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Accessing new physics with an undoped, cryogenic Csl CEvNS detector for
COHERENT at the SNS
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We consider the potential for a 10-kg undoped cryogenic CsI detector operating at the Spalla-
tion Neutron Source to measure coherent elastic neutrino-nucleus scattering and its sensitivity to
discover new physics beyond the standard model. Through a combination of increased event rate,
lower threshold, and good timing resolution, such a detector would significantly improve on past
measurements. We considered tests of several beyond-the-standard-model scenarios such as neu-
trino non-standard interactions and accelerator-produced dark matter. This detector’s performance
was also studied for relevant questions in nuclear physics and neutrino astronomy, namely the weak
charge distribution of CsI nuclei and detection of neutrinos from a core-collapse supernova.
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1. INTRODUCTION

A scintillating CsI[Na] crystal was used for the
first detection of coherent elastic neutrino-nucleus
scattering (CEvNS) [II 2] at the Spallation Neutron
Source (SNS) at Oak Ridge National Laboratory.
This detector achieved a light yield of 13.35 pho-
toelectrons (PE) per keV of electron equivalent en-
ergy (keVee), which set a threshold nuclear recoil
energy of ~ 8 keV,,;, allowing detection of the low-
energy nuclear recoils produced in CEvNS interac-
tions. This result has improved precision for mea-
suring the standard model’s predicted neutrino cou-
plings and searching for physics beyond the standard
model (BSM) [3HI0]. Though successful, first-light
CEvNS measurements suffered from limited sample
statistics and a relatively high detection threshold.
The next generation of CEvVNS detectors must ad-
dress both of these concerns to fully realize the power
of precision CEvNS scattering experiments to dis-
cover new physics.

The use of undoped, inorganic scintillators such as
CsI and Nal operated at cryogenic temperatures [111-
14] has been studied recently as a potential improve-
ment. At 77 K, the light output of such crystals more
than doubles compared to doped crystals at room
temperatures. Detectors using this technology have
been proposed to search for dark matter [I5] [16], in
particular testing the DAMA [I7] result, and pre-
cisely measure CEvVNS [I8-20]. Through a com-
bination of increased light yield and reduction of
afterglow, long-lived scintillation activity following
a MeV-scale energy deposit that becomes a back-
ground for CEvNS analysis, a cryogenic CsI CEvNS
detector could achieve a threshold lower than the
original CsI threshold by an order of magnitude,
making a new and currently untested kinematic re-
gion experimentally accessible. A lower threshold
also increases the fraction of CEvNS events that
would be selected by data analysis for a detector at a
stopped-pion neutrino source. At a nuclear reactor,
such improvement would be necessary for CEvNS
detection [2I]. A measurement of CEvVNS on mul-
tiple targets, light and heavy, is desirable to fully
test the standard-model prediction. Next-generation
detectors on argon and germanium, both relatively
light, have been either recently deployed at the SNS
(Ge) or started construction (Ar). High-precision
data with a heavy nuclear target like Csl would sup-
plement these.
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In this work, we describe a broad view of the
physics potential of a 10-kg cryogenic CsI detector
as part of the COHERENT program at the SNS [20].
Specifically, we consider three BSM scenarios: tests
of neutrino-quark non-standard interactions (NSI),
potential to discover hidden-sector dark-matter par-
ticles, and searches for a sterile neutrino through
BSM neutrino oscillations. We also study two areas
where such data will improve understanding of nu-
clear and astrophysics: measuring the weak charge
distribution of the nucleus and observing neutrinos
from a core-collapse supernova. We refer to this
proposed detector as COH-CryoCsl-1 throughout.
Though we considered several of the potential new
physics signatures a cryogenic CsI scintillator at the
SNS may explore, the list is not exhaustive. For ex-
ample, this technology can also test neutrino electro-
magnetic properties [22, 23], a BSM neutrino mag-
netic moment [3 [9, 23H27], and leptoquark mod-
els [28].

2. COHERENT PROGRAM AT THE SNS

The SNS is currently the most intense terrestrial
source of neutrinos in the 10’s of MeV energy range.
During SNS operations, protons are accelerated to a
kinetic energy of T}, = 1.01 GeV and stacked in an
accumulator ring. The protons are then extracted
at a rate of 60 Hz and directed to a mercury target.
Each extraction results in a ~ 350 ns FWHM pulse.
The proton power upgrade [29] is currently increas-
ing the proton energy to 7, = 1.3 GeV and beam
power to 2.0 MW at the target. Recently, steady op-
erations at a record 1.7 MW power were achieved.
Work is expected to be complete by mid 2024 with
full power.

The SNS produces 7% mesons naturally as the
proton beam is dumped on the mercury target. The
7~ capture in nuclei but the 7 will stop in the
target and decay freely making a 7+ decay-at-rest
(7DAR) neutrino flux, 7™ — p™ +v,, 7 = 26 ns.
Subsequently, the u* will then stop in the target
and decay, pt — e* + ve + 1, 7 = 2.2us. Conve-
niently, the time-scale of the beam is between these
two lifetimes so that the flux separates into two com-
ponents: a prompt, monoenergetic (29.8 MeV) flux
of v, and a delayed flux of v, and 7, whose energy
distributions are very well understood from p* de-
cay kinematics. At the SNS energy, the flux is a
pure (> 99%) 7DAR source with a very small con-
tribution from decay-in-flight mesons [30]. Among
artificial neutrino sources, a TDAR flux produces a
large flux of neutrinos in the 10 to 50 MeV energy
range. This energy regime is very useful for astropar-
ticle neutrino measurements [311132]; ®B solar neutri-
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nos have a 15-MeV endpoint energy while supernova
neutrinos have a mean energy of 10-20 MeV.

COHERENT operates a suite of neutrino and
background detectors in “Neutrino Alley”, a base-
ment utility hallway where beam-related neutron
backgrounds are measured to be small enough to
facilitate low-rate neutrino measurements. Taking
full advantage of our low-background environment
and the unique energy and intensity of the SNS,
we have adopted a multi-target approach, measur-
ing both CEvNS and inelastic neutrino-interaction
cross sections.

