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Final Result on the Neutrinoless Double Beta Decay of *’Se with CUPID-0
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CUPID-0, an array of Zn®2Se cryogenic calorimeters, was the first medium-scale demonstrator
of the scintillating bolometers technology. The first project phase (March 2017 — December 2018)
allowed the most stringent limit on the neutrinoless double beta decay half-life of the isotope of
interest, 52Se, to be set. After a six months long detector upgrade, CUPID-0 began its second and
last phase (June 2019 — February 2020). In this letter, we describe the search for neutrinoless double
beta decay of ®2Se with a total exposure (phase I + II) of 8.82kgxyr of isotope. We set a limit on
the half-life of ®*Se to the ground state of **Kr of T%,(**Se)> 4.6x10** yr (90% credible interval),
corresponding to an effective Majorana neutrino mass mgg < (263 — 545) meV. We also set the most
stringent lower limits on the neutrinoless decays of 32Se to the 07, 21 and 2] excited states of 32K,
finding 1.8x10%® yr, 3.0x10%* yr, 3.2x10%* yr (90% credible interval) respectively.
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The possibility of observing neutrinoless double beta
decay [1, 2] (OvDBD) has been intriguing an increasing
number of scientists, in part because its detection would
be a unique probe of the nature of neutrinos [3], in part
because it would demonstrate the existence of a process
that violates a fundamental symmetry of the Standard
Model of Particle Physics: (B — L), B and L being the
baryon and lepton number, respectively. Such violation
would have exciting consequences for theories trying to
explain the excess of matter over anti-matter in the Uni-
verse [4-6).

The signature of OvDBD is very clean: the two elec-
trons emitted in the decay share the whole Q-value of
the transition, i.e. the difference between the mass of
the parent and daughter nuclei (~MeV for the majority
of the isotopes for which the decay is possible). As a
consequence, OvDBD would appear as a monochromatic
peak at the Q-value in the sum energy spectrum of the
two electrons. The central challenge in building an ex-
periment to detect OvDBD is the extreme rarity of this

process. Current limits on its half-life exceed 102° or even

10%6 years, depending on the isotope of interest [7-10].

Future detectors must deploy at least 1026-10%” DBD
emitters to be able to detect few signal events over years
of data-taking. A convincing claim for the discovery of
such a feeble signal relies on the possibility of suppress-
ing the background level in the region of interest to zero.
A superb energy resolution would also be a key asset
to disentangle a potential OvDBD signal from the back-
ground, including the tail of the naturally occurring two-
neutrino double beta decay. With typical half-lives of
10'® — 102! yr, this process produces a continuous en-
ergy spectrum extending up to the Q-value, resulting in
a potential background in the signal region [11].

The increasing interest in 0#DBD led to the imple-
mentation of many detection technologies, spanning from
gas [12] or liquid [13] time projection chambers to ger-
manium diodes [14], and scintillators [15-17]. Calorime-
ters operated at cryogenic temperatures around 10 mK
(historically also called bolometers [18]) are among the



leading technologies in the field. In bolometers, the ther-
mal signal produced by an energy deposit is converted
into an electrical signal using sensors with strong depen-
dency of the resistance on the temperature [19]. The
crystal used as the energy absorber can be grown out of
compounds containing the emitter of interest for 0vDBD,
allowing a very high efficiency on the containment of the
two electrons emitted in the process to be reached. Fur-
thermore, the readout of the calorimetric signal offers an
exquisite energy resolution (better than 1% FWHM, see
e.g. Refs [20-22]). Finally, the possibility of deploying a
large detector mass was proved by the CUORE experi-
ment, that recently surpassed the tonne-yr exposure, set-
ting the most stringent limit on the half-life of the 13°Te
O0vDBD |20, 23].

The CUPID collaboration (CUORE Upgrade with
Particle IDentification [24]) is designing a bolometric
experiment to reach a OvDBD half-life sensitivity of
1.5%10%7 yr. This ambitious goal requires novel tech-
nological approaches allowing the suppression of the
CUORE background index by two orders of magnitude.
Starting from the CUORE background model, we in-
ferred that the dominant background component are «
particles produced by contamination in the material con-
stituting the detector itself [25]. The main advance
of CUPID compared to CUORE is using scintillating
bolometers [26], i.e. crystals emitting light at cryogenic
temperatures. The simultaneous readout of the calori-
metric signal and of the scintillation light enables parti-
cle identification and, thus, the rejection of the o back-
ground. Moreover, by choosing an isotope with a Q-
value well above the 2.6 MeV line of 2°8T1 (considered
as the end-point of the natural - radioactivity), the CU-
PID signal lies in a region of the energy spectrum that
is significantly less affected by background induced by g
interactions.

