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Dual phase xenon time projection chambers (TPCs) detect both the scintillation photons and
ionization electrons created by energy depositions within the liquid xenon (LXe) volume. The
electrons are extracted from the interaction site through a gas gap, where they meet a high electric
field where proportional scintillation occurs. This converts the electron signal into a light signal, and
yields a high electron detection efficiency with a gain of tens of photoelectrons (PE) per electron.
This technique of detecting both scintillation and ionization gives dual phase xenon TPCs the
capability to distinguish between electronic and nuclear recoils, which is a key part of how these
detectors are able to reach world-leading limits on Weakly Interacting Massive Particle (WIMP)
dark matter. However, not all electrons can be extracted through the liquid-gas interface, and a
constant millimeter-scale gas gap needs to be maintained, which may be a technological challenge
if dual-phase xenon TPCs are to be scaled up for future dark matter searches. Furthermore, there
is a background of single-electron peaks that follow a large ionization signal (S2) of unclear origin
which may be due in part to the liquid-gas interface, and limits the sensitivity of these detectors
towards low mass dark matter. In this paper, we demonstrate that a purely single-phase liquid xenon
TPC which produces proportional scintillation directly in the liquid is still capable of discriminating
between electronic and nuclear recoils, but that the background of single-electrons following an S2
is still likely unrelated to the liquid-gas interface.

I. INTRODUCTION

Dual-phase xenon time projection chambers (Xe
TPCs) are widely used and optimized to detect dark mat-
ter, primarily in the form of Weakly Interacting Massive
Particles (WIMPs). These WIMPs are expected to cre-
ate low-energy (keVee scale) recoils on large xenon nuclei,
and their detection requires a detector to have both a
low energy threshold as well as an ability to discriminate
nuclear recoils (NR) signals from electronic recoil (ER)
backgrounds. Dual-phase Xe TPCs can overcome both
of these challenges. The required low energy threshold
can be reached [1, 2] by detecting single-electrons using
gas-phase proportional scintillation to amplify a single-
electron to tens of photoelectrons (PE) [3–5]. Meanwhile,
their ability to produce both prompt scintillation (S1)
and ionization (S2) signals allows one to use the S2/S1
ratio to discriminate between ERs and NRs. With this,
the current lowest upper-limits on the spin-independent
WIMP-nucleon cross section are all placed by dual-phase
xenon time projection chambers (TPCs) [4–6]. In addi-
tion to WIMP dark matter, if dual-phase Xe TPCs drop
the S1 requirement and search for physics using only the
ionization signal (i.e. “S2-only”), their energy threshold
is lowered and they may also be sensitive to lower mass
dark matter such as sub-GeV WIMPs [7, 8], as well as
Coherent Elastic Neutrino Nucleus Scattering (CEνNS)
from reactor neutrinos [9].

However, the current generation of the largest dual
phase Xe TPCs (LZ, PandaX-4T, and XENONnT) are
unable to extract 100% of the electrons from the liquid
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into the gas [3–5]. As a result, an energy deposition which
results in only a few electrons may suffer considerable
signal loss and resolution, thus hindering the ability to
search for physics in S2-only channel. In addition, the
next generation of dual-phase Xe TPCs will require even
wider electrodes than the ones in LZ, PandaX-4T, and
XENONnT at the time of this article. This entails the
technological challenge of maintaining a few mm level gas
gap over a distance of a few meters. Furthermore, these
dual phase xenon TPCs have a known background of
single-electrons that follow a large ionization signal (S2)
both temporally and spatially, that can last up to one
second after the S2 [10, 11]. This background is referred
to as an “electron train”, and is a particularly important
limitation for the aforementioned S2-only searches.

Instead of amplifying electrons using gas xenon (GXe)
proportional scintillation, one may instead amplify elec-
trons using liquid xenon (LXe) proportional scintillation
[12–18]. In doing so, the liquid-gas interface is elimi-
nated – along with the need to maintain a gas gap over
a potentially large area – and the extraction efficiency
is effectively 100%. However, this is typically at the
cost of a low single-electron gain of O(1) PE/electron,
as the threshold electric field needed to create propor-
tional scintillation in LXe is approximately 412 kV/cm
[14], compared to the 1.3 kV/cm/bar [19] in GXe. In
this paper, we show experimental evidence that a LXe
TPC which produces proportional scintillation directly
in LXe is still capable of discriminating between ER and
NR despite its low single-electron gain, thus showing the
potential feasibility of LXe proportional scintillation in
WIMP dark matter searches. Furthermore, we provide
insight on the origin of the electron trains background by
showing that this background is still present even with-
out a liquid-gas interface, thus showing its limitations for
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FIG. 1. A comparison between the electric field simulation
from COMSOL™ multiphysics and the analytical electric field
∆V/ ln(rc/ra)r. Here, ∆V = Va − Vc where Va = 4.5 kV and
Vc = −0.6543 kV, ra = 17.8 µm, and rc = 2.5 cm. The
electric field simulation is sliced in the central 2 cm in z of
the detector, and the error bars are the standard deviation
of the electric field due to inhomogeneities in Eθ and Ez at a
given r.

S2-only searches.

II. DETECTOR SETUP AND DATA
ACQUISITION

The detector used in this paper, which we call the Liq-
uid Xenon Proportional Scintillation Counter (LXePSC),
is a single-phase liquid xenon detector with a cylindrical
inner volume that produces proportional scintillation via
a thin, 17.8 µm diameter anode wire along its central
axis, and twenty evenly spaced cathode wires parallel to
the anode placed 2.5 cm away at the inner edge of the
cylindrical barrel. The light from this detector is then
seen by eight Hamamatsu R8520 PMTs that surround
the inner barrel of the LXePSC, four on the top row and
four on the bottom row . This detector geometry was first
proposed by [15], and the details of our detector hardware
is described in our previous two papers [16, 17]. In this
run, we changed the anode from a 10 µm diameter wire
to an 17.8 µm diameter wire in an attempt to achieve a
higher single-electron gain. This is because if two anode
wires have the same electric field at their surface, then a
thicker wire will have a larger proportional scintillation
region, as the thickness of the proportional scintillation
region, rPS , is given by

rPS = (Ea/ET − 1)ra. (1)

Here Ea is the electric field at the anode, ET is the thresh-
old electric field to start producing proportional scintil-
lation, and ra is the radius of the anode.

In addition to changing the anode diameter, we also
upgraded our data acquisition system to be able to take

data in three different modes, with each mode optimized
for each type of data. Background data and activated
xenon data was taken using a CAEN V1725S digitizer
running with the Dynamic Acquisition Window (DAW)
firmware. This mode of data taking acquires every pulse
for every channel which lies above a certain threshold,
and is also called “triggerless” or “continuous” data tak-
ing. Data taken with DAW is best suited for low event
rates, as high event rates can cause missing data in some
PMT channels, but not others. The NR and ER data
were taken with high-activity calibration sources in or
near the detector which required us to use globally trig-
gered data taking to use PMT coincidences to trigger on
physical events. As such, the NR data was taken using
the default waveform recording firmware. Afterwards,
we upgraded our DAQ software to take data using Zero-
Length Encoding (ZLE), which was used for the tritium
ER data. This ZLE feature still records event windows
with a global trigger, but suppresses the baseline by only
saving pulses above ∼0.8 PE. Throughout this paper,
pulses refer to per-channel signals, while peaks refers to
pulses that are merged across channels. S1s and S2s are
classified based on the time it takes for the peak to rise
from 10% to 90% of its maximum height, the rise time,
where S1s have a rise time of less than 25 ns, and S2s
have a rise time greater than 25 ns and an area greater
than 10 PE. We pair S1s and S2s into events by starting
from the last S2 in a dataset, and looking back 25 µs from
its start time to find corresponding S1s. The largest S1
and S2 in this time window are called the main S1 and
S2, and the second largest are called the alternate S1 and
S2.