Beyond the first CsI[Na] detector, three CO-
HERENT CEvNS detectors are currently operating;:
COH-Ar-10, a 24-kg argon scintillation calorime-
ter which has seen 3.4 ¢ evidence for CEvNS [33];
COH-Nal-3500, currently 1500 kg of Nal scintillat-
ing crystals which will measure CEvNS on 23Na and
v, CC interactions on '2I; and COH-Ge-1, an 18-kg
germanium p-type point-contact (PPC) detector ar-
ray [34H38]. Also taking data are COH-Nal-185 [39],
which has measured inelastic neutrino interactions
on Nal; COH-Th-1, which will measure the first neu-
trino cross section on thorium [40H42]; COH-D20-1,
which will calibrate the neutrino flux by studying
ve — d interactions [43]; and MARS, a neutron back-
ground monitor [44].

3. CRYO CSI DETECTOR PERFORMANCE

The COHERENT Csl detector that first observed
CEvNS achieved a light yield of 13.35 PE/keV,
but it was only able to achieve a threshold of
~ 700 eV, due to a 9 PE coincidence cut to re-
move both Cherenkov light in the photomultiplier
tube (PMT) and the prominent afterglow observed
in doped CslI[Na] crystals [45] at room temperature.
There are three strategies to improve threshold rel-
ative to the original Csl detector: switch from PMT
to silicon photomultiplier (SiPM) light detectors, re-
duce the afterglow scintillation rate, or increase the
light yield. By switching to a SiPM readout for
COH-CryoCsl-1, all three of these will be simultane-
ously met for undoped Csl crystals operating near
40 K where light yield is optimized, as shown in
Fig. [1}

COHERENT collaborators performed several
tests of the light yield of undoped, cryogenic inor-
ganic scintillators [13] 49, 50] at the University of
South Dakota. From these, we have preliminarily es-
timated the expected COH-CryoCsl-1 detector per-
formance. SiPM light detectors yield the most fa-
vorable light collection, primarily due to their large
40-50% quantum efficiency [5I]. In these tests, the
light yield of a small cube of undoped Csl, outfit-
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Figure 1. The light yield as a function of operating

temperature for undoped Csl scintillators. For undoped
Csl, ~ 40 K is an ideal temperature. Figure reproduced
from [46]. Data from [47,[48] based on alpha and gamma
irradiation. Quenching is accounted for with the alpha
measurements.

ted with a SiPM array on two faces and operated at
77 K, was measured as 43.0+£1.1 PE/keV,. [B0]. Yet-
unpublished results have achieved > 50 PE/keV.
using a wavelength-shifting paint in the setup. The
dark-count rate per active SiPM area was also mea-
sured at this temperature and used in a Monte Carlo
which showed a 10 pHz trigger rate after requiring a
coincidence, At < 10 ns, of two PE pulses observed
in different SiPM arrays in the 10 kg detector. When
coupled with the small duty factor of the SNS beam,
~ 30 x 1075, this gives a negligible < 1 selected dark
count per year from the SiPM assembly [50].

These results, extrapolated from 77 K to 40 K
operations, would suggest a noticeably higher light
yield. For this work, we assume a light yield of
50 PE/keVee, the highest measured at a test stand.
Meanwhile, the dark count rate in the SiPM arrays
will be lower at a lower crystal temperature, as will
the afterglow rate in Csl [52]. Combined, we expect
a =~ 4 PE threshold for the final detector after requir-
ing a 2 PE coincidence for selection and considering
the scintillation timing of the crystal, equivalent to
80 eVee.

The COH-CryoCsl-1 shielding will be based on
COHERENT’s first CsI detector [2] which used
both lead and high-density polyethylene to elim-
inate gamma and moderate beam-correlated neu-
tron backgrounds. This shielding was very effec-
tive for the initial detector. Background levels below
18.7 keVo. were monitored in a 12-us interval prior
to the arrival of the beam signal both during beam-
on and beam-off data collection. The difference in



count rates during beam-on and beam-off operations
was (—0.9 £+ 1.4)%, consistent with no excess due
to the increased radioactivity from the SNS. As the
COH-CryoCsl-1 detector will be operated at 40 K, a
cryostat is necessary and may introduce radiological
backgrounds. The innermost stage of the cryostat
will be constructed of low-activity copper to avoid
this.

In Csl crystals, the principal intrinsic backgrounds
are 3~ decays of 8"Rb, a primordial radionu-
clide that chemically contaminates the crystals, and
137Cs.  Attention must be given to the concentra-
tion of these impurities in the procured crystal. The
first COHERENT Csl detector had measured con-
centrations of 92 ppb of 8"Rb and 28 + 3 mBq/kg
of 37Cs [45]. Preliminary measurements of 5"Rb
concentration from the SICCAS crystal vendor show
reduced 8"Rb concentrations, 1 — 4 ppb. As such,
the backgrounds in COH-CryoCsl-1 may be signif-
icantly reduced compared to first CEvNS measure-
ments. We assume the background rate will be the
same as the observed background in the original Csl
detector, shown in Fig. Further, we extrapolate
the background rate as constant below 1.5 keV,, al-
though background dropped below threshold in Csl
data. We assume that BRN events are the only
standard-model backgrounds. Inelastic neutrino in-
teractions, described in [53], have no overlap with
the region of interest for CEVNS, either depositing
no energy or a high-energy gamma. Also notewor-
thy, the beam power is planned to be be nearly dou-
bled during COH-CryoCsl-1 running (2.0 MW) com-
pared to the average (1.14 MW) delivered by the
SNS to the first Csl detector which also improves
signal-to-background. Sensitivity estimates assume
the planned 2.0 MW running.

There was also a small number of beam-correlated
neutron events recorded within the CsI detector.
The neutron flux is known to vary over the length
of Neutrino Alley; we will place COH-CryoCsI-1 in
the vicinity of the original CsI detector location. We
thus assume the neutron flux observed in that detec-
tor will also be incident on COH-CryoCsl-1. Cor-
recting for beam power, detector mass, and detector
threshold, this contributes ~ 21 neutron events per
year.