CUPID-0 is the first medium-scale detector based on
this technology. Building on the experience of the LU-
CIFER project [27-30], the CUPID-0 collaboration chose
82Ge as the emitter of interest (Q-value: 2997.940.3
keV [31]), to be embedded in enriched ZnSe bolome-
ters. This isotope was also investigated by the NEMO-
3 collaboration, which set a 90% C.L. lower limit on
its OvDBD half-life of 2.5x10%2 yr (for the decay to the
ground state [32]) and 2.3x10%2yr (for the 0] case [33]).
Following the novel procedure described in Ref. [34], the
CUPID-0 collaboration grew 24 Zn®?Se crystals 95% en-
riched in ®2Se (total mass of 9.65 kg, corresponding to
5.13 kg of 82Se) and two natural ZnSe crystals (total
mass of 0.85 kg, corresponding to 40 g of 2Se). The crys-
tals were arranged in five closely-packed towers using a
copper mechanical structure and polytetrafluoroethylene
clamps. The ZnSe crystals were interleaved by light de-
tectors (LDs), consisting of a 170-um-thick Ge disk [35]
coated with a 60-nm-thick SiO layer to increase the light
collection efficiency [36]. Both the ZnSe crystals and light

detectors were equipped with a thermal sensor, a neu-
tron transmutation doped Ge thermistor (NTD [37]) and
with a Si Joule heater [38] to enable the offline correc-
tion of pulse amplitude variations due to small thermal
drifts [39, 40]. The voltage variations across the NTDs
were continuously saved on disk using an 18 bit analog-
to-digital converter operating at 1 kHz for the Zn®?Se and
2kHz for the (faster) LD [41], after being amplified and
filtered with a six-pole anti-aliasing active Bessel filter
(120 dB/decade) [42, 43]. The detector was operated at
10 mK using an Oxford 1000 *He/*He dilution refriger-
ator located in Hall A of the Laboratori Nazionali del
Gran Sasso. The major upgrade of the refrigerator, that
was previosly used by the Cuoricino and CUORE-0 col-
laborations, consisted in the installation of a two-stage
vibration damping system similar to the one described
in Ref. [44]. More details on the detector design, con-
struction and commissioning can be found in Ref. [22].

In the first project phase, each crystal was surrounded
by a 3M Vikuiti reflective foil. The second project phase
was carried out without reflector, as the large light out-
put of ZnSe at cryogenic temperatures already ensured an
excellent particle identification capability. On the other
hand, the reflecting foil absorbed « particles produced
by decays on the crystal surface, thus limiting our ca-
pability of reconstructing the correct topology of surface
events [45, 46].

The study presented in this letter exploits the statis-
tics collected in both phase-I and phase-II to search
for the 82Se OvDBD to the ground and excited states
of its daughter, 82Kr. Today, the highest sensitiv-
ity on these processes was obtained by the phase-I of
the CUPID-0 experiment, that reached 90% credible
interval (C.I.) lower limit on the OvDBD half-life of
3.5x10% yr [47, 48]). The half-lives of the decays to the
first excited states were bound to T(l)72(828€ —>82Kroir)
>8.1x10%2yr, TP,(*Se —*Kry+)>1.1x10%yr, and
T?72(8256 —>82Kr2:2+)>8.4><1022 yr [49]. In this work,
we improved these results by using the full statistics of
CUPID-0.

We define the experimental signatures associated to
the OvDBD to the ground state and to the excited states
of 32Kr as follows. In the decay to the ground state, we
expect the two emitted electrons to be fully contained in
a single ZnSe crystal (single-crystal event). In the decay
to the excited states, additional de-excitation v rays are
produced (see Supplemental Material for a pictorial view
of the decay scheme) and, while electrons are generally
fully contained in the crystal where the decay took place,
~’s have a high escape probability and can be totally or
partly absorbed by other ZnSe crystals (multiple-crystal
event).

