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High-energy vector meson photoproduction is an important tool for studying the partonic struc-
ture of matter at low Bjorken−x. In the Good-Walker (GW) paradigm, the cross-section dσ/dt for
coherent production of vector mesons or other final states, depends the average transverse distribu-
tion of gluons, while the incoherent cross-section depends on fluctuations in the nuclear structure,
due to variations in nucleon positions, and/or gluonic hot spots. However, predictions of the the
GW paradigm seemingly conflict with data from multiple experiments which observe coherent pro-
duction of vector mesons accompanied by nuclear excitation, or in peripheral relativistic heavy-ion
collisions. These data are consistent with a simpler, semi-classical approach. We will discuss this
contradiction and explore how and why GW fails. We will also contrast the significant differences in
incoherent photoproduction on 197Au and 208Pb targets in the GW approach with the much smaller
expected differences in their low−x gluon content.

I. INTRODUCTION

Vector meson photoproduction in ultra-peripheral col-
lisions (UPCs) [1–3] and at a future electron-ion collider
(EIC) [4, 5] is a key tool to probe nuclear structure at
low Bjorken−x [6]. Exclusive vector meson production
occurs when a photon fluctuates to a quark-antiquark
pair (qq, a virtual vector meson) which then scatters elas-
tically from a target nucleus, emerging as a real vector
meson.

At high energies, the lifetime of the dipole is longer
than the transit time through the nucleus, so it may be
treated as remaining in a fixed configuration throughout
the transit. The elastic scattering may be described as
occurring via the exchange of a Pomeron, which, to low-
est order (LO), is composed of two gluons [7]. The cross-
sections to produce heavier vector mesons scale then with
the square of the target gluon density. Measurements of
J/ψ and ψ′ photoproduction cross-sections in UPCs at
the LHC have been used to measure the gluon content of
protons [8, 9] and lead nuclei [10–12]. the data is consis-
tent with moderate gluon shadowing for x around 10−3

[13]. However, recent calculations of photoproduction at
next-to-leading order show a more complicated theoreti-
cal picture, though [14].

Vector mesons measurements are also sensitive to
the internal structure of the target [6]. In the Good-
Walker (GW) picture, the differential coherent cross-
section dσcoh/dt (t is the Mandelstam t) probes the trans-
verse distribution of gluons in the target nucleus, as was
highlighted in the EIC White Paper [4] and EIC Yellow
Report [5].

The Yellow Report also considered incoherent photo-
production, which probes event-by-event fluctuations in
the target configuration, including gluonic hot spots and
nucleonic/subnucleonic target positions. As the photon
energy k increases, the reaction probes gluons with lower
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x. More and more gluonic hot spots appear, raising
the incoherent cross-section [15, 16]. As k increases, the
number of hot spots grows to eventually encompass the
whole nucleus, turning it into a black disk. Black disks
don’t fluctuate, and so, at sufficiently high k, the incoher-
ent cross-section disappears. Similar behavior is found
with other approaches, such as a calculation using the
JIMWLK equation, which found that, at HERA ener-
gies, the ratio of the incoherent to coherent cross-section
dropped with increasing k [17].

After discussing the GW paradigm (Sec.
II),confronting it with data (Sec. III), and giving
a reason why it may fail (Sec. IV), this paper will
discuss other issues with the GW paradigm in Section
V, before drawing sone conclusions in Sec. VI.

II. THE GOOD-WALKER PARADIGM

In 1960, Good and Walker studied high-energy diffrac-
tive dissociation [18]. If a single incident particle can be
described as the sum of amplitudes for different states
with different absorption cross-sections, then it may in-
teract elastically (and coherently) with a target, and
emerge as a different particle, as long as the incident and
final state particles have the same quantum numbers,
including spin and intrinsic angular momentum. Good
and Walker argued that, although the incident-particle
plus target system could have orbital angular momen-
tum, kinematic considerations make this unlikely [19].

Mietenlin and Pumplin [20, 21] extended the approach
to include incoherent photoproduction. The total cross-
section for a diffractive process like photoproduction may
be written [6]

dσtot
dt

=
1

16π

〈
|A(K,Ω)|2

〉
(1)

where A(K,Ω) is the amplitude for photoproduction.
Here K are the kinematic factors in the reaction, and
Ω is the configuration of the target: the position of indi-
vidual nucleons, and their parton configurations, includ-
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ing fluctuations. The amplitudes are squared to get the
cross-section for that configuration, and then averaged
over configurations.