As a last but vitally important component re-
quired for calculating the CEvNS signal prediction,
we must assume a nuclear quenching. Generally,
only a fraction of the energy deposited by a recoil-
ing nucleus produces scintillation light — much is lost
due to ionization and heat. This quenching factor
depends strongly on material, doping, temperature,
and other parameters. COHERENT collaborators
have taken quenching factor data with undoped Csl
at 77 K at Triangle Universities Nuclear Labora-
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Figure 2. The steady-state background model assumed
in COH-CryoCsl-1, based on initial data from COHER-
ENT’s first Csl detector. The first two data points are
suppressed due to the original detector’s high threshold.
These points are increased to 196 counts/keV /kg/day,
the value in the third bin.

tory (TUNL). Though data analysis is underway,
preliminary estimates point to a roughly energy-
independent quenching factor of ~ 15%. We further
assume a 10% relative uncertainty on that central
value, achievable in past measurements of quenching
in inorganic scintillators. With this, COH-CryoCsI-
1 would have a ~ 500 eV, threshold for nuclear
recoils. Though this is preliminary, COHERENT
plans a more rigorous measurement of the quenching
factor also looking at variation with temperature.

It is also worth noting that increased light yield,
beyond lowering threshold, will also improve both
detector timing and energy resolution. Recoil time
for a CEvNS interaction is determined from the first
observed PE pulse in a reconstructed waveform. For
a scintillator, this resolution is the scintillation time
constant divided by the number of PE pulses ob-
served. With its high light yield, COH-CryoCsI-1
will have precise timing resolution, allowing excel-
lent separation of prompt and delayed CEvINS. Sim-
ilarly, the energy resolution scales as 1/v/N if photon
counting dominates the resolution. This will be ad-
vantageous for extracting physics that distorts the
Q? dependence of the CEvNS cross section, such as
measuring nuclear form factors and testing the weak
charge distribution.

4. SEARCHING FOR LOW-MASS
MEDIATORS OF NEW FORCES

The earliest CEvNS results [2], 33, 54H56] have suc-
cessfully demonstrated CEvNS as a powerful probe
of neutrino non-standard interactions (NSIs) [6 [7),
9, 57]. NSIs would be a natural consequence of a
new force that couples feebly to standard-model par-



ticles and give rise to flavor-dependent anomalous
couplings between neutrinos and quarks. The possi-
ble NSIs are usually described by a general effective
Lagrangian parameterized by the tensor of couplings
el 5, where a and [ are initial and final neutrino fla-
vors (e, u, 7) and ¢ is quark flavor (u, d) [68HE0]. The
presence of neutrino NSIs would alter neutrino flavor
transitions in matter, leading to ambiguities in NSI
and neutrino-mixing parameter space [4, [61HG3].

Within the standard model, neutrinos propagat-
ing through matter experience an increased effective
mass due to low-Q?, forward v — e elastic scattering.
This is a purely neutral current (NC) interaction for
v, and v, flavors, but for v, neutrinos, both NC and
charged current (CC) diagrams contribute, leading
to a higher scattering potential. Thus, the v, flavor
propagates with a different effective mass. This con-
tributes an additional term to the vacuum oscillation
Hamiltonian of

1+cce Eep Eer
!
H =A Epe Eup Epr | (1)

Ere ET[J, Err

in the flavor basis where A = V8GpN.E,, Gp is
the Fermi constant, N, is the density of electrons
in matter, I, is the neutrino energy, and e,3 have
been summed over u, d couplings weighted by the
relative densities of quarks and electrons in mat-
ter. By assuming ., = —2 with other couplings
0 and adjusting the neutrino mixing parameters as
in [], the Hamiltonian is transformed as H — —H*.
This scenario preserves oscillation dynamics and is
not testable with oscillation experiments alone [64].
Futher, since oscillations do not depend on the abso-
lute mass scale, adding a multiple of the identity ma-
trix to H' also has no effect. Thus, there is a linear
space of NSI parameters — €ce = =247, €, = €77 =
x — that would imply dramatically different oscilla-
tion parameters from those typically quoted such as
Am3y, — —Am3, and 6cp — m—3dcp [65,66]. These
two solutions described by the absence or presence
of NSIs are termed the large mixing angle (LMA)
and LMA-Dark solutions, respectively. Data from
scattering experiments are required to resolve this
degeneracy [64]. There must be NSIs for either v,
(€ee = —2), or v, and v, (e, = €77 = 2), for LMA-
Dark to hold. COHERENT detectors, in the multi-
flavor tDAR neutrino flux at the SNS, can test both
€ee and e,,. Thus COHERENT can address the
LMA vs LMA-Dark question.

In effective field theory, early results from CO-
HERENT"s first CsI detector strongly disfavor NSI
couplings required to satisfy the LMA-Dark sce-
nario. The COH-CryoCsl-1 and future upcoming
18-kg germanium (COH-Ge-1) and 750-kg argon
(COH-Ar-740) CEvNS detectors will all improve on

constraints of these NSI couplings [20]. However, for
mediator masses below the momentum transfer at
the Csl threshold, \/@ ~ 40 MeV, this approach of
treating NSI effects at simple scale factors becomes
invalid and LMA-Dark remains viable. Fortunately,
the parameter space is bounded; a mediator lighter
than 3.1 MeV would affect big bang nucleosynthe-
sis and is ruled out by cosmology [67]. Thus, there
is an opportunity for upcoming CEvNS detectors
to decisively resolve the LMA vs LMA-Dark ques-
tion by improving the thresholds of CEvNS, bridging
the gap between current constraints from cosmology
and neutrino scattering. With an =~ 80 eV, thresh-
old, multiple neutrino flavors accessible in the SNS
flux, and the detector’s fast timing, COH-CryoCsI-1
is unique among COHERENT"s future detectors in
satisfying all these requirements. It can conclusively
clarify the ambiguity between the NSI and neutrino-
mixing landscapes ahead of precision oscillation data
with DUNE, T2HK, and JUNO [68-7T].

A mediator of a new force with the same strength
as the weak force would yield neutrino NSI effects
of order € ~ 1. There may be NSI effects of a simi-
lar strength to the standard-model weak couplings,
but such small effects would be incredibly challeng-
ing to detect in strong or electromagnetic interac-
tions. Measurements with unprecedented precision,
however, may detect the subtle influence of the new
mediator. Perhaps the most famous example is the
g — 2 measurement of the muon anomalous mag-
netic moment at BNL [72] and FNAL [73], [74] which
has observed a notable discrepancy with standard-
model calculations [75]. This discrepancy is often
attributed to a dark photon that interferes with the
standard-model photon [76] and is also predicted to
interfere in neutrino scattering amplitudes. Conse-
quently, searches for neutrino NSIs at CEvNS ex-
periments are an additional and direct probe of new
mediators that may explain g — 2 by testing flavor-
dependent NSI effects in neutrino scattering.

