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Particle-in-cell simulations are among the most essential tools for the modeling and optimization
of laser-plasma accelerators, since they reproduce the physics from first principles. However, the
high computational cost associated with them can severely limit the scope of parameter and design
optimization studies. Here, we show that a multitask Bayesian optimization algorithm can be used
to mitigate the need for such high-fidelity simulations by incorporating information from inexpen-
sive evaluations of reduced physical models. In a proof-of-principle study, where a high-fidelity
optimization with FBPIC is assisted by reduced-model simulations with Wake-T, the algorithm
demonstrates an order-of-magnitude speedup. This opens a path for the cost-effective optimization
of laser-plasma accelerators in large parameter spaces, an important step towards fulfilling the high
beam quality requirements of future applications.

I. INTRODUCTION

Laser-plasma accelerators (LPAs) make use of a
plasma medium to transform the energy of a laser pulse
into large longitudinal electric fields capable of acceler-
ating particles to high energies in a short distance [1].
This process depends on a complex interplay of non-
linear physical phenomena that determine the final per-
formance of the accelerator. The laser-plasma interac-
tion (manifested as laser self-focusing, dephasing, and
depletion [2]), the injection of electrons into the plasma
wake [3–11], the beam-plasma interaction (especially
beam loading [12–18]), and the dynamics of the injected
electrons in the resulting plasma fields [19–21] dictate the
final properties of the generated beams. These processes
can be controlled, up to a certain extent, by the parame-
ters and design properties of the setup. Typical examples
include the plasma density profile (e.g., [11, 17, 18, 22–
25]), the properties of the laser pulse [26], or the use of
external laser guiding [27–29]. Careful tuning and opti-
mization of these parameters is critical for realizing LPAs
that are capable of delivering the high beam quality and
stability demanded by applications, particularly for free-
electron lasers [30], storage ring injectors [31, 32], and
future colliders [33].

Due to the complexity of the physical processes in-
volved, the optimization of an LPA design requires the
use of high-fidelity particle-in-cell (PIC) simulations [34]
where the self-consistent interaction between particles
and electromagnetic fields is computed with minimal as-
sumptions. However, the high computational cost asso-
ciated with these simulations makes optimizing over a
large set of parameters practically unfeasible. This lim-
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its the number of configurations that can be explored for
achieving optimal performance.

Developing more efficient techniques for optimizing the
design of LPAs is therefore an important step toward re-
alizing the full potential of these novel accelerators. Be-
sides the continued growth of available computing power,
two approaches for more affordable optimization can be
identified: reducing the number of simulations required
to find the best-performing configuration, and reducing
the cost per simulation.

The number of required simulations can be minimized
by utilizing advanced algorithms that predict and eval-
uate only the most promising configurations throughout
an optimization run. An example of this is Bayesian
optimization [35], a machine learning-based technique
that has gained popularity within the accelerator com-
munity [18, 36–40]. This method generates a surrogate
model of the simulation outcome (typically using Gaus-
sian processes [41]) and suggests the most promising can-
didates for evaluation based on a balance between explo-
ration (evaluating unmapped regions of the parameter
space where new optima could be located) and exploita-
tion (further sampling around known optima). The un-
derlying model is continuously updated with the results
from new evaluations, allowing for more promising and
accurate suggestions in successive iterations. With this
approach, the method can identify global optima with a
reduced number of evaluations.

The computational cost of the individual simulations
can be mitigated by making use of reduced models that
sacrifice generality or accuracy by introducing physical
approximations. This can involve both reducing the
dimensionality (e.g., assuming quasi-cylindrical symme-
try [42]) or neglecting certain physical properties of the
laser-plasma interaction that are not dominant in the
problem at hand. Common examples of the latter in-
clude the use of a laser envelope model [43] or assuming
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the wakefield to be quasi-static [43, 44]. In principle,
simulations with such reduced models can fully replace a
complete PIC description if they accurately capture all
the relevant physics involved. In other cases, they provide
an approximate solution from which useful information
might still be extracted.

