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We discuss various aspects of a neutrino physics program that can be carried out with the neutrino Beam-
Dump eXperiment DRIFT (νBDX-DRIFT) detector using neutrino beams produced in next generation neutrino
facilities. νBDX-DRIFT is a directional low-pressure TPC detector suitable for measurements of coherent
elastic neutrino-nucleus scattering (CEνNS) using a variety of gaseous target materials which include carbon
disulfide, carbon tetrafluoride and tetraethyllead, among others. The neutrino physics program includes standard
model (SM) measurements and beyond the standard model (BSM) physics searches. Focusing on the Long
Baseline Neutrino Facility (LBNF) beamline at Fermilab, we first discuss basic features of the detector and
estimate backgrounds, including beam-induced neutron backgrounds. We then quantify the CEνNS signal in
the different target materials and study the sensitivity of νBDX-DRIFT to measurements of the weak mixing
angle and neutron density distributions. We consider as well prospects for new physics searches, in particular
sensitivities to effective neutrino non-standard interactions.

I. INTRODUCTION

Coherent elastic neutrino-nucleus scattering (CEνNS) is a
process in which neutrinos scatter on a nucleus which acts as
a single particle. Within the Standard Model (SM), CEνNS
is fundamentally described by the neutral current interaction
of neutrinos and quarks, and due to the nature of SM cou-
plings it is approximately proportional to the neutron num-
ber squared [1]. Following years of experimental efforts, the
COHERENT collaboration has established the first detection
of CEνNS using a stopped-pion source with both a CsI[Na]
scintillating crystal detector [2] and single-phase liquid argon
target [3].

There are many proposed experimental ideas to follow up
on the detection of CEνNS, using for example reactor [4–11],
SNS [12, 13], and 51Cr sources [14]. The COHERENT data
and these future detections provide an exciting new method
to study beyond the SM (BSM) physics through the neutrino
sector, as well as provide a new probe of nuclear properties.

Since the power of CEνNS as a new physics probe is just
now being realized, it is important to identify new ways to ex-
ploit CEνNS in future experiments. In this paper, we propose
a new idea to study CEνNS with the neutrino Beam-Dump
eXperiment Directional Identification From Tracks (νBDX-
DRIFT) detector using neutrino beams at next generation neu-
trino experiments. For concreteness we focus on the Long
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Baseline Neutrino Facility (LBNF) beamline at Fermilab [15].
As we show, this experimental setup is unique relative to on-
going CEνNS experiments, for two primary reasons. First,
the LBNF beam neutrinos are produced at a characteristic
energy scale different than neutrinos from reactor or SNS
sources. This provides an important new, third energy scale
at which the CEνNS cross section can be studied. Second,
our detector has directional sensitivity, which improves back-
ground discrimination and signal extraction. Previous studies
have shown how directional sensitivity improves sensitivity
for BSM searches [16].

This paper is organized as follows. In Section II we dis-
cuss the basic features of the νBDX-DRIFT detector setup
that we are considering. In Section III we discuss the expected
CEνNS signal at νBDX-DRIFT. In Section IVA, we investi-
gate the backgrounds at νBDX-DRIFT and in Section IVB,
we show the aspects of SM and BSM physics that can be stud-
ied using νBDX-DRIFT. In Section V we present our conclu-
sions.

II. νBDX-DRIFT: BASIC DETECTOR FEATURES

As discussed in [17], a BDX-DRIFT detector, with its novel
directional and background rejection capabilities, is ideally
suited to search for elastic, coherent, low-energy, nuclear-
recoils from light dark matter (DM). A sketch of a BDX-
DRIFT detector is shown in Figure 1. The readouts on ei-
ther end couple to two back-to-back drift volumes filled with a
nominal mixture of 40 Torr CS2 and 1 Torr O2 and placed into
a neutrino beam, as shown. The use of the electronegative gas
CS2 allows for the ionization to be transported through the gas
with only thermal diffusion which largely preserves the shape
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FIG. 1. A sketch of the νBDX-DRIFT detector.

of the track [18]. CS2 releases the electron near the gain el-
ement allowing for normal electron avalanche to occur at the
readout [18]. The addition of O2 to the gas mixture allows
for the distance between the recoil and the detector to be mea-
sured without a t0 (time of creation of the ionization) [19–21]
eliminating, with side-vetoes, prodigious backgrounds from
the edges of the fiducial volume. Because of the prevalence of
S in the gas and the Z2 dependence for coherent, elastic, low-
energy scattering, [17] the recoils would be predominantly S
nuclei. With a theshold of 20 keV the S recoils would be
scattered within one degree of perpendicular to the beam line
due to extremely low-momentum transfer, scattering kinemat-
ics. The signature of these interactions, therefore, would be a
population of events with ionization parallel to the detector
readout planes.

Here we consider deploying a BDX-DRIFT detector in a
neutrino beam of a next generation neutrino facility, which
for definitiveness we take to be the LBNF beamline at Fer-
milab. As discussed below CEνNS will produce low-energy
nuclear recoils in the fiducial volume of a νBDX-DRIFT de-
tector. To optimize the detector for CEνNS detection various
gas mixtures and pressures are considered.

III. CEνNS IN νBDX-DRIFT

When the neutrino-nucleus exchanged momentum is small
enough (q. 200MeV) the individual nucleon amplitudes sum
up coherently, resulting in a coherent enhancement of the
neutrino-nucleus cross section [1]. So rather than scattering
off nucleons the neutrino scatters off the entire nucleus. This
constraint on q translates into an upper limit on the neutrino
energy Eν . 100MeV, which in turn “selects” the neutrino
sources capable of inducing CEνNS. At the laboratory level,
reactor neutrinos with Eν . 9MeV dominate the low energy
window, while stopped-pion sources with Eν < mµ/2 the in-

termediate energy window. Fig. 2 shows the different energy
domains at which CEνNS can be induced. At the astrophys-
ical level CEνNS can be instead induced by solar, supernova
and atmospheric neutrinos in the low, intermediate and “high”
energy windows, respectively.

Using laboratory-based sources, CEνNS has been mea-
sured by the COHERENT collaboration with CsI[Na] and
LAr detectors [2, 22]. And measurements using reactor neu-
trino sources are expected in the near-future [6, 8, 23]. The
high-energy window however has been rarely discussed and
experiments covering that window have been so far not con-
sidered. One of the reasons is probably related with the con-
ditions that should be minimally satisfied for an experiment to
cover that energy range: (i) The low-energy tail of the neutrino
spectrum should provide a sufficiently large neutrino flux, (ii)
the detector should be sensitive to small energy depositions
and (iii) backgrounds need to be sufficiently small to observe
the signal. The LBNF beamline combined with the νBDX-
DRIFT detector satisfy these three criteria, as we will now
demonstrate.