The standard-model differential CEvNS cross sec-
tion can be approximately written as

do _% 1 2my E,
dE, ~ 2r E2

(2)

} P
where F,. is the nuclear recoil energy, my is the nu-
clear mass, F, is the incoming neutrino energy, and
Qw = gpZ +gn N is the nuclear weak charge with Z
and N the proton and neutron numbers of the nu-
cleus. In the standard model, gSM =1/2—2sin’ Oy
and ¢g5M = —1/2. If NSIs from a heavy vector me-
diator are included and we assume neutrinos couple
equally to u and d quarks, these couplings are ad-
justed for neutrino flavor a as g, — gSM + 3€aq and
Gn — g,SLM 4+ 3€qa. In the case that the mediator
mass is not > \/@, the €4 become functions of
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where g, and g, are the ¢ and v, charges under the
new forces and my is the mediator mass. Thus, NSIs
affect the CEvNS shape as well as the rate.

Since light-mediator NSIs would affect the CEvNS
recoil distribution, systematic uncertainties that dis-
tort the shape must be properly accounted for. For
this preliminary estimate of the detector’s reach,
we considered three sources of systematic uncer-
tainty: neutrino flux, quenching, and nuclear form
factor, which are summarized with statistical errors
in Fig. The neutrino flux uncertainty, currently
10% from a comparison of simulation to hadron pro-
duction data [30], was taken as 3% which is achiev-
able with COHERENT’s flux calibration efforts [43].
For other uncertainties, we accounted for expected
spectral distortions on CEvNS selected by our cuts.

We assume that the quenching of scintillation
from nuclear recoils is a flat (15 + 1.5)% as a pre-
liminary estimate; analysis of quenching data is on-
going. Quenching dramatically change the analysis
threshold COH-CryoCsl-1 can achieve and gives a
large uncertainty at low recoil energies where light-
mediator NSI effects are most prominent. As this
affects the CEvNS sample in the most sensitive kine-
matic region, we plan additional quenching measure-
ments that extend lower in energy, near the detector
threshold.

Neutrino timing will be important for separating
spectral distortions arising from physics and system-
atic effects at low Q2. Because prompt v, and de-
layed v, /7, neutrino fluxes are separated in time, it
will be possible to detect different couplings to v,
and v, neutrino flavors even with large uncertain-
ties at the lowest recoil energies. This is a key ad-
vantage of COH-CryoCsl-1 over semiconductor de-
tectors such as COH-Ge-1, which achieves similarly
low recoil thresholds but with worse timing resolu-
tion.

The nuclear form factor gives the degree to which
the extent of the weak nuclear charge is finite rather
than point-like. At large Q2, the diffuse charge dis-
tribution leads to incoherence, reducing the CEvNS
cross section. We used the Klein-Nystrand form fac-
tor [(7] which is parameterized by the neutron ra-
dius, R,. We took a 5% uncertainty in R,,. This has
very little effect on CEvNS events near threshold,
but increases with recoil energy. At 20 keV,,, this
uncertainty in R, translates to a £5% uncertainty
in the CEvNS rate. Conversely, this suppression at
high @? allows CEvNS to constrain the weak charge
radius of the nucleus, which we describe in Sect. [7}

There is strong complementarity between mea-
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Figure 3. The expected CEvNS rate with statistical er-
rors after background subtraction and systematic errors
(red shaded region). Below, we show the decomposition
of the systematic uncertainty into neutrino flux, quench-
ing (QF), and form-factor uncertainties (FF).

surements at reactors and accelerators. The neu-
trino flux at the former is entirely o, while the flux
at the latter contains v, v., and 7, flavors. As
such, first we considered a scenario where reactor
constraints have unambiguously determined the cou-
pling €. = 0 and later considered a scenario with
no reactor input, treating both .. and €,, to be
completely free parameters.

We have estimated the sensitivity of a three-
calendar-year run of a 10 kg CryoCsl detector at the
SNS to light mediator neutrino-quark NSIs given the
expected background and signal sample determined
in Sect. [3|with a particular emphasis on resolving the
neutrino-oscillation ambiguity. We performed a 2D
log-likelihood fit using Asimov fake data [78] gener-
ated with no NSI effects. The fake data were binned
in both recoil energy and time to detect the expected
Q?-dependent distortions and separate v, and v, fla-
vors. Penalty terms for the three systematic uncer-
tainties (neutrino flux, quenching, and form-factor
suppression) were included in the likelihood. For
each set of true model parameters, (mv,éece,€puu),
we calculated a —2Alog £ by profiling over all nui-
sance parameters. From this, we calculated the 2o
exclusion curves we would draw if no new physics
were detected. We assumed Gaussian statistics with
2D critical Ayx? values and allowed only two physics
parameters to vary at a time.

Case 1: NSI constraints available from re-
actor experiments. First, assuming that .. is
known to be 0 from reactor data, we tested the
v,, coupling of the NSIs as a function of mediator
mass. The expected sensitivity of COH-CryoCsI-1
is shown in Fig. [ compared with additional con-
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Figure 4. A summary of LMA-Dark viable NSI param-
eter space (gray band) compared to current constraints
from cosmology (blue vertical region). COH-CryoCsI-1
will disfavor couplings above the orange curve, assuming
the LMA solution. CEvNS data from nuclear reactors is
implicitly assumed to fully test the v. NSI coupling.

straints from cosmology. The diagonal gray band
gives the LMA-Dark parameter space, €, =~ 2, that
is allowed by oscillation data. At the lowest me-
diator masses where LMA-Dark remains viable, we
could detect v,-coupled NSIs at over 3o.

For masses near the cosmological limit, the re-
coil energy shape is only distorted near the detector
threshold. To show how this compares to the large
uncertainty on the event rate from quenching in this
region, we show the standard-model prediction with
systematic error band and the distorted spectrum
expected for a LMA-Dark scenario with mediator
mass fixed at 3 and 10 MeV in Fig. 5| Here, we as-
sumed that the NSIs giving rise to the LMA-Dark
solution are entirely in the v, and v, flavors. The
sample was subdivided further to those events with
recoil times < 1us and > 1us, which select subsam-
ples of CEvNS from nearly pure v, and from a mix of
v and v, flavors, respectively. Thus, the NSI effects
are more pronounced in the < lus sample. In the
my = 3 MeV case, the NSIs suppress the prompt
(delayed) event count by 50% (30%) for PE < 10 so
that even a large uncertainty in the quenching can
be distinguished from the NSI physics to a certain
degree. For the LMA-Dark parameter space with
my > 10 MeV, the spectrum is very dramatically al-
tered and COH-CryoCsl-1 can distinguish between
the LMA and LMA-Dark hypotheses at very high
significance.