In this paper, we show that the computational cost of
Bayesian optimization can be further reduced with the
assistance of inexpensive reduced-model evaluations that
are performed in tandem with costly high-fidelity simu-
lations. The inexpensive evaluations are used to dynam-
ically probe regions of high interest and gather informa-
tion that improves the predictions of the most promising
configurations to evaluate at high fidelity. This strategy
is enabled by the use of a multitask Gaussian process
model [45–47], whereby the correlation between the out-
puts of different tasks (i.e., the two levels of fidelity in the
proposed method) is learned so that information gained
on one task results in an improved model of the other.
In this way, the need for high-fidelity simulations is fur-
ther reduced, leading to a faster and cheaper optimiza-
tion. This is demonstrated here by a proof-of-principle
study combining the simulation codes FBPIC [48] and
Wake-T [49], which provide a full PIC description in
quasi-3D geometry and inexpensive reduced models, re-
spectively.

II. MULTITASK BAYESIAN OPTIMIZATION

Bayesian optimization is an efficient technique for the
global optimization of black-box functions that are noisy
and expensive to evaluate. It operates by building a prob-
abilistic surrogate model of the objective function f (the
function to minimize or maximize) that is cheaper to eval-
uate than f and from which the most promising points
to query can be determined by maximizing an acquisition
function. The surrogate model is typically obtained by
performing Gaussian process regression over the available
data. This provides an estimate of f and its associated
uncertainty at any point of the parameter space. De-
termining which points to evaluate next depends on a
balance between querying around known optima or ex-
ploring regions of high uncertainty where new optima
could be identified. This balance is quantified by the ac-
quisition function, and the points that maximize it are
deemed as most promising for future evaluation. A typ-
ical choice for the acquisition function is the expected
improvement [35], which quantifies how much a new eval-
uation is expected to improve over the current optimum.
Once the new evaluations are completed, the Gaussian
process model is updated with the obtained data and
the same procedure is repeated. This continuously im-
proves the accuracy of the model and of the suggested
evaluations.

With the use of a multitask Gaussian process
(MTGP) [45], Bayesian optimization can be extended to
a collection of objective functions f1, . . . , fN from N dif-

ferent tasks. The MTGP learns the correlations between
them and provides a surrogate model of each objective
that features a reduced uncertainty by incorporating in-
formation from highly correlated tasks. This exchange of
information was originally proposed as a way of transfer-
ring the knowledge of previous optimizations to new tasks
in order to optimize them more efficiently [46]. Here, we
make use of the approach described in Ref. [47], where
an inexpensive task fR (the reduced physical models) is
used to assist in the optimization of a costly function fH
(the high-fidelity PIC simulations) so that the number of
required evaluations of fH is reduced. This strategy is
a special case of multi-fidelity optimization where only
two discrete levels of fidelity are considered. Alternative
multi-fidelity algorithms adapted to multiple objectives
have also been explored in the context of particle accel-
erators [50].

In this two-task approach, the covariance function—
or kernel—that enables the MTGP to transfer informa-
tion between tasks t and t′ with inputs x and x′ is de-
fined as k((t,x), (t′,x′)) = Btt′κ(x,x′) [47]. This ex-
pression determines the covariance between data points
from different tasks by assuming that both tasks share
the same kernel κ(x,x′) for the input parameters (here,
a Matérn 5/2 kernel [41] is used) and that the task co-
variance can be captured separately by a 2 × 2 matrix
B where element Btt′ is the covariance between t and t′.
The coefficients of B as well as the parameters of κ(x,x′)
are kernel hyperparameters that are inferred from the
available data by maximizing marginal likelihood [47].
The degree of inter-task correlation can be quantified by
ρ2 = B2

tt′/(BttBt′t′), which ranges between ρ2 = 0 (no
correlation) to ρ2 = 1 (maximum correlation).

Using this MTGP model, the algorithm performs
a Bayesian optimization loop whereby batches of nR
reduced-model simulations and nH high-fidelity simula-
tions (with nH ≤ nR) are executed in tandem. At each
iteration, the optimizer (i) fits an MTGP to the avail-
able data, (ii) determines a set {xi}i=1,...,nR

of the nR
most promising points to query by maximizing noisy ex-
pected improvement [51] on the MTGP model for the
high-fidelity output fH(x), (iii) evaluates these nR points
using reduced-model simulations, (iv) updates the MTGP
with the obtained results, (v) evaluates the nR points in
the updated surrogate model of fH(x) to select the nH
points with the most promising outcome, and (vi) eval-
uates the reduced sample of nH points with high-fidelity
simulations. To start the optimization, initial samples
of nR,i reduced-model simulations and nH,i high-fidelity
simulations are generated by using two separate scram-
bled Sobol sequences [52] of input parameters.