Accounting for the neutron and proton distributions inde-
pendently, i.e. assuming that their root-mean-square (rms)
radii are different 〈r2

n〉 6= 〈r2
p〉, the SM CEνNS differential

cross section reads [1, 24]

dσ

dEr
=

mNG2
F

2π

(
2− ErmN

E2
ν

)
Q2

W , (1)

where the coherent weak charge quantifies the Z-nucleus vec-
tor coupling, namely

Q2
W =

[
Ngn

V FN(q)+Zgp
V FZ(q)

]2
. (2)

The proton and neutron charges are determined by the up and
down quark weak charges and read gn

V = −1/2 and gp
V =

1/2− 2sin2
θW . In the Born approximation the nuclear form

factors are obtained from the Fourier transform of the neutron
and proton density distributions. The properties of these dis-
tributions are captured by different parametrizations, which
define different form factors. For all our calculations we use
the one provided by the Helm model [25], apart from Section
IV B 2 where we will as well consider those given by the sym-
metrized Fermi distribution function and the Klein-Nystrand
approach [26, 27] (see that Section for details). Note that the
dependence that the signal has on the form factor choice is a
source for the signal uncertainty.

In almost all analyses 〈r2
n〉 = 〈r2

p〉, and so the form factor
factorizes. That approximation is good enough unless one is
concerned about percent effects [28, 29], 〈r2

p〉 values for Z up
to 96 are known at the part per thousand level through elastic
electron-nucleus scattering [30]. In that limit one can read-
ily see that the differential cross section is enhanced by the
number of neutrons (N2) of the target material involved, a
manifestation of the coherent sum of the individual nucleon
amplitudes. In what follows all our analyses will be done in
that limit, the exception being Sec. IV B 2.

The differential event rate (events/year/keV) follows from
a convolution of the CEνNS differential cross section and the
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FIG. 2. CEνNS total cross section as a function of incoming neutrino energy for reactor neutrinos, spallation neutron source (SNS) neutrinos
and the LBNF beamline. Cross sections are calculated for representative nuclides of the technologies used in each case: germanium (reactor),
cesium (SNS) and sulfur (LBNF). This graph shows the different energy domains at which a significant CEνNS signal can be induced.

neutrino spectral function properly normalized

dR
dEr

=Vdet ρ(P)
NA

mmolar

∫ Emax
ν

Emin
ν

dσ

dEr

dΦ

dEν

dEν . (3)

Here Emin
ν =

√
mNEr/2. The first two factors define the de-

tector mass mdet = Vdet ρ(P), where ρ(P) corresponds to the
target material density which depends on detector pressure at
fixed room temperature, T = 293K. Assuming an ideal gas it
reads,

ρ = 5.5×10−5×
(

mmolar

g/mol

)(
P

Torr

)
kg
m3 . (4)

Pressure and recoil energy threshold are related and their de-
pendence varies with target material. For the isotopes consid-
ered here, assuming CS2 to be the dominant gas, we have:

E th
r (Nuci) = fi

(
P

40 Torr

)
keV , (5)

with fi = {2,7.5,13,20,69} for Nuci = {H,C,F,S,Pb} [19,
31]. For the neutrino spectrum (and normalization) we use
the DUNE near detector flux prediction for three different po-
sitions (on-axis and off-axis 9 m (0.5◦ off-axis) and 33 m (2.0◦

off-axis)) [32]. Fig. 3 shows the corresponding fluxes (left
graph) along with the low energy region relevant for CEνNS
(right graph).

With these results we are now in a position to calculate
the CEνNS event yield for potential different target materi-
als (compounds): carbon disulfide, carbon tetrafluoride and
tetraethyllead as a function of pressure (threshold). We start
with carbon disulfide and assume the following detector con-
figuration/operation values: Vdet = 10m3 and seven-year data
taking. Results for smaller/larger detector volumes as well as
for smaller/larger operation times follow from an overall scal-
ing of the results presented here, provided the assumption of
a pointlike detector is kept.

Left graph in Fig. 4 shows the CEνNS event rate for CS2,
carbon and sulfur independently displayed. The result is ob-
tained by assuming the on-axis neutrino flux configuration.
One can see that up to 700 Torr the event rate is dominated by
the sulfur contribution, point at which carbon overtakes the
event rate with a somewhat degraded contribution. The indi-
vidual behavior of each contribution can be readily understood
as follows. At low recoil energies the event rate is rather flat
but pressure is low, thus the suppression of both contributions
in that region is due to low pressure. As pressure increases,
mdet increases, as do the carbon and sulfur event rates. There
is a pressure, however, for which the processes start losing
coherence and so the event rates start decreasing accordingly
(variations in pressure translate into variations in recoil en-
ergy threshold according to Eq. (5)). For sulfur it happens at
lower pressures than for carbon, as expected given that sulfur
is a heavier nucleus. For CS2 then it is clear that the opti-
mal pressure is set at about 400 Torr (exactly at 411 Torr),
a value that corresponds to E th

r ' 77.1keV for carbon and to
E th

r = 205.5keV for sulfur, according to Eq. (5). In summary,
at the optimum pressure and corresponding threshold, for CS2
the number of CEνNS events for a 7-year 10 cubic-meter ex-
posure is 367.