Case 2: no input from reactor experiments.
We also considered the scenario where both .. and
€up are unconstrained parameters, temporarily ne-
glecting any constraints from CEvNS experiments
at nuclear reactors. The same fitting procedure was
applied to test the COH-CryoCsl-1 sensitivity in

this scenario, again after 3 years of SNS running,
and shown in Fig. [f] Resulting 20 contours are
shown as a function of the LMA-Dark NSI param-
eter space. Though COH-CryoCsl-1 could distin-
guish between LMA and LMA-Dark in the v, flavor
assuming .. = 0, the detector cannot test all pa-
rameter space for non-zero values of the v, coupling
for my =~ 3 MeV. In this sense, innovations in low-
threshold CEvNS detectors at reactors [79] [R0] are
as essential as COH-CryoCsl-1 to determining the
neutrino mixing landscape. Reactors have sensitiv-
ity to eee from the large 7, flux produced during
fission, placing a horizontal contour in Fig. @ To
fully understand the interplay of light-mediator NSIs
and neutrino oscillations, reactors would need to test
€ee < 0.1 so that, when combined with COH-Cryo-
Csl-1, the LMA-Dark solution can be fully explored
at > 2o0.

Apart from applications to neutrino-oscillation ex-
periments, COH-CryoCsl-1 will also directly test a
new-force explanation of the anomalous muon mag-
netic moment observed in g — 2. Though the size
of the anomaly determines the charge of the u un-
der this new force, couplings to other standard-
model fermions could generally be free. A new force
with universal couplings is strongly disfavored from
electron scattering experiments which show agree-
ment with the standard-model couplings even at low

Q* [76].

As an interesting example, the anomaly-free L, —
L, symmetry may arise from a gauge boson, result-
ing in a U(1) dark-photon, V', extension to the stan-
dard model which can explain g — 2 [81,82]. Such a
simple solution would have profound implications if
directly observed and would naturally explain dark
matter [83HR5] and the neutrino masses [83], 86, [87].
However, as only u, 7, and their corresponding neu-
trinos would be charged under such a force, this is
among the most elusive dark photon explanations of
g—2. However, COHERENT can test the muon cou-
pling due to the v, /7, flux at the SNS [10}88]. Con-
straints from first-light detectors fall just short of
other constraints, but future CEvNS detectors with
larger sample sizes and lower thresholds can exhaus-
tively test the g — 2 favored parameter space for the
L, — L; model [8§].

To tree level, only u, 7 generations of leptons
are charged and this new force has no effect on the
CEvNS cross section. However, the gauge boson can
mix with the photon by virtual p or 7 bubble which
then couples v, neutrinos with the proton number of
a nucleus. This modifies the weak charge of proton
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Figure 5. Background-subtracted CEvNS spectra expected in COH-CryoCsI-1 in the prompt (left, trec < 1 us) and
delayed (right, trec > 1 ps) timing regions of interest. For each case, we compare the expected standard-model
prediction with statistical and systematic uncertainties to the central-value prediction in the presence of a light
mediator coupling neutrinos and quarks. We chose two mediator masses: 3 MeV (top) and 10 MeV (bottom).

coupling in Qw of the nucleus as

2 2
SM 9v mr 1
— + ——oagmlog | — —
SRRV T e g(m) <m"‘v+Q2>
(4)

where gy is the charge of the new force for u and
T lepton generations. In this sense, the L, — L,
model induces @Q?-dependent effects analogous to
low-mediator NSIs for the v,/p, fluxes present at
the SNS. The same framework developed for test-
ing LMA-Dark can thus be directly applied to this
problem. Notably, this affects the proton coupling,
as opposed to CEvNS which preferentially couples
to neutrons. Thus, a positive detection in COH-
CryoCsl-1 may be disentangled from mismodeling
of the standard-model background by comparing
CEvNS on multiple targets with different N/Z ra-
tios.

Thus, we determined the L, — L, parameter space
that COH-CryoCsl-1 will be sensitive to with a 2D
fake data sensitivity fit. As scattering of v, is unaf-
fected, timing is similarly important. The sensitiv-
ity after three years is shown in Fig. [7]] The model
is only viable for mediator masses between roughly

10 MeV and 200 MeV, below which Borexino [89]
and above which CCFR [90), 01], BaBAR [92], and
CMS [93] (sensitive at my > 4 GeV outside the
region of interest of the plot) can rule out any pa-
rameter space consistent with g — 2. Similar to the
LMA vs LMA-Dark question, this leaves a bounded
parameter space for future experiments to explore.
Results from the COH-CryoCsl-1 detector will test
about half of the remaining L,, — L, parameter space
which would explain the g — 2 anomaly. The re-
mainder could be explored [88] with an upgraded
ton-scale cryogenic CsI CEVNS detector placed at
the SNS second target station [94].

5. POTENTIAL TO DISCOVER
HIDDEN-SECTOR PARTICLES

The SNS is a world-leading neutron and neutrino
production facility, with operations planned to in-
crease to 2.0 MW. This intensity also makes the SNS
an excellent beam-dump facility. Hidden-sector par-
ticles may be produced abundantly through anoma-
lous decays of meson such as 7°/n° as a conse-
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coupling, both v, and v, /v, flavors, to quarks, assuming
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Figure 7. Sensitivity of COH-CryoCsI-1 to a L, — L~
mediator compared to current constraints from CEvNS
(solid lines) and other experiments (dashed lines). Such
a model would resolve the reported g — 2 anomaly in the
parameter space given by the blue shaded region.

quence of the ~ 2 x1023 protons on target delivered
each year, and may scatter or decay in COHER-
ENT detectors, leaving a visible signature which can
be observed over the CEvNS excess. CEvVNS de-
tectors show novel sensitivity to vector [8, O5HI00]
and axion-like particle (ALP) portals to the hidden
sector [I0IHIO4]. The study of ALP detection at
the SNS is underway, and here we describe sensi-
tivity to a DM model that features kinetic mixing
between the photon and a vector portal particle al-

ready studied by COHERENT in the original Csl
detector [105], [106].