This workflow has been implemented in a Python pack-
age that can take advantage of the capabilities of high-
performance computing facilities. The Bayesian opti-
mization functionality is based on the Ax library [53]
and can be executed on both CPUs and GPUs. The
allocation of computing resources for the optimizer and
the simulations, as well as the coordination, execution,
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and communication between them, is orchestrated by the
libEnsemble library [54]. This allows for the concurrent
evaluation of multiple simulations that can make use of
variable resources (number of CPUs and GPUs) across
the available computing nodes.

III. PROOF-OF-PRINCIPLE STUDY

The effectiveness of the proposed algorithm is
demonstrated here by a proof-of-principle optimization
study combining the simulation codes FBPIC [48] and
Wake-T [49]. While FBPIC provides a high-fidelity, fully
electromagnetic PIC description of the LPA physics in
quasi-3D geometry [42], Wake-T allows for inexpensive
simulations by using a reduced quasi-static wakefield
model with 2D cylindrical symmetry [55] and a laser en-
velope model [56].

The setup to be optimized is an LPA booster stage
for an externally injected electron bunch. Given a fixed
laser driver and plasma profile, the goal is to determine
the bunch current profile that results in the lowest energy
spread with the highest possible charge and energy. This
involves optimizing the net beam loading effect [12–14,
17, 18] throughout the LPA, a nontrivial process affected
by laser dephasing, depletion, and diffraction for which
no analytical theory is available and that must therefore
be addressed with simulations.

To simultaneously achieve low energy spread, high
charge, and high energy, these quantities are combined
into a single objective to maximize:

f =
kQEMED[GeV]

kMAD
, (1)

where kQ = Qtot/Qref is the ratio between the total
Qtot and a reference Qref = 10 pC charge, kMAD =
∆EMAD/∆EMAD,ref is the ratio between the relative en-
ergy spread ∆EMAD and a reference value ∆EMAD,ref =
10−2, and EMED is the median energy. The use of the
median absolute deviation (MAD) energy spread and me-
dian energy provides a robust characterization of the en-
ergy spectrum in distributions with outliers, as typically
observed in LPAs [17, 18]. The value of f given by Eq.
(1) can span over several orders of magnitude and feature
sharp extremes that are not ideal for Gaussian process
modeling. To alleviate this, the objective is internally
treated by the optimizer as log(f).

The parameters of the laser driver are an energy EL =
10 J, an FWHM duration τFWHM = 25 fs, a focal spot size
w0 = 40 µm, a wavelength λ0 = 800 nm, and a peak nor-
malized vector potential a0 ' 2.6. The plasma density
profile is a simple 10 cm-long flat-top with an on-axis elec-
tron density ne,0 = 2× 1017 cm−3 and a parabolic radial
profile for laser guiding ne(r) = ne,0 + r2/(πrew

4
0) [57].

The externally injected electron bunch has an initial en-
ergy Eb,0 = 200 MeV with an rms energy spread of 0.1 %.
It features a normalized emittance of εn,x = 3 µm in the
horizontal direction and of εn,y = 0.5 µm in the vertical
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FIG. 1. (a) Average (thick line) and standard deviation
(shaded area) of the evolution of the high-fidelity FBPIC ob-
jective with and without the assistance of reduced-model sim-
ulations with Wake-T. Six runs (thin lines) were performed
for each case. (b) Correlation between the FBPIC (fH) and
Wake-T (fR) objectives in the multitask optimization as ob-
tained from individual simulations.

plane. This difference between the x and y emittances
typically arises in LPAs based on ionization injection as
a result of the laser polarization [18]. Here, it is included
in the externally injected bunch in order to ensure a bias
between the two simulation codes, as this asymmetry
can only be fully captured by the high-fidelity FBPIC
simulations. The initial transverse size is matched to
the focusing strength in the plasma, allowing for emit-
tance preservation [19, 58]. The longitudinal profile of
the bunch is assumed to be trapezoidal, as it is known to
be well suited for beam loading [13], and features smooth
Gaussian ramps (1 µm rms) at the head and tail. The pa-
rameters exposed to the optimizer are the current at the
head Ih and tail It, the bunch length Lb, and its longitu-
dinal position in the wake, parameterized by the distance
∆zl,h = zl−zh between the head of the bunch zh and the
center of the laser driver zl. They are allowed to vary in
the following ranges: Ih ∈ [0.1, 10] kA, It ∈ [0.1, 10] kA,
Lb ∈ [1, 20] µm, and ∆zl,h ∈ [40, 60] µm.