In GW, in coherent interactions the target nucleus re-
mains in its ground state. The amplitudes are added,
and

dσcoh
dt

=
1

16π

∣∣ < A(K,Ω) >
∣∣2. (2)

This equation directly ties together two signatures: that
the target remains in its ground state, and the coherent
enhancement that is present when one adds amplitudes
before squaring.

The incoherent contribution is just the difference be-
tween the total and the coherent cross-sections:

dσinc
dt

=
1

16π

(〈
|A(K,Ω)|2

〉
−
∣∣〈A(K,Ω)

〉∣∣2). (3)

Event-by-event fluctuations in the nuclear configuration
lead to differences between the two terms within the
parentheses - the sum of the squares minus the square
of the sum. Here, the momentum transfer

√
|t| is re-

lated to the length scale for these fluctuations, but one
cannot use dσinc/dt to directly predict fluctuations on

length scales L = ~/
√
|t|; Instead, dσinc/dt can be used

for model-testing. For example, HERA data on J/ψ pho-
toproduction on proton targets is consistent with strong
geometric fluctuations of the proton target [22].

III. COHERENT PHOTOPRODUCTION IN
NON-EXCLUSIVE REACTIONS

The GW paradigm is challenged by data showing that
coherent photoproduction occurs even when the nuclear
targets breaks up. Here, coherent production is signaled
by the presence of a peak in dσ/dt (for t < few (~/RA)2),
consistent with in-phase addition of the amplitudes to
scatter from different nuclei [23].

The first data came from the Solenoidal Tracker at
RHIC (STAR) experiment at RHIC, which includes a
central detector and two zero degree calorimeters (ZDCs)
upstream and downstream of the interaction point. The
ZDCs detect neutrons from nuclear breakup. STAR UPC
data was collected with a trigger that requires one or
more neutrons to be present in each ZDC. This happens
when both nuclei break up and emit neutrons. STAR ob-
served photoproduction of the ρ plus direct π+π− plus ω
[24–26], ρ′ [27] and the J/ψ [28]. All exhibited coherent
production. ALICE has confirmed the coherent photo-
production of the ρ, in concert with breakup of one or
both nuclei [29].

These cross-sections are consistent with the picture
shown in Fig. 1, where two (if one nucleus breaks up)
or three (if both nuclei dissociate) photons are exchanged
[30]. Each photon is emitted independently [31] and does
one thing: one coherently produces the vector meson,
while the other photons break up one nucleus each. The

FIG. 1. Schematic diagram of vector meson photoproduction
accompanied by mutual Coulomb excitation. The vertical
dashed lines show that the photons are independent, sharing
only a common impact parameter.

photons are connected only through their common im-
pact parameter [32]. Although the photons act indepen-
dently, they are still parts of the full reaction in Fig. 1,
and the intermediate ion lines may be off the mass shell.
This is likely not a significant effect, but it is present.
A competing, indistinguishable process becomes signif-
icant at larger pT : single photon exchange which both
produces a vector meson and excites the target nucleus.

The other class of data involves coherent J/ψ photo-
production in peripheral collisions [33–35]. A large excess
(over the hadroproduction expectations) of J/ψ produc-
tion was observed at small pT , with characteristics con-
sistent with coherent photoproduction. The excess was
seen down to about 30% centrality, i. e. for about 70%
of the hadronic cross-section, including collisions involv-
ing hundreds of participants, producing hundreds of final
state particles. This contrasts with the GW requirement
that the target nucleus remain in its ground state.

In contrast, these data are explained in a semi-classical
approach to coherence, where, as long as one cannot tell
which nucleon was struck, one adds the amplitudes for
the photon/dipole to interact with the different nucle-
ons in the target. The cross-section to produce a vector
meson on a nuclear target is

σ =
∣∣ΣN

i Ai exp(i~k · ~xi)
∣∣2 (4)

where i sums over the N nucleons at positions ~xi, each
with production amplitude Ai. Here, k is the momentum
transfer from the target to the vector meson. We take
the Ai to be identical, but that is not required for the
argument.