Table T summarises the signatures of interest for the
ground and excited states decays and their containment
efficiency, evaluated by a Monte Carlo simulation ac-



counting also for the angular correlation of the emitted
~’s. More details about the CUPID-0 implementation of
the (GEANT-4 based [50-52]) Monte Carlo simulation
can be found in Ref. [45]. To improve the signal-to-
background ratio, we focused only on signatures in which
(i) the electrons were fully contained in the crystal, (ii) at
least one of the emitted photons deposited its full energy
inside a single crystal. We also discarded signatures
in which the containment efficiency was smaller than
0.01%, as they do not improve the sensitivity of the
analysis.

TABLE I. Decay configurations and corresponding event
topology of 82Se to the ground and excited states of 3?Kr,
involving one, two or three ZnSe crystals; 88 represents the
electrons emitted in the decay to the ground state (850), to
the 2] state (8B1), 25 state (882) and 07 state (883); i
are the emitted photons. In the Topology column, the verti-
cal bars separate energy deposits in a first (Emaqin), second
(Bl ine) and third (EIL,.) crystal. The containment effi-
ciency of each decay scheme is reported in column €°** (the
subscript ¢ refers to the signature number, reported in the first
column). In the last column we labelled the signatures used
in this analysis; processes resulting in the same signature are
labelled with the same letter (note that two signatures can-
not be disentangled due to the finite energy resolution of the
detector and are thus labelled By and Bz). Decay schemes
with a containment efficiency lower than 0.1% were not taken
into account.

TOpOlOgy E’mdi’ﬂ Egoinc E({iznc Efant
[keV] [keV] [keV] [%]
1 BB | m 2221.4 7765 - 1.817+0.009 A
2 BB2|m 1523.0 776.5 - 0.604+0.004 By
3 BB2| 72 1523.0 698.4 - 0.664+0.004 F
4 BB | s 1523.0 1474.9 - 0.91940.007 G
5 BB2] v + v 1523.0 14749 - 0.0141£0.0004 G
6 BBz + |2 22995 698.4 - 0.20140.002 E
7 Bf2 4+ 2 |y 22214 T76.5 - 0.21140.002 A
8 BB2| v |72 1523.0 776.5 698.4 <0.01 -
9 BBs|m 1510.3 776.5 - 0.606+0.006  B;
10 BBs | 74 1510.3 711.1 - 0.66040.006 D
11 BB + 71 | 72 2286.8 711.1 - 0.1964-0.003 C
12 BBs + va | M 2221.4 7765 - 0.20040.003 A
13 BBs | y1 + 4 1510.3 1487.6 -  0.014640.0009 -
15 BB | — 2997.9 - - 81.0+0.2  ground

The data processing followed closely the strategy of
CUPID-0 phase-I, whose comprehensive description can
be found in Ref. [53]. Physics data of phase-I and phase-
IT were divided in 13 datasets (each lasting between 1
and 2 months). At the beginning and at the end of each
dataset, we performed a ~4 days long calibration with
232Th sources placed out of the cryostat.

Pulses recorded by the ZnSe crystals and their LDs
were processed using the Optimum Filter technique [54].
The filtered amplitudes of heat pulses were first cor-

rected by small temperature drifts of the cryostat by
using the Si Joule heater [40], and then converted into
energy by using the periodic ~ calibrations with 232Th
sources. To convert amplitudes into energy values, we
used second-degree polynomial functions with zero inter-
cept. Finally, the energy resolution of the ZnSe crystals
was improved by removing the correlation with the cor-
responding light signals [55]. In contrast to other bolo-
metric detectors [56-59], in CUPID-0 the FWHM energy
resolution shows a linear dependency on the energy (see
Supplemental Material for more details and data). At
the Q-value of the 82Se 0vDBD we obtain 21.840.3 keV
FWHM. In the energy region for the search of the 0vDBD
to the excited states (energies of interest in Table I) it
ranges from 8.9+0.1 to 17.9£0.2 keV FWHM.

The data selection comprised two steps. The first one
applies basic selection cuts on the quality of bolometric
pulses. The second step is especially designed for back-
ground rejection and thus is optimised separately for the
study of the decay to the ground and excited states.

