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Abstract

We show that the relative difference in polarization between the pumping and target chambers depends

on the ratio of the target chamber spin-relaxation rate to the target chamber diffusion rate. A collection
of parameters and formulas necessary for the calculation of these two rates are presented.
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Figure 1: Basic Geometry of a “Standard” Small Pumping Chamber Cell. Drawn to 5:2 scale with nominal
outer dimensions. Dashed red line represents path of electron beam.

Element kg (1072 cm®/sec) kg (1/hrs per 10'* cm™3)  ref.

Rb 6.8+0.2 1/(40.8 £1.2) 1]
K 5.5+ 0.4 1/ (50.5 + 3.7) 2]
Na 6.1+ 0.6 1/ (45.5 4 4.5) 3]

Table 1: Alkali-*He Spin-Exchange Rate Constants.

1 Polarization Dynamics

1.1 Nuclei Number Rate Equations

A cell is composed of a pumping and target chamber that are connected by a transfer tube, see Fig. (1). In
Sec. 3.2, we will consider in more detail the polarization dynamics within the transfer tube; however, for now,
we will simply ignore the small transfer tube volume. The 3He nuclei in the pumping chamber are polarized
via spin-exchange collisions with polarized alkali atoms with a rate constant ke, see Tab. (1). The 3He nuclei
in the target chamber are polarized via diffusion through the transfer tube. Because of the low alkali vapor
pressure in the target chamber, we will ignore the spin exchange with alkali atoms in the target chamber.
The number of 3He nuclei is N};E:,tc where the superscript + labels the spin state and the subscript labels
the chamber. Similarly the total number of *He nuclei in a given chamber is Npc tc (: N;:’tc + prc’tc).
Consequently the total number of *He nuclei is N (= Ny + Nie) and the fraction of He nuclei in either
chamber is fpe e (= Npe,te/IN).

Assuming that the alkali polarization reaches equilibrium very quickly and remains constant while the
3He polarization approaches equilibrium, the rate of change of the number of #+ nuclei in either chamber is

governed by the following equations:

dNy. N 1N+ Npe + + +

B = ko[ ATING, — ko[ ATING + (2 = N ) T + Nifdie — Ny
AN, Npe

d; = kse[Af]N;: — kse[AJr]NI;C + ( 2p — Npc) Ppe + Nycdie — Npedpe
AN Nic

dttc = N;—Cdpc — Nttdtc + ( 2t - Ntt) PtC
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T = Ny~ Nicdie+ (55— N T )

where [A*] is the alkali number density in the pumping chamber for the + spin state. The spin-relaxation
rates per nucleus I',¢ . represent interactions which show no preference for either state and therefore push
equilibrium towards equal numbers of & nuclei. The diffusion rate di.(,c) is the probability per unit time
per nucleus that a nucleus will exit the target (pumping) chamber and enter the pumping (target) chamber,
where we have neglected the transfer tube volume.

1.2 Total Nuclei Number Equilibrium

The rates of change of the total number of nuclei in the two chambers are given by:

dNpe AN}~ dN,
i = g = Neetie = Npcdpe
dNe ANy dNg
i = @ T a = Needoe — Nuede
AN dNpe  dNi
- - P =0 2
dt dt dt 2)

When the total number of nuclei in either chamber reaches equilibrium, the total diffusion rates into and
out of each chamber must balance:

Ntcdtc = Npcdpc e ftcdtc = fpcdpc (3)

Equilibrium in this regard is achieved when the temperature of the two chambers has stabilized and when
the pressure throughout the cell is constant. To estimate how long if takes for the pressure to equalize
throughout the cell, we’ll look at two limits. The slow limit is found by calculating the finite one dimensional

diffusion time scale: )

L
—=p 20 sec 4)

TR

where Ly is the transfer tube length and D ~ 0.2 cm?/s is the 3He diffusion constant under operating
conditions.

The fast limit is found by applying Poiseuille’s equation for viscous incompressible flow through a tube
due to a pressure differential [4]:

d A2
at (PpcVpe) = -

- c — Vtc 5
87T77Ltt (pp Pt ) ( )

where pp. is the mass density of the *He in the pumping chamber, V, is the pumping chamber volume, Ay is
the cross sectional area of the transfer tube, 7 is the viscosity, pp is the pumping chamber pressure, and py. is
the target chamber pressure. We'll assume that the temperature in the pumping chamber is instantaneously
changed to its operating value. Consequently the pressure in the pumping chamber is initially higher than
the pressure in the target chamber. The change in the mass flow rate from the pumping chamber can be
rewritten as:

d d CV C
= (ppeVie) = = (M.w. X p"p) (6)

dt T dt RT,.
where M.W. is the molecular weight of He and R is the ideal gas constant. Using the fact the total number
of particles in the cell is constant, we can rewrite the pressure in the target chamber in terms of the pressure
in the pumping chamber:
RTtC Vpc th

RT, v ( NRT,
c=nicRTic = (N — Npo) —— = N — N,. pc Y pc . 7
y4s g t ( p ) ‘/tc ‘/\;C Tpc ( P ) Vpc n ( Vpc pp ) ( )




where v and ¢ are the pumping chamber to target chamber ratios of the volumes and temperatures, respec-
tively. Putting this altogether we get:

d Ppc Vi A? v [ NRIT,
— [ M.W. pe pe ) — c— — PC _poe 8
dt ( X RT,c ) 87N Ly Pe t Voe e ®)
which can be rewritten as: J -
Ppc Ppe = Ppe
= 9
dt T )
where the time constant 7 and equilibrium pressure pJ; are given as:
8mnLy x MW, X Ve fic foe NRT ¢
_ & oo _ JP p 10
T A% RT,, Pre = T (10)

To calculate 7, we have estimated the viscosity n =~ D by using the diffusion constant D which is reasonable
for a mono-atomic gas [5]. Therefore the fast limit for the pressure equilibration time scale is about 0.3 usec.
Finally, we estimate how long it takes for the temperature of the glass wall of the pumping chamber to
equilibrate. Once again using the finite one dimensional diffusion timescale [6]:
2. t2.Cipy
™D, 7wk,

TR ~ 2 sec (11)
where we have the following values for the thermal conductivity of glass k, = 1 W/m/K [7], the heat
capacity of glass C¢ = 1 J/g/K, the density of glass p, = 2.5 g/cm®, and the thickness of the pumping
chamber t,c = 3 mm. All of these time estimates indicate that the cell temperature & pressure equilibrate
very quickly compared to the polarization timescale. In reality, the main factor that determines how quickly
the cell reaches thermal equilibrium are the time scales related to the forced air oven heater feedback system,
which can be several minutes.

1.3 Polarization Rate Equations

Polarization for any spin-1/2 particle is defined as:

+ - + -
P . o Npc,tc - Npc,tc o Npc,tc - Npc,tc o f+ . — — . (12)
pc,tc = T - = — Jpc,tc pe,te
Npc,tc + Npc,tc NPC,tC

Combining the nuclei number rate Eqns. (1) in the manner defined above, noting the following relationships:

1 _
;Lc,tc = 5 (1 + Ppc,tC) fpc,tc = f]jc,tc + fpc,tc 1= fpc + fte (13)

and, to reiterate, assuming that the alkali polarization reaches equilibrium very quickly and remains constant
during the 3He polarization build-up, the polarizations in the two chambers of the cell are given by:

dPp dic Nic
d;) = '-Yse(PAPpc)chPpcdpchc“i’(;Vt)Ptc
pc
dP, dpeN,
dttc = < p](;f pc) Ppc - dtCPtc - FtCPtC (14)
tc

where g0 (= kse[4]) is the spin-exchange rate per nucleus and P4 is the pumping chamber volume averaged
equilibrium alkali polarization. If we assume that the total nuclei number in each chamber has reached
equilibrium before the polarization process is initiated (i.e. the cell is brought to operating temperature
before the lasers are turned on), then we can take advantage of the relationship defined by Eqn. (3) to give
the following:

dP,.

d; Yse (PA — Ppc) — chppc — dpc (Ppc — Ptc) = aPpC +bP,.+ B (15)
dPtc
W dic (Ppc - Ptc) — It Pic = CIDpc + dP (16)



where the following substitutions are made:
a:_(73e+rpc+dpc) b:dpc c:dtc d:_(rtc+dtc) BZVsePA

The coupled rate equations can be rewritten as a matrix equation:
i P | | a b Py n
dt Ptc B c d Ptc

1.4 Analytic Solution to Polarization Rate Equations

MP + B

B dP
a7
0 dt

Eqn. (18) is solved by finding the eigenvalues of the rate matrix M. These eigenvalues:

ri:_% [+ d% /la— a7 + ]

are the characteristic rates of the system and, as will be explained shortly, are labeled slow and fast:

1
1—‘s - 5 dpc+dtc+'}/se+]-—‘pc+]-—‘tc_(dpc+dtc) \/1_2 (fpc_ftc) u—l—uQ}
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These rates can be written as:

Iy = (%) +(I) =6l

Iy = (dpc +dic) + (Yse — (Vse)) + (ch + e — ([)) + 0T
where again we have made use of Eqn. (3) in the form of:

Jee | _
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= ftc - fpc

and we have defined the following quantities:
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where the brackets (- --) refer to an average over all nuclei. Note that the correction term T is small and

consequently I's = (7s) + (I') is a very good approximation when:

1. The diffusion rates are the fastest rates in the cell, dpc, dec > Vse, I'pes 'te-

2. The difference in the total rates of the pumping chamber and target chamber is small, yse +1'pe ~ I'te.

Both of these scenarios are true during the spindown of a long lifetime cell (> 40 hrs). Fig. (2) depicts the
slow and fast time constants (note that a time constant is defined to be the inverse rate, 7 = 1/7) to different

orders for two cell types.
The solutions to the coupled rate equations are given by:

Py.(t) = P+ [PSC - Py - cpc] exp (—Igt) + cpe exp (—T'st)
Po(t) = P+ [P — Py — cie] exp (—Tst) + croexp (—Tgt)
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Figure 2: Slow (upper) and Fast (lower) Time Constants for Two Chambered Cells. Time constants (inverse
rates) are plotted as a function of the spin-exchange time constant (y;'). Leading order (dotted black), next
to leading order (dashed red), and full (solid black) calculations are depicted. The next to leading order
(dashed red) is nearly identical to the full calculation (solid black). A typical “Standard SPC Rb” cell has
dimensions Ly, = 6 cm & Ve = 90 cc and contains pure Rb; whereas a typical “G% LPC K/Rb” cell has
dimensions Ly = 9 cm & Vj,c = 310 cc and contains a hybrid mix of mostly K and some Rb. The observed
spin-up time constant, which is essentially I';'!, is always longer than the spin-exchange time constant. In
addition, the spin-up time constants for the two different cells converge for sufficiently fast spin exchange.



where ch’tc are set by the initial conditions and the equilibrium (¢ — oo) polarizations are found by setting

the rate equations to zero:

oo Bd oo C oo
Foc = bc — ad & Fie =~ (E) Pre (32)

The above can be written in a more illuminating form by using Eqn. (3) and after some algebra:

ng _ PA ’Ysefpc — (33)
IYSefpc + chfpc + Ftcftc (]— + %:)
L]
Py = P {1 + d: } (34)

Finally, the coefficients c,¢ . can be obtained by satisfying the coupled rate equations and after some algebra:

T, (Bx - PY) - bP)—aPS - B .
Cpc = Ff _ Fs ( )

FS(Pt%O*Pt%)*dPt%*CPSC

Cte = Ty — T, (36)

These can be written in terms of the rates themselves:

T (Pge = PL.) + se (PR — Pa) + Tpe Py. se + Dpe + Te — 2061 7
Cpc = ftc(PI())cipt?:)+ (p p) 7 (p A) P p [1+’Y T er : (37)
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1.5 Time Evolution Near ¢t =0
Near t = 0 when tI't < 1, we can Taylor expand the exponentials to second order:
0 0o 2, 7 5 0 dpc 2
Pyo(t) = PSS+ [Po. — P —cpe) |1 =Tt + S| Fepe [L=Trt + o 17| = Poe + mypet + <5%(39)
0 | F% 2 0 Qe 2
Pe(t) = PY+ [Py —PY —ce |[1-Tst+ S| e | L= Tet 4+ o7 = Poo 4 muet + =t (40)
where the linear slopes are given by:
Mpe = Pavyse — P}’?C (Yse + T'pe) + (Ptoc - P;?c) dpe (41)
mie = —Polie+ (P — Pi) dic (42)
and the quadratic slopes are given by:
Gpe = (PSS —PY)T¢ls — (Tt + L) [~Tpe P + dpe (P — Po.) + Yse (Pa — Pye)] (43)
G = (P —Po)Tils — (T + 1) [-Tee Py + dic (Ppe — Pit)] (44)
For the special case of zero initial polarization, PJ, = P{ = 0:
t
Ppc(t) = ’YsePA 1- 5 (’Yse + ch + dpc) t (45)
dtc 2
Ptc(t) = ’YsePA7t (46)



1.6 Fast Diffusion Limit

In the limit the diffusion rates approach infinity, dpctc — o0, the rates, equilibrium polarizations, and
coefficients become:

I's — o0 (47)

s — () +(I) (48)
sepe se Yse P,

Foe = Fa YseSpe + ;pcj.;ic + Ftcftc] =Pa [(%:;—I}@J - = ’1}:5 . (49)

Pe — Py (50)

cpe = fre (Pl — PL) (51)

Cte — fpc (Ptoc - ch) (52)

which gives for the polarizations in the two chambers:
Ppc(t) = Pie(t) — Pod + [chfpc + P2 fie — PI?S] exp (—[st) = P [1 —exp (—Tst)] + <PO> exp (=T'st) (53)

After the fast exponential has decayed away, the polarization in the two chambers evolves identically as if
the initial polarization in the two chambers had been a volume of average of the true initial polarizations in
the two chambers.

Near t = 0 when tI'y < 1, we can Taylor expand the exponential to second order:

1'\2
P(t) = P>+ [(P°) - P> {1 — Tt + ;#] (54)
= (P + [focysePa — s (P°)] ¢ <1 - 1;t> (55)



parameter value

o 11.2319E40
o 1+2.8591E—1
¢ —2.1793E—1
cs —1.4426E—2
e 15.3315E—1
cs +1.2376E+3
T 296.15 K

Table 2: Parameters for Nuclear Dipolar Relaxation Temperature Dependence Eqn. (58). Except for Tp, all
parameters are unitless.

2 Relaxation Mechanisms

2.1 Spin Relaxation Due to Nuclear Dipolar Interactions

The theoretical minimum spin-relaxation rate is due to a direct coupling between two nearby *He nuclei.
Newbury et al. [8] have calculated this *He->He nuclear dipolar spin-relaxation rate per nucleus at 23 °C:
[*He]
| R 56
ip (744 amg - hrs) (56)

Fig. (3) [8, adapted from Figs. 2 and 3] depicts the temperature dependence of the relaxation rate from 0
K to 10 K and 1 K to 550 K calculated using one particular choice for the He-He inter-atomic potential.
Newbury et al. state that two alternative models for the inter-atomic potential give consistent results within
a few percent. An analytical form of the temperature dependence is not given; therefore we have prepared
a “homemade” parameterization of this curve:

r [*He] (57)
dip (744 amg - hrs) - faip(T)
T o T Cy
o) = o (=) + () — 58
Jaiw(T) 0 <T()> e <T()> Lt 7o o

where the values of the parameters are listed in Tab. 2. Note that at T' = Ty = 23 °C = 296.15 K, the
temperature function f4ip equals 1 as expected:
Cq

faip(To) = co+ca +c3+ T+ e =1 (59)

This parametrization reproduces the curve in Fig. (3) to better than 0.5% from 2 K to 550 K. All things
considered, a reasonable estimate for the uncertainty associated with this calculation/parametrization is
about 5%.

2.2 Basic Mechanism of Beam Depolarization

Tonizing radiation increases the nuclear spin relaxation in the target chamber. Also known as “beam depo-
larization,” it is essentially a two step process. First, the beam ionizes an 3He atom which results in an free
electron and an atomic ion 3Het. There is also the possibility that the atomic ion bonds with an neutral
3He atom to form an molecular ion 3He%‘. Second, interactions with *He ions induce *He nuclear spin flips.
Therefore, the total relaxation rate due to ionization by the beam is given by:

(60)

ionization rate mean number of nuclear spin flips
Fbcam :

per target chamber atom per atomic ion

B K electrons ) <at0mic ions created

. -1
per unit time per electron ) - (atoms in tc) ] (g +1m) (61)
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Figure 3: Temperature Dependence of Nuclear Dipolar Relaxation for a Density of 10 Amagats. Note
that both vertical axes are the spin-relaxation time constants ngllo. Red points were located “by eye” from
Figs. (2) & (3) in [8]. Black curve is the parametrization, Eqn. (58), that was fit to the red points. They
agree to better than half a percent from 2 K to 550 K.
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where [ is the electron beam current, F; is the mean energy for ion-electron pair creation, Ay, is the mean
cross sectional area of the target chamber, T,y is the ionization rate per *He atom in the target chamber,
and n, & n,, are the average number of spins lost per atomic ion created due to interactions with atomic &
molecular ions respectively.

2.3 Beam Energy Lost to Ionizing Interactions

The electron beam loses energy to collisions and to radiation in the form of bremsstrahlung. At JLab energies,
the dominant mode of energy loss is bremsstrahlung, see Fig (4). We will show, however, that the dominant
mode of ionization is collisional energy loss. The energy lost to collisions per unit density per unit length is
given by the celebrated Bethe-Bloch formula and, for an electron beam, it is [11]:

1dE s o Z 2 mec? Cs

il Z 1 1) - - 98
[p T } ) 27T MeC 5 [ og ([7 v+ ]) d+2log ( Tom F(y)-2 = (66)
21r2mec® = 6.85 eV /amagat/cm (67)

1 1 117 1
F = [1+4———=|log2)—=|1——-| — = 68
o = [1+2- e -g[1-2] -5 (63)
1 Ebeam

7= /1— 32 T mec? (69)
where Z is the target atomic number, 8(= v/c) is the electron velocity relative to the speed of light, Igp is
the mean excitation potential of the target material,  is the density correction, and Cj is the shell correction.
The shell correction is significant only when the incident electron velocity is roughly equal to or slower than
the bound electron orbital velocity. For JLab beam energies, this is not the case; therefore the shell correction
will be neglected (Cs = 0). The density correction ¢ is given by [11, 12]:

doexp[2(Y — YY) Y <Yy

6Y) = &2V =Y+ -2 -V [Hen]" Yi<v <y (70)
2(Y —Y)) Y/ <Y

Y = log(Bv) (71)

Yoor = Yao1 —log+/[N]/[N]o (72)

where Y,, Yy, Y1, m, and [N]o depend on the target material at 1 atm & 20 °C and for 3He are listed in
Tab. (3).

For a 3He density of 8.3 amg or higher, the equivalent beam energy for Y = Y{ is 700 MeV or less.
Therefore for typical 3He experiments at JLab, the density correction is:

6(Y) = 2log(Bv) — 2Y, + log ([N]/[N]o) (73)

Plugging this into Eqn. (66) for 3He:

[;ﬁk - M%?gP%<h_gﬁ+”>+ﬂ;4%<£i)+ﬂ%<2§)—Fm

11
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Figure 4: Upper: Relative Energy Loss to Collisions and to Radiation for Electrons in Helium gas at 1 atm
and 20 °C. Energy loss is relative to the collisional energy loss for an electron beam energy of 2 GeV. Data is
from NIST-ESTAR [9]. Lower: Relative Photoabsorption Cross Sections in Helium. Cross section is relative
to the total photoabsorption cross section of a 2 GeV photon. Data is from NIST-XCOM [10].
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parameter value comments

Z 2 atomic number
Iggp 41.8 eV mean excitation potential

C, 0 for shell correction

do 0

Y, 5.5697

Yo 5.0696 . . o
Y, 3.3174 for density correction (1 atm & 20 °C)
m 5.8347
[Nlo 0.93141 amg

Table 3: Bethe-Bloch Formula Parameters for Electron-Helium Interactions. All values taken from [12].

and noting that for JLab beam energies > 700 MeV:

O~1 & v>1 (75)
[’Y — 1}2 h/ + 1} Ebeam

1 —_ ~ 1 =1
0g ( AL og(y) =log (- =5 (76)

1
F(v) = log(2)—¢ (77)

we get:
1dE _ 2 2 Ebeam 2 1
{pd:c}c = 4drrimec {log < 2 > +2Y, — log ( N > + 2log < ) —log(2) + 8] (78)
E eam

= A4rrimec? [log <1 EeV) - ( > } (79)
4rr2mec® = 510 keV - barn = 13.70 eV /amagat/cm (80)

Above electron beam energies of 700 MeV, the previous equation gives the energy loss due to collisions in
helium to much better than one percent compared to the full formula Eqn. (66).