Equation 4 leads to two different recoil spectra, corre-
sponding roughly to the sizes of the entire nucleus and

to that of an individual nucleon. When |~k| < ~/RA, the
exponential is unity, and then σ ≈ N2; the cross-section

is coherently enhanced. For |~k| � ~/RA, the phase of the
exponential is random and σ ≈ N ; there is no coherent
enhancement; the pT spectrum depends on the structure
of the proton. These two regimes are observed in UPC
data, with pT spectra in qualitative agreement with in-
teractions from the entire nucleus and from individual
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nucleons [25].

In contrast to GW, Eq. 4 takes each nucleus as it
appears, without reference to an average configuration.
One could generate new nuclear configurations for each
interaction, but, for large nuclei, the incoherent and co-
herent cross-sections would not change significantly.

The semi-classical approach does not directly consider
the target final state. Multi-photon exchange, as in Fig.
1 can be included by adding an impact-parameter depen-
dent additional-photon-exchange breakup probability to
the cross-section calculation [30]. The energy scale for
nuclear excitation is much lower than for vector meson
production. So, over the time scale required for vector
meson production, the target does not lose significant
energy, and the excitation should not change the ~xi dis-
tribution significantly.

Equation 4 can be applied to J/ψ photoproduction
in peripheral collisions, albeit with some open questions
[36, 37]: Does photoproduction involve the participant
(in the hadronic interaction) nucleons, or only the specta-
tors? Hadroproduction has a similar (or shorter, depend-
ing on the interaction) time scale than photoproduction.
Does the hadronic interaction occur before the photopro-
duction? If so, the participant nucleons will have a lower
energy, reducing the photonuclear cross-section. A full
calculation should consider both time orderings. This is
possible by expanding Eq. 4, but it is incompatible with
the GW approach.

In the GW paradigm, factorization (Fig. 1) fails. Dif-
ferent fluctuations of the incident photon interact with
the nuclear target with different cross-sections. If the
target is excited, though, it also fluctuates. A(K,Ω) in
Eqs. 1 through 3 would need to be expanded to include
an additional dependence on the final state configuration
Ω′: A(K,Ω,Ω′). To get the total cross-section, it would
then be necessary to sum over the different final state
configurations. The only simple division into coherent
and incoherent production would be the one expected
in GW: coherent production requres that Ω′ = Ω. Any
other division including times scales, etc. would depend
on the final state configuration in a complex manner.

The GW paradigm uses the optical model and assumes
that the excitation time is short compared to the time re-
quired to propagate through the nucleus [38, 39]. Because
’Diffraction scattering arises as the shadow of nondiffrac-
tive multiparticle production.’ propagation-time effects
that pertain to non-diffractive multiparticle production
can also affect diffractive production. So, the dependence
on final state excitation is not simple.

There are, of course, some complications to either ap-
proach. For lighter mesons it is necessary to account for
the possibility that the qq dipole interacts multiple times
as it passes through the nucleus. This is usually done
with a Glauber calculation [40]. These corrections reduce
the cross-section, but do not alter the arguments pre-
sented here. Glauber calculations reproduce the observed
cross-sections for photoproduction of light vector mesons
on heavy nuclei at low pT (in the coherent regime), ei-

ther with or without excitation [41, 42]; the agreement
improves by including excited intermediate states of the
dipole [43]. For heavy vector mesons, gluon shadowing
must be included [10, 44].

Equation 4 could be expanded to include the par-
tonic structure of a nucleus, by changing the sum over
i to run over the quarks in each nucleon and replac-
ing dipole-nucleon cross-section and couplings with their
quark counterparts. The number of quarks depends on
the lowest kinematically allowable Bjorken−x, evaluated
at a Q2 corresponding to half of the vector meson mass
(MV ): xmin = M2

V /2kmp, where MV and mp are the vec-
tor meson and proton masses, and here k is in the target
frame. As k rises, xmin drops, and the number of energet-
ically accessible quark targets increases. Since the intra-
quark separation is smaller than the intra-nucleon sepa-
ration, partonic interactions add a third spectral compo-
nent, corresponding to nucleon breakup, with a harder
pT spectrum than the incoherent component [10].