The FBPIC simulations are performed using the
boosted frame technique [59, 60] with a Lorentz boost
factor of 25. The longitudinal and radial resolutions
are dz = λ0/80 and dr = k−1p /20, respectively, where

kp = (ne,0e
2/meε0c

2)1/2 is the plasma wave number, e is
the elementary charge, ε0 is the vacuum permittivity and
c is the speed of light. The number of particles per cell
is 2 in both z and r, and 8 in the azimuthal direction.
Three azimuthal modes are used to properly describe the
ellipticity of the electron bunch. The simulations are per-
formed on a single NVIDIA A100 GPU and have a typi-
cal execution time of ∼40 min. The Wake-T simulations
have a resolution of dz = cτFWHM/40 and dr = k−1p /20
with 2 particles per cell. Each simulation is performed on
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a single core of an AMD EPYC 7643 CPU, with a typical
execution time of ∼3 min. The entire optimization is car-
ried out in one compute node with 96 CPU cores and 4
GPUs, one of which is allocated for the optimizer. With
this setup, batches of either nR = 96 concurrent Wake-T
simulations or nH = 3 concurrent FBPIC simulations
can be performed.

To quantify the performance gain from the multitask
approach, the same physical setup is also optimized solely
with batches of 3 FBPIC simulations using a Bayesian
algorithm based on a standard single-task Gaussian pro-
cess model. This optimization is carried out in the same
hardware and uses the same initialization routine and ac-
quisition function as the multitask case. Since each opti-
mization run evolves differently—both the initial sample
of points and the optimization of the acquisition function
include a certain degree of randomness—a total of 6 in-
dependent multitask and single-task optimizations have
been carried out to determine the average evolution and
its variance.

The results of this scan, shown in Fig. 1, indicate
that incorporating reduced-model simulations into the
optimization leads, on average, to an order-of-magnitude
speedup in terms of the time to converge to a solution
as well as a reduced variability in the convergence rate.
For example, an average objective value of fH = 280 is
reached after ∼6 h when the optimization is assisted with
Wake-T simulations, while this number grows to ∼45 h
when only FBPIC is used. This boost in performance is
achieved despite the outcome of both codes not being in
full agreement with each other, as evidenced in Fig. 1(b).
However, owing to the high degree of correlation between
them (〈ρ2〉 ' 0.82, where 〈〉 denotes average over the 6
runs), the multitask algorithm can capture the bias of
the reduced model with respect to the high-fidelity sim-
ulations and extract useful information from it.

This approach successfully manages to optimize the
given setup. The highest scoring FBPIC simulation
(fH ' 323) from the 6 multitask optimizations cor-
responds to a configuration with Ih = 4.26 kA, It =
3.50 kA, Lb = 6.35 µm and ∆zl,h = 55.2 µm, which re-
sults in a total charge of 114.6 pC, a mean energy of
2.9 GeV, and a relative energy spread of 0.1 % (MAD).
Fig. 2 shows the outcome of the FBPIC and Wake-T sim-
ulations for this working point. Certain differences can
be observed in the plasma wake, particularly towards the
back, where highly relativistic plasma electrons cannot
be accurately modeled within the quasi-static approxi-
mation. The evolution of the longitudinal phase space
seen in Figs. 2(b)-(d) shows that, as originally intended,
an optimal net beamloading is achieved at the end of the
LPA. Even though the energy spread can be locally high
at some points during acceleration, the laser evolution
and the subsequent changes to the plasma wake along
the LPA end up resulting in a flattened energy distribu-
tion.