As in the low-mediator NSI case, the low threshold
and favorable timing resolution of the cryogenic scin-
tillator technology give this detector a much higher
efficiency. This is particularly true for dark matter
with mass m, < 10 MeV which produces a softer
energy spectrum. The expected energy and time dis-
tributions of DM-induced nuclear recoils are shown
in Fig. 8| for the lowest DM mass we considered,
my, = 1 MeV. At this mass, the efficiency was esti-
mated at 11% in the COH-CryoCsl-1 detector com-
pared to 0.09% in COHERENTs first CsI detector,
an improvement of over two orders of magnitude.

The timing distribution for DM recoils is very fa-
vorable at the SNS. Any DM produced would arrive
coincident with the prompt v, flux. As shown in
Fig. [8] there is a large number of delayed CEvNS
scatters which can be used to constrain the detec-
tor response uncertainties and improve the predic-
tion of the signal neutrino spectrum [I05]. Due to
this uncertainty reduction, CEvNS experiments do
not become limited by systematic uncertainties at
exposures possible at the SNS. In [I06], the dark-
matter sensitivity has been calculated for two detec-
tors: COH-CryoCsI-1 and later a 700-kg undoped,
cryogenic Csl detector that would be housed at the
SNS second target station. Expected contours are
shown in Fig. [0} With its low threshold, even the
10-kg COH-CryoCsl-1 detector would have sensitiv-
ity to new DM parameter space beyond any other
detector to be commissioned in Neutrino Alley for
my < 20 MeV. This will test the theoretically moti-
vated relic abundance lines for both scalar and Ma-
jorana fermion DM over a significant portion of the
surveyed parameter space.

6. SEARCHING FOR STERILE
NEUTRINOS WITH CEVNS
DISAPPEARANCE

Neutrino-oscillation experiments are constantly
improving understanding of neutrino mixing. Inter-
estingly, some observed oscillation signatures are in-
consistent with the three-flavor paradigm and could
be explained by one or more additional sterile neu-
trino states. The LSND experiment [I07] first re-
ported such a signature using accelerator neutrinos,
followed by MiniBooNE [I0§]. Later, similar anoma-
lies were detected in gallium experiments [T09HIT3].
Evidence for sterile oscillations has been found in
reactor-based experiments [I14] but may instead be
a consequence of poor understanding of fission prod-
ucts inside reactors [I15]. These results can be ex-
plained with a sterile neutrino state with a mass
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Figure 8. Expected spectra of selected events, including
dark matter, CEvNS, and backgrounds, after one year
of SNS running. A mass of 1 MeV is assumed for the
dark matter. Dark matter (blue hatched) would man-
ifest as an additional scattering process at early times.
Later CEVNS from v, and 7,, would improve systematic
uncertainties on the detector response and neutrino flux
to inform the background in the dark matter region of
interest, trec < 1us.

splitting Am?2, ~ 1.7 eV? determined from a global
fit [I16]. However, many experiments running simi-
lar searches have found results that are inconsistent
with a sterile neutrino to a large significance [117-
[I20]. Many of these experiments use neutrino scat-
tering at ~ 1 GeV where neutrino interaction uncer-
tainties complicate the interpretation of many ex-
perimental results. CEvNS, however, is very cleanly
calculated in the standard model so that precision
CEvNS datasets evade the complicated interaction
modeling.

The COHERENT experiment has deployed
CEvNS detectors at multiple baselines between 19
and 28 m. The neutrino energies, in the 10s of MeV,
are ideal for testing mass splittings of ~ 2 eV?, very
near the best fit. Since CEvVNS is a NC process, it is
insensitive to three-flavor oscillations. But, a sterile
neutrino does not participate in the weak force, so
oscillations from active to sterile states would be ob-
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Figure 9. Calculated sensitivities to new parameter
space testable with future CEvNS detectors at the SNS.
Cryogenic Csl detectors perform well, particularly at low
dark-matter masses. The COH-CryoCsI-2 detector is an

upgraded, 700 kg detector at the SNS using the same
technology.

servable as a reduction of the CEvNS rate [121, 122],
depending on the baseline and neutrino energy as
L/E,. Since the relevant baselines are too short for
oscillations from Am3; and Am%, mixing, the NC
disappearance probability can be written as

Am2, L

Pve = vs) = sin? 20,4 cos? 054 cos? B4 sin? Sz
4F,

AmZ, L

Py, = v,) = cos? 014 sin? 2054 cos? O34 sin? %
v

(5)

for v, and v, /v, flavors, respectively. With the mul-
tiple flavors produced at the SNS that are separable
in time, our detectors can directly measure 614, 024,
and Am?, from characteristic dips in our observed
energy and time spectra. Oscillation probabilities
depend weakly on 634. This angle is known to be
small from unitarity [123], and we assume this pa-
rameter is 0.

The disappearance channel is inherently favorable
to study. The v,, — v, channel depends on the pa-
rameter sin? 0, = sin? 014 sin? 2054, which is fourth
order in the small angles ;4. The disappearance
channels are only quadratic in 6;4. Thus, though the
LSND/MiniBooNE anomaly is only a 0.3% effect,
the disappearance channels each predict a 10%
effect at oscillation maximum. Such a deficit would
be detectable with precision CEvNS experiments.

Beyond reduced interaction uncertainties with the
CEvVNS interaction channel, a TDAR neutrino flux
gives a monoenergetic, prompt flux of v, at £, =
29.8 MeV. Since the baseline is fixed, a measurement
of the prompt CEvNS rate would precisely measure
Am3, if a sterile state exists near the global fit.
CEvVNS is a NC process, so there is only slight corre-

~
~



107 L LI B B
< |
>
L
N
s I
q L
| — COH-Ar-750 (90%)
| — COH-CryoCsl-1 (90%)
— COH-Ge-2 (90%)
| — Joint fit (90%) 1
[l Gariazzo (2016) (68%)
10—1 I \\\\\\\‘ Lo111
107 107t 1
sin’e,,
107 T 1 1 1 T T 1 17
< |
>
2
e
s I
<0
| — COH-Ar-750 (90%)
| — COH-CryoCsl-1 (90%)
— COH-Ge-2 (90%)
| — Joint fit (90%) i
[l Gariazzo (2016) (68%)
1071 L | L
1072 107 1
sin26,,