IV. WHY GOOD-WALKER FAILS

GW does not explain coherent photoproduction with
nuclear breakup or in hadronic collisions because these
reactions do not satisfy a key GW assumption: that the
input projectile is a single photon (or other particle).
In UPCs, as Fig. 1 shows, the electromagnetic fields
are strong enough so that multiple photons can be ex-
changed, violating the GW assumption of a single inci-
dent particle. The presence of hadronically interacting
particles in peripheral collisions likewise violates this as-
sumption. The possible presence of additional photons is
enough to violate GW, even if they (or their effects) are
not observed. Reactions with a second photon effectively
absorb some of the expected one-photon cross-section.
They also reduce the energy of the incident electron or
ion, contribute to the measured t, and can alter the ap-
parent division between coherent and incoherent cross-
sections. In fact, it is impossible to tell if a reaction that
produces a vector meson and excites a nucleus occurs via
one-photon or two-photon exchange. These channels can
interfere with each other; at pT ≈ 5~/RA the amplitudes
for the one-photon and two-photon processes are similar.

Instead of taking the incident particle is a sin-
gle photon, the incident particle could be the elec-
tron/proton/ion. This would invalidate the single-
photon explanation, but does not solve the problem that
coherence is visible even when the scattering is inelastic
because the target (or the projectile) breaks up in the
reaction.

There are other possible complications to the re-
action. The nuclear target could radiate an unseen
bremsstrahlung photon, carrying off energy and momen-
tum. Bremsstrahlung is infrared divergent, so, for a low
enough cutoff energy, radiation is present in every inter-
action.

The photon emitter and nuclear target can also each
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emit a photon, which fuse to produce a lepton pair. The
cross-section for lepton pair production is finite because
of the lepton masses, but it is large. For lead-lead colli-
sions at the LHC, the cross-section for two-photon pro-
duction of e+e− pairs is about 200,000 barns [2, 45]. For
near-grazing lead-lead collisions (b ≈ 2RA), the average
number of produced pairs is more than one [46].

Most of these pairs are invisible to RHIC or LHC de-
tectors, since the leptons have a low pT and/or a high
rapidity. These soft particles are unlikely to affect the
overall kinematics of the vector meson production. How-
ever, they do break the GW paradigm, in which the ini-
tial and final state of the target should be the same.

The likelihood of multi-photon exchange is much
higher for heavy-ion photon-sources than for proton or
electron radiators, but this is a question of degree, rather
than a qualitative difference. Two-photon exchanges
have been seen to have implications for elastic form factor
measurements in eA collisions, for example [47, 48].

Theoretical underpinnings aside, both GW and Eq. 4
make similar predictions for coherent production. Since
pT is conjugate to the impact parameter b and t ≈ p2T , in
both approaches the two-dimensional Fourier transform
of
√
dσcoh/dt gives, with some caveats, the transverse

profile of interaction sites in the target [6, 49–52].
However, for incoherent production, the implications

are significant. Equation 3 does not have a counterpart
in the semi-classical approach; there is no association
between event-by-event fluctuations and the incoherent
cross-section. Instead, the incoherent cross-section de-
pends on the number of emitters, with the pT spectrum
of the incoherent production depending on the sizes of the
individual emitters. A nucleus consisting of fixed, static
nucleons would still interact incoherently. In contrast, in
GW, without fluctuations, the incoherent cross-section is
zero.

The semiclassical approach again finds support in
the STAR ρ photoproduction data, where the incoher-
ent cross-section at large |t| (0.2 < |t| < 0.45 GeV2,
where the coherent cross-section is small) was fit to a
dipole form factor, consistent with a single proton target
[26, 52]. The form is also seen in color glass condensate
calculations [53]. In contrast, an exponential function
gave a poor fit to the data. In GW, the incoherent cross-
section is driven by fluctuations, and there is no reason
to expect it to follow a dipole form factor.

V. OTHER ISSUES WITH dσinc/dt AT LOW |t|

There are some other problematic issues with common
treatments of dσinc/dt at low |t|. Some of these difficul-
ties further challenge the GW approach.