Although rather energetic, it is clear that the LBNF beam-
line can induce CEνNS and that the process can be measured,
provided the detector is sensitive to low recoil energies. The
details of how CEνNS proceeds are as follows. The low-
energy tail of the neutrino spectrum (on-axis) extends down
to energies of order 50 MeV or so, as can be seen in the right
graph in Fig. 3. From that energy and up to those where co-
herence is lost, the neutrino flux will induce a sizable number
of CEνNS events. Taking the recoil energy at which F2(Er)
decreases from 1 to 0.1 as the energy at which coherence is
lost (above those energies the nuclear form factor decreases
rapidly and enters a dip, regardless of the nuclei), Eν can be
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FIG. 3. Left graph: Neutrino flux at the νBDX-DRIFT location (LLBNF = 574m) for three positions: on-axis and off-axis 9 m and 33 m (0.5◦

and 2.0◦ off-axis) [32]. Right graph: Low-energy tail of the neutrino spectra, relevant for CEνNS, for the three positions considered in the
left graph. See discussion in Section III for details.

determined with the aid of Eν =
√

2mNEr. Since for sul-
fur (carbon) we found ES

r ' 370keV (EC
r ' 1800keV), we

get ES
ν ' 150MeV (EC

ν ' 200MeV). Numerically we have
checked that the event yield changes only in one part per thou-
sand when increasing Emax

r to values for which Eν > 200MeV.
The number of muon neutrinos per year per cm2 delivered

by the LBNF beamline in the on-axis configuration and the
full energy range, [0.5,5× 103] MeV, is 1.1× 1014. For the
energy range that matters for CEνNS this number is instead
1012. There are about two orders of magnitude less neutri-
nos for CEνNS than e.g. for elastic neutrino-electron scatter-
ing. However, the flux depletion is somewhat compensated
by the N2 enhancement of the CEνNS cross sections, which
for sulfur (carbon) amounts to 256 (36). Thus, although fewer
neutrinos are available for CEνNS, the large size of the cor-
responding cross section leads to a sizable number of events
even for neutrino energies far above those of spallation neu-
tron source neutrinos.

From Fig. 3, and as expected, it is clear that the num-
ber of neutrinos decreases as one moves off the axis. For
the configurations shown there we calculate: and nν(33m) =
9.3×1012 νµ/year/cm2 (integrating over the full neutrino en-
ergy range, [5×10−2,5]GeV). So the CEνNS event rates for
these off-axis configurations are depleted, although as a func-
tion of pressure they keep the same behavior, as can be seen
in the right graph in Fig. 4. Note that off-axis configura-
tions, in particular that at 33m, can potentially be ideal for
light DM searches since they lead to a suppression of neutrino
(or neutrino-related) backgrounds [33].

νBDX-DRIFT is suitable for other target materials as well,
so we have investigated the behavior of their event rates. The
left graph in Fig. 5 shows the result for carbon tetrafluoride
(CF4), while the right graph for tetraethyllead (C8H20Pb). For
the results in the left graph we have assumed the bulk of the
gas is filled with CF4, i.e. 100% of the fiducial volume is
filled with CF4. Note that this a rather good approximation
given that CS2 and CF4 have about the same number of elec-

trons per molecule. For the results in the right graph we have
instead taken a CS2:C8H20Pb concentration of 2.3:1. As we
will discuss in Section IV B 2, these compounds are particu-
larly useful for measurements of the root-mean-square (rms)
radius of the neutron distributions of carbon, fluorine and lead.

From these results one can see that for carbon tetrafluoride
the signal is dominated by fluorine, with subdominant contri-
butions from carbon. Fluorine being a slightly heavier nuclei
has intrinsically a larger cross section, with an enhancement
factor of order (NF/NC)

2 = 100/36 ' 2.8. In addition the
carbon-to-fluorine ratio of the compound implies an extra fac-
tor 4 for the fluorine contribution. One can see as well that up
to 1200 Torr the signal increases. For analyses in CF4 we take
the CEνNS signal at 400Torr, for which we get 808 events/7-
years.

In terms of pressure, tetraethyllead behaves rather differ-
ently. The signal is dominated by lead up to 12 Torr or so. At
that point the carbon contribution kicks in and dominates the
signal, particularly at high pressure. Hydrogen contributes to
the signal at the per mille level, despite being enhanced by a
factor 20 from the molecular composition. This is expected,
in contrast to the carbon and lead cross sections the hydro-
gen contribution is not enhanced. The behavior of the lead
and carbon contributions can be readily understood. Rela-
tive to lead the carbon coherence enhancement factor is small
(NC/NPb)

2 ' 2.3× 10−3. However, lead loses coherence at
rather low pressures and so the difference is mitigated. One
can see that for P < 12Torr carbon contributes at the percent
level.

The pressure at which the lead signal peaks is relevant if
one is interested in lead related quantities. That pressure cor-
responds to 6.4Torr, for which carbon contributes about 25%
of the total signal. At that pressure the signal amounts to
26 events/7-years, with the contribution from lead (carbon)
equal to 19.2 events/7-years (6.7 events/7-years). Thus for
such measurements one will need as well to distinguish re-
coils in lead from those in carbon, something that seems vi-
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FIG. 4. Left graph: CEνNS event yield for carbon dioxide in terms of pressure assuming a ten-cubic meter detector volume operating at room
temperature during a 7-years data taking period. Right graph: CEνNS event yield for different detector position configurations: on-axis and
off-axis 9m and 33m (0.5◦ and 2.0◦ off-axis).
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FIG. 5. Left graph: CEνNS event rates as a function of pressure for carbon tetrafluorine (CF4) assuming a ten-cubic meter detector volume,
operation at room temperature and on-axis neutrino flux configuration. The calculation assumes the bulk of the gas is filled with CF4. Right
graph: Same as left graph but for tetraethyllead (C8H20Pb). Hydrogen contributes to the signal at the per mille level and so its contribution is
not displayed. In contrast to CF4, in this case a concentration of 2.3:1 of carbon disulfide and tetraethyllead has been assumed.

able given that the range of C for a given ionization should be
much larger than for Pb.

IV. νBDX-DRIFT PHYSICS POTENTIAL BEYOND CEνNS
MEASUREMENTS

After discussing CEνNS measurements with the νBDX-
DRIFT detector, we now proceed with a discussion of possible
problematic backgrounds as well as studies that can be carried
out with the detector. For the latter we split the discussion in
measurements of SM quantities and BSM searches. We would
like to stress that although BSM searches at νBDX-DRIFT in-
clude those for light DM, here we limit our discussion to the
case of new interactions in the neutrino sector that can po-
tentially affect the CEνNS event spectrum. The discussion of
light DM will be presented elsewhere [33].

A. Estimation of backgrounds at νBDX-DRIFT

DRIFT detectors have been shown to be insensitive to all
types of ionizing radiation except nuclear recoils after analysis
cuts have been applied with minimal loss of sensitivity [19].
The most recent results from the Boulby Mine show no nu-
clear recoil events in the fiducial volume in 55 days of run-
ning [19]. These results have been extended now to 150 days
of running [34]. Furthermore DRIFT detectors have been run
on the surface and only been found to be sensitive to cosmic
ray neutrons [35]. The DUNE near detector site is at a depth of
60 m and any possibility of nuclear recoils induced from cos-
mic rays at this shallower depth than the Boulby Mine would
be vetoed by timing cuts. The several second cycle time of
the LBNF beam is ideally suited to the slow drift speed of a
DRIFT detector. Thus beam-unrelated backgrounds will not
be a limitation at LBNF.

