional transverse phase space distributions found using
the sinogram autoencoder (not accounting for quadrupole errors) and the extended autoencoder (accounting
for quadrupole errors), for experimental data in CLARA (with 100 pC bunch charge). The relativistic factor
𝛾 = 69.5 corresponds to a nominal beam energy of 35.0 MeV.

𝛾𝜖I 𝛾𝜖II

sinogram autoencoder 8.0 μm 17.7 μm
extended encoder 4.8 μm 7.9 μm

As well as taking quadrupole focusing errors into account in reconstructing the phase space
distribution, the extended encoder provides an indication of the sizes of the errors on the first
three quadrupoles used in the quadrupole scan. For the CLARA data with 100 pC bunch charge,
the errors from the extended encoder are found to be (12.7±3.4)%, (12.7±2.8)% and (0.4±2.6)%.
These errors are larger than would normally be expected; but it is worth noting that the first two
quadrupoles have the same error values. The focusing errors in the quadrupoles may be the result of
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an error on the beam energy rather than an error in the field gradients (see the comments in section
3.1): the focusing strength of a quadrupole depends both on the field gradient in the magnet and
on the energy of the beam. If, during collection of the experimental data, the beam energy was
10% below the energy assumed in the analysis, then the analysis would indicate an error of 10% on
the gradient of a quadrupole in which the gradient was actually equal to the nominal gradient. In
the present case, therefore, it is possible that the beam energy was about 12% below the expected
value, while the first two quadrupoles had field gradients close to nominal. The third quadrupole,
however, would then have a field gradient significantly lower than expected. Unfortunately, this
possibility cannot be investigated further, because of subsequent changes to the accelerator made
as part of work to upgrade the facility. However, although we do not present results in detail in this
paper, an analysis (using the extended encoder) of the data for 10 pC bunch charge suggests that
the first two quadrupoles were close to their nominal focusing strengths, while the third quadrupole
was weaker by roughly 10%. The results from the 10 pC and 100 pC cases would be consistent if
it is assumed that the beam energy was lower than the nominal value for the 100 pC measurements,
close to nominal for the 10 pC measurements, and that the third quadrupole had a gradient error of
about -10% for both cases.

The reconstructed phase space distribution may be validated by comparing the screen images
predicted by a tracking simulation (using the reconstructed phase space distribution and the estimated
quadrupole strength errors) with the screen images observed during the measurements. Results of
such a comparison are shown in figures 16 (for the first half of the quadrupole scan) and 17 (for the
second half of the scan). Note that we show images from alternate steps in the quadrupole scan, rather
than all 32 images. In these figures, the first three columns from left to right show: (1) the observed
screen image; (2) the image reconstructed from the phase space decoder applied to the latent space
from the sinogram autoencoder (i.e. neglecting quadrupole errors); (3) the image reconstructed
from the phase space decoder applied to the extended latent space (i.e. accounting for quadrupole
errors). The reconstructed images are from particle tracking simulations using the predicted phase
space distributions, with quadrupole errors included for the images in the third column. The final
two columns in figures 16 and 17 show projections of each image onto the horizontal and vertical
axes, respectively. The solid black, blue and red lines correspond (respectively) to projections from
the observed image, the reconstructed image neglecting quadrupole errors, and the reconstructed
image accounting for quadrupole errors. Dotted lines show Gaussian fits, with standard deviations
(as a fraction of the width of the image) shown in the text above each individual plot.

Although the machine learning methods that we have applied in the present analysis do not
reveal the same level of detail in the phase space distribution as in the earlier work [27], we
emphasise that a key feature of the technique presented here is the use of a low-dimensional latent
space to allow the inclusion of parameters describing errors on accelerator components: some loss
of detail is to be expected from reducing information about the phase space distribution to a set of
just 40 parameters in the latent space.

A simplified comparison between the observed screen images and the reconstructed images
(neglecting or taking account of quadrupole errors) is presented in figure 18. The plots show
the variation in horizontal and vertical beam sizes at the observation point over the course of the
quadrupole scan, scaled by the square root of the beta function at the observation point (so that if
the phase space distribution was correctly described by the lattice functions, the scaled beam size
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Figure 16. Comparison between reconstructed and observed screen images during the first half of a
quadrupole scan in CLARA, with 100 pC bunch charge. The columns from left to right show: (1) original
screen image; (2) reconstructed image neglecting quadrupole errors; (3) reconstructed image accounting for
quadrupole errors; (4) and (5) projections of each image onto the horizontal and vertical axes, respectively.
In columns 4 and 5 solid black, blue and red lines correspond to projections from images in columns 1, 2
and 3, respectively (dotted lines show Gaussian fits, with standard deviations shown above each plot).