Figure 10. Sensitivities for COHERENT argon (detec-
tor to be completed 2024), cryogenic Csl (currently de-
scribed), and germanium (upgrade with triple mass com-
pared to detector currently running at the SNS) detec-
tors to test the sterile-neutrino hypothesis in the v, (top)
and v, (bottom) disappearance cases. For each, a joint
fit of all three datasets is compared against a global
fit [I16] of all short-baseline oscillation data.

lation between neutrino energy and observable recoil
energy. However, there is a maximum recoil energy
of 2E2 /my, where my is the nuclear mass. Thus,
selecting the highest observable recoil energies also
selects the highest energies produced at the SNS,
effectively making a narrow-band near the flux end-
point. Thus, with a 2D fit in recoil time and energy,
COHERENT can test disappearance with v, and v,
flavors and has two distinct signal regions with a
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narrow flux distribution. Together with COHER-
ENT’s multiple-detector layout, a positive sterile-
neutrino detection would have multiple cross-checks
built into the analysis to distinguish between ster-
ile oscillations and other new physics or systematic
mismodeling.

In Fig. we show expected sensitivities to
Am?, and mixing angles after three years of running
for three COHERENT detectors: COH-CryoCsl-1;
COH-Ge-2, a future proposed concept of germa-
nium PPC detector (50 kg); and COH-Ar-750. For
each detector, we assume three systematic uncer-
tainties: 10% on the neutrino flux (which is corre-
lated between all detectors), quenching (taken from
CONUS [124] for germanium and [33] for argon),
and nuclear form factor (by varying R, +5%), Gen-
erally, the 64 constraint is stronger as two flavors,
v, /7, contribute. The sensitivity depends sharply
on Am3, above 4 eV? for the o4 contour. This is
due to the monoenergetic v,, flux which so sharply
selects a specific Am3,. We also show a combined
fit of all three COHERENT datasets which improves
on each individual measurement due to improved un-
derstanding of the baseline dependence on the oscil-
lation and cancellation of the correlated neutrino-
flux uncertainty.

The parameter space preferred by a 2016 global
fit of sterile-neutrino data is also shown. The fit
prefers higher values of 614 than 654. Given COHER-
ENT’s preferential sensitivity to 624, COHERENT
can probe the best-fit parameter space in both mix-
ing angles. For sterile neutrino oscillations, the com-
bined information from multiple COHERENT sub-
systems is very beneficial. All detectors play an im-
portant role and cross-check each other by studying
the L/E, oscillation dependence. With the robust
CEvVNS signature, COHERENT is well positioned to
shine new and valuable insight on this long-standing
anomaly in the coming years.

7. MEASURING THE NEUTRON CHARGE
DISTRIBUTION

In the limit Q2 = 0, the nucleus acts like a point
source of weak charge, and CEvNS is truly coher-
ent. At finite momentum transfers where the de-
Broglie wavelength of the momentum transfer, @,
is not small compared to the nuclear radius, the
scattering is only partially coherent. In these sit-
uations, the CEvVINS cross section is suppressed by
the form factor, |F(Q?)|? in Eqn. [2, which describes
the spatial distribution of the weak nuclear charge.
This is currently the largest source of uncertainty
on the standard-model prediction of the CEvNS
cross section. Conversely, the Q? dependence al-



lows CEvNS experiments to directly measure the
form factor [I25HI2§] and access the nuclear equa-
tion of state. As CEvNS is primarily sensitive to the
neutron number of the nucleus, COH-CryoCsI-1 will
primarily measure the neutron density distribution.
To first order, this is determined by the neutron ra-
dius, defined as the root-mean-square distance to
each neutron from the nucleus center, R,, = \/(R2).

The nuclear physics of the weak charge distribu-
tion directly affects our understanding of the astro-
physics of neutron stars [129]. In heavy, neutron-rich
nuclei like 33Cs and 271, neutrons will extend be-
yond the proton distribution, forming a neutron skin
given by the difference in neutron and proton radii,
R, — R,. The neutron skin relates to the surface
tension which balances against the degeneracy pres-
sure of the neutron matter [I30]. The same nuclear
physics determines the equation of state near the
surface of a neutron star [I30HI33]. As such, terres-
trial scattering experiments directly clarify predic-
tions of the radii of neutron stars. This also includes
the nuclear physics of binary neutron-star merg-
ers [134H136], a very relevant area of work following
the LIGO/Virgo detection of GW170817 [137]. Ter-
restrial CEvVNS experiments are also a vital compo-
nent needed for also understanding the mass of neu-
tron stars [I38]. In Csl specifically, measurements of
R,, improve measurements of the weak mixing an-
gle at low Q? by reducing dominant uncertainties of
atomic parity-violation measurements in 33Cs [139].

The weak form factor has been measured in
the parity-violating electron scattering experiments,
PREX [140] and CREX [I41], which together saw
a relatively large neutron skin in 2°®Pb and a small
skin in 48Ca. This is discrepant with nuclear mod-
els at ~ 20 [142]. Conveniently, precision CEvNS
experiments are maturing in time to clarify these
results. Measurements with Ar in COH-Ar-750 will
test the neutron skin with a light nucleus, like 48Ca,
and Csl in COH-CryoCsl-1 will do the same in a
heavier nucleus, analogous to 2°®Pb, and directly
test whether the neutron skin increases with nuclear
mass.

To demonstrate the dependence of the CEvINS
cross section on the nuclear equation of state, Fig.
shows the CEVNS excess over background expected
after 3 years of COH-CryoCsl-1 running compared
to the CEvNS prediction with R, = 0. The fig-
ure uses a larger uncertainty compared to nuclear
physics calculations, £10% to illustrate the depen-
dence on R,. Particularly at high recoil energies,
and thus high @Q = +/2myFE e, the nuclear ef-
fects are apparent. To test the sensitivity of COH-
CryoCsl-1 to R,,, we ran likelihood fits using fake
data produced with the Klein-Nystrand form-factor
parameterization [77]. For fitting, we did not assume
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suppression from the Klein-Nystrand parameterization.
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Figure 12. Reconstructed form factors, determined by
the ratio of expected CEvNS scatters to the point-source
expectation. Additionally, the result is fit to a linear
(purple) and quadratic (green) function. The quadratic
function, unlike the linear, can fully capture the Q2 de-
pendence at SNS energies.

any form-factor model, instead fitting the suppres-
sion to an arbitrary polynomial. Smearing between
true recoil energy and observed PE was accounted
for. With the high light yield expected in the
COH-CryoCsl-1 detector, smearing effects were min-
imal, smaller than the bin width for @ < 58 MeV.
From [125, [143], the linear term in the Q? Taylor
expansion of the form factor directly relates to the
neutron radius. As shown in Fig. next-generation
CEvVNS detectors like COH-CryoCsl-1 will also have
sensitivity to the quadratic term in the expansion,
which relates to v/(R:), a measure of the diffuseness
of the nuclear equation of state. We can distinguish
between quadratic and linear fits at a low statistical
significance, ~ 40.