Beam-related backgrounds are possibly concerning. In this
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section we address the most worrisome beam-related back-
ground, neutrino-induced neutrons (NINs). The neutrino
beam interacts not only with the target material but with the
vessel walls as well. In that process, some neutrinos can in-
teract with the nucleons of the vacuum vessel to produce neu-
trons, which could enter the active detector volume and pro-
duce a background of low-energy nuclear-recoils. Depending
on the neutrino beam energy distribution, and the vacuum ves-
sel material, different processes are to be considered. For an
iron vessel (mostly 56Fe) and Eν . 0.1GeV, the incoming neu-
trino can strip off a neutron from 56Fe, thus inducing the strip-
ping reaction 56Fe+νµ→ n+55 Fe+νµ. The total cross sec-
tion for this processes ranges from 10−42 cm2 to 10−41 cm2,
and dominates NIN production in that neutrino energy regime
[36].

For neutrino energies above ∼ 0.1GeV other processes can
dominate. The on-axis LBNF spectrum peaks within 2-3 GeV
and extends up to energies of order 5 GeV (see Fig. 3).
Thus, although LBNF neutrinos trigger iron stripping reac-
tions, their rate is small compared to neutrino processes which
open up as soon as Eν & 0.1GeV, namely: elastic scattering
(E); quasielastic scattering (QE); resonant single pion produc-
tion (RES); deep inelastic scattering (DIS).1 Of course, not all
these processes produce final state neutrons, only E and RES
do. For initial-state neutrinos, RES processes are [37]

CC: νµ + p→ µ−+ p+π
+ , νµ +n→ µ−+ p+π

0 ,

νµ +n→ µ−+n+π
+ , (6)

NC: νµ + p→ νµ + p+π
0 , νµ + p→ νµ +n+π

+ ,

νµ +n→ νµ +n+π
0 , νµ +n→ νµ + p+π

− .
(7)

Thus, only three out of seven involve final-state neutrons
which could give recoils mimicking the signal. As can be
seen in Eq. (6) RES CC processes produce as well charged
products which would likely be picked up in the fiducial vol-
ume and so vetoed, but are included here for a generous esti-
mate of the backgrounds. The protons produced by the other
processes could produce recoils but are charged and so could
be similarly vetoed. Pions are either charged and so can be
vetoed or uncharged and decaying so quickly to photons that
they cannot produce recoils. So we then estimate the ν→ n
total cross section according to

σNIN = σE +
3
7

σRES , (8)

where we assume that the seven RES processes contribute
equally to the RES total cross section. Fixing Eν = 3GeV and
using the SM prediction for the total neutrino cross section at
these energies [37] one then gets σNIN = 6.2×10−39 cm2.

With the relevant cross section estimated we can now
calculate the expected number of NIN events. Assuming

1 Coherent pion production, multipion production and kaon production open
up as well at these energies, however their total cross sections are smaller
[37].

the full νBDX-DRIFT detector will be made of Nmodules
νBDX-DRIFT modules each having 1m3 fiducial volumes
surrounded by vacuum vessels 150cm on a side we then write
the number of NIN per cycle as follows

NNIN

cycle
=3.0 ·10−4

(
F
3

)(
nFe

2.4 ·1024/cm3

)(
nν

772640/cm2

)
(

A
22500cm2

)( t
1cm

)(
σNIN

6.2 ·10−39 cm2

)
Nmodules .

(9)

Here F refers to the number of faces, nFe to the iron neu-
tron density, nν to the number of neutrinos per cycle, A to
the area of each face, and t to the vessel wall thickness. We
assume only 3 detector faces (front and half of the four lat-
eral faces) are relevant because of forward scattering of the
neutrons, while for nν we take the on-axis neutrino flux in
Fig. 3 rescaled by nPOT/cycle = 7.5× 1013 [15]. Taking
1.0 second as a representative LBNF cycle time (LBNF ex-
tractions oscillate in the range 0.7-1.2 s [15]), a 10 cubic-
meter detector and a data-taking period of 7 years, one gets
NNIN/7-years' 6.56×105.

Given the LBNF beamline energy spectrum and the final-
state particles in the processes of interest (E and RES), NINs
are order GeV. The detection probability P for those GeV
neutrons at νBDX-DRIFT operating with 100% of the fidu-
cial volume filled with CS2 at 400Torr has been determined
by a GEANT4 [38] simulation benchmarked to neutron-induce
nuclear-recoil data [19]. The result is P = 2.5× 10−5. With
this number we then estimate the number of effective NIN
events over the relevant time period and for 10 modules to be

Neff
NIN

7-years
=P ×

(
NNIN

7-years

)
=16.0 . (10)

From the CS2 calculation represented in the left graph of
Fig. 4 we expect 367 CEνNS events above threshold for
the same exposure. This means that the signal-to-background
(NIN) ratio is about 23, a number comparable to what the CO-
HERENT collaboration found for the same type of events (47)
[2]. Following this analysis, our conclusion is that the NIN
background contamination of the CEνNS signal is small for
all possible realistic detector configurations.

NINs produced in the surrounding environment are less
concerning as they can be shielded against either passively or
actively, e.g. [39].

B. SM and BSM studies with the νBDX-DRIFT detector

Measurements of the CEνNS event spectrum can be used
to extract information on the weak mixing angle as well as
on the rms radii of neutron distributions. Using COHERENT
CsI[Na] and LAr data this approach has been used for sin2

θW
[40, 41]. It has been used as well in forecasts of near-future
reactor-based CEνNS data [42, 43]. These analyses provide
relevant information for this SM parameter at renormalization
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scales of order 〈q〉 = µ ' 10−2 GeV and µ ' 10−3 GeV, re-
spectively. An analysis complementary to CEνNS-related ex-
periments has been as well discussed using elastic neutrino-
electron scattering with the DUNE near detector [44]. This
measurement will provide information at µ ' 6× 10−2 GeV,
with higher precision that what has been so far obtained by
COHERENT and comparable to what will be obtained with
e.g. MINER and CONNIE.