Collisional energy loss leads directly to ionization of atoms in the target material. On the other hand,
energy loss to radiation ionizes atoms only if the emitted bremsstrahlung photons subsequently interact with
the target atoms. To provide an upper limit for the ionization contribution from radiation, we assume the
following:

1. The photoelectric effect, Compton scattering, and pair production can all result in ionization.
2. One rescattered /reabsorbed bremsstrahlung photon ionizes at most one atom.
3. Every photon must travel half the length of the target chamber before exiting.

The energy loss to radiation that contributes to ionization per unit density per unit length is given by:

{1 dE } B < total energy lost to radiation

per unit density per unit length> - (fraction of energy that ionizes) (81)

p dx

Bremsstrahlung can produce any number of photons with any energy such that the total energy does not
exceed the energy of the incident electron. The probability that any of these photons subsequently ionizes
depends on its energy; therefore, we must convolute the bremsstrahlung spectrum with the total photoab-
sorption cross section over all photon energies:

2], - o

13



where u(= hv/E) (unitless) is the photon energy as a fraction of the electron energy, d?®(u)/du/dx is the
number of bremsstrahlung photons created per frequency bin per unit length, and (f(u)) is the average
fraction of photons reabsorbed /rescattered:

(f(u)) =1—exp(—o(u)Hel, L /2) (83)

In this case, we’ll assume [He]y. = 10 amg and Ly = 40 cm.

Bethe and Heitler [13] have shown that the energy per frequency bin of the bremsstrahlung spectrum
is roughly constant, see Fig. (5), and when the electron energy is so high that complete screening can be
assumed, this constant is [14]:

1 [1dE LT d?®(u)

=== =®Praa = - du = 4or? (Z?|L(Z) - f(Z ZL(Z 4

E |:p dx:|rad d ~/O B |:p du - dl‘:| Y ATe ( [ ( ) f( OZ)] + ( )) (8 )
4047"3 = 2.318 millibarns (85)

where for Helium L(2) = 4.79, f(2a) = 2.56 x 1074, L'(2) = 5.621 and therefore ®,,q = 70.47 millibarns.
This reduces the convolution integral to an integral over (f(u)):

1 dE] ! 1dE !
- zE@rad/ (f(u)) du = [} / (f(w)) du (86)
{p dz | ; 0 pdr | .qo
To approximate this integral, we first note that small photon energies have large photoabsorption cross
sections (see Fig. (4)) but represent a small frequency range in the bremsstrahlung spectrum. Therefore we
separate (f(u)) into three rectangular frequency bins and find:

(1072 MeV) - (1.00)

Ebeam

%

/O F@hde ~ 3 un (f(), =

N (10 MeV — 1072 MeV) - (0.01) N (Ebeam — 10 MeV — 1072 MeV) - (3 x 107%)

Ebeam Ebearn
0.01 MeV 0.1 MeV
~ 3x107*
Ebcam Ebcam o
0.11 MeV
~ Y L3x107t (87)

Using the above approximation for the integral in Eqn. (82) and dividing by the energy loss due to collisions
gives the following estimate for the ratio:

] 001540002 (B
= T e By g < 002 (for Fiean < 16 GeV) (88)
[142] — los () + 340

Even though the energy loss to radiation is about 3 to 30 times larger than the energy loss due to collisions
at JLab energies, it contributes very little to the ionization.

2.4 Mean Energy for Helium Ion-Electron Pair Creation

The mean energy per ion-electron creation has been measured in helium a number of times, see Tab. (4).
The early measurements found about 32 eV per pair. As later authors noted on more than one occasion
[15, 16, 17, 18], these early measurements were performed on insufficiently pure helium samples. Later
measurements, which took great care to purify the helium sample, obtained results about 10 eV per pair
higher. We need to know the value for pure He because we are interested in knowing how many He ions are
created. Consequently, we use a weighted average of five “modern” measurements that went to great lengths
to purify their He sample. As a side note, the mean energy per ion-electron creation FE; is entirely different
than the mean excitation potential Igg. It is merely a coincidence that they have nearly the same value for
He. We are finally in a position to calculate the mean ionization rate per atom:
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Figure 5: Upper: Bremsstrahlung Spectrum (adapted without permission from [13]). The horizontal axis is
the photon frequency relative to the beam energy (v = hv/E). The vertical axis is the total photon energy

DPraa | p du-dx

of the pink shaded region corresponds to a beam energy of 500 MeV; while, the upper bound to the limit of
infinite beam energy. In the convolution integral, Eqn. (82), this curve is taken to be independent of both
U & FEpeam and set equal to 1, which corresponds to the horizontal red line. Lower: Average Fraction of
Bremsstrahlung Photons Absorbed as a Function of Photon Energy. The horizontal axis is the log base 10
of the photon energy in MeV. The vertical axis is the log base 10 of (f(u)) evaluated for a 10 amg/40 cm
cell. The black curve is the true form of (f(u)) and the red curve is the rectangular approximation used for
the integral Eqn. (87). In summary, the integral of Eqn. (82) is a convolution of the black curves in these
two plots; whereas we approximate this integral by taking a convolution of the red curves in these plots.

per frequency bin normalized to the average value over all frequencies ( “ [l d%(u)} ) The lower bound
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E;(eV) year comments ref.

26.2 1925  purified in charcoal at liquid air temps, possible double ionization of He?  [19]
31 1927 purified in charcoal at liquid air temperatures [20]
31.0 1944 value listed in [21] and [22] [23]
29.9 1951 tank He at 99.95% purity with traces amounts of Ny and Oq [24]
30.9 1952 cited in [16, 25] [26]
(32.5£0.5) 1952 He/Ar/CH,4 mixture [27]
29.7 1952 He with 0.13% Ar [15]
41.3 purified with charcoal at liquid air temperatures
(26.0+1.6) 1953 was purified, but not pure enough? [28]
(42.7+0.2)" 1953 purified with charcoal at liquid air temperatures [16]
33.8 1954 tank He with less than 0.02% Ny [29]
(44.24+0.9)" 1954 purified with Ca-Mg chips at 470°C [25]
(46.0 +£0.5)" 1954 two sets of He samples with different purification methods [17]
(42.3+£0.3)" 1955 purified with charcoal at liquid air temperatures [30]
(40.3 +0.8)" 1956 purified with charcoal at liquid air temperatures [31]
55,60 (£5%) 1957 used He-ethylene mix, but applied an “impurity” correction [32]
29.9/35.2 1954 theoretical calculation for impure He sample [18]
41.1 theoretical calculation for pure He
42'1’;1 2.3 ggi sensitivity to impurities discussed, but no original sources listed E:ﬂ

E;(weighted mean) = (43.2 £ 0.1) eV

Table 4: Mean Energy per Ion-e~ Pair Creation in He Gas. Only measurements performed on carefully
purified samples (*) are used in the calculation of the weighted mean. The different measurement techniques
and their respective sensitivities to impurities are discussed in the 1958 review article by Valentine and
Curran [34].
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Ebcam |:l @:| n ﬁ_l

(GeV) pdr ). (%) (hr - pA/cm?)
0.7 0.97 0.1 110.1
1.0 0.98 0.2 109.0
2.0 1.00 0.3 106.8
4.0 1.02 0.5 104.8
8.0 1.04 1.0 102.8
16.0 1.06 1.8 100.9
32.0 1.08 3.6 99.04
64.0 1.10 7.0 97.26

Table 5: Variation of Ionizing Energy Loss Parameters with Electron Beam Energy. The second column is
the energy lost to collisions relative to the value at 2 GeV. The maximum relative ionization contribution
from radiation, 7, is estimated assuming a *He density of 10 amg and a target chamber length of 40 cm.

1 |1dFE I I
Fion - <6EZ |:,0d$:|c> th _ﬁTtC (89)

where e is the elementary charge, I is the beam current, A, is the mean cross sectional area of the target
chamber, and 37! is tabulated in Tab. (5) for various beam energies. The dependence of 3 on the beam
energy is soft; consequently the mean ionization rate per atom within 5 percent over all JLab energies is:

cm?2 I 1 I 2.0 cm?
Fion = (O 009 A - hr) Awe (21 hrs> ' <10 uA) ' ( Ate > )

2.5 Spin Relaxation Due to Atomic and Molecular Helium Ions

Atomic ions contribute to polarization loss due to a “spin-exchange”-like interaction between the *He nu-
cleus and the unpaired electron in the atomic ion. Because charge exchange occurs readily, electrons from
highly polarized neutral atoms jump to lowly polarized atomic ions. The newly formed atomic ion partially
depolarizes until it undergoes charge exchange and so on. The cumulative effect is at most one nuclear
spin flip [35]. In addition to this process, molecular ions also lose polarization to the rotational degrees of
freedom via a spin-rotation interaction [36]. Little mention is made in the literature about relaxation due
to interactions with free electrons, consequently, we’ll show in the next section that their effect is negligible.
Before estimating the number of spin flips induced by both processes, it is useful to first estimate the fraction
of ions of both types and their typical lifetimes. First we write down the rate equations for the density of
atomic ions and molecular ions (in the target chamber) assuming that most of the atoms are neutral:

d[He*]tc

7 = +Tion[He]sc Z Ei[Xi]ee[He Joe — K [Het e [He]?, + DV?[He ;. (91)
d[HeZ ;e
% — o [He e [He, — SN e (K + K [Helie) [Heg e + DV2[Hed i (92)

J

where k,,, k;, k;;, & k‘;’ are the rate constants for molecular formation, atomic ion charge transfer to X,
binary molecular charge transfer to X;, and three body molecular charge transfer to X, see Tab. (7). Losses
due to diffusion can be estimated by:

11
DV? = vy ~ Dr? [ + } (93)

where D is the 3He self-diffusion constant, R is the characteristic diffusion size in the radial direction, and L
is the characteristic diffusion size along the target chamber. Using the intrinsic radius of the beam = 100 pm
and the target chamber length ~ 40 cm, we get 74 =~ 200 kHz. Since all of the other rates are on the
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parameter value units description
[He]sc 10 amg operating target chamber density
[Na]te 0.1 amg operating target chamber density
1) 1.0 - ratio of Ns to 2He densities relative to 0.01
h 1.0 - density of 3He relative to 10 amg
1 10 HA beam current
Aic 2 cm? target chamber cross sectional area
Tion 1/20 hrs—! ionization rate per atom
D 1.8 cm? /s 3He self-diffusion constant at STP
km[He]2, 6.0 GHz molecular ion formation rate
kn[Nojte 2.7 GHz atomic ion rate of charge transfer to No
k! [NoJtc 3.0 GHz molecular ion binary rate of charge transfer to No
k' Naltc[Helse 9.8 GHz molecular ion 3-body rate of charge transfer to No
Ta 115 ps mean lifetime of atomic ions
Tm 78 ps mean lifetime of molecular ions
Tox 6.7 ps mean time between atomic charge transfers
he® 1.5 x 1071° - fraction of nuclei that are in atomic ions
hye 7.2 x 10716 - fraction of nuclei that are in molecular ions
Aq/h 8.66 GHz atomic ion hyperfine coupling constant [35]
YmN/h 29 MHz molecular ion spin-rotation coupling constant [36]
Qm <1 - relative molecular ion relaxation rate
Tom < 0.002 - spin flips due to molecular ions per atomic ion created
Q 0.36 radians amount of nuclear spin precession in between charge transfers
r 17 - mean number of atomic charge transfers before neutralization
Ng 0.50 £ 0.07 - spin flips due to atomic ions per atomic ion created

Table 6: Parameters Relevant to Relaxation Due to Ion Formation. These values are calculated for typical
operating conditions.
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reaction type binary 3-body ref

He™ + He — He + He™ charge exchange 15+5 - [37]
gii i gz : ﬁi i gg_ charge transfer g; i é; : [38]
He't + 2He — He + Hey molecular formation - 0.060 +0.012  [39]
Hej + He — He + Hey charge exchange 6+3 - [36]
Hej + COy — 2He + CO5 charge transfer 48+ 13 - [40]
Hej + (0,1)He + Ny — (2,3)He + N3 charge transfer 30+3 98+14 [41]
Hej + (0,1)He + Hy — (2,3)He + Hy 1143 6.5+ 3.6

Hes + (0,1)He + Hy0 — (2,3)He + HoOF charge transfer 22+ 11 87+ 18 [42]
Hegj + (0,1)He + O — (2,3)He + OF 2748 2547

Table 7: Atomic and Molecular Ion Reaction Rate Constants. Binary rate constants are in GHz/amg and
3-body rate constants are in GHz/amg?. All values are assumed to be measured at 300 K and to have
negligible temperature dependence within the quoted uncertainties.

order of GHz, we can safely ignore the effect of diffusion. In other words, the exact details of the transverse
spatial distribution of beam current is irrelevant. All that matters is the total current that passes through
the target chamber. Charge recombination is assumed to be negligible. Dividing out the total 3He density
and assuming that Ny is the only other gas in the target chamber, we get rate equations for the fraction of
atoms ions h, and molecular ions h,,, where we have assumed h,, h,, < 1:

dhg ha
= 1_"on - 4
dt T Ty (94)
Tl = k[Nl + kon[He]2, (95)
dh, >
W = +kmha [He]tc — - (96)
Tn' = [Nolee (ky, + ky [Hels) (97)

where 7, and 7, are the mean atomic and molecular ion lifetimes. The equilibrium fractions are obtained
from setting the rates to zero and give:

I‘.
h>e = FionTa = - ”
a K kn [Ng}tc + km [He]‘?c ( )
Fi n k [NQ]t B
o0 = H 2 o0 = o 1 = ;
hos ko [Helg T g [No]se (KL, + k'[Helte) < N km[He]gc )

Under our conditions, we find 7,, 7, = 100 ps and h2°

that there are very few ions.

The presence of a foreign gas such as Nq greatly limits the lifetime of molecular ions. Whereas molecular
ions have the potential to depolarize many nuclei, their effect is greatly reduced because they are so short
lived. Relaxation due to molecular ions is discussed in [36] and they derive an expression for n,, of the
following form:

,he° ~ 1071%, which justifies our previous assumption

mIN I mIN hee
Tiontim = <7h>thm‘>nm— <’Yh> <F >Qm (100)
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where ~,,, N/h is the molecular spin-rotation coupling constant and @, is the unitless relative relaxation rate
that depends on the magnitude of the magnetic field and the density of 3He. Since @,, can be at most 1,
the maximum value for n,, is given as:

Ny <

<%> (1 + kn[N2]tc

[Nalie (K7, + k7 [Helic) o [Hel,

Relaxation due to atomic ions is discussed in [35] and their calculation gives:

a1 ag
a 7Q 1 %
n(r ) +177"'yl+ (17’72)

—|2|? + Q2/2
1721?4271 (1 +71)
2(Q2/2—1%3) (m — %)

-1
) ~ 0.002 (101)

aiq =

Qa =
? (v5 = 72) [172]? + 271 (1 + )]
2
ivV3—-1 iV3+1 2
%= ( 5 )S‘<2>T‘3
S = (Q+R)"*
T = @Q-RB
1
= — (4+90°
Q = g5 (49
Q 1/2
R = ——(8-130%+160Q*
12¢§( )
Q = 2« Aa)TeX
ro= e (102)
Tex

where 7ok is the mean time between atomic charge exchange collisions, A,/h is the atomic ion hyperfine
coupling constant, r is the mean number of charge exchange collisions before the atomic ion is neutralized,
and 2 is a measure of “how much” the nuclear spin and unpaired electron interact before a charge exchange
collision occurs. Note that since @) and R are positive definite, y; and a; are necessarily real and we can and
must choose T to be real as well. In our specific case, 7, and Tex can be calculated by:

Tt = kex[Helge (103)
To' = kn[NoJic + ki [Helj (104)

where ko, is the binary He-He charge transfer rate constant, k, is the binary He-N5 charge transfer rate
constant, and k., is the three body He molecular ion formation rate constant.

Fig. (6) depicts n, for various values of 7, , *He density, and Ny to *He density ratio. The red point
in the left plot corresponds to our typical conditions with n, = 0.50 £ 0.07, where all of the uncertainty
comes from our (lack of) knowledge of the atomic charge transfer and molecular formation rate constants.
It is quite tedious to calculate n, directly from the above set of equations. Therefore we have prepared a
“homemade” parameterization in matrix form which reproduces the full calculation of n, to better than
2.0% for 3He densities from 5 to 15 amg with Ny to >He density ratios from 0% to 5%:

1 [ +5.0539E—1 —8.1948E—2 +1.1033E—2 —8.6382E—4 1

h—1 —6.5344E—1 +4.7939E—2 +9.9530E—4 —4.4021E—4 p—1
na(hp) =1 _qy2 +1.8737TE—1 +1.0659E—1 —2.2923E—2 +42.0191E—3 (p—1)2
(h—1)3 +2.5606E—1 —1.2834E—1 -9.7831E—3 —3.7214E—5 (p—1)3
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where h and p are given by:

[3He] te

h _ [NQ]tc
10 amg

[3Helte

& p=100-

(106)

The right half of Fig. (6) shows a comparison between the full calculation for n, and the matrix parameter-
ization as a function of 3He density for different Ny to 3He density ratios. The desired amount of Ny in the
cell is usually about one percent or p = 1. In this case, the matrix form of n, collapses to give:

ng (hyp = 1) = 0.50539 — 0.65344 - (h — 1) + 0.18737 - (h — 1) + 0.25606 - (h — 1)3 (107)
If the 3He density is 10 amg or h = 1, the matrix collapses to give:
ng (h =1, p) = 0.50539 — 0.081948 - (p — 1) +0.011033 - (p — 1)* — 0.00086382 - (p — 1)3 (108)

Over a 3He density range of 9 amg to 12 amg and a Ny to *He density ratio range of 0.5% to 2%, the
following reproduces the full calculation to better than 3%:

ng = 0.50618 — [0.62409 — 0.05691 - (p — 1)] - (h — 1) — 0.075812 - (p — 1) (109)

2.6 Estimates for Other Beam Related Spin Relaxation Mechanisms

We will estimate the spin relaxation rate due to the following beam related sources:
1. Spin exchange with unpolarized free electrons due to a hyperfine-like Fermi contact interaction
2. Inhomogeneities in the magnetic field generated by the beam

Although the beam is polarized, it flips sign at 30 Hz. Averaged over the much longer 3He polarization
timescale (hours), the beam is essentially unpolarized. Therefore spin exchange with electrons in the beam
are depolarizing. The spin exchange cross section between a free electron and a nucleus with spin K was
estimated using the distorted-wave born approximation to give [43]:

28 100 (14 L) ~ xto 2 ety (14 1) () o

Ose = | ———2 — = | = (2. cm — )| —

27 I UBHE | Mo K Mo K LN
where m. is the electron mass, & is the Planck constant divided by 2w, po is the magnetic permeability of
free space, up is the Bohr magneton, pux is the magnetic moment of the nucleus, 79 is the spin exchange
enhancement factor [44], and uy is the nuclear magneton. For comparison, the Rb-3He spin exchange cross
section is & 4x1072% cm?. Using K = 1/2 , ux/un = —2.1, and 19 ~ —7 for 3He and multiplying the cross

section by the electron flux @, gives the relaxation rate:

_I/e

Fso = Usc(I)e = Ose

N 10 -1 I 2.0 cm?
~ (1.3x10" hrs) LO MA} { A (111)

tc

where [ is the beam current, e is the elementary charge, and Ay is the average cross sectional area of the
target chamber. This rate is tiny and therefore the spin exchange with free electrons is negligible.