A detailed view of the sequence of simulation batches
and the evolution of fR and fH in a multitask optimiza-
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FIG. 2. Outcome of the highest scoring FBPIC simulation.
(a) Plasma wakefields at the center of the LPA as obtained
from FBPIC (top) and Wake-T (bottom). Longitudinal phase
space at the (b) start, (c) middle, and (d) end of the FBPIC
simulation. ∆z and ∆zb are the longitudinal positions rela-
tive to the front of the simulation box and the beam center,
respectively.

tion is included in Fig. 3. The Wake-T simulations have
a negligible cost compared to the FBPIC batches, allow-
ing for broad and inexpensive exploration so that only
the most promising configurations are evaluated at high
fidelity. This allows for a much faster convergence of fH ,
which evolves at virtually the same rate as fR despite the
reduced number of simulations. However, one potential
drawback of performing large batches of reduced-model
simulations is an increased cost of suggesting new con-
figurations (i.e., of fitting the MTGP and optimizing the
acquisition function) due to the rapid growth in the to-
tal number of evaluations. This is evidenced in Fig. 3,
where the intervals between simulation batches progres-
sively widen as the total number of evaluations increases.
Therefore, determining an adequate ratio between nR
and nH is of high relevance for a well-performing opti-
mization. Otherwise, the cost savings from the increased
convergence rate could be counterbalanced, at least in
part, by the growing cost of the multitask optimizer.

The influence of the ratio between nR and nH is in-
vestigated here with a series of optimizations where the
number of Wake-T simulations per batch is varied. In
addition to the original study with nR = 96, three more
cases (each of them consisting of 6 independent runs)
with nR = 48, 24, and 12 are included. For each case,
the evolution of fH as well as the fraction of time that is
spent purely in the optimizer, topt, are quantified. The
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FIG. 3. Evolution of a multitask optimization with alter-
nating batches of Wake-T and FBPIC simulations, indicated
by the shaded area. Intervals between batches correspond to
the time when the optimizer is computing the next set of con-
figurations to evaluate. Outcomes of each simulation and the
evolution of the cumulative best objective are also included.

general outcome of this scan is that reducing nR leads to
a slower convergence in terms of the number of iterations
but to a faster optimizer (i.e., smaller topt). These two
effects partially compensate each other in terms of total
run time, leading to no significant differences between
the cases with nR = 96, 48, and 24, as seen in Fig. 4. To
achieve an objective fH ≥ 250, which is reached by all
runs, the time consumed by the optimizer is moderate
in all cases, ranging from topt ' 10 % when nR = 96 to
topt ' 2 % when nR = 12. However, when quantifying
topt over the 40 h period displayed in Fig. 4, the op-
timizer becomes the dominant contribution to the total
run time (topt ' 52 %) when nR = 96 while remain-
ing negligible (topt ' 2 %) when nR = 12. This is not
particularly concerning here, as the case with nR = 96
reaches a close-to-optimal objective well before the 40 h
threshold. However, if a higher number of iterations were
required, such as in a case where the reduced models and
the high-fidelity simulations are not as well correlated,
it could lead to a significant loss in performance. Based
on the results from this scan, nR = 24 appears to be an
adequate choice that leads to virtually the same rate of
convergence as cases with higher nR while allowing, if
needed, for a larger number of iterations.

In general, depending on the physical problem to opti-
mize, different reduced models of varying fidelity and cost
might be available. As such, studying the behavior of the
multitask method under varying degrees of inter-task cor-
relation is of high relevance for its general applicability.
In particular, it is important to ensure that the method
converges to a meaningful optimum despite any degrada-
tion of the information gained from the reduced model
and a potential increase in overall costs. To test this, an
additional set of optimizations has been performed where

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40
Run time (h)

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

Hi
gh

-fi
de

lity
 o

bje
cti

ve

(a)

Wake-T simulations per batch (nR):
96
48

24
12

FBPIC only

0 50 100
nR

0

20

40

60

t o
p
t[
%

] 

(b)

over 40 h run time
for fH ≥ 250

FIG. 4. (a) Evolution of the high-fidelity objective in mul-
titask optimizations using a different number of Wake-T sim-
ulations per batch compared against a single-task (FBPIC
only) benchmark. (b) Percentage of total run time consumed
by the optimizer as a function of nR. This percentage is mea-
sured both over the 40 h period shown and, alternatively, over
the time needed to reach an objective fH ≥ 250.