Measurements of the rms radii of neutron distributions can
be as well performed through the observation of the CEνNS
process. From Eq. (1) one can see that information on
the CEνNS event spectrum can be translated into limits on
rn

rms =
√
〈r2

n〉, encoded in FN(q). Analyses of these type
have been carried out using COHERENT CsI[Na] data in the
limit rn

rms|Cs = rn
rms|I, for which Ref. [45] found the 1σ result

rn
rms|Cs,I = 5.5+0.9

−1.1 fm. Later on using the LAr data release a
similar analysis found the 90% CL upper limit rn

rms < 4.33fm
[41], a value which mainly applies to 40Ar given its natural
abundance. Forecasts of neutron distributions measurements
using CEνNS data have been presented in Ref. [46].

In addition to SM measurements, CEνNS can be used as
a probe for new physics searches. Using COHERENT data,
various BSM scenarios have been studied. They include neu-
trino non-standard interactions (NSIs) and neutrino general-
ized interactions, light vector and scalar mediators interac-
tions, sterile neutrinos and neutrino electromagnetic proper-
ties (see e.g. [40, 41, 47–55]). To illustrate the capabilities of
the νBDX-DRIFT detector and as a proof of principle, here
we focus on NSI scenarios. Given the ingoing neutrino flavor
the couplings that can be proved are εµe, εµµ and εµτ (see Sec-
tion IV B 3 for details). We then focus on these couplings and
consider—for simplicity—a single-parameter analysis.

We start our discussion with sensitivities of νBDX-DRIFT
to the weak mixing angle and the rms radii of the neutron
distributions for carbon, fluorine and lead. We then discuss
sensitivities to the neutrino NSI. To determine sensitivities, in
all cases we employ a simple single-bin chi-square analysis
with the test statistics defined as [2]

χ
2 =

(
NExp− (1+α)NTheo(p)

σ

)2

+

(
α

σα

)2

, (11)

where for NExp we assume the SM prediction adapted to the
case we are interested in (see Sections below), NTheo repre-
sents predictions of the underlying hypothesis determined by
the values of the parameter(s) p and for the statistical uncer-
tainty we assume σ =

√
NExp +B. Here B refers to back-

ground, which we take to be B=NExp× f/100 ( f = 0,10,25).
We include as well a systematic uncertainty σα along with its
nuisance parameter α. In the former we include uncertainties
due to the nuclear form factor UF and the neutrino flux Uν,
which we add in quadrature. For both we assume 10%, see
Section IV B 2 and Ref. [32].

1. Measurements of the weak mixing angle

Measurements of the weak mixing angle not only provide
information on the quantum structure of the SM, but allow

indirectly testing new physics effects at the TeV scale and be-
yond. The most precise measurements of sin2

θW come from:
(i) The right-left Z pole production asymmetry measured at
SLAC [57], (ii) the Z → bb̄ forward-backward asymmetry
measured at LEP1 [58]. These measurements are known to
disagree at the 3.2σ level, so improved experimental determi-
nations are required. Low-energy measurements of sin2

θW
aim at doing so, with different precisions depending on the
experimental techniques employed [56]. Some might be able
to reach the level of precision required, some others may not.
However, even those not reaching that level (order 0.1%) will
be able to test exotic contributions to sin2

θW that could be
lurking at low energies.

Low-energy measurements of sin2
θW at 〈q〉 � mZ include

atomic parity violation in cesium at 〈q〉 ' 2.4MeV [59, 60],
electron-electron Møller scattering at 〈q〉 ' 160MeV [61],
and νµ-nucleus deep-inelastic scattering at 〈q〉 ' 5GeV [62].
More recent measurements involve electron parity-violating
deep-inelastic scattering at 〈q〉 ' 6GeV [63] and precision
measurements of the weak charge of the proton at 〈q〉 '
157MeV [64]. The precision of these measurements range
from±0.4% for the weak charge of the proton up to±4%, for
electron parity-violating deep-inelastic scattering. Thus, none
of them have the level of precision achieved at Z pole mea-
surements, but are precise enough to constraint new physics
effects. Future atomic parity violation experiments as well
as ultraprecise measurements of parity violation in electron-
12C scattering will improve the determination of sin2

θW at
the ∼ 0.1% level [56].

As it has been already stressed, CEνNS provides another
experimental environment in which information on sin2

θW
can be obtained. Probably the most ambitious scenario is
that of reactor neutrinos: the combination of a large neutrino
flux and small baseline provides large statistics with which
the weak mixing angle can be determined with a precision of
±0.1% or even below, depending on detector efficiency and
systematic errors [43]. For spallation neutron source neutri-
nos, current precision is of order ±50%. However, expec-
tations are that data from future ton-size detectors (LAr and
NaI[Tl]) will improve this measurement.

To assess the precision at which νBDX-DRIFT can mea-
sure the weak mixing angle we assume two detector configu-
rations in which the bulk of the gas is filled with either carbon
disulfide or carbon tetrafluoride. For CS2 we take the detector
pressure to be 411Torr, while for CF4 400Torr. In both cases
a 100% detector efficiency is assumed. For Nexp we assume
the SM prediction calculated with sin2

θW extrapolated to low
energies [56]:

sin2
θW (q = 0) = κ(q = 0)MS sin2

θW (mZ)MS , (12)

with κ(q = 0)MS = 1.03232±0.00029 and sin2
θW (mZ)MS =

0.23122±0.00003 [65]. For the calculation we take only cen-
tral values. With the toy experiment fixed, we then calculate
NTheo for sin2

θW ⊂ [0.20,0.27], for which we find that the
event yield varies from 280 to 507 events for carbon disulfide
and from 589 to 1012 events for carbon tetrafluoride.

The results of the chi-square analysis are shown in Fig.
6, left graph for carbon disulfide and right graph for carbon
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FIG. 6. Left graph: Chi-square distribution for sin2
θW assuming a ten-cubic meter detector volume, 7-years data taking and 100% detector

efficiency. The calculation has been done assuming the bulk of the gas is filled with CS2 under three background hypotheses: A free background
measurement and 10% and 25% of the measured signal, assumed to be the SM prediction at 411Torr with sin2

θW fixed according to its low-
energy extrapolation [56]. Right graph: Same as left graph but assuming instead that the bulk of the gas is filled with CF4 at 400Torr, pressure
at which the SM prediction amounts to 808 events/7-years.

tetrafluoride. The level at which sin2
θW can be determined

depends—of course—on the amount of background, although
its impact is not severe. Assuming the detector is operated un-
der zero background conditions we get for both CS2 and CF4
the 1σ results:

CS2: sin2
θW= 0.238+0.020

−0.016 ,

CF4: sin2
θW= 0.238+0.021

−0.017 . (13)

From these results one can see that the precision with which
the weak mixing angle can be measured at νBDX-DRIFT will
be of order 8%. That precision exceeds what has been so far
achieved with any of the COHERENT detectors, and compa-
rable to what DUNE 7-years data taking could achieve in the
electron recoil channel, 3%.