The electron beam produces a nonuniform magnetic field within the target chamber. Assuming a uniform
current density with beam radius r,, the magnetic field produced by the beam is:

140 27 riry T < 1 200 pm riry T <mry
B(r) = (—) = =0.1 112
(r) 47 (rb) { ro/T T > Ty 18\ 10 pA Ty rp/r T > T (112)
where r is the distance from the center of the beam. We’ll assume that the beam is centered within the
target chamber. The relaxation rate due to magnetic field inhomogeneities is given as [45, 46]:

2

Ty =D (1+w?r2)~" (113)
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Figure 6: Mean Number of Spin Flips Due to Atomic Ions. Upper: n, as function of r and . This is a
recreation of Fig. (1) from [35] with the addition of the red curve which corresponds to a *He density of
10 amg. The red point corresponds to values for n, and r when the Ny to *He density (p) is 1%. Lower:
ng as a function of 3He density for three different values of p. The black curves are obtained from the full
calculation, Equs. (102); whereas the red points are obtained from the matrix parameterization, Eqn. (105).
This parameterization reproduces the full calculation to better 2% over (0.5 <h < 1.5) and (0 < p <5).
Note that increasing the relative density of Ny helps suppress n,.



where D = 0.2 cm? /s is the diffusion constant, B; is the transverse component of the magnetic field, B, is
the longitudinal component of the field, w is the Larmor frequency associated with B,, and 7. ~ D /%2 is the
mean time between collisions. The field is in the azimuthal direction and consequently the magnitude of the

transverse gradient is:
= po\ (21 1 r<myp
B ‘ = (5 (5 114
‘v (7“) 47 (7’%) { (Tb/T')2 r>Ty } ( )

The position dependent relaxation rate is therefore:

oot =0 (2) (57) Crerml e 150 ) gy

For a field of B, = 10 gauss and mean thermal velocity of © = 1.8 x 10° cm/s, the frequency of collisions
7.1 =160 GHz is much greater than the Larmor frequency w = 200 kHz. Using the fact that wr. < 1 and

C
then averaging the rate over the circular target chamber cross section with radius ry. gives:

(Typ) = — - FVB(T)%M}«:QD[(Z‘;)( 21 )F(uf) (116)

mrd Jo B.ryric T

At JLab, the intrinsic size of the beam is much smaller than the target chamber, r, < r, so we can drop
the last factor to give:

I r {2.0 ch} {200 umr a17)

Typ = (4.4x10' hrs) ™ {10 3 I -
tc

Although this is the same size as the free electron spin exchange rate, it is still much smaller than the typical
3He polarization rates (10 hrs)~! and therefore negligible.
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3 Polarization Diffusion

3.1 Diffusion Rate Per Atom

To calculate the diffusion rates, we’ll follow the arguments presented in [47, 48]. The flux of particles J of
the ith type due to diffusion is [4]:

Ji = —nD[Vfi— krlog(T) — kylog(p)] (118)
where f; is the fraction of particles of the ith particle type such that >, f; = 1, D is the diffusion constant,
kp(py is the thermal diffusion (barodiffusion) ratio, n is the total density of particles, and T'(p) is the tem-
perature (pressure) of the gas. Reducing the problem to one dimension (V — 24 ) labeling ¢ as the up and
down spins, and subtracting one from the other gives us the net polarization flux through the transfer tube:

dP(z)
dz

Ju=2(Jo = J) = =n()D(2)2-V (4 - [-) = =n()D(z) (119)
Note that we have assumed that the diffusion ratios kr and k, depend only on the type of chemical species
and not on the specific spin state. To solve this equation for Ji, we’ll make the assumption that Jiy is
constant, % ~ 0, and that there is a linear temperature gradient between the two chambers [48]. The
temperature dependence of the diffusion constant can be seen by considering the diffusion relation for a gas
using kinetic theory [5]:

1 TL O' T m—1 n T m
D =~ Oy = nf = DO\/ To 0 0 = Do (To) (;O) = Dy (To) (120)

(0.235 cm?/s) <4O§K> ' <10 amg) (121)

n

where v is the mean thermal velocity, lig, is the mean free path, n is the gas density, and o is the collisional
cross section. At constant pressure, the density has an inverse temperature dependence and the cross section
has some temperature dependence that has to be determined empirically:

1
m=g (from the velocity) + 1 (from the density) + m, (from the cross section) (122)

Using this form of the diffusion constant, moving some things around, and integrating along the transfer
tube length gives:

T\ ny dP(2)
Jtt = 771(2)D0 (T’O) n(z) dz
Tm—l Ly Ly dP
,‘]“70/ T(z)'""™dz = / 7(’2)(&
Dong Jy 0 dz
JttT(;nil Ly /Tpc 1—m
— u du = P(Ly)— P(0
Dono  Tpe — Tic J,, (La) = P(O)
JttT(’)m'il Ltt Tg(:m - Tt2(:7m
_ = P,.—P. 12
Dono  Tpe — The 2—m P ¢ (123)
Finally solving for Jy gives:
Jiw = — (Poe — Poo) | D Tie " o e (2—m) (t—1) & t:& (124)
" pe e 0 1o Nee | Ly (827™ —1) Tic

where Dy is the diffusion constant at a reference temperature Ty and density ng listed in Tab. (8), Ti. &
nye are the temperature and density of the target chamber, and ¢ is the ratio of the pumping chamber to
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parameter value units

Dy 2.79  cm?/s
To 353 K
N0 0.773 amg
m 1.70 -

Table 8: *He Self-Diffusion Constant Parameters from [49].

target chamber temperature. Note that Ji; is the total rate per unit area, whereas we want the rate per
atom. Multiplying by the transfer tube cross sectional area A, dividing by the number of particles in each
chamber, and comparing to Eqns. (15) & (16) give the following relations for the diffusion rates per atom:

A - _ Jue Agt _Au Do <Tpc>m1 ng | (2—m)(1—¢71)
pc Vpcnpc (Ppc - Ptc) VpCLtt To Npe (1 _ tm—2)
Jop Aty Agy T\ " no | (2—m)(t—1)
de = = = Do | = — | = 125
e ‘/:ccntc (Ppc - Ptc) ‘/tCLtt 0 ( TO > Nic (t2—m _ 1) ( )
where we have made use of the following identity:
)" () (126)
TO (1 — tm—?) T() (tQ—m — 1)
Therefore the following quantities are averages over a linear temperature gradient:
T\ (2—m) (1 —¢71) T\ ' 2=m)(t—1)
D)y = D Pe = D ¢ MO 12
(nD) lno 0 ( T ) ] A=t noDo <To> @ 1) (127)
T 1—¢ 1 T 0.7 t—1
2 pc 2 tc
= . . 12
(0.706 amg-cm®/s) <400 K) L = 03] (0.706 amg-cm /5) <4OO K> [to-?’—l} (128)
Toe\™ no ] (m—1)(1—t71) th m m—1)(t—1)
Dy = |D D e 129
< > |: ’ ( To ) an:| (tmil — 1 0 N (1 _ tlfm) ( )
T L7 10 amg 1—t~ T; L7 10 amg t—1
— 1 2 pc _ 1 2 tc
(0187 c®/s) {400 K} [ Tipe } L‘W—l] (0187 cmn/s) {400 K e | [1-t-07
(130)

Note that the pumping chamber and target chamber operating densities are related by:

Ntc 1+v Vpc Tpc
=== & = & t=— 131
Npc ; NAll <t+ v) v Vio Tee (131)

where v is the ratio of the pumping chamber volume to the target chamber volume and we have tac-
itly assumed that the fraction of nuclei in the transfer tube is negligible. Combining this relation with
Eqns. (125) & (3) gives:

(

- 132

Jfpe reny (132)
t

= 1

fe = (133)
t

dpe = <U) dye (134)

Ay 27315 K\ ' (t+0v)(2—m) (t — 1) Te \™'
die = ——— |D — 135
' Vie Liensin [ oo ( T ) t1+o) (™ _1) \27315K (135)
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where:

273.15 K\ ™" cm? - amg
D —_— = 6488.21 ——— 1
[ ) < To ) ] 6488 hr ( 36)

The diffusion rate out of the target chamber per atom can be alternatively written as:
_ M 6 cm\ /90 cm3\ /10 amg) /0.3t — 0.3 T \°7
0.60 hr~! , 137
(060 ™) (0.5 cm2> ( Lt ) ( Vie Tte i1 ) om0
A 6 cm /90 cm®\ /10 amg\ /Y (Tpe, Tic)
0.80 hrs™* t pes Zte 138
(0-80 hrs™) (0.5 cm? ) \ Ly, Vie e 4/3 (138)

‘1 T 0.7
Y (Tye,Tie) = O. 1
(Tpe: Tie) 03 <t0-3 — 1> (273.15 K) (139)

where T is a dimensionless factor, usually between 1.2 and 1.5, that depends only on the cell temperatures.
Note that when the cell is at a uniform temperature, T, = Tic:

. . t—1 th 07 . 1 th 07 th 07
fm Y = Jim 0.3 <t0-3 - 1) (273.15 K) = Jig 0.3 (().3) (273.15 K) ~\2B15K (140)

3.2 Depolarization Within the Transfer Tube

dtc

Thus far we have neglected the polarization dynamics in the transfer tube since only a small fraction of 3He
nuclei are in the transfer tube volume. In this section, we will estimate the size of the correction needed
to account for spin relaxation in the transfer tube. First we need to estimate the fraction of nuclei in the
transfer tube volume. This is obtained from an integral over the transfer tube length:

Ni _ Au /L
= — = ni(2) dz 141
ftt Niot nan Viot 0 tt( ) ( )

Assuming a linear temperature gradient with one end being at the pumping chamber temperature and the
other end being at the target chamber temperature:

z

T(z) = Toc + (The — TpC) Tu

(142)

gives the following equivalent integral over temperature:

Vi P Tee gr
fu=—= / = (143)
nanVeot R (Tre — Tpe) Jr,. T

Rewriting in terms of densities gives:

Ve [nan nan] " n

tt tc

= —_— — I 144
t ‘/tot |:an Nte :| o8 (npc ) ( )

If we make the assumption that fiy < 1, then we can use Eqn. (131) and fpc/ fic = v/t to get:

Vi log(t)
B Ve (1 + pr/ftC) (t - 1)

Under typical conditions, ¢t = 1.7, fyc/fic varies very roughly from 1 to 2, Viy = 4 cc, and Vi = 90 cc, which
gives fyy < 0.02. This justifies our approximation that the fraction of nuclei in the transfer tube is very
small.