One issue arises at very small |t|, where energy conser-
vation limits incoherent interactions. Nuclear excitation
is endothermic. As |t| decreases, the energy transfer to
the nucleus decreases, and, as |t| → 0 there is insufficient
energy transferred to excite the nucleus, so incoherent

interactions become impossible. This problem is even
worse for a dipole form factor, because dσinc/dt rises as
|t| decreases, even as |t| → 0.

The decrease as |t| → 0 is seen in the semiclassical ap-
proach. In Eq. 4 as |t| → 0, the coherent cross-section
absorbs all of the available amplitude, squeezing out in-
coherent production. Under the assumption of randomly
positioned static nucleons, it is possible to quantify the

degree of incoherence via the deviation of exp(i~k·~xi) from
one. Expanding the exponential as a Taylor series yields
dσ/dk ∝ k2; it drops quadratically as k decreases. This
approach neglects several factors, including the nucleon-
nucleon repulsive force (which creates correlations in the
nucleon positions) and the relatively sharp nuclear edges,
but does demonstrate the asymptotic behavior.

Nuclei can dissociate in many ways, depending on the
available energy [54]. Common modes are via neutron
emission (via a Giant Dipole Resonance (GDR) or other
intermediate excited state), proton emission, or photon
emission. Although low-energy nuclear excitations like
the GDR are often considered collective oscillations, they
can also be described in terms of single-particle transi-
tions [55], so may be produced by a Pomeron interacting
with a single nucleon.

Table V shows that the energies required to eject nu-
cleons from two commonly accelerated nuclei, 197Au and
208Pb, range from 5.27 to 8.07 MeV. This energy is re-
quired to break up the bound nuclei. Additional energy
can further excite the target, or may provide kinetic en-
ergy to the ejected nucleon.

If the Pomeron transfers its energy to a single nucleon,
as indicated by the STAR data [26], these thresholds cor-
respond to a minimum initial nucleon recoil momentum
of 100 to 125 MeV/c. The struck nucleon will transfer en-
ergy to the target, but this sets the scale for the Pomeron
pT . At substantially smaller Pomeron pT , only excitation
followed by photon emission is possible. In this low-pT
region dσincoherent/dt may be substantially smaller than
an extrapolation from higher |t| would indicate.

Lower energy excitations come from transitions be-
tween nuclear shell-model states, at specific excitation
energies. The energy spectra are very different for the
two commonly used heavy nuclei [57]. 208Pb is doubly
magic, so is very stable, with a lowest lying excited state
at 2.6 MeV. In contrast, 197Au has its lowest lying state
at 77 keV. This state has a 1.9 nsec lifetime, so, for a
110 GeV/n gold nucleus (expected at the EIC), the char-
acteristic decay distance is about 70 m, long enough so
that the excited nucleus will decay far outside any realis-
tic detector. This excitation is essentially invisible. The
next excited states are at 269 and 279 keV.

The different excitation energy spectra have significant
consequences for the GW paradigm. Both 197Au and
208Pb, have similar sizes, and their density distributions
are both well described by a Woods-Saxon distributions.
They should have similar distributions of low−x gluonic
hotspots. In GW, the incoherent photoproduction cross-
sections at small |t| should be quite similar. But, their
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Lead Mass Gold Mass
208Pb 207.976627 Dal 197Au 196.966569 Dal
207Pb 206.975872 Dal 196Au 195.96657 Dal

∆E (n emiss.) 7.38 MeV ∆E (n emiss. ) 8.07 MeV
207Tl 206.975872 196Pt 195.964952 Dal

∆E (p emiss.) 7.57 MeV ∆E (p emiss.) 5.27 MeV

TABLE I. The masses (in Daltons) for 208Pb and 197Au for the remnant nuclei after 1n and 1p emission [56]. All reactions are
endothermic, and the ∆Es are the energy in MeV required for the reaction to proceed.

different shell-model excitation spectra should lead to dif-
ferences in dσinc/dt at low |t|.

To apply GW, it is necessary to accurately classify re-
actions as coherent or incoherent. No present or planned
RHIC or LHC detector could detect these de-excitation
photons in UPCs. EIC detector collaborations are plan-
ning ZDCs that can detect low-energy photons, but their
energy threshold will be limited by the synchrotron radia-
tion background, which is likely to be too high to permit
the observation of photons from gold de-excitation [5].
Even with lead targets, some of the photons are emitted
opposite to the direction of motion, so will be Lorentz
downshifted, rather than boosted. This will limit the
overall detection efficiency.