To put in perspective the precision that can be achieved
at νBDX-DRIFT, we have plotted the RGE evolution of
the weak mixing angle in the MS renormalization scheme
along with the low-energy measurements of the high preci-
sion experiments we have discussed. We have as well in-
cluded expectations from the DUNE near detector using elas-
tic neutrino-electron scattering [44]. The result is shown
in Fig. 7, left graph. To allow comparison we have re-
duced the error bar by a factor 2. One can see that al-
though νBDX-DRIFT comes with a larger uncertainty than
these high-precision experiments, it brings information at a
renormalization scale which is not covered by any of those
experiments. We note that the precise location of the scale
constrained by the experiment depends on detectors parame-
ters such as the assumed recoil threshold and the shape of the
neutrino spectrum. In Fig. 7 we simply plot it at the scale cor-
responding to the mean recoil energy, which we find agrees
within uncertainty with a more rigorous calculation account-
ing for the shape of the neutrino spectrum. Note that the re-
sult we obtain is expected, as it is known that reaching order
±1% precision in neutrino scattering experiments is challeng-

ing [56].
Note that if one focuses on experiments that fall within the

same “category” (stopped-pion CEνNS-related experiments)
then a more reliable comparison can be done. The right graph
in Fig. 7 shows the 1σ sensitivities for COHERENT CsI[Na]
and LAr along with what can be achieved at νBDX-DRIFT.
We have included as well the µ = 〈q〉 range that these ex-
periments cover. For that we have used q2 = 2mNEr along
with information on the minimum and maximum recoil en-
ergies these experiments have measured, or will in the case
of νBDX-DRIFT: COHERENT CsI[Na], Er ⊂ [5,30]keV
[2]; COHERENT LAr, Er ⊂ [19,81]keV [22]; νBDX-DRIFT
CS2, Er ⊂ [101,2640]keV. For the latter we have used Emin

ν =
39MeV and Emin

ν = 200MeV, values dictated by the neutrino
spectrum low-energy tail and the coherence condition. These
values result in

CsI : q⊂ [35,86]×10−3 GeV ,

LAr : q⊂ [38,78]×10−3 GeV ,

CS2 : q⊂ [78,397]×10−3 GeV , (14)

and 〈q〉 = 61× 10−3 GeV, 〈q〉 = 58× 10−3 GeV and 〈q〉 =
238×10−3 GeV, respectively. One can see that among those
stopped-pion CEνNS experiments νBDX-DRIFT has a better
performance.

2. Form factor uncertainties and measurements of neutron density
distributions

Given the recoil energies involved in the νBDX-DRIFT ex-
periment, one expects the CEνNS event yield to be rather
sensitive to nuclear physics effects. Thus to assess the de-
gree at which these effects affect CEνNS predictions, we first
calculate the intrinsic uncertainties due to the form factor



9

10
-4

10
-3

10
-2

10
-1

10
0

10
1

10
2

10
3

0.220

0.225

0.230

0.235

0.240

0.245

0.250

μ [GeV]

S
in

2
θ
W

Q
W
(A

P
V
)

M
IN

E
R

C
O

N
N

IE

ν
B

D
X
-

D
R

IF
T

Q
W

e
a
k
(P
)

Q
W

e
a
k
(e
)

e
D

IS

N
u
T

e
V

T
e
v
a
tr

o
n

L
E

P

L
H

C

D
U

N
E

νBDX-DRIFT: Carbon dioxide

10
-2

10
-1

10
0

0.14

0.16

0.18

0.2

0.22

0.24

0.26

0.28

0.3

0.32

μ [GeV]

S
in

2
θ
W

C
O

H
E

R
E

N
T

C
s
I

C
O

H
E

R
E

N
T

L
A

r

ν
B

D
X
-

D
R

IF
T

C
S

2

FIG. 7. Left graph: Weak mixing angle RGE evolution in the MS renormalization scheme as calculated in Ref. [66], along with a variety of
measurements at different renormalization scales: Atomic parity violation (APV) [59, 60], MINER [6, 43], CONNIE [8, 43] (slightly offset
horizontally for clarity), proton weak charge (QWeak(P)) from cesium transitions [64], electron weak charge (QWeak(e)) from Møller scattering
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parametrization choice. For that aim we use—in addition to
the Helm form factor parametrization [25]—the Fourier trans-
form of the symmetrized Fermi distribution and the Klein-
Nystrand form factor [26, 27].

The Helm model assumes that the proton and neutron dis-
tributions are dictated by a convolution of a uniform density
of radius R0 and a Gaussian profile characterized by the fold-
ing width s, responsible for the surface thickness. The Helm

form factor then reads [25]

FH(q2) = 3
j1(qR0)

qR0
e−(qs)2/2 , (15)

where j1 is the spherical Bessel function of order one and R0,
the diffraction radius, is determined by the surface thickness
and the rms radius of the corresponding distribution, namely
[67]

R0 =

√
5
3
(〈r2〉H−3s2) . (16)
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For the surface thickness we use 0.5fm [67]. The sym-
metrized Fermi form factor follows instead from the sym-
metrized Fermi function, defined through the conventional
Fermi or Woods-Saxon function. The resulting form factor
is given by [26]

FSF(q2) =
3
qc

[
sin(qc)
(qc)2

(
πqa

tanh(πqa)
− cos(qc)

qc

)]
πqa

sinh(πqa)
1

1+(πa/c)2 . (17)

Here c defines the half-density radius and a the surface dif-
fuseness, both related through the rms radius of the distribu-
tion

c =

√
5
3

(
〈r2〉SF−

7
5
(πa)2

)
. (18)

For the calculation we fix a = 0.52fm [68]. Results are rather
insensitive to reasonable changes of this parameter [51]. Fi-
nally, the Klein-Nystrand form factor follows from folding a
Yukawa potential of range ak over a hard sphere distribution
with radius RA. The form factor is then given by [27]

FKN = 3
j1(qRA)

qRA

1
1+q2a2

k
. (19)

In this case the radius RA and the potential range ak are related
through the rms radius of distribution according to