The determined sensitivity to both of these pa-
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rameters is shown in Fig. after three years of
running at the SNS. Without assuming a form-factor
parameterization, the detector could make a model-
independent measurement of R, to ~ 7% when pro-
filing over {/(R,). There is < lo sensitivity to
the cubic term in the Q2 expansion with 10 kg of
Csl, though this term may be accessible with an up-
graded CsI detector. Previous, a 2.9% sensitivity
to R, was calculated for COH-CryoCsl-1 that as-
sumes a specific form-factor parameterization [20].
This level of precision is suitable for testing the large
neutron skin observed in PREX [140], ~ 2% uncer-
tainty, in heavy nuclei.

8. OBSERVING NEUTRINOS FROM A
GALACTIC CORE-COLLAPSE SUPERNOVA

Detection of neutrinos from the supernova
1987a [32], T44H147] was pivotal for the development
of neutrino astronomy and serves as an archetypical
example of multi-messenger observation. As a very
massive star runs out of fusionable fuel, it undergoes
a core-collapse supernova where its stellar core grav-
itationally collapses to either a neutron star or black
hole. In the process, the supernova releases ~ 1058
neutrinos with energies in the 10s of MeV over sev-
eral seconds. For supernovae within the Milky Way,
this is a large enough flux to be detected in many
neutrino experiments. Due to the rarity of such
collapses, 3 &+ 1/century in the Milky Way, an ob-
servational approach utilizing multiple experiments
with complementary sensitivity to the neutrino flux
is desirable. Several experiments currently running
are actively waiting for the next galactic supernova
neutrino burst [T484154] with more soon to turn
on [I55HI58].

As a NC process, CEvVNS detectors are sensitive
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to all flavors of neutrinos and anti-neutrinos, giving
a complete picture of the neutrino emission profile.
The NC channel is also insensitive to uncertainties in
three-flavor neutrino oscillations, which become non-
linear at neutrino densities experienced in the proto-
neutron star [[59HI6I]. Given the large cross section
for CEVINS, a reasonable event rate is possible with
even ton-scale detectors. Dark-matter experiments
will observe CEvNS from a supernova with the large
liquid-noble scintillation detectors driving sensitiv-
ity [153, [158]. Event rates expected in each detector
are small, ~ 10— 100 CEvNS events for a collapse at
10 kpc, but given the multiple instrumented detec-
tors throughout the world, the global CEVNS event
rate can be significant.

A second-generation CryoCsl detector, either
placed at the SNS or developed as a dedicated under-
ground astroparticle experiment, would contribute
to this measurement, and benefits from experience
gained from running COH-CryoCsl-1 at the SNS.
We assume COH-CryoCsl-2 has a mass of 0.7 t
which similarly achieves a light yield of 50 PE /keV .
We show here potential sensitivity to a supernova
neutrino flux produced in a collapse simulation [162].
As a representative sample, we considered a 20M
collapse with metalicity z = 0.004 and a shock re-
vival time of 200 ms at a distance of 10 kpc. This
particular simulation provides information for 20 s
following the supernova onset. With the simulated
efficiency estimated for 700 kg of instrumented Cry-
0Csl, such a detector would expect 20.7 CEvNS in-
teractions from this progenitor. The time profile is
shown in Fig.

At the ton-scale, CEvVNS detectors can detect su-
pernova neutrino bursts from across the galaxy with
an event rate of ~ 1/50 kg from a typical burst at
10 kpc. COH-CryoCsI-1 alone would only be sen-
sitive to supernovae within ~ 1 kpc from Earth.
When combined with other COHERENT detectors,
the additional active Csl mass would improve event
yields expected from a further burst. A self-trigger
in event of a supernova would be developed for COH-
CryoCsl-2 while remaining detectors would trigger
on a supernova through SNEWS [163].

9. CONCLUSIONS

An undoped, inorganic scintillation detector oper-
ated at cryogenic temperatures is an excellent can-
didate technology for studying low-energy nuclear
recoil signals from CEvNS interactions. The high
light yield achieved in these crystals corresponds to
low detector thresholds, ~ 80 eV, for Csl. We stud-
ied the physics potential of a small, 10-kg undoped,
cryogenic Csl detector at the SNS, called COH-
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Figure 14. The CEvNS event rate per bin in 700 kg
of cryogenic Csl for a representative supernova collapse
10 kpc from Earth.

CryoCsl-1. Due to the improved threshold, this
yields an order-of-magnitude improvement in event
rate relative to the first COHERENT Csl detector
without increasing the detector mass. Further, as
a heavy nuclear target, this detector would com-
plement COHERENT’s next CEvNS efforts which
focus on the light sodium, argon, and germanium
targets.

This technology fundamentally expands the
physics reach of CEvNS detectors, allowing NSI
tests at lower mediator masses. The COH-CryoCsl-
1 detector would be an excellent probe of BSM
physics. It would resolve the LMA vs LMA-Dark
question currently plaguing neutrino oscillations and
test many dark-photon interpretations of g — 2 re-
sults. The high light yield also improves time resolu-
tion, relevant for searching for accelerator-produced
dark matter, and energy resolution, favorable for
testing the weak nuclear structure. Distinct fea-
tures in the recoil time and energy spectrum can
distinguish between these BSM physics effects and,
if no new physics is detected, measurements of weak
nuclear structure would connect closely with cur-
rent questions in theoretical nuclear physics. At
the ton scale, this technology would also be sensi-

tive to CEvVNS from a core-collapse supernova, ob-
serving ~ 1 event / 50 kg for a typical collapse at
10 kpc, making an impactful supernova measure-
ment inclusive of all neutrino flavors. In summary,
COH-CryoCsI-1 would both resolve questions in nu-
clear physics and astrophysics and search for new
physics in many well-motivated directions.
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