– 25 –



Figure 17. Comparison between reconstructed and observed screen images during the second half of a
quadrupole scan in CLARA, with 100 pC bunch charge. The columns from left to right show: (1) original
screen image; (2) reconstructed image neglecting quadrupole errors; (3) reconstructed image accounting for
quadrupole errors; (4) and (5) projections of each image onto the horizontal and vertical axes, respectively.
In columns 4 and 5 solid black, blue and red lines correspond to projections from images in columns 1, 2
and 3, respectively (dotted lines show Gaussian fits, with standard deviations shown above each plot).
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would be consant). The beam sizes are obtained from the widths of Gaussian fits to the projections
of the respective screen images onto the horizontal and vertical axes. Although there are some
differences between the observed and the reconstructed beam sizes, the overall level of agreement
appears reasonable. The results in figure 18 can be compared with those shown in figure 14 in [27].
We see in particular that taking account of errors on the quadrupole magnets leads to significantly
better agreement in the vertical beam size in steps 12 to 16 of the scan. Note, however, that the
reconstruction without errors shown in figure 18 appears to given worse agreement (for some of
the steps in the quadrupole scan) with the measured beam sizes than the results shown in figure
14 in [27]. Although we have not investigated the reasons in detail, it is possible that the previous
analysis gave better agreement because of the way in which the neural network was designed to
produce the phase space distribution directly, without an intermediate latent space. Without the
dimensionality reduction resulting from the use of a latent space, the neural network would have
greater flexibility to ‘fit’ the phase space distribution to the observed data even without taking
advantage of the additional degrees of freedom allowed by explicit inclusion of quadrupole errors.

Figure 18. Variation in beam sizes (scaled by the square root of the beta function at the observation point)
over the course of a quadrupole scan measurement on CLARA, with 100 pC bunch charge. The left-hand
plot shows the horizontal beam size, and the right-hand plot shows the vertical beam size. The beam sizes
are obtained as the widths of Gaussian fits to the respective images projected onto the horizontal or vertical
axes. Error bars (which are small) indicate the uncertainty on the fit.

5 Conclusions

An increasing number of studies are demonstrating the value of machine learning techniques for
accelerator diagnostics. Even where alternative methods for data analysis exist, machine learning can
significantly reduce the time needed for processing complex data; but machine learning techniques
can also make it possible to extend diagnostics tools beyond previous capabilities. For phase
space tomography, there are well-established conventional algorithms that can be used, even in the
case of higher-dimensional phase space reconstructions; but it is difficult, using these algorithms,
to take account of machine errors. Given the complexity of accelerator systems, some variation
of parameters (including magnet field strengths, RF field amplitudes and phases etc.) from their
specified values is always possible; such variations can have a significant impact on beam behaviour,
and it is therefore important to allow for the possibility of errors on components in an accelerator
during any beam measurement. Machine learning techniques offer the possibility of taking account
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of machine errors in phase space tomography. Furthermore, once trained, a machine learning model
can be used to reconstruct the phase space distribution in two degrees of freedom from a set of
beam images much more quickly than by using conventional (non-ML) methods.

Taking advantage of the capabilities offered by machine learning can present some challenges.
For example, for a technique involving supervised learning, there is the problem of generating or
collecting sufficient training data. This often means depending on simulations, since for many
problems it will not be possible to make a direct observation of the required output: this is the
case, for example, in beam phase space tomography. Even where it is possible, in principle, to
use experimental observations for training a machine learning model, the time required to collect
sufficiently large data sets can make such an approach impractical.

A further challenge in the use of machine learning in accelerator diagnostics is validating
the results. In the case of phase space tomography, it is possible to assess the accuracy of the
reconstructed phase space distribution by simulating the measurements made in collecting the
data, i.e. by reproducing the screen images. Ultimately, though, the most important test of any
diagnostics measurement is whether the results are of value in tuning and operating the accelerator,
which usually means being able to make accurate predictions, based on the diagnostics results, of
the response of the accelerator to changes in the settings of different components.

The dependence in many cases on simulations for the application of machine learning tech-
niques raises the importance of an accurate computer model of the accelerator. In this respect, a
technique such as that presented in this paper (aiming to provide information about the accelera-
tor components used in a measurement as well as the main goals of the measurement) can be of
significant value, even if the information obtained about the measurement components is subject
to some uncertainty. This is illustrated in the case of the CLARA data discussed in section 4,
where taking some account of errors in accelerator components improves the match between the
beam size variation observed during a quadrupole scan, and the variation predicted by the tomog-
raphy results. Even though there remains some uncertainty regarding the (apparent) errors on the
quadrupole focusing strengths, the analysis does provide some information that can be useful for
further investigation and correction of possible errors.

Finally, as we observed in section 2, there are many different ways in which machine learning
tools can be applied for phase space tomography. Understanding the most appropriate technique
for a given problem, and optimizing the implementation (including the measurement parameters,
machine learning architecture, and training data characteristics) is a formidable task, and will require
further work.
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