the fidelity of fR is reduced by decreasing the resolution
of the Wake-T simulations. In addition to the original
setup, 3 cases with a factor of 2, 4, and 8 lower resolution
in both z and r are included. Due to the expected reduc-
tion in convergence rate, all optimizations are performed
with nR = 24 to allow for a larger number of iterations
without significantly increasing topt. The results from
this study, summarized in Fig. 5, clearly indicate that a
loss in correlation directly translates into a slower con-
vergence rate. However, even with a moderate correla-
tion (〈ρ2〉 ' 0.57), the multitask algorithm can still pro-
vide a significant performance gain. Only when the two
tasks are essentially independent (i.e., 〈ρ2〉 ∼ 10−3 in the
lowest resolution case) does the rate of convergence de-
crease below the single-task benchmark. This is because
even though the MTGP reduces to a single task when
ρ2 = 0 [47], the inaccurate data from fR can still influ-
ence the surrogate model of fH until sufficient evaluations
to infer the lack of correlation have been gathered. As
such, the multitask technique converges towards the op-
timum even with unreliable or misleading reduced-model
data, and provides a performance boost over single-task
optimization as long as a meaningful inter-task correla-
tion can be recognized.

IV. CONCLUSION

The proposed multitask method introduces the capa-
bility of leveraging reduced physical models for assist-
ing in the Bayesian optimization of LPAs and lower-
ing the need for costly high-fidelity simulations. In a
proof-of-principle study combining the simulation codes
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FIG. 5. (a) Evolution of the high-fidelity objective in multi-
task optimizations assisted by Wake-T simulations of differ-
ent resolutions compared against a single-task (FBPIC only)
benchmark. (b), (c), (d) and (e) show the correlation between
Wake-T (fR) and FBPIC (fH) results in each case.

FBPIC (high fidelity) and Wake-T (reduced models), this
technique demonstrates an order-of-magnitude speedup
over an equivalent single-task Bayesian optimization con-
sisting solely of FBPIC simulations. This improvement
in performance depends on the ratio of reduced-model
to high-fidelity simulations, the cost difference between
them, and their degree of correlation. An excessive num-
ber of reduced model simulations can increase the compu-
tational cost of suggesting new configurations, thus par-
tially counterbalancing the gain in performance, while
carrying out too few can slow down the convergence rate.
Batches of nR = 24 Wake-T simulations and nH = 3
FBPIC simulations were found to be an adequate bal-
ance in the presented study. The choice of a reduced
model that correlates well with the high-fidelity simu-
lations is essential for achieving a significant speedup,
although the algorithm converges towards the optimum
even if no information is gained from the inexpensive
simulations. The high computational efficiency of this
method allows for the cost-effective optimization of LPAs
in large parameter spaces. This is a critical step toward
unlocking the full potential of these devices and fulfilling
the high beam quality requirements of applications such
as free-electron lasers, storage-ring injectors, and future
particle colliders.
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J. Dirkwinkel, M. Schnepp, R. Lehe, and A. R. Maier,
Bayesian optimization of a laser-plasma accelerator,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 126, 104801 (2021).

[19] R. Assmann and K. Yokoya, Transverse beam dynamics
in plasma-based linacs, Nucl. Instrum. Methods Phys.
Res. A 410, 544 (1998).

[20] P. Michel, C. B. Schroeder, B. A. Shadwick, E. Esarey,
and W. P. Leemans, Radiative damping and electron
beam dynamics in plasma-based accelerators, Phys. Rev.
E 74, 026501 (2006).

[21] A. Ferran Pousa, A. Martinez de la Ossa, and R. W. Ass-
mann, Intrinsic energy spread and bunch length growth
in plasma-based accelerators due to betatron motion, Sci.
Rep. 9, 17690 (2019).
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[24] E. Guillaume, A. Döpp, C. Thaury, K. Ta Phuoc,
A. Lifschitz, G. Grittani, J.-P. Goddet, A. Tafzi, S. W.
Chou, L. Veisz, and V. Malka, Electron rephasing in a
laser-wakefield accelerator, Phys. Rev. Lett. 115, 155002
(2015).

[25] G. A. Bagdasarov, P. V. Sasorov, V. A. Gasilov, A. S.
Boldarev, O. G. Olkhovskaya, C. Benedetti, S. S. Bu-
lanov, A. Gonsalves, H.-S. Mao, C. B. Schroeder, J. van
Tilborg, E. Esarey, W. P. Leemans, T. Levato, D. Mar-
garone, and G. Korn, Laser beam coupling with capillary
discharge plasma for laser wakefield acceleration applica-
tions, Phys. Plasmas 24, 083109 (2017).

[26] A. R. Maier, N. M. Delbos, T. Eichner, L. Hübner,
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