RA =

√
5
3
(〈r2〉KN−6ak) , (20)

with the value for ak given by 0.7 fm [27].
With these results at hand we are now in a position to cal-

culate the CEνNS event yield. We do so for carbon disulfide
assuming the detector specifications used in our previous anal-
yses. The result is displayed in Fig. 8 left graph, from which
it can be seen that the event yield has a relative mild depen-
dence on the nuclear form factor choice. The minimum and
maximum values interpolate between the results obtained us-
ing the Helm and Klein-Nystrand form factors. It is worth
noting that for reactor neutrinos, form factor effects are com-
pletely neglible while for SNS neutrinos (COHERENT) they
are mild, of order 5% or so [2]. In this case the dependence
is stronger, a result expected given the energy regime of the
neutrino probe. Right graph in Fig. 8 shows the percentage
uncertainty calculated according to

UF =
NKN

ev −NH
ev

NKN
ev

×100% , (21)

and covering pressures up to 1200 Torr. From this result it can
be seen that at low recoil energy thresholds uncertainties are of
order 6−7%, and raise up to order 16% at high recoil energy
thresholds. Calculation of the average uncertainty results in
〈UF〉 ' 13%. This means that calculation of SM CEνNS pre-
dictions as well as possible new physics effects always come
along with such uncertainty. Note that our calculations in the

previous Sections, based on the Helm form factor, should be
understood as lower limit predictions of what should be ex-
pected.

We now turn to the discussion of measurements of neutron
distributions, in particular, of the rms radius of the neutron
distribution. This quantity is relevant since, combined with
the rms radius of the proton distribution, it defines the neu-
tron skin thickness of a nucleus, ∆rnp(nucleus) = rn

rms− rp
rms.

This quantity in turn is relevant in nuclear physics as well as
in astrophysics. For instance, in nuclear physics it plays an
important role in the nuclear energy density functional [69–
73], while in astrophysics it allows the prediction of neutron
star properties such as its density and radius [74].

A clean direct measurement of the neutron rms radius has
been done only for 208Pb by the PREX experiment at the Jef-
ferson laboratory [75, 76]. The rms radii for other nuclides
have been mapped using hadronic experiments, and suffer
from large uncontrolled uncertainties [77]. In contrast to these
experiments, PREX relies on parity-violating elastic electron
scattering thus providing a clean determination not only of
the neutron rms radius but of the neutron skin of 208Pb. As
we have already mentioned, CEνNS experiments provide an
alternative experimental avenue to determine this quantity for
other nuclides.

To prove the capabilities of the νBDX-DRIFT detector we
calculate sensitivities for carbon, fluorine and lead. Measure-
ments of the rms radius of the neutron distribution for carbon
and fluorine can be done using CF4. Since carbon and fluorine
have about the same amount of neutrons, in first approxima-
tion one can assume rn

rms|C = rn
rms|F = rn

rms. The analysis for
lead can be done using instead C8H20Pb. In this case the large
mismatch between the number of neutrons for carbon and lead
does not allow the approximation employed for CF4. Experi-
mentally, however, that measurement could be carried out by
tuning pressure to the value at which the lead signal peaks (6.4
Torr) and then selecting lead events. The latter enabled by the
different ranges for carbon and lead given an ionization. Fol-
lowing this strategy we then calculate rn

rms|Pb using only the
lead signal. Note that this analysis intrinsically assumes that
all lead stable nuclei (204Pb, 206Pb, 207Pb and 208Pb) have the
same rn

rms. This of course is not the case, but it is a rather rea-
sonble assumption given the precision at which the rn

rms can
be measured at νBDX-DRIFT.

To determine sensitivities we use as toy experiment input
the SM prediction assuming rn

rms = 〈r
p
rms〉, where 〈rp

rms〉 is cal-
culated according to ∑i rp

rmsiXi with rp
rmsi the proton rms radius

of ith stable isotope [30] and Xi its natural abundance. We then
perform our statistical analysis by calculating the event yield
by varying rn

rms within [2.3,3.3] fm for CF4 and [4.2,6.4] fm
for C8H20Pb. Results are shown in Fig. 9. Top-left and
bottom-left graphs show the variation of the event rate in terms
of rn

rms for CF4 and C8H20Pb respectively. One can see that the
signal increases with decreasing rn

rms, a behavior that can be
readily understood from the reduction in nuclear size implied
by a smaller rn

rms: As nuclear size reduces, coherence extends
to larger transferred momentum.

Results of the chi-square analyses are shown in the top-right
and bottom-right graphs. In each case results for our three
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FIG. 9. Top-left graph: Event distribution in terms of the neutron rms radius for CF4. Top-right graph: Chi-square distribution for the
neutron rms radii of carbon and fluorine including our three background hypotheses. For the calculation we have assumed a ten-cubic meter
detector volume, 7-years data taking and 100% detector efficiency. The value for the neutron rms radius follows from the background-free case,
a potential experimental scenario given the directional properties of the νBDX-DRIFT detector. We assume 100% of the detector is filled with
CF4. Bottom-left graph: Event distribution in terms of the neutron rms radius for C8H20Pb. Bottom-right graph: Chi-square distribution
for the neutron rms radius of lead under the assumptions used in the carbon and fluorine case. A 2.3:1 (CS2 : C8H20Pb) gas ratio has been
assumed. The chi-square analyses include systematics due to form factor parametrization dependences as well as neutrino flux uncertainties.

background hypotheses are displayed. These results demon-
strate that the ten-cubic meter and 7-years data taking νBDX-
DRIFT will be able to set the following 1σ measurements:

C and F in CF4 : rn
rms = 2.84+0.13

−0.15 fm ,

Pb in C8H20Pb : rn
rms = 5.50+0.30

−0.29 fm . (22)

From these numbers one can see that the neutron rms radius
for carbon and fluorine can be determined at the 3% accuracy
level, while for lead at about 5%. The difference in precision
has to do with the difference in statistics. For CF4 about 800
events are available, while for lead in C8H20Pb only about 19
due to the constraints implied by the differentiation between
lead and carbon events. Note that these measurements will not
only provide information on these quantities, but can poten-
tially be used to improve attempts to reliably extract neutron
star radii, in particular those for lead.