A. Calibrations

During this run, we took calibration data using two ra-
dioactive sources, a 252Cf spontaneous fission source and
a tritiated methane low-energy beta source. NR data
was taken with the 252Cf source placed behind approxi-
mately 40 cm of lead outside of the outer insulating vac-
uum jacket of the detector vessel. This is to improve the
ratio of NR events to the high energy gamma rays which
are also produced by the 252Cf source, as the attenuation
length of O(MeV) gammas in lead is less than the scat-
tering length of O(MeV) neutrons [20, 21]. Afterwards,
we moved the 252Cf source to a position close to the de-
tector to activate the LXe and get two meta-stable neu-
tron activated xenon isotopes, 129mXe and 131mXe, which
have a half life of 8.8 and 11.8 days and produce 236 and
164 keV gammas, respectively [22]. These gamma lines
were then used to measure the detector light detection
efficiency (g1) and single-electron gain (g2), as described
in Section III. In addition, tritiated methane was injected
into our detector via our gas system, and was used to ob-
tain ER data from tritium beta decays. The ER data and
NR data are used together to estimate the leakage of ER
events below the NR band median in (S1, log10(S2/S1))
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space as described in Section IV. In addition to calibra-
tion data, we took background data before any sources
were introduced, which gave us, on average, 16 ms be-
tween consecutive events and allowed us to characterize
the electron trains background in our detector, described
in Section V.

III. ACTIVATED XENON LINES

Two long lived metastable isotopes 129mXe and 131mXe
were produced in our LXe volume by placing a 252Cf
source with an activity of ∼ 1.8 × 106 neutrons/s ap-
proximately 4 inches away from the center of the detec-
tor for two days. After we took the source away, the
two metastable isotopes remained and gave us 236 and
164 keV gamma lines, respectively, for which we took
triggerless data for a week. During this run, the anode
was kept at a voltage of 4.5 kV and the cathode was kept
at a voltage of -0.6543 kV. The cathode voltage was cho-
sen as the average of the PMT voltages while the anode
voltage is the highest achievable voltage before the onset
of spurious light emission (see Subsection VA). A com-
parison of the simulated electric field using COMSOL™

multiphysics and the analytical calculation for the central
∼2 cm in z of the detector is shown in Figure 1.

The LXePSC’s radial, ∝ r̂/r electric field means that
the radial coordinate of an event, r, can be inferred from
the time between the S1 and the S2, known as the drift
time. By slicing the events into drift time bins, we can ob-
tain a measurement of the mean S1 and S2 of the 129mXe
and 131mXe lines for each r slice, which in turn corre-
sponds to slices in the electric field magnitude. Figure 2
shows the distributions of the 129mXe and 131mXe lines in
(S1, S2) space for a few drift time slices. As the electrode
conditions are kept fixed, the average light collection ef-
ficiency (g1) and single-electron gain (g2) are also fixed
despite the changing electric field in the LXe bulk. For a
fixed energy, the S2 (S1) size increases (decreases) with
the electric field due to the decrease in the probability for
electrons from an ionization to recombine with a Xe atom
[23]. However, the total number of quanta (electrons plus
photons) is independent of the electric field. As such, for
a monoenergetic energy deposition, the corrected mean
S1 and S2 in each drift time slice, cS1c and cS2c, should
lie on the line E = W (cS1c/g1 + cS2c/g2). Here, the
corrections are to correct for position related inhomo-
geneities not related to the electric field. This energy is
commonly referred to as the “Combined Energy Scale”
(CES). Fitting a line through the scatter plot of cS1c/E
and cS2c/E (i.e. the light and charge yield) gives the pa-
rameters g1 and g2 for a given W value, and is commonly
referred to as a Doke plot [23].

A. Systematic Uncertainties, Corrections, and
Cuts

In the beginning of this run, we performed a PMT cal-
ibration, using a method similar to our previous run [17],
but found that the new PMT gains show a seemingly un-
physical z-distribution that is not centered around 0. The
z-distribution is inferred from the S2-asymmetry which
is given by

S2asym =
S2top 4 PMTs − S2bottom 4 PMTs

S2top 4 PMTs + S2bottom 4 PMTs
(2)

as described in Ref. [16]. This shift in the S2-asymmetry
(z) distribution, leads us to use our old set of PMT gains
from the previous run for the remainder of this paper,
aside from g1 and g2, where we still include the choice of
the PMT gain set as a systematic uncertainty. None of
the other results in this run are dependent on the absolute
pulse areas (i.e. the PMT gains).
S2 peaks can sometimes saturate the 2 V dynamic

range of the digitizer which can lead to underestimated
S2 areas. However, oftentimes, not all of the channels are
saturated, in which case we can use the sum of the chan-
nel waveforms for the unsaturated channels, to estimate
what the waveform of the saturated channels would be,
had they not been saturated. The saturation correction
procedure is detailed in Appendix A.
In addition, the S1 needs to be, in principle, corrected

for the r-dependent light collection efficiency (LCE), and
S2 needs to be corrected for the charge loss due to elec-
trons attaching to electronegative impurities while drift-
ing to the anode. The S1 LCE can be obtained from an
optical simulation using GEANT4. From this, we can
multiply the S1 in each drift time slice by the ratio of the
mean S1 LCE and the S1 LCE for the particular drift
time, ⟨LCES1⟩/LCES1(td). In typical TPCs which have
nearly uniform drift field, the S2s are usually corrected by
exp(td/τe) where td is the drift time and τe is the elec-
tron lifetime [7]. However, in the cylindrical LXePSC,
the raw S2 area also varies at different radii, as the re-
combination of the excitons depends of drift field. This
effect will be referred to as the “recombination-drift time
coupling” effect. Likewise, the recombination-drift time
coupling effect will also affect S1s, which makes it diffi-
cult to obtain a validation for the S1 correction. As such,
we include a systematic uncertainty for whether or not
the S1 LCE correction is used. S2 area can be modelled
as

S2 = ne(|E|, ϵ)e−dt/τeg2 (3)

where |E| is the magnitude of the electric field and ϵ is
the deposited energy. To estimate the electron lifetime,
ne can be estimated using NEST given the local electric
field inferred from the drift time, and the energy of either
the ϵ=164 keV or 236 keV line. The electron lifetime is
fit for each day of the activated xenon data taking, and is
estimated to be about 80-130 µs. The ambiguity in the
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FIG. 2. Distributions of the 129mXe and 131mXe lines in (S1, S2) space after the cuts and corrections described in Subsection
IIIA. The 164 keV 131mXe line is the bottom distribution while the 236 keV 129mXe line is the top distribution. The center S1
and S2 (S1c and S2c) are shown with an “x” marker and is fit with a 2-d Gaussian.