In the first selection procedure, we run a software
derivative trigger on the continuously acquired data-
stream [41]. We used the (flagged) pulses injected by
the heaters in each ZnSe crystal to quantify the trigger
efficiency at different energies. Each trigger efficiency was
multiplied by the “energy reconstruction” efficiency. To
compute this value, we injected heater pulses with the
same energy all over the dataset. We then processed the
heater pulses through the same analysis chain as particle
pulses and fit the heater peak with a Gaussian function.
The energy reconstruction efficiency was defined as the
ratio of the events reconstructed within 3 sigma from the
mean and the total number of injected heater pulses. The
obtained value was stable during the entire life of the ex-
periment and equal to (99.2+0.5)%. We then rejected
time periods in which the cryostat was unstable (for ex-
ample, after liquid helium refills, or during earthquakes)
reducing the live-time by about 1%.

The triggered events were selected using a series of
parameters: the value and slope of the baseline before
the trigger (a proxy for the temperature value and tem-
perature stability immediately before the pulse occurs),
the pulse rise and decay time, the number of triggers in
the same window, and some shape-dependent parame-
ters derived by the Optimum Filter [53]. Such param-
eters allowed us to disentangle signal candidates from
electronics spikes, crystal thermal contractions, pulses
affected by pile-up and very noisy events. We charac-
terised and corrected for the energy dependency of each
parameter in order to guarantee energy-independent cuts
(and thus energy-independent efficiency). The values of
the cut were optimised for each parameter using the odd
events belonging to the physics peak of %9Zn: we defined
the ratio r = eg/\/€p (€s and ep being the signal and
background efficiency respectively), and increased the cut
value until r reached a plateau. We then used the even



events belonging to the same peak to evaluate the selec-
tion efficiency and obtained €geection = (92.3 £+ 0.7)%.
This value was cross-checked at other energies using the
40K and 298TI peaks and obtained consistent results.

After performing a selection on the quality of bolomet-
ric pulses, the analysis followed two different paths for the
decay to the ground and excited states. Concerning the
decay to the ground state, we adopted the strategy out-
lined in Refs [47, 48, 53]. We selected only events in which
a single ZnSe crystal triggered, as Table I shows that in
the vast majority of cases the two electrons are contained
within the crystal where the decay occurred. Figure 1
shows the spectrum obtained using the 22 enriched crys-
tals with better performance, i.e. discarding two enriched
crystals that have shown a poor bolometric performance
due to a different growth procedure. The total 32Se expo-
sure is 8.82kgxyr, corresponding to 16.59 kgxyr in ZnSe
(see Supplemental Material for the spectrum in a wider
energy range).
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FIG. 1. Physics spectrum with a 5?Se exposure of 8.82kgxyr
(16.59 kgxyr in ZnSe). Grey: spectrum of pulses selected ac-
cording to their bolometric quality, with the additional condi-
tion that a single ZnSe detector triggered the event. Orange:
same spectrum after rejecting « events. Blue: events surviv-
ing the delayed coincidence veto with potential 2!?Bi parents.
Green line: 90% C.I. Bayesian upper limit (see text) super-
imposed to the measured background.

Since in the region of interest we expected a dominant
background contribution stemming from « particles, we
exploited the particle identification capability offered by
scintillating bolometers to further select the events. In
CUPID-0, the particle identification is done exploiting
the shape of the light pulses. The scintillation light emit-
ted by 8/~ events, indeed, has a significantly slower time-
development compared to the scintillation light emitted
by « particles [30]. Furthermore, the time-development
of scintillation pulses does not depend on the detector.
We defined a parameter very sensitive to the shape of
light pulses [53] and we applied a cut procedure using
such parameter (common to all detectors) in order to
preserve the 98% signal efficiency while suppressing the

a background to a negligible level (the probability for
an « particle to survive this selection criterion is smaller
than 10~7). The resulting spectrum is reported in Fig-
ure 1 - orange.

Finally, we applied a time veto to reject high-energy
/v events emitted by 2°%T1 decays. This isotope can be
tagged by searching for the signature of its parent, 2'2Bi.
The « particle emitted by a 2'2Bi decay can be identi-
fied by CUPID-0 even at low energy (in case it loses a
fraction of energy before interacting in the crystal). Ex-
ploiting the short half-life of 2°8T1 (3.05 min) we rejected
potential interactions due to this isotope by vetoing all
events occurring within 7 half-lives after the detection of
an « particle. This further data selection, allowed us to
obtain the energy spectrum shown in Figure 1 - blue.