Although lead is preferred over gold, it is not a
panacea. The relative excitation probabilities to differ-
ent excited states due to Pomeron exchange are not well
known, so the relative excitation probabilities to differ-
ent states are not well known, so determining detection
efficiency will be difficult. Different Monte Carlo codes
have taken rather different approaches.

STARlight (for UPCs) [58] and eSTARlight (for ep/eA
collisions) [59] both largely follow Eq. 4, using nuclear
and nucleon form factors to predict the pT spectra for co-
herent and incoherent production respectively. However,
they do not model the depletion of incoherent produc-
tion at small pT . STARlight has been shown to provide
a good description of light vector meson photoproduction
cross-sections [25, 29, 60], although for the J/ψ, it over-
predicts the cross-section [10, 12], likely because it does
not include gluon shadowing.

The Sartre generator [51, 61] follows the GW approach.
For each reaction studied, it generates 500 random nu-
clear configurations, and then calculates the coherent and
incoherent dσ/dt using Eqs. 2 and 3, using a dipole model
approach. In Sartre, dσcoh/dt roughly follows an expo-
nential behavior at large |t|, but exhibits a small down-
turn for |t| < 0.015 GeV2. The downturn reduces the
cross-section for incoherent φ electroproduction a factor
of 2-3 as |t| → 0 compared to the exponential baseline.
This is a smaller reduction than the Taylor expansion of
dσ/dk predicts. The calculated cross-section also lacks
structure due to nuclear levels. Instead, the nuclear ex-
citation energies E are chosen to follow a 1/E2 distribu-
tion, with the nuclear breakup being done by a statistical
modelling code.

Benchmark eA Generator for LEptoproduction (BeA-

GLE) is a Monte Carlo code that simulates a variety of
ep and eA collisions, including incoherent vector meson
production [62]. Interactions involve a randomly chosen
nucleon target, producing hadrons; the nuclear recoil is
simulated with a cascade model, with FLUKA handling
the low-energy nuclear remnants. BeAGLE makes sim-
ilar predictions about dσ/dt as SARTRE for incoherent
J/ψ photoproduction.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, we have shown that the Good-Walker
paradigm fails to explain two classes of events that have
been observed in relativistic heavy-ion collisions: coher-
ent photoproduction accompanied by mutual Coulomb
excitation in UPCs, and coherent photoproduction in pe-
ripheral heavy-ion collisions. A semi-classical approach
based on adding amplitudes is much more effective in
these cases. These two approaches make similar predic-
tions for coherent production, but have very different
takes on incoherent production. Reconciling these two
approaches is critical for understanding how incoherent
production is sensitive to fluctuations in the average nu-
clear configuration.

Because incoherent photoproduction involves nuclear
breakup, it is an exothermic process. As |t| decreases,
some breakup channels will become energetically inac-
cessible, so dσinc/dt is unlikely to be a single smooth
curve.

Looking ahead, it is important to improve calculations
to better quantify the effect of multi-photon exchange,
bremsstrahlung and pair production on the division into
coherent and incoherent production, especially for ep/eA
collisions. This might involve applying a quantum field
theory approach to the GW paradigm. Although existing
studies of HERA data on proton targets may not be sig-
nificantly affected, future high-precision studies are likely
to reach its limits.

It is also important to develop better models of nu-
clear excitation due to Pomeron exchange. Studies of
photoexcitation [63] are clearly relevant here, but may
not transfer 100% since the Pomeron couples equally to
protons and neutrons. These models will be needed to
correct data for mis-classification of coherent and inco-
herent photoproduction due to unobserved breakup.

It may be possible to collect relevant data at RHIC or



6

the LHC, by installing a small forward electromagnetic
calorimeter to detect photons from nuclear excitation. In
addition to observing nuclear excitations accompanying
vector mesons, it can also study reactions involving only
nuclear excitation [64]. When the EIC begins operations,
much better data will become available. Unfortunately,
this is too late to inform the EIC detector designs.
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