Next, we’ll model the transfer tube as a virtual “chamber” somewhere between the pumping and target
chambers. The spin relaxation that occurs throughout the physical transfer tube will be averaged to find

et (145)

26



T, (°C) at constant T, =50 °c T, (°C) at constant T, =50 °c

180 200 220 240 260 280 300 180 200 220 240 260 280 300
095 i - l i - l i - l i - l i - l i - I 1 13 i - l i - l i - l i - l i - l Loll I 1
95 T AT T e T R M L I I L r
9 8 70 60 50 40 30 20 Joo 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 E
] T, (°C) at constant T, =240°C i 1.2 T, (°C) at constant T,=240°C F
- 1.1 3 =
- ] SPC (v =1.22) c
] L 1 -
0.85 — - 0.9 5 =
£ 4 L £ E £
< i L = 0.8 ] -
< i L < ] o
0.8 — - 0.7 3 -
] 0.6 =
i v, L b E
‘e, - E
0.75 — ".,' — 0.5 — —
71 ILPC(v=3.44) ‘o, r ] o
T Y, [ 0.4 3 LPC (v = 3.44) -
1 ——SPC (v=1.22) ‘o, I Tt T HEY F
- ‘ol -
0.7 T 0.3 RS R s e e e s s e o
14 145 15 155 16 165 17 175 1.8 14 145 15 155 16 165 17 175 1.8

t=To /T, t=To /Ty

T, (°C) at constant T, =50°C
180 200 220 240 260 280 300

P TR N U AU U N U SN SN B R
O I L L L L L L N B B R N |

1.44 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20

] T, (°C) at constant T =240 °C
1.42 i

- - -
W w w =
& -3 & >

Y (unitless Upsilon parameter)
-
@
R

1.4 1.45 15 1.55 1.6 1.65 1.7 1.75 1.8
t=To/T,

Figure 7: Diffusion Rates per Nuclei As a Function of Temperature. Upper Left: di. as function of tempera-
tures. Upper Right: dp as a function of temperatures. Lower: Unitless temperature parameter Y (¢, T.) as
a function of temperature. Solid curves are for SPC (small pumping chamber cells), whereas dotted curves
are for LPC (large pumping chamber cells). Only the volume ratio v is varied between the SPC and LPC
curves with all else being equal. The blue curves and axis represent varying pumping chamber tempera-
tures for a constant target chamber temperature. The red curves and axis represent varying target chamber
temperatures for a constant pumping chamber temperature.
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the equivalent spin relaxation in this virtual chamber. Under these assumptions, it is straightforward to
generalize the two chamber polarization rate equations, Eqn. (14), into three chamber polarization rate
equations:

dP,.

dzl: = Yoo (Pa— Ppc) —I'pePpe — dﬁfc (Ppc ) (146)
dP, c c

dt“ = TPy —d (P — Pye) — d (P — Pie) (147)
dPie

dtt = d' (Py — Pi) — T Pre (148)

where P;; is the effective transfer tube polarization and 't is the average transfer tube relaxation rate. Note
that we now have four diffusion rates which correspond to diffusion from the pumping and target chambers
into the virtual chamber and vice versa. At nuclei number equilibrium, they must satisfy:

fpcdgcc = fttdgtc & ftchE = fmd'éi (149)

where the subscripts and superscripts on d refer to the source and destination chambers respectively. At
equilibrium, the polarizations in the three chambers are:

P I rtc]‘l
e |14 (150)
Pg i
_ —1
Py | A e dis T\
|y st 14 -t 151
= e (a) () (& (151)
- —1
P T d® /T T Ty di© T T T die\ !
[ o ) ) () ) ) o
7 el Vil R R el s 152

If we assume that the system is at nuclei number equilibrium, then we can use Eqn. (149) to write these
equilibrium polarizations in a more illuminating form:

po PAstepr
pe r 1 1 r foo T ]
Yoo oo+ Tpefpe + [ (14 5 ) Tudue + Tiefic| [1+ Ticfic (7 + 7 ) + (1+ Gt ) £ 5 |
(153)
e = [remone (g )+ (o 3) () G
2 = 14 Tefic | —5 + + {1+ =¢ — (154)
ng redte fthEg fpcd;c)tc dgg fPC dgcc

In the limit that the diffusion rates approach infinity, d, d! — oo, the above equations reduce to a very

pc?

satisfying result:
P
B

VseSpe — Py {Yee)
Wsefpc + chfpc + Pttftt + 1_‘tcftc <’75e> + <F>

In the limit that the fraction of nuclei in the transfer tube approaches zero, fiy — 0, the three chamber
equilibrium polarization equations reduce to the familiar two chamber results, Equs. (33) & (34):

~1 & P — Py (155)

Py = se/pe — (156)
Vscfpc + chfpc + Ftcftc {1 + Ftcftc (fc%dti + fp%dtptc)}

R = =

S _ oy + 157

PI(;S thtC ftcdgg fpcd%tc ( )

To make this reduction manifest, note our prior assumption that the nuclei flux is constant throughout the
transfer tube:
dtcN tc
Att

dttN c
(Ppc —P.) = tZ ¢ (P — Pio) =
tt

tt
dpc NPC

Jit = constant =
At

(Ppec — Pit) (158)
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If, in addition to the above identities, we make the assumption that the polarization varies linearly along
the transfer tube and then dropping common factors gives:

dic fro Lty = diiftc:z:Ln = dﬁfcfpc (1 — ) Ly (159)

where x is the “fractional distance” along the physical transfer tube length where the virtual chamber “is
located.” To recap, assuming a constant nuclei flux, a linear temperature gradient along the transfer tube,
and a linear polarization gradient along the transfer tube, we get the following relationship among the
diffusion rates for the two chamber and three chamber systems:

1 1 1—=x 1
== 1
ftc (ftcdtz fPCdtt ) ftC (dtcf‘cc * dtcftc) dtc ( 60)

which insures that the three chamber solutions Eqns. (156) & (157) reduce to the two chamber solutions
Eqns. (33) & (34) in the limit that the fraction of nuclei in the transfer tube approaches zero.

The most significant source of spin relaxation in the transfer tube is spin exchange with alkali vapor.
This vapor has a negligible polarization since it is not directly exposed to laser light. Because there is a
temperature gradient along the transfer tube, there is also an alkali vapor density gradient as well as 3He
density gradient. Therefore we collapse the alkali density gradient into a >He density weighted average alkali
density:

Jr A () de Jr A () (E4)  Jre AT 4
([ADy = Lee = T = Tee dT' (161)
fO n(z) dz T,:: ( ) (TiflTTp) prc T

The temperature dependence of the alkali density is obtained from the vapor pressure curve combined with
the ideal gas law:

_ Bw
[4)(T) = p<A}’§T 2) e (B (17 = 1] (55 Ll (162)

where A, & B, are the vapor pressure constants listed in Tab. (9) and [A]pc is the alkali density in the
pumping chamber. Plugging in this form of the alkali density and performing the integral in the numerator:
B
Tic €XP (f Vp)
/ N T ar

/TZC[AKT)CZTT = Tultheon (72) e T
=) o (0}

_ c Buyp
= » [A]pe exp ( T ) [eXp <

53

3

Sy

- B [ (2 2)]
_ TtC[A}tCB—Vprc[A}pc (163)

Dividing this by the integral in the denominator gives:
ToclAlpe — Tic[Alte

<[A}>tt = (164)
Byplog (th )
The average alkali spin-exchange rate in the transfer tube is:
T,
<Vse>tt = Vse b (165)

Buylog ()

where we've taken advantage of the fact that, under typical operating conditions, the alkali density in the
target chamber is negligible, see Tab. (10).

In principle, the same type of calculation should be done for all other sources of spin relaxation in the
transfer tube, such as the nuclear dipolar relaxation. However, since:
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over solid Li Na K Rb Cs

Thin = 298 K

A(,p 5.667 5.298 4.961 4.857 4.711

B, 8310 K 5603 K 4646 K 4215 K 3999 K
Avp 24.57 23.73 22.95 22.71 22.37

By 19134 K 12901 K 10698 K 9705 K 9208 K

melting point, K 453.7 370.87 336.53 312.46  301.59
melting point, °C 180.5 97.72 63.38 39.31 28.44

over liquid Li Na K Rb Cs

AL 5.055 4.704 4.402 4.312 4.165

B, 8023 K 5377 K 4453 K 4040 K 3830 K

Avp 23.17 22.36 21.66 21.45 21.12

Byp 18474 K 12381 K 10253 K 9302 K 8819 K

Tax, K 1000 700 600 550 550
Table 9: Vapor Pressure Constants for the Alkali Metals. Data from 1995 CRC [7]. The forumula
is good to £5% for Tiin < T < Thax. Vapor pressure in atm is given as: v.p. = 104w Bw/T =
(tor3957pa) exp (Avp — Byp/T)

1. the spin exchange with essentially unpolarized alkali vapor dominates the spin relaxation
2. the nuclear dipolar relaxation has a soft temperature dependence
3. we ignore, if any, the temperature dependence of the wall relaxation

it is much easier to simply use the geometric mean of the pumping chamber relaxation rate and the total
non-beam related relaxation for the target chamber, which gives:

Ly = <’yse>tt + <Fdi[>>454D + <Fwall>tt + <F0ther>tt ~ <’Yse>tt + 4/ chrgc (166)

3.3 Polarization Gradient Between the Pumping and Target Chambers

The polarization gradient between the two chambers is given by:
P 1 1 r fot Tyt -
ser- oo fon (g ) (o) () (B
P e \Fedit ¥ e 4 ) e )\ Hon

Assuming a linear polarization gradient along the physical transfer tube and placing the third virtual chamber
half way between the two chambers gives the following:

2dtcftc = dzf;ftc = dgtcfpc (168)

Note that this amounts to choosing z = 1/2 in Eqn. (159). Using the above relationship and Eqn. (160)
allows us to write the polarization gradient as:

Ty Tee \ (fu) (T ]
A3 chamber = 1 — |1 1 = 169
8 chambe |: + dtc + ( + 2dtc> <ftc 2dtc ( )
which should be compared to the equation for a two chamber cell neglecting the transfer tube volume:
T ]!
AQ chamber — 1- |:1 + dt :| (170)
tc
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T [Rb] 1/%se (K] 1/7se [Na 1/7se
(°C) (10 cm~3) (hrs) (10 ¢cm=3) (hrs) (1014 cm=3) (hrs)
25.0 1.29x107* 3.16x10° 5.88x1076  859x10®  7.88x107° 5.78x10°
50.0 1.47x107%  2.79x10*  871x107°  5.80x10° 2.07x1077 2.20x108
75.0 1.08x10"2  3.80x10°  8.62x10~*  5.86x10* 3.37x107% 1.35x107
100.0  6.01x1072 679 5.78x107%  8.73x10°  3.87x107°  1.18x10°
125.0 0.270 152 3.04x1072  1.66x10®° 291x10~%* 1.56x10°
150.0 1.01 40.5 0.131 385 1.72x1073  2.64x10*
175.0 3.25 12.6 0.478 106 8.32x107%  5.47x10°
180.3 4.08 10.0 0.617 81.9 1.13x1072  4.02x103
200.0 9.21 4.44 1.52 33.3 3.39x107%2  1.34x103
225.0 23.5 1.74 4.28 11.8 0.120 380
229.3 27.2 1.50 5.05 10.0 0.147 311
241.2 40.8 1.00 7.91 6.39 0.253 180
250.0 54.5 0.749 10.9 4.64 0.374 122
275.0 117 0.349 25.4 1.99 1.05 43.4
297.1 217 0.188 50.5 1.00 2.43 18.8
300.0 235 0.174 55.0 0.919 2.69 16.9
315.0 346 0.118 84.6 0.597 4.55 10.0
325.0 443 9.22x 1072 111 0.454 6.36 7.16
350.0 794 5.14x 1072 212 0.238 14.0 3.25
375.0 1.36x10°  3.01x1072 385 0.131 29.0 1.57
391.6  1.89x10°  2.16x1072 557 9.06x 1072 45.5 1.00
400.0 2.23x10®°  1.83x1072 667 7.57x 1072 56.7 0.803

Table 10: Pure Alkali Number Density and 3He Spin-Exchange Rate vs. Temperature.
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We will now perform a binomial expansion to estimate the size of (1) the polarization loss in the transfer
tube and (2) the lowest order term of the polarization gradient. Under typical conditions, the diffusion rate
dy. is faster than the relaxation rates in the transfer and target chamber. Applying this approximation to
second order in dy. gives:

Ftt ftt:| —1 |: 2 F%t ftzt 3Ftcl—‘tt ftt:| 2) (Fg>
A = 1—(1—|Dpe+ =22 gt 4 |12, 4 2t 4 a2 40 =t 171
( |: ’ 2 ftc ‘ ‘ 4 ftzc 4 ftc ¢ df’c ( )
= 1 1&& 1_1&& _ §Ftc _ Dic | Dic (172)
2 ftc 1_\tc 2 ftc dtc 2 dtc dtc dtc

Note that under typical conditions, fi:/fic is roughly the same order of magnitude as I'i./di.. Therefore
we can drop the under-braced terms, which are essentially third order, to give the lowest order terms of the

polarization gradient:
fee Dee Tee | Te r}
A= |1+_-— - @) = 173
|: * 2 ftc Ftc dtc:| dtc + (df’c ( )

Therefore the polarization lost traversing through the transfer tube is a second order correction. When there
is no beam depolarization in the target chamber, the polarization gradient is written as:

1+1 <<Vse>tt + FPC> & _ F?c] F?c (174)

Ay = [1 + lﬁrtt F‘(s)c:| ch]c =
tc

2 ftc Ftc a dtc 2 Fgc F?c ftc dtc dtc

where we have used Eqn. (166). The relaxation in the target chamber that is independent of the beam

current, I')_| can be estimated from the lifetime of the cell assuming that the wall relaxation is independent

of temperature:

Flifetime = Tl;f;time = FW'a»ll + Fdip (T‘lifetime) (175)
I% = Twan+ Taip (Tic) (176)
- 1_\lifetime - Fdip (ﬂifetime) + Fdip (th) (177)
r i TC =T i Ti etime
= Tlifetime |1 + dip (Tte) = Laip (Titetime) (178)

I‘llifetime

where Ti. is the target chamber temperature under operating conditions and Tiitetime is the target chamber
temperature during the lifetime measurement. Note that the target chamber temperature affects both the
density of the target chamber and the nuclear dipolar rate constant. Finally, we can write the contributions
to the polarization gradient from both sources up to next to leading order:

A = A0 + Abeam (179)
I L[ (7se) Tpe \ fue T
A _ tc 14 = se/tt + pc | Jtt " tc 180
0 dtc 2 ( F(t)c F(t]c ftc dtc ( )
2I0 4 Theam
Abcam Fbcam [1 - ( fe T bea )] (181)
dtc dtc

It is now useful to enumerate every assumption and approximation used to derive these relationships:
1. The transfer tube volume is very small compared to the volume of the cell.
2. The target chamber has a negligible vapor pressure of alkali metal.

The alkali vapor reaches equilibrium polarization very fast relative to the He polarization.

- w

The alkali polarization is independent of the 3He polarization.

5. The cell is at thermal equilibrium throughout the *He polarization process.
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The diffusion rates per nucleus are the fastest rates in the system.
The beam energy is in the range of 1-16 GeV.

Only a tiny fraction of the 3He atoms in the target chamber are ionized at any instant of time.

© N @

Very little of the ionization is due to bremsstrahlung.

10. The electrons created during ionization contribute little to the beam depolarization.
11. Diffusion in the radial direction of the target chamber is essentially instantaneous.
12. Molecular 3He ions contribute little to the beam depolarization.

13. There is a linear temperature gradient along the transfer tube.

14. There is a constant polarization flux through the transfer tube.

15. The wall relaxation is uniform throughout the cell and independent of temperature.

3.4 Discussion and Representative Examples

To get a qualitative and lowest order quantitative handle on the polarization gradient, we’ll drop all the higher
order terms (including the polarization lost in the transfer tube). Using the reasonable approximation that
I‘?C = Tlitetime, the beam independent polarization gradient becomes:

170
Ay = dtc + higher order terms (182)
te
_ 1 hr Lyt - Vi - nige (183)
6488.21 cm? - amg Tiifetime * Att * L (Tpe, The)

- 1 40 hrs 0.5 cm? Ly Vic Nte 4/3 (184)
 \36 /) \ Tiifetime Agt 6 cm ) \ 80 cm3 ) \ 10 amg ) \ T (Tpe, Tic)

and the beam dependent polarization gradient is:

1_‘iom a .
Apeam = y n + higher order terms (185)
tc
_ 1 I-ng - Lic - Lyg - nie (186)
681262 pA - amg Ay - T (Tpe, Tie)

() (o) (5) () (25 () () (o) 07

Both sources contribute equals amounts to the polarization gradient (Ap = Apeam) to lowest order when the
following relationship between cell lifetime and beam current is true:

Ase .
I- Tlifetime = (420 IJ'A ~hrs - sz) <t> (O5> (188)

2.0 cm? Ng

In other words, the contribution to the total polarization gradient due to a beam current of 10 pA in a cell
with a lifetime of 42 hrs is the same. Some representative values for past experiments are given in Tab. (11)
assuming a beam current of 10 pA and a cell lifetime of 42 hr. The lowest order, next to leading order, and full
calculation for both a 2 chamber and 3 chamber cell model all produce that same polarization gradient within
10 percent relative. The parameter that varies largest on a cell to cell basis is the transfer tube cross sectional
area. Unfortunately the polarization gradient also happens to be very sensitive to this parameter. Increasing
the relative amount of Ny in the cell helps suppress beam depolarization. Alternatively, a long lifetime cell
helps suppress the polarization gradient that is independent of the beam. The largest uncertainty comes
from our imprecise knowledge of the various ionic rate constants used to calculate the beam depolarization.
In practical terms, n, is known to only about 15 percent.
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The next largest source of uncertainty is in our knowledge of the wall relaxation. The target chamber
has a larger surface area to volume ratio than the pumping chamber, so, naively, one would imagine that the
wall relaxation would be greater in the target chamber. We also don’t know its temperature dependence;
however, the relative change in the target chamber temperature is at the level of 10 percent. Finally, we use a
fairly simple diffusion model to estimate the diffusion rates per nucleus. If we apply a 10 percent uncertainty
to the diffusion rates as well, then our overall uncertainty is about 20 percent relative on a usually 5 percent
relative correction.

3.5 Estimating Diffusion and Beam Parameters Empirically

In principle, it is possible to estimate these parameters empirically from data rather than having to rely
upon theoretical calculations. To obtain information on the diffusion rates, spin-up data can be taken on
the target chamber, or even better both chambers, and then fit to Eqn. (31). This method would probably
benefit from taking spin-up data under different initial conditions, for example:

1. Start with both chambers at zero polarization, P2, = 0 and P, = 0.

2. Start with both chambers at the opposite polarization, P, = —P%> and PJ, = —PgS. This could easily
be accomplished by reversing the spins by AFP after the polarization has reached equilibrium.

3. Start with one chamber at the equilibrium polarization, while the other chamber is at zero, PY = 0
and P;?c = +P5;. This could be accomplished by a transient burst of on-resonance RF localized near
the target chamber.

Another way to get the diffusion rate di. is to do the following:
1. Start with zero polarization in both chambers, ch =P =0.

2. Monitor the polarization of both chambers during a spinup over a time scale much shorter than the
diffusion time scale, t < 1/T.

3. Fit the pumping chamber polarization data to a second order polynomial.
4. Fit the target chamber polarization data to a third order polynomial.