FIG. 3. S2c/ne as a function of drift time. This is referred
to as ’g2’ (with quotations) since it’s similar to g2 but with

the electron lifetime factor e−dt/τe . We can see that τe from
131mXe differs from 129mXe.

electron lifetime leads us to include it as a systematic
uncertainty, rather than a correction, whereby we com-
pute the systematic uncertainty in g1 and g2 by varying
τe between 80-130 µs.
To select for clean activated xenon events, we select for

single-scatter events in a near the center of the detector.
Here, events in the center of the detector have an S2
asymmetry between -0.25 and 0.25, which corresponds
to the central 2 cm of the detector in z, far from wall
backgrounds and fringe electric fields.

B. g1, g2, and Doke Plot

An example Doke plot from data taken on April 12th,
2023 is shown in Figure 4. Here, the cuts and corrections
to S1c and S2c (Figure 2) from the previous section are
applied. The charge and light yields are QY = cS2c/E
and LY = cS1c/E, and are plotted for both activated

FIG. 4. Doke plot for an assumed electron lifetime of 100 µs.
This data uses the old PMT gains and the S1 LCE correction.
We can see clearly that both the 129mXe and 131mXe light and
charge yields lie on the same line.

xenon lines. Different points correspond to different drift
time slices, and we see that the points are indeed anti-
correlated. The slope and y-intercept of the Doke plot are
−g2/g1 and g2/W , respectively. g1 and g2 are obtained
with W = 13.5 eV [24] and are shown with all systematic
uncertainties included in Figure 5.

By averaging over the last six days of the activated
xenon calibration when the g1 and g2 plots seem to sta-
bilize, we estimate g1 = 0.159 ± 0.008 PE/photon and
g2 = 3.07± 0.19 PE/electron. These estimates and their
corresponding systematic uncertainties include the am-
biguity from both sets of PMT gains. However, for the
reasons stated at the beginning of this section, the g1 and
g2 used to do simulations and corrections, which are ob-
tained using the old set of PMT gains, are instead g1 =
0.162±0.007 PE/photon and g2 = 3.2±0.1 PE/electron.
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FIG. 5. g1 and g2 obtained from the activated xenon lines plotted for each day of data taking. The data from April 5th seems
to be an outlier and is not indicative of any trend, but we include it for completeness.

IV. ER/NR DISCRIMINATION

The NR data was taken from March 23rd, 2023 to
March 30th, 2023 while the tritium ER data was taken
from June 1st, 2023 to June 7th, 2023. In between this
time, we took activated xenon data, after which we ex-
perienced a vacuum failure on our outer vacuum jacket.
This forced briefly stop operations, including continuous
purification of the Xe. When we turned our purifica-
tion back on, we switched the circulation speed from
3 standard-liter-per-minute (SLPM) to 5 SLPM, which
actually significantly increased our S2 areas. As such,
the tritium data and NR data are not directly compa-
rable, as the electron lifetime and g2 are not the same.
To correct for this, we normalize our S1 and S2 areas
for the ER and NR data to what their values would be
if the data was taken on April 12th, 2023 – one of our
activated xenon days. We describe our methodology to
correct and select for clean NR and tritium events in Ap-
pendix B. An example waveform of a tritium ER and an
NR event after all of these cuts is shown in Figure 6, and
the ER and NR bands after all cuts and corrections are
shown in Figure 7.

A. Leakage Estimations

After all of the aforementioned cuts and corrections are
applied, we take the tritium ER and NR events and bin
them according to their drift time in 1 µs wide slices from
5 µs to 9 µs. The leakage is defined to be the proportion
of tritium ER events which lie below the median of the
NR band in log10(S2/S1) space (Figure 10). This leakage
can be calculated for all events under the NR band, or for
each S1 bin. Furthermore, one may either calculate the

leakage by directly counting the raw proportion of tritium
events that lie below the NR median, or by fitting the
log10(S2/S1) distribution for the ER band in each S1 bin
with either a Gaussian or skew-Gaussian then calculating
the area below the NR median. When using the fitting
method, the total leakage across the entire ER band up
to 30 PE in S1 is the weighted average of the leakage in
each S1 bin, where the weights are the number of ER
events in the bin. Some example fits are shown in Figure
8. The leakages per S1 bin for each drift time are shown
in Figure 9, and the total leakage for a given drift time
(i.e. electric field) slice is shown in Figure 11.
The total leakages calculated using the direct count-

ing method are around 0.009-0.012, meanwhile the fitted
leakages are on the order of 10−3. Although these results
show that ER/NR discrimination can still be retained
even with the low g2 from LXe proportional scintilla-
tion, the directly counted leakages are significantly higher
than those obtained in many other dual phase LXeTPCs
[25][26], which are on the order of 10−4 − 10−3. Mean-
while, the total leakage calculated with the Gaussian or
skew-Gaussian fitting is comparable to dual phase LX-
eTPCs. A comprehensive summary of the reported leak-
ages from dual phase LXeTPCs is given by the NEST
collaboration (Figures 13 and 14 of [27]). While there
may be other sources of leakage events, perhaps due to
event reconstruction effects, we identify that one source
of leakage events which leads to the high leakage obtained
from direct counting is partial charge loss due to a charge
insensitive volume.

1. Charge Insensitive Volume and Waveform Simulation

Charge-insensitive volume (CIV) induced leakage
events may arise from an event generated near the CIV,
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FIG. 6. An example NR (top) and tritium (bottom) waveform after the cuts described in Appendix B. The NR data was taken
with the waveform acquisition firmware and thus shows a baseline, while the tritium data was taken with ZLE and thus the
baseline is indicated with dashed lines.

FIG. 7. Top row: The 252Cf NR and tritium ER bands from data after all cuts and corrections are applied. The NR data
was taken along with multiple higher energy gammas, which appear at higher values of S1 and log10(S2/S1). Bottom row:
The simulated 252Cf NR and tritium ER bands after applying the S2 asymmetry cut. These bands were simulated using the
method described in Section IVA1, and also features leakage events largely due to the charge insensitive volume.
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FIG. 8. Example fits used to calculate the leakage per S1 bin for a variety of drift time and S1 slices as indicated by the plot
titles. The fits are to the section of the tritium histogram with at least 3 counts in each bin. Simulated ER and NR distributions
that are sliced in drift time in log10(S2/S1) are shown in gray. While the tritium distribution matches nicely for larger S2s,
the simulation shows some mismatch towards lower S2s. Furthermore, the NR distribution matches nicely for small S1s, but is
mismatched for larger S1s. This mismatch can arise from a multitude of reasons such as the inherent systematic uncertainty
of NEST, the mis-modelling of the optical simulation, or even differences between the simulated drift time and true drift time
in their correspondence to r.