3. Sensitivities to neutrino NSI

Neutrino NSI are four-fermion contact interactions which
parametrize a new vector force relative to the electroweak in-
teraction in terms of a set of twelve flavored-dependent new
parameters (in the absence of CP-violating phases). Explicitly
they read [79]

LNSI =−
√

2GF ∑
q=u,d

νaγµ(1− γ5)νbqγ
µ
(

ε
V q
ab + ε

Aq
ab γ5

)
q ,

(23)
where a,b · · · are lepton flavor indices. The axial current pa-
rameters generate spin-dependent interactions and hence are
poorly constrained. For that reason most NSI analyses con-
sider only vector couplings ε

q
ab ≡ ε

V q
ab . Limits on NSI are

abundant and follow from a variety of measurements which
include neutrino oscillations experiments [80, 81], low energy
scattering processes [82] and LHC data [83, 84]. In the light
of COHERENT CEνNS data they have been extensively con-
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νBDX-DRIFT CS2 (7-years) COHERENT CsI (1-year)

εu
µµ [−0.013,0.011]⊕ [0.30,0.32] εu

µµ [−0.06,0.03]⊕ [0.37,0.44]

εu
eµ [−0.064,0.064] εu

eµ [−0.13,0.13]

TABLE I. 1σ allowed ranges for neutrino NSI couplings derived from a single-parameter analysis. Results for down quark parameters are
rather close to those derived for up quarks, so are not displayed. Intervals for ε

q
µτ (q = u,d) are identical to those for ε

q
eµ. For 1-year data taking

sensitivities can be degraded by up to a factor 5. Allowed 1σ limits from COHERENT CsI including spectra and timing information are taken
from Ref. [78], are shown for comparison.

sidered as well [40, 41, 47, 78, 85], and their potential experi-
mental traces have been the subject of studies in multi-ton DM
experiments [86–89].

The presence of neutrino NSI modify the CEνNS differ-
ential cross section. Being vector interactions the flavor-
diagonal couplings interfere with the SM contribution, that in-
terference can be constructive or destructive depending on the
sign the coupling comes along with. In contrast, off-diagonal
couplings always enhance the SM cross section. Asssuming
equal rms radii for the proton and neutron distributions, the
modified cross section proceeds from Eq. (1) by changing the
coherent weak charge according to [90]

Q2
Wa =

[
Z(gp

V +2εaa + ε
d
aa)+(A−Z)(gn

V + εaa + ε
d
aa)
]2

+ ∑
a 6=b

[
Z(2ε

u
ab + ε

d
ab)+(A−Z)(εu

ab +2ε
d
ab)
]2

. (24)

The new parameter dependence can lead to flavor-dependent
cross sections. An incoming flavor state νa can produce either
the same flavor state or an orthogonal one νb. The first term
in Eq. (24) accounts for νa→ νa scattering, while the second
to scattering to a flavor orthogonal state. Using the LBNF
beamline, three NSI couplings—per first generation quarks—
can therefore be tested: ε

q
µµ, ε

q
eµ and ε

q
µτ.

Calculation of sensitivities is done assuming one parameter
at a time. A procedure that is justified by the fact that is for this
parameter configurations for which the best sensitivies can be
derived. In all cases we vary the effective parameter in the
interval [−1.0,1.0]. The results of the analysis are shown in
Fig. 10. Left graph for εu

µµ and right graph for εu
eµ (results

for down quark couplings follow closely those for up quark
parameters, so are not shown). Note that due to the adopted
single-parameter analysis results for εu

µτ are identical to those
from εu

eµ. Table I summarizes the 1σ sensitivities that can be
achieved along with 1σ intervals derived using COHERENT
CsI spectral and timing information [78].

For the flavor-diagonal coupling we find two disconnected
allowed regions, a result which is expected. The region around
zero—which includes the SM solution εu

µµ = 0—is open just
because contributions from the NSI parameter generate small
deviations from the SM prediction. The region of large NSI—
which does not include the SM solution—is viable because
the NSI and SM contributions destructively interfere, with the
NSI contribution exceeding in about a factor 2 the SM terms
resulting in −|QW | → QW . For the off-diagonal coupling re-
sults are as well as expected. Since it contributes construc-

tively enhancing the SM prediction, the chi-square distribu-
tion is symmetric around εu

eµ = 0. Compared with results de-
rived using COHERENT CsI spectral and timing information,
one can see that in all cases sensitivities improve. For εu

µµ
sensitivities are better by about a factor 3 (left interval) and
1.3 (right interval). For εu

µµ they improve by about a factor
2. These numbers apply as well to the other NSI parameters
not displayed. All in all one can see that νBDX-DRIFT data
will allow test region of NSI parameters not yet covered by
COHERENT measurements.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper a new idea to study CEνNS with the νBDX-
DRIFT detector has been considered. We have quantified
sensitivities to the weak mixing angle using carbon disulfide
as target material. Our findings demonstrate that a deter-
mination of this parameter at a renormalization scale within
∼ [0.1,0.4]GeV can be done at the 8% level, thus provid-
ing complementary information to future measurements at
DUNE using the electron recoil channel. We have investigated
as well sensitivities to the neutron distributions of carbon,
fluorine and lead using carbon tetrafluorine and tetraethyl-
lead as target materials. Our results show that measure-
ments with accuracies of order 5% and 10%, respectively, can
be achieved. Finally, we have assessed sensitivities to new
physics searches and for that aim we have considered effective
neutrino NSI. Given the incoming neutrino flavor, at νBDX-
DRIFT only muon-flavor NSI parameters can be tested. Us-
ing carbon disulfide as target material, flavor-diagonal (off-
diagonal) couplings of order 10−3 (10−2) can be proven. In
the absence of a signal these numbers will translate in signifi-
cant improvements of current limits.

Due to its directional and background rejection capabilities,
the νBDX-DRIFT detector combined with the LBNF beam-
line provides a unique opportunity to study CEνNS in a neu-
trino energy range not yet explored. We estimated the ratio
of the most important beam related neutrino-induced neutron
background to the CEνNS signal to be small, about a factor 23
smaller. The detector offers a rich neutrino physics program—
along with a potential agenda for light DM searches—that in-
cludes measurements of the CEνNS cross section in nuclides
not used by other techonologies, measurements of the weak
mixing angle in an energy regime not yet explored by any
other neutrino scattering experiment, measurements of neu-
tron distributions as well as searches for new physics in the
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FIG. 10. Left graph: Chi-Square distribution for εu
µµ assuming the background-free hypothesis. Deviations due to background (10% and 25%

of the signal rate) are small. For the calculation we have assumed 100% of the ten-cubic meter detector volume is filled with CS2 and 7-years
of data taking. Right graph: Same as left graph but for the off-diagonal coupling εu

eµ (or εu
µτ). Results for down quark parameters are rather

close to those found in this case and so are not displayed.

neutrino sector.
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