5. From Eqns. (45) & (46), the ratio of the quadratic coefficient from the target chamber (gi) to the
linear coefficient from the pumping chamber (mp.) gives the target chamber diffusion rate, di.:

Gtc _ 'YsePAdtc/2 _ %
mpc ’YsePA 2

(189)

To obtain information about the beam depolarization, one can compare the equilibrium polarizations with
beam on and off. This works best when the diffusion rates are much faster than all other rates. Under those
conditions:

PArYsefpc

pe te 'Ysefpc + chfpc + Dic fie ( )
Pars
:))f? _ ’Vsefpc . (191)
'VScfpc + chfpc + Ftcftc
PA'Ysefpc
P = 192
o ’Ysefpc + chfpc + Fgcftc + 1_‘bearnftc ( )
Pof-of Fbeamftc T
o = 1 =1 9 IM'beam 193
ng + ’)’sefpc n chfpc T F?Cftc + Tslow! bea ftc ( )
roff [P
Fbeam = f: |:Plf£ - 1:| (194)

)

This method requires knowledge of the “slow” spin-up time constant with the beam off, T';.
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parameter E142 E154 GDH Aln g2n saGDH GEn-spc GEn-LPC units

[*Helan 788 883 962 869 819 8.78 8.25 7.40 amg
[NoJan 0.0663 0.0776 0.0964 0.0824 0.0940  0.0913 0.125 0.112 amg
Rpe 264 262 294 302  3.02 2.93 2.90 4.12 cm
A 0.704 0709 101  0.537 0537  0.645 0.385 0.385 cm?
Lis 5.9 62 602 652  6.52 6.11 10.1 8.89 cm
Age 309 356 227 205 205 2.47 2.03 2.03 cm?
Ly 208 298 396 256  39.5 39.5 40.3 40.3 cm
Tpe 435 465 492 505 505 485 558 558 K
Ty 338 343 330 333 333 331 309 309 K
Vie 770 750 106 115 115 105 102 292 cm?
Vie 415 439 608 350  3.50 3.94 3.88 3.42 cm?
Vie 92 106 89.8 524  80.9 97.5 81.8 81.8 cm?
t 128 135 149 151 151 1.46 1.80 1.80 -
v 083 071 118 219 142 1.07 1.24 3.58 -
foe 0394 0343 0442 0591 0484 0424 0.408 0.664 -
fit 0.024 0.023 0.030 0.021 0017  0.019 0.020 0.010 -
fre 0.605 0.656  0.557 0408 0515  0.575 0.591 0.335 -
Tpe 681 731 785 748  6.75 7.17 6.07 6.29 amg
Mie 877 990 117  11.34 1023  10.51 10.96 11.36 amg
Pop 108 124 141 138 124 12.7 12.4 12.8 atm
p 084 087 100 094 114 1.03 1.51 1.51 -
9) 0413 0366 0.309 0319 0354  0.345 0.33 0.319 rad
r 199 180 154 160  16.2 16.4 14.0 13.7 -
na 0.6007 0.5191 0.3998 0.4243 0.4761  0.4672  0.4066 0.3849 -
nmax 0.0024 0.0019 0.0012 0.0014 0.0013  0.0014  0.0008 0.0007 -
Theam 546 731 609 517  46.0 56.5 53.4 56.5 hr
0 408 406 384 373 384 39.0 36.7 34.6 hr
The 233 261 235 217 209 23.1 21.8 21.5 hr
Tet 324 204 120 84 8.5 14.1 9.6 9.4 hr
T 127 130 132 133  1.33 1.31 1.35 1.35 -
d} 0.533  0.566 0.581  1.207 1089  0.839 1.846 4.828 hr
i} 0820 1.081 0731 0.832 1159  1.138 2.669 2.434 hr
AY, Eqn. (182) 200 266 191 223  3.02 2.92 7.27 7.04 % rel.
A}, Eqn. (180) 201 269 204 245 317 2.97 7.23 6.94 % rel.
A Eqn. (187)  1.50 148  1.20  1.61  2.52 2.02 5.00 4.31 % rel.
Al Eq. (181) 141 138 114 151 231 1.86 4.02 3.52 % rel.
A% Eqn. (182;187) 351  4.14 311  3.84  5.54 4.93 12.3 11.4 % rel.
A, Eqn. (180;181) 343  4.07 3.8  3.96 547 4.82 11.3 10.5 % rel.
Agen, Equ. (170) 339 398  3.02 370 525 4.70 10.9 10.2 % rel.
Asen, Equ. (169) 343 407 318 395 547 4.83 11.3 10.5 % rel.

Table 11: Polarization Gradient for Representative Cells with I = 10 A and Tjfetime = 42 hr.
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3.6 Polarization Gradient Within the Target Chamber

Thus far we’ve assumed that the polarization is uniform throughout the target chamber. However, the
polarization at the ends of the target chamber must be lower than the polarization at the junction between
the transfer tube and the target chamber. In addition, the beam depolarizes only within an area defined
by the beam raster. To account for a spatial variation in polarization due to these effects, we’ll model the
transfer tube-target chamber junction as a delta function source for polarization and the beam raster area
as a sink for polarization. Therefore, Eqn. (16) is generalized to:

dP;.(r, 2, t)

y7 = dye A (Ppe — Prc) 6(2)8(r — 1te) — (T + Theam©(r — 7)) Poc + DV? Py (195)

where A is the characteristic area of the polarization source, O(r — 1¢) is the Heaviside function, rg is the
radius of the beam raster, and D is the diffusion constant evaluated at the target chamber temperature and
density.

To solve this equation, we’ll have to make some simplifying arguments. First, we will consider the system
only at equilibrium, ¢ — oo; therefore the polarization has reached a steady state value throughout the
cell, dP;./dt = 0. Second, we will assume that the polarization dynamics within the pumping chamber are
sensitive to only the volume averaged target chamber polarization (P;.) (as opposed to some small region
localized near the transfer tube-target chamber junction). This is true when the diffusion rates are fast
relative to all other polarization/relaxation rates in the cell. This implies that PS° in all previous equations
is to be interpreted as the volume averaged target chamber polarization.

Third, we will assume that the gradient in the radial direction is negligible relative to the gradient in the
longitudinal direction [47]. To justify this assumption, consider the characteristic distance that a 3He atom
travels during the characteristic relaxation time under typical conditions:

D 0.2 cm? /sec
A=/ — =~/ — =120 196
T =\ 1/20 hrs! o (196)

The polarization gradient within the target chamber scales as the ratio between the characteristic size and
this characteristic diffusion length:

Te =085 em g7  Lre/2=20 cm

~0.17 < 1 1
s X 0.17 < (197)

This justifies our third assumption and finally we get:

d*P,,
dz?

0 = dit (Pp°cO — (Ptc>) 0(2) = T4 P + D (198)
where / is the characteristic size of the polarization source. Note the we have tacitly defined the coordinate
system such that the transfer tube-target chamber junction occurs at z = 0 and the target chamber ends are
at z = + L. /2.

Finally we can solve this equation by performing a Laplace transform and solving for £LP;.:

—T4LPic+ D [k2LPy — k. Pic(0) — PL(0)] = —dil (PSS — (Pic))
[T + DEZ| LP;e Dk, Pyc(0) + DP/.(0) — dycl (P2 — (Pic))

k. Py (0) + PL(0) — %<t (P> — (P,
e, - OO t(krj )
z D

where k, is the conjugate variable to z and Pi.(0) & P/.(0) are the polarization and first derivative of the
polarization evaluated at z = 0. Substituting the characteristic diffusion length and taking the inverse
Laplace transform gives:

kthC(O) + P{C(O) - % (PI?S - <Ptc>)
k2 — A2

»C-Ptc =
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L7'LP. = P(0)L7! (kaH> + A {P{C(O) - dgé (Pse — (P@)} £t <I€§A_;_2>
Pulz) = Pul0)cosh ()4 {P{C(O) _ dgé (P — (P@)} sinh | £| (200)

The inverse Laplace transforms performed above are only valid for |k.|\ > 1 or analogously |z| < A. Since
A~ 120 cm and the maximum value is |z] = L./2 = 20 cm, the above solution is valid and we can expand
the hyperbolic trig functions to lowest order to give:

P = P + 1 [P0 - AL (b — () +0 (B (201

The value of the first derivative of the polarization at z = 0 can be estimated by analogy to Eqn. (119):
Jie(2) = nye DP,.(2) (202)

We'll assume that the net total number of particles entering the target chamber at the transfer tube-target
chamber junction is conserved, which implies:

JiwAse = [Jic(at 0 towards +2z) + Jic(0at 0 towards —z)] Ay (203)

Note that the number of particles entering the target chamber are equally split and directed towards either
end of the target chamber. Combining this with Eqn. (125) gives:

P/ (0) — Jtc(o) — lAtt Jtt — dtthc
te ntCD 2 Atc ntCD 2D

The difference in polarization at equilibrium between the two chambers is obtained from Eqn. (34):

o Ftc I_‘tc
Pz = P = (2 (145 e

((Pc) — P3Y) (204)

(205)

tc

) - (P = (P

Putting this altogether, calculating the average value of P;. along the target chamber, and solving for P;.(0):

1 +Lc /2 1 +Ltc/2 T L
pczf/ Pu(z)dz = — pco—zpcc<z+ C)dz 206
(Prc) L | 1o )2 te(2) T we(0) = |2] (Pre) > (206)
. Ltc 1_‘tc Ltc
= Pe(0) = = (Po) 5 (H ; ) dz (207)
- Ltc Ftc Ltc
Pe(0) = (Pi) [1+ D (£+ 2) (208)

Finally, using this form of P;.(0) and rearranging a few things gives:

Pre(2) = (Pre) {1 + (1 - 4L|i|) (1 + ff) (Léf) Flg} (209)

The total center to end relative polarization gradient is given by:

AP, 20 L2\ T

fo = <1+> < “) : (210)
(Pic) Ly 4 D
Finally, to quantify things, we need to estimate ¢, the characteristic size of the polarization source. In this

case, the “polarization source” is the transfer tube; therefore it’s reasonable to use the transfer tube diameter
or the square root of the transfer tube cross sectional area. For £ = /Ay < Ly, we find:

AP : Lie \* Mie 333.15 K\ 7
=(3 lat T'ic-20 h 211
(Pic) (3% relative) (4() cm (Tre rs) 11 amg Tic (211)

Therefore, under typical conditions, the polarization decreases linearly from the center of the target chamber
to the ends. The polarization across the target chamber varies by about 1.5% relative to the target chamber
average.
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