FIG. 9. Top: Total leakage estimated by directly counting the
proportion of events below the NR median. Bottom: Total
leakage estimated by calculating the proportion of the ER
events below the NR median via a Gaussian or skew-Gaussian
fit.

in which some of the ionization electrons may diffuse onto
the top and bottom PTFE plates rather than the an-
ode. Thus these electrons are not detected, and this ef-
fect yields a smaller-than-expected S2. In order to check
this hypothesis, however, we first need to simulate the
full detector response. This simulation takes the energy
depositions within the detector, and yields the digitized
waveforms as if they were read out directly from a dig-
itizer. Afterwards, we may transfer this simulated digi-
tizer output through the same processing pipeline used
to process real raw data. In principle, this should repro-
duce the same reconstruction effects that we see during
real data taking. The full description of our waveform
simulation is given in Appendix C. An illustration of this
partial charge loss can be seen in Figure 12.

This waveform simulator generated the ER and NR
bands shown in Figure 7, from which we can clearly see
the leakage events which lie below the majority of the
ER band. Despite the fact that the partially charge in-
sensitive volume is located near the top and bottom of
the detector, an S2 asymmetry cut between -0.25 and
0.25 still does not get rid of these events. This is due to
the fact that the S2 asymmetry only acts as an accurate
proxy for the true z position when the S2 is sufficiently
large. As events near the CIV have a small S2, their S2
asymmetry does not accurately reflect their true z posi-
tion. This phenomenon is shown in Figure 13, and is a
likely component of the leakage events seen in this run.
However, it is important to reiterate that this is a qual-
itative argument, as a true quantitative estimate for the
leakage events due to the CIV would require a low uncer-
tainty simulation across multiple inputs. These inputs
include the NEST light and charge yields across a multi-
tude of electric fields, the electric field near the top and
bottom of the detector, the optical simulation, and the
diffusion coefficients of electrons in LXe.
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FIG. 10. The ER (red) and NR (blue) scatter plots for 1 µs drift time slices from 5-6 µs. The median and ±1σ lines are
calculated to be the 50th, 16th, and 84th percentile of the log10(S2/S1) distribution for each S1 bin. In the plot, these quantile
lines are fit with a power law, and are used to determine the leakages. At around 20 PE in S1, the NR band starts to show
some bleed-in from ER events, likely due to the large number of gamma events from having the 252Cf source near the detector
during data taking (Figure 7).

V. ELECTRON TRAINS IN SINGLE-PHASE
LIQUID XENON

There are two, hypotheses for the origin of the slow
emission of electrons after a large ionization signal (i.e.
the electron trains background) seen in dual-phase LX-
eTPCs. The first is that the electrons are trapped and
slowly released (or induced to release) from impurities
in the bulk of the LXe, while the second is that elec-
trons are trapped and released near the liquid-gas inter-
face. The LUX experiment has shown that the rates of
the electron trains background decreases with the elec-
tron lifetime, indicating that these electrons are related
to impurities in the bulk [11]. This is supported further
by the fact that both XENON1T and LUX [10, 11] ob-
served a higher electron trains background from events
with a longer drift time (i.e. more electrons lost to impu-
rities). However, LUX also showed that events near the
top of the detector still have this background, which may
suggest that some of these electrons may be still trapped
near the liquid-gas interface. XENON1T also showed a
weak dependence of the electron trains background due
to the extraction field strength, but also did not observe
a strong dependence on the electron lifetime. Further-
more, Sorensen and Kamdin showed two distinct expo-
nential components of the electron trains: a fast compo-

nent whose amplitude decreases with the extraction field,
and a slow component which is related to the purity but
does not decrease with the extraction field [28]. Recently,
Sorensen reported a study of PTFE flourescence, which
seems to decay as a power law and may induce the release
of electrons due to impurities [29].

The LXePSC removes the liquid-gas interface entirely,
which also removes the relevance of the extraction ef-
ficiency or possible trapping of electrons on impurities
at the liquid-gas interface. As such, if we are able to
identify single-electrons, then we can determine the role
that the liquid-gas interface plays in the electron trains
background. In our previous runs, the g2 value was too
low to distinguish single-electrons from a pileup of sin-
gle photons. Now, given our g2 of ∼3 PE/electron, we
are in a position to make PMT coincidence requirements
to obtain a cleaner population of single-electrons needed
to calculate the electron trains rate. Furthermore, the
triggerless data taking method allows for indefinite time
windows, meaning we are able to look at several tens of
milliseconds after an S2.
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FIG. 11. The leakage of ER events below the NR median for each 1 µs drift time bin as a function of the S1 area.

FIG. 12. Left: Tracks of an electron cloud generated at a point indicated with the green dots. Green tracks show electrons
which end up on the PTFE plates, blue tracks show electrons which end up on the anode. The fifth set of tracks from the
bottom shows partial charge loss where some electrons strike the PTFE, and some electrons strike the anode. Right: The
survival probability map projected onto r2 and z.
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FIG. 13. The monte-carlo truth positions of the simulated
tritium ER events which lie below the NR median and have
a drift time between 5 to 9 µs. We can see clearly that these
events are largely concentrated near the border of the charge
insensitive volume.

A. Light Emission Limitation

Throughout our three runs, the limiting factor for our
g2 was the onset of spurious light emission when the an-
ode voltage is set too high. This light emission can be
seen in the example NR waveform in Figure 6. Once
light emission rates are too high, single-photons are likely
to form accidental coincidences across channels and ruin
the detector’s ability to reconstruct small S1s and single-
electrons. From Figure 14, we can see that thinner an-
ode wires can reach higher electric fields before this onset
happens. However, this does not necessarily mean that
g2 will always be larger for a thinner anode wire, as the
proportional scintillation region is also smaller. Mean-
while if the wire is too thick, one needs to apply a larger
voltage to achieve an electric field high enough to pro-
duce proportional scintillation in the liquid. This light
emission rate also increases when the rate of energy de-
positions within the detector are higher, such as when

a radioactive source is present as shown in [17]. In ad-
dition to limiting g2, this light emission also acts as a
background when calculating the electron trains rates.

B. Peak Trains Modelling and Results

Previous experiments have shown that the rate of elec-
trons following a large S2 follows a power law propor-
tional to the area of the primary S2 [10, 11]. Here,
“primary” means the S2 which generates peaks after it.
However, our above ground detector has a much higher
event rate than the low-background underground LXe
detectors. For comparison, the event rate in LUX was
3-4 counts per second [11], which corresponds to 250-
333 ms on average between each event, whereas we ob-
served 16 ms on average between each event. Since we
know that the electron trains can last O(1 s) after an S2,
the electron trains of previous S2s are likely to contribute
to the current S2. In addition, we have a seemingly con-
stant background, due in part to the spurious light emis-
sion. Therefore, for a given S2, the rate of peaks following
it is modelled as:

R(∆t) = A0c∆tp +

Nprev∑
i=1

Aic(ti +∆t)p +Rbkg. (4)

Here, ∆t is the delay time after the current S2, c is a pro-
portionality constant, p is the power law power, A0 is the
area of the current S2, Ai is the area of the ith previous
S2, ti is the time difference between the current S2 and
ith previous S2, and Rbkg is a constant background rate.
Here, c, p, and Rbkg are free parameters. The rate that
is actually measured is an average over many S2s. When
doing this averaging, one not only needs to average over
the areas of the previous S2s, but also over the time dif-
ferences between the ith previous S2 and the current S2.
Therefore the actual trains rates are fit to:

⟨R(∆t)⟩ = ⟨A0⟩c∆tp+

⟨A⟩c
Nprev∑
i=1

∫ ∞

0

(ti +∆t)pP (ti)dti +Rbkg (5a)

P (ti) =
ti−1
i e−ti/τ

τ i(i− 1)!
(5b)

Here, P (ti) is the Erlang distribution, which is the dis-
tribution of the time difference between events that are i
events apart. τ is the average time between two consec-
utive events, which is approximately 16 ms. Note that
⟨A0⟩ ̸= ⟨A⟩, since ⟨A0⟩ is affected by the cuts applied
to select for primary S2s, while ⟨A⟩ is a term associated
with the contribution of the previous S2s’ electron trains,
and is thus out of the analyst’s control.
To calculate the train rates, we first compute the time

window used to look for peaks after an S2. The start of
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FIG. 14. Light emission rates throughout the three runs of the LXePSC. These rates are calculated by counting the number of
pulses in each PMT which lie 10 µs before main S1 peaks within background data. This current run is shown with the orange
curve, and the operating anode voltage of 4.5 kV is shown with the second smallest anode surface field.

FIG. 15. Trains rates for different area selections of the pri-
mary S2. All peaks used in the calculation of these rates have
at least 3-fold coincidence. The green curve indicating S2s
with > 105 PE often contains mostly muon events which are
several times wider than the typical S2. These events also dis-
tort the baseline and saturate the maximum waveform pulse
length, making it difficult to see peaks immediately after it
ends. The lone-hits pileup rate as indicated by the black
dashed curve is obtained via the calculation described in the
text.

this window is the end time of the current S2, and the end
of this window is the start time of the first peak with an
area over 100 PE that occurs after the current S2. We se-
lect for primary S2s which belong to single-scatter events,
have an S2 area greater than 1.5 times its S1 area, and
have an S1 area of at least 20 PE. This ensures that the
events come from physically sensible energy depositions.
The delay time of a peak within the time window is the
time difference between the start of the peak and the end
of its primary S2. These delay times are then binned for

FIG. 16. The trains rates with the 10−3 µs−1 constant rate
(Figure 15) subtracted, then divided by the average primary
S2 area in electrons (not PE). The statistics for peaks follow-
ing a primary S2 area between 100 and 1000 PE are too low,
whereas the primary S2s with an area over 105 PE saturate
the DAQ. Otherwise, we see that the trains rates normalized
by the primary S2 area for primary S2s between 103 and 104

are well matched to each other. These rates are also divided
by the detection efficiency for 3-fold coincident single elec-
trons, obtained from the simulation described in the text. A
more simulation-driven estimation of the electron-only part
of the trains is described in the text and shown in Figure 20,
whereas the rates shown above are not reliant on simulation.

each S2 into a histogram, and these histograms are then
added over all S2s (within a given set of cuts). For each
delay time bin, we then count the amount of time win-
dows which are greater than the given delay time bin’s
end, and divide each bin of the original rate histogram
by this count. Doing so gives us the electron train rates
as shown in Figure 15.
A first look at Figure 15 shows some striking charac-
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teristics of the rates of small peaks after a large S2, which
are similar to what is seen in the dual-phase TPCs. The
most obvious is the steep drop-off around 15 µs, which
is also our maximum drift time. This drop was also seen
in our previous run [17], and comes from the photoion-
ization of the cathode. Next, we see that there is a com-
ponent of the peak rate that increases with the area of
the primary S2, and decays on the scale of several mil-
liseconds. The one part which differs from dual-phase
TPCs is a constant background component that seems
to be the same regardless of the primary S2 area. To
check if the peaks within the decaying part of the trains
rates are due to electrons, we can look at the area spec-
trum of the peaks within certain delay time bins, and
compare them to the area spectrum of lone-hits which
accidentally pile up to form peaks with at least 3-fold
coincidence. The latter peaks are referred to as “lone-
hit pileups”. To estimate the area spectrum of lone-hit
pileups, we first calculate the lone-hit rate for each PMT
by counting the amount of lone-hits which occur within
10 µs before the S1 of a proper S1-S2 pair. Next, for each
PMT, we randomly place 161 ns wide toy pulse windows
on a 1 s time window. The amount of pulses for each
channel is sampled according to a Poisson distribution
using the lone-hit rate for that channel, meanwhile the
areas of the pulses are sampled from the channel’s lone-
hit area spectrum. Overlapping pulses in time are then
merged, and a 3-fold coincidence requirement is placed
on the resulting simulated peaks, which is used to com-
pute the area spectrum. This same method also yields
the rate of lone-hit pileups.
From Figure 17, we can see that the area spectrum of

the peaks in all parts of the delay time histogram extend
into substantially larger areas than what is expected of
lone-hit pileups. Therefore, we currently have evidence
of peaks which occur after an S2, whose rate rises with
its preceding S2, decays with the delay time, and whose
area spectrum is characteristically different from lone-
hit pileup. This set of evidence seems consistent with
the notion that at least some of these peaks are due to
electrons. If there are truly single and few electrons in the
peaks following an S2, then we should be able to discern
how many there are by fitting the area spectrum of the
peaks in each delay time bin with a linear combination
of the lone-hit pileup area spectrum and the n−electron
area spectra

H(A|∆t) = (1−
Ne∑
i=1

ri)ppileup(A) +

Ne∑
i=1

ripi,e(A). (6)

Here, H(A|∆t) and ri are the area spectrum and propor-
tion of the peaks with a delay time around ∆t, respec-
tively. pi,e(A) is the area spectrum of i-electron peaks.
To obtain pi,e, we only need to know the parameters
needed to simulate single-electrons. These parameters
are gnph, the true number of photons produced per elec-
tron before detection efficiencies, and pDPE , the proba-
bility of double PE being emitted at the PMTs. To fit

FIG. 17. Top: The blue curve is the same as the blue curve
in Figure 15 and indicates the rate of peaks after a primary
S2 for primary S2s with an area between 104 and 105 PE.
These S2s are not from excessively wide muons, and have an
area which is large enough to provide a significant count of
peaks over the constant background. The maroon, red, and
pink shaded areas correspond to the delay time ranges used
to select the peaks for which an area spectrum is computed
in the bottom plot. Bottom: The area spectrum of peaks
selected within the delay time regions indicated on the top
plot. The pileup area expectation is the the expected area
distribution of 3-fold coincidence lone-hit pileups, where the
calculation is described in the text.

these parameters, we use the area spectrum of the two-
fold coincident peaks which occur 9-17 µs after a primary
S2 that has an area between 103 and 104 PE. The 9-
17 µs delay time range selects for the cathode photoemis-
sion peaks (Figure 17), in which we know there are elec-
trons. Furthermore, a primary S2 with an area between
103 and 104 PE is bright enough to provide a sufficient
amount of these electrons. Meanwhile, peaks occurring
near the cathode photoemission time range after primary
S2s with an area larger than 104 PE are skewed towards
higher areas, indicating that there may be a pileup of
single-electron peaks which combine to double-electron
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FIG. 18. The two-fold coincident cathode photoemission
peaks fit with a linear combination of the single-electron and
two-fold lone-hit pileup area spectra. The parameters of this
simulation yield an estimated g2 = 3.3 PE/electron, which is
obtained via an average of the number of photons detected
per electron (excluding zero), times 1 + pPDE . This figure
is consistent with the 3.2 PE/electron figure in Section III B,
which uses the old PMT gains and no S1 LCE correction.

peaks. A two-fold coincidence requirement is used over
the three-fold requirement to provide a higher detection
efficiency towards single-electrons, albeit at the cost of a
greater lone-hit pileup background. We fit the aforemen-
tioned selected peaks’ area spectrum as a linear com-
bination of the two-fold coincident lone-hit pileup area
spectrum, and the simulated single-electron area spec-
trum which is obtained using the waveform simulation
as described in Appendix C. With a photon detection
efficiency of 25 %, we estimate gnph = 25.06+0.03

−0.06 pho-

tons/electron and pDPE = 0.23+0.04
−0.02 (Figure 18).

