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Mo?va?on 
From M.‐J. Yang’s presenta?on 
On Aug. 7: 

There may be a large horizontal 
β  mismatch MI/P1/Tev 
Although not consistent with  
TBT laOce measurement  

Re‐taking the complete data 
would be lengthy. Matching P1 
based on available MI and Tev 
laOce data is quick and could 
provide addi?onal informa?on. 



Matching with MJY ini?al parameters 
Present seOngs 

New matching 

βx=207.5 αx=‐.92 

εxTev/εxMI = 1.38 

βx=104.2 αx=‐.84 

εxTev/εxMI = 1 



Matching with Design ini?al parameters 
Present seOngs 

New matching 

βx=110.6 αx=‐.87 

εxTev/εxMI = 1.00 

βx=49.3 αx=‐.61 

εxTev/εxMI = 1.34 



Large horiz. emi]ance change 
expected in any case 

•  We should either observe a 20‐30% 
improvement if MJY’s measurement 
represents MI 

•  Or similar emi]ance increase if MI is close to 
design. 



Study results 
•  9/25: Had issues with closure, P1 matching 
solu?on had an error (introduced ver?cal 
mismatch). 

   No effect on FW 

•  9/30:  Refined matching, no problems with 
closure. 

   No effect on FW 

Used coalesced beam in both cases. Both solu?ons do not change dispersion. 



Summary 
•  Ager shutdown we do not see larger emi]ances in 
the Tev. Is the matching fine? May be, but: 

•  We do not understand the response of FW beam 
sizes to changes of P1 line matching. 
–  A factor of 2 change in β‐func?on should be visible 
–  The changes were implemented in small increments, 
and FW reported the same values for all frac?onal P1 
line quad seOngs 

–  FW seem to respond to mis‐steering 
•  We would like to try the new P1 matching in a store. 
•  Complete MI‐P1‐Tev measurement will be helpful, 
especially if we can get TBT IPM data. We should also 
repeat the round‐trip measurements. 



Backup 



9/25 matching solu?on 
MJY ini?al values 

Design ini?al values 

βx=126.9 αx=‐.79 

εxTev/εxMI = 1.04 

βx=57.5 αx=‐.45 

εxTev/εxMI = 1.18 