After obtaining template area spectra for lone-hit pile-
ups, single-electrons, and double-electrons, we fit the area
distributions of the three-fold coincident peaks following
primary S2s with an area between 104 and 105 PE in
each delay time bin to Eq. 6. Example fits are shown
in Figure 19. Multiplying the original peak trains rates
by the ri and 1 −

∑
i ri obtained from the fit in each

delay time bin gives the proportion of i-electron and
lone-hit pileups respectively. These separated compo-
nents are shown in Figure 20. Here, we can see a clear
single-electron rate that decays similarly to a power law.
Furthermore, we also observe that the rate of lone-hit
pileups converges to the value obtained from measuring
the lone-hit rate in each PMT. However, a population
of double-electrons also forms a component of the con-
stant background, which is not understood, and whose
origin is beyond the scope of this analysis. When fitting
the total peak trains rate, or when fitting the estimated
single-electron trains rate with Eq. 5a, we obtain a power
law power of -1.07 and -1.05 respectively. This power law

power is similar to what has been observed in other dual-
phase LXeTPCs [10, 11, 30], and indicates that at least a
substantial part of the electron trains background is not
due to complications at the liquid-gas interface.
To further this claim, we can integrate our trains rates

over a comparable integration window to the trains rate
in LUX. We choose to use the LUX results as these rates
show a steep drop off after the photoionization, a power
law, and an integration window with a time-range of
500 µs-3 ms – comparable to what we have observed. A
rough comparison of the trains rates to LUX is described
and shown in Figure 16. The integral of the electron
portion of the trains between 500 µs to 3 µs (light blue
line, Figure 20), divided by the average primary S2 area
in electrons as well as the 3-fold single electron detection
efficiency, yields 2.4× 10−4. Meanwhile, the same calcu-
lation done on the LUX train rates (within the top 5 cm
of the detector) yields 5.9×10−4. Both of these rates are
on the same order of magnitude, despite the fact that the
electron lifetimes and maximum drift times are not the
same.

VI. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

The LXePSC has demonstrated that ER/NR discrim-
ination for low-energy recoils is possible using propor-
tional scintillation to amplify charge directly in liquid, de-
spite the fact that the single-electron gain (g2) is around
10 times smaller than that of dual-phase detectors. This
is due to the fact that even with a g2 of a few PE/electron,
g2 is still over ten times larger than g1. As such, the
LXe proportional scintillation process may be useful for
future dark matter searches in order to achieve a per-
fect extraction efficiency and to mitigate sagging effects
of large electrodes. One such example of this technology
uses a microstrip-coated quartz plate as an electrode [18],
which retains the typical vertical drift region with a con-
stant field that is usually seen in TPCs. Furthermore, the
light-emission issue would need to be resolved first before
such a detector is deployed in a dark matter search. With
regards to low-mass dark matter or CEνNS searches us-
ing the ionization-only channel, our results indicate that
eliminating the liquid-gas interface alone is not likely to
reduce the electron trains background that limits the sen-
sitivity of such searches. Nevertheless, given the afore-
mentioned recent results of P. Sorensen [29], a cylindrical
geometry with photosensors that surround the detector
inner barrel may provide sufficient photocoverage to effi-
ciently detect scintillation light without the use of PTFE
reflectors, and thus may still mitigate the background of
single electrons.
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ENDF/B-VIII.0: The 8th major release of the nuclear
reaction data library with CIELO-project cross sections,
new standards and thermal scattering data, Nuclear Data
Sheets 148, 1 (2018), special Issue on Nuclear Reaction
Data.

[21] A. Lee, D. Blakeslee, C. Powell, and J. Rumble, Devel-
opment of the web-based nist x-ray photoelectron spec-
troscopy (xps) database (2002).

[22] K. Ni, R. Hasty, T. M. Wongjirad, L. Kastens,
A. Manzur, and D. N. McKinsey, Preparation of Neutron-
activated Xenon for Liquid Xenon Detector Calibration,
Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 582, 569 (2007), arXiv:0708.1976
[physics.ins-det].

[23] T. Doke, A. Hitachi, J. Kikuchi, K. Masuda, H. Okada,
and E. Shibamura, Absolute Scintillation Yields in Liquid

Argon and Xenon for Various Particles, Jap. J. Appl.
Phys. 41, 1538 (2002).

[24] M. Szydagis, J. Balajthy, J. Brodsky, J. Cutter, J. Huang,
E. Kozlova, B. Lenardo, A. Manalaysay, D. McKinsey,
M. Mooney, J. Mueller, K. Ni, G. Rischbieter, M. Tri-
pathi, C. Tunnell, V. Velan, and Z. Zhao, Noble element
simulation technique v2.0 (2018).

[25] E. Aprile et al. (XENON), Signal Yields of keV Elec-
tronic Recoils and Their Discrimination from Nuclear Re-
coils in Liquid Xenon, Phys. Rev. D 97, 092007 (2018),
arXiv:1709.10149 [astro-ph.IM].

[26] D. S. Akerib et al. (LUX), Discrimination of electronic
recoils from nuclear recoils in two-phase xenon time pro-
jection chambers, Phys. Rev. D 102, 112002 (2020),
arXiv:2004.06304 [physics.ins-det].

[27] M. Szydagis et al., A Review of NEST Models, and Their
Application to Improvement of Particle Identification in
Liquid Xenon Experiments, (2022), arXiv:2211.10726
[hep-ex].

[28] P. Sorensen and K. Kamdin, Two distinct components
of the delayed single electron noise in liquid xenon emis-
sion detectors, JINST 13 (02), P02032, arXiv:1711.07025
[physics.ins-det].

[29] R. G. P. Sorensen, Towards discovery of hidden sector
dark matter with liquid xenon tpcs (2024), iDM.

[30] A. Kopec, A. L. Baxter, M. Clark, R. F. Lang, S. Li,
J. Qin, and R. Singh, Correlated single- and few-electron
backgrounds milliseconds after interactions in dual-phase
liquid xenon time projection chambers, JINST 16 (07),
P07014, arXiv:2103.05077 [physics.ins-det].

[31] F. Kuger, J. Dierle, H. Fischer, M. Schumann, and
F. Toschi, Prospects of charge signal analyses in liq-
uid xenon TPCs with proportional scintillation in the
liquid phase, JINST 17 (03), P03027, arXiv:2112.11844
[physics.ins-det].

[32] H. P. K.K., Photomultiplier Tubes - Basics and Applica-
tions, Tech. Rep. (2017).

[33] S. Agostinelli et al. (GEANT4), GEANT4–a simulation
toolkit, Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 506, 250 (2003).

[34] strax.
[35] M. Szydagis, J. Balajthy, G. Block, J. Brodsky, J. Cutter,

S. Farrell, J. Huang, E. Kozlova, B. Lenardo, A. Man-
alaysay, D. McKinsey, M. Mooney, J. Mueller, K. Ni,
G. Rischbieter, M. Tripathi, C. Tunnell, V. Velan, and
Z. Zhao, Noble element simulation technique (2022).

[36] J. Timar, Z. Elekes, and B. Singh, Nuclear data sheets
for a = 129, Nuclear Data Sheets 121, 143 (2014).

[37] M. Kleesiek et al., β-Decay Spectrum, Response Function
and Statistical Model for Neutrino Mass Measurements
with the KATRIN Experiment, Eur. Phys. J. C 79, 204
(2019), arXiv:1806.00369 [physics.data-an].

[38] O. Njoya et al., Measurements of electron transport
in liquid and gas Xenon using a laser-driven photo-
cathode, Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 972, 163965 (2020),
arXiv:1911.11580 [physics.ins-det].

[39] J. B. Albert et al. (EXO-200), Measurement of the Drift
Velocity and Transverse Diffusion of Electrons in Liquid
Xenon with the EXO-200 Detector, Phys. Rev. C 95,
025502 (2017), arXiv:1609.04467 [physics.ins-det].

[40] D. S. Akerib et al. (LUX), Liquid xenon scintillation mea-
surements and pulse shape discrimination in the LUX
dark matter detector, Phys. Rev. D 97, 112002 (2018),
arXiv:1802.06162 [physics.ins-det].

https://doi.org/10.1016/0029-554X(79)90600-1
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/9/11/P11012
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/9/11/P11012
https://arxiv.org/abs/1408.6206
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/16/08/P08011
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/16/08/P08011
https://arxiv.org/abs/2102.06903
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/17/02/C02002
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/17/02/C02002
https://arxiv.org/abs/2111.09112
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/18/07/P07027
https://arxiv.org/abs/2301.12296
https://arxiv.org/abs/2301.12296
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/19/02/P02037
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/19/02/P02037
https://arxiv.org/abs/2312.14663
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/2/05/P05001
https://arxiv.org/abs/physics/0702142
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nds.2018.02.001
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nds.2018.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2007.08.180
https://arxiv.org/abs/0708.1976
https://arxiv.org/abs/0708.1976
https://doi.org/10.1143/JJAP.41.1538
https://doi.org/10.1143/JJAP.41.1538
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.1314669
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.1314669
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.97.092007
https://arxiv.org/abs/1709.10149
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.112002
https://arxiv.org/abs/2004.06304
https://arxiv.org/abs/2211.10726
https://arxiv.org/abs/2211.10726
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/13/02/P02032
https://arxiv.org/abs/1711.07025
https://arxiv.org/abs/1711.07025
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/16/07/P07014
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/16/07/P07014
https://arxiv.org/abs/2103.05077
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/17/03/P03027
https://arxiv.org/abs/2112.11844
https://arxiv.org/abs/2112.11844
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-9002(03)01368-8
https://github.com/AxFoundation/strax/blob/master/strax/processing/peak_splitting.py
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7061832
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nds.2014.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-019-6686-7
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-019-6686-7
https://arxiv.org/abs/1806.00369
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2020.163965
https://arxiv.org/abs/1911.11580
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.95.025502
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.95.025502
https://arxiv.org/abs/1609.04467
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.97.112002
https://arxiv.org/abs/1802.06162


16

FIG. 21. A demonstration of the saturation correction. The
blue waveform is the sum of the unsaturated channels shown
in gray. This is then scaled to replace the saturated parts of
the saturated channel waveforms as shown in green.
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Appendix A: Saturation Correction

We call the sum of the channel waveforms for the un-
saturated channels, wfus. Afterwards, we replace the
saturated portion of the saturated channel waveforms,
wfs, with wfus scaled to match the height of the first
saturated sample of wfs. An example of this can be seen
in Figure 21. This saturation correction does not work
when all channels are saturated. For this reason, we chose
to estimate g1 and g2 by selecting for events with a drift
time between 5 µs and 9 µs, which corresponds to an r
between approximately 1.1-1.8 cm. Below 5 µs, a signif-
icant portion of the S2s have all channels saturated, and
above 9 µs (1.8 cm), we expect there to be field inho-
mogeneities that are difficult to model (see Fig. 1). The
drift time to r conversion is done using NEST [35] drift
velocities and the COMSOL field simulation.

Appendix B: Corrections to the ER and NR Events

Before taking tritium data, we placed the 252Cf source
near our detector for two days which gave us activated
xenon lines in-situ with the tritium data. We can thus
directly compare the S2 area of the 131mXe line for each
drift time bin during tritium data taking, to that of the
data taken on April 12th, 2023 (see Figure 22). As such,

FIG. 22. The difference in the central S2 area of the 131mXe
line for the data taken on April 12th versus the data taken
during the tritium calibration. The large upward shift in the
S2 area during tritium data taking is due to the increase in
circulation speed.

the corresponding correction factor is

CS2 =
S2131mXe(td; April 12th)

S2131mXe(td; Tritium data taking)
. (B1)

During NR data taking, we did not have activated
xenon lines yet, so we use the 39.6 keV gamma line
from inelastic neutron scattering off 129Xe [36] to com-
pare the area of S2s during the NR data taking to that
of April 12th. The 39.6 keV peak during NR data tak-
ing is selected by estimating the CES distribution using
g1 = 0.158 PE/photon and g2 = 3.35 PE/electron. These
values are from the activated xenon data using the old
set of PMT gains without the S1 LCE correction. Note
the difference from the quoted g1 and g2 values in Section
III B, as those values are obtained using the S1 LCE cor-
rection as a systematic uncertainty. Selecting the events
with a CES between 29 and 46 keV (Figure 25) gives us
the desired 39.6 keV peak.
At first glance, there does not seem to be a 39.6 keV

peak in the activated xenon data taken on April 12th.
However, we can exploit the fact that the decay of 129mXe
into its ground state is actually a two-step process, with
the first step releasing a gamma line at 196 keV which de-
cays with an 8.8 day half life, and the second step which
decays with a half life of 1 ns and releases our desired
39.6 keV line [36]. The mean free path of the 196 keV
peak in LXe is approximately 8.6 mm while that of the
39.6 keV peak is ∼142 µm [41]. As there is only ∼1 ns
between the first and second step, the S1s of these gam-
mas will be merged. However, if these two gamma rays
deposit their energy in different radial locations that are
far enough from each other, their S2s will be separated.
Nonetheless, the total S1 and sum of alternate and main
S2 should still combine to give the same 236 keV (Figure
23). Therefore, if we select for events with exactly two
S2s and one S1, compute the CES with the main and al-
ternate S2 summed together, and select for the 236 keV

https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.10446
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FIG. 23. Top: The total (S2, S1) distribution of the 196 keV
and 39.6 keV gammas together whose S1s are merged together
but S2s are separate. Bottom: The alternate S2 vs main
S1 distribution of the events from the above plot, these S2s
should correspond to the 39.6 keV line.

peak, the alternate S2 of this event will correspond to
the S2 of the 39.6 keV gamma line.

Before comparing the S2 distributions of the 39.6 keV
lines taken during NR data to those taken on April 12th,
one needs to recognize that the aforementioned, appar-
ent, 39.6 keV line during NR data is actually merged
with inelastic NRs. To account for this, we model the S2
distribution of the apparent 39.6 keV line as

f(S2γ+NR) =

∫
p(td)P (S2γ = S2γ+NR − S2NR|td)

× P (S2NR)dtddS2NR (B2)

In other words, the observed S2 distribution of the
merged 39.6 keV line and inelastic NR, for each drift
time, is equal to a convolution of the true 39.6 keV S2
and the inelastic NR S2 distributions. The elastic NR
S2s are easily identified using the cuts described in the
following paragraph, but we do not have such a clean
population of inelastic NRs. As such, we rely on the sim-
ulation described in Appendix C to infer the inelastic NR
S2 distribution, using the elastic NR S2 distribution as
a validation to the simulation. The comparison of the

FIG. 24. Comparison of the S2 distributions between data
NRs to elastic and inelastic simulated NRs. The data consists
mostly of elastic NRs and seems to match well with the elastic
NR simulation, which justifies the use of the inelastic NR S2
distribution to perform the deconvolution with the apparent
39.6 keV line.

NR simulation to data is shown in Figure 24. To esti-
mate the true P (S2γ), we deconvolve f(S2γ+NR) with
P (S2NR|td) for each 1 µs wide drift time bin fron 5 µs
to 9 µs. While there are backgrounds of non-39.6 keV
gamma ray events, these seem to be relatively flat as
shown in Figure 25, and thus the peak of the S2 distribu-
tion should still indicate the peak of the merged 39.6 keV
line and NR. We see from Figure 26 that the estimated
39.6 keV lines from both the NR data and April 12th
data are peaked at approximately the same spot. As
such, we do not apply a correction to the S2 for the NR
data. Furthermore, we do not expect that the S1 changes
appreciably with time.

Both tritium ER events and NR events are low energy
events on the order of a few keVee. As such, their primary
background is due to accidental coincidences (ACs) of
lone S1s and lone S2s. To cut against these, we first
only keep events with an S2 pulse-width which rises with
the drift time due to electron diffusion as this selects for
physically sensible events. Secondly, we cut away events
that occur within a “noisy” region of data taking. This
includes events within 20 µs of a previous event, and
events with more than 3 other S1s within a 10 µs window
centered around the primary S1. Lastly, we require that
the S2s have light that is seen by all eight PMTs, as
this seems to drastically reduce the AC background. In
addition to cutting away AC events, we also use the same
asymmetry cut as described in Section III B and require
that the alternate S2 area is less than 1% of the main
S2 area. Lastly, we define a parameter called the S2
undershoot, which is the ratio of the negative area of an
S2 waveform, to the positive area of the S2 waveform.
S2s with an undershoot ratio of greater than 0.03 are
cut, which leaves 98% of tritium events and 94% of NR
events.
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FIG. 25. Top: The estimated CES of the NR data with an
assumed g1 and g2 given in the text and an electron lifetime of
80 µs. Bottom: The 39.6 keV line apparent in (S2, S1) space.
The red lines are the indicated energy selection of 29-46 keV.

FIG. 26. The S2 distributions for the 39.6 keV line during
NR data taking and April 12th. We see that the peaks of the
distributions are not notably different. The deconvolution was
performed using Wiener deconvolution to handle the noise of
the measured distributions.

FIG. 27. Steps in the full-chain waveform simulation.

Appendix C: Waveform Simulation

For external sources such as fast neutrons from 252Cf,
we use GEANT4 to simulate the positions and energy de-
positions within our detector. Meanwhile, the energies of
uniformly distributed sources – such as tritiated methane
– can be sampled directly according to their energy spec-
trum, while their positions of those energy depositions
can be sampled uniformly within the detector volume.
The locations of an event are then used to obtain the lo-
cal electric field at the interaction site. Afterwards, the
local electric field, energy, and interaction type (ER or
NR) are fed into NEST [24] to obtain the number of pho-
tons, nγ , and number of electrons, ne, from each energy
deposition.
For S1s, the number of photons seen by each PMT is

sampled from a binomial distribution with a probabil-
ity pQELCE(PMTi, r, z, θ) where pQE is the total PMT
efficiency, and PMTi is the ith PMT.

nph,S1 ∼ Binom(p = pQELCE(PMTi, r, z, θ), N = nγ)
(C1)

For S2s, before we obtain the number of photons and
the times at which those photons are produced, we first
need to drift and diffuse the electrons from the initial
interaction site to the anode. For each time step, dt, we
sample the position step of each electron according to the
following model:

∆rL ∼ Gauss(µ = vd(|E|)dt, σ =
√
2DL(|E|)dt) (C2a)

∆rT ∼ Gauss(µ = 0, σ =
√

2DT (|E|)dt) (C2b)
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Here, ∆rL and ∆rT are the position steps that are lon-
gitudinal and transverse to the local electric field at the
position of the electron, respectively. vd is the drift ve-
locity obtained from NEST, DL and DT are the longi-
tudinal and transverse diffusion coefficients from Njoya
et. al. [38] and EXO-200 [39] respectively. The trans-
verse unit vector is uniformly sampled within a plane
perpendicular to the local electric field. This electron
transport simulation then gives a 3-D map of: the mean
drift time, spread in drift time, distribution of final elec-
tron z-positions along the anode, and the electron sur-
vival probability for an electron cloud. In this instance,
the electron survival probability is the probability that
the electron drifts to the anode, and nowhere else. The
charge loss due to the attachment to impurities is also
accounted for by assuming an electron lifetime, and sam-
pling the number of electrons from a binomial distribu-
tion with p = e−td/τe . An example of partial charge loss
can be seen in Figure 12.

Each electron undergoes electroluminescence, and the

photon gain, gph is the number of photons produced per
electron that reaches the anode. The number of photons
seen by each PMT follows a Poisson distribution of

nph,SE(PMTi) = Poiss(gphpQELCES2(PMTi, z, θ)
(C3)

Note here that LCES2 is a 2-D map around the anode,
as the S2 light is produced only microns away from the
surface of the anode when estimated using Eq. 1 with
412 kV/cm as the threshold electric field from Aprile et.
al. [14].
After the hitpatterns are obtained for both the S1 and

S2 pulse, we sample the number of triplets and singlets
using the singlet to triplet ratio of 0.042 as measured by
LUX [40]. From here, the singlet and triplet de-excitation
time is sampled from an exponential distribution accord-
ing to their respective lifetimes. Each photon is then
converted into one or two PE depending on the double
PE probability. Finally, the areas and shapes of the PEs
are sampled according to the single PE width and single
PE waveform templates obtained from the PMT calibra-
tion.
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