To estimate the number of OvDBD signals and back-
ground events in the region of interest, we performed
a simultaneous un-binned extended maximum likelihood
(UEML) fit. The signal was modelled with the detector
response function (a bi-Gaussian line shape, as explained
in the Supplemental Material), with position fixed at the
Q-value and dataset-dependent resolution. In addition,
the signal efficiency was evaluated on a dataset basis and
treated as a dataset-specific parameter in the fit. Aver-
aging over the exposure of the 13 datasets, it resulted in
(69.2+1.2)%. This value comprises: the trigger and en-
ergy reconstruction efficiency (99.2%), the selection effi-
ciency of 8/~ events against « events (98%), the selection
of high-quality bolometric pulses (92.3% that, combined
with the delayed coincidence veto, diminished to 87.9%),
and the containment efficiency (81.0%).

The background was added as a flat component with
different values for phase-I and phase-II. To include sys-
tematic uncertainties on energy scale, detector response
function, efficiency and exposure, we weighted the likeli-
hood with a Gaussian probability density function (fixing
the mean and RMS to the mean value and uncertainty
of each nuisance parameter). After a numerical integra-
tion of the likelihood, we obtained a 90% C.I. Bayesian
upper limit on the decay width T%: 1.5x1072° yr=! cor-
responding to a lower limit on the half-life T?’;Q(SQSe)
>4.6x10%* yr. This result is slightly worse than the ex-
perimental median sensitivity of 7.0x10%*yr 90% C.I..
However, the discrepancy can be explained by the sta-
tistical fluctuations of the background level that, unfor-
tunately, presented an over fluctuation in the region of
interest (Fig. 1). Such statistical fluctuations dominate
the global uncertainty on the limit, while other system-
atic uncertainties can be considered negligible.

The resulting background index is
(3.5+£1.0)x1072 counts/keV /kg/yr in  phase-I and
(5.541.5)x 1073 counts/keV /kg/yr in phase-I1I. Using
the most updated values of the phase space factor [60, 61]
and nuclear matrix elements [62-67] we converted the
limit on T, /3 into a lower limit on the neutrino Majo-



rana mass of mgg < (263 — 545) meV, today the most
competitive result on 82Se.

The analysis of the 82Se decay to the excited states pro-
ceeded via a slightly simplified path. We first made a ba-
sic selection on the quality of bolometric pulses, as done
in the previous analysis. Then, we required two crystals
in the array to trigger the event in time-coincidence, as
all the searched signatures are expected to produce simul-
taneous energy deposits in two detectors (Table I). The
energy of the primary channel was fixed to be within +30
of the nominal value Egoinc’ resulting in an almost back-
ground free region without the need for more aggressive
data selection techniques (see Supplemental Material for
the figures of the seven spectra).

We made a simultaneous UEML fit to the seven spec-
tra using the three values of 1"8;{, Fgg and l"gi as free

1
parameters. Following this approach, the number of sig-
nal events was defined for each signature as:

N9 =€ (aaTS) +o7T3s +20olht ) (la)
Ng! =€ el (1b)
Nps =€ eal'Y (1c)
NG9 =¢. snrgli (1d)
Np? =€ ewlgl (le)
N9 =¢. sﬁrgzx (1f)
N9 =¢. esl'yy (1g)
NI =¢ (eq+e3) gg (1h)

where £ is the CUPID-0 total exposure and ¢; is the
product of the data selection efficiency by the contain-
ment efficiencies €°" reported in Table I. The signal was
modelled using the bi-Gaussian line shape, with position
fixed at the nominal values of E,,,4;», and FWHM fixed at
the values obtained for each signature (see Supplemental
Material for data). The background was described using
a flat component and, for signatures B, D, F and G, a
peaking component due to the presence of the K peak
in the proximity of the expected signal. We included the
systematic uncertainties already outlined in the analysis
of the 82Se decay to the ground state of 3?Kr.

With 90% C.I. median sensitivities of T/, (82Se —
82Kroir) = 1.6x102%3, Tl/g(SQSe — 82Kr21+) = 2.9x10%
and Ty/2(**Se — *?Krys) = 3.1x10%, we obtained the
following limits on the partial half-lives:

Tija(**Se =% Krgy) > 1.8 x 10% yr
Ty j2(**Se =% Kr,1) > 3.0 x 10% yr

T1/2(**Se =™ Kryy ) > 3.2 x 10% yr

improving the existing limits by factor 2.2 to 3.8
depending on the signature (compared to the previous
CUPID-0 limits).

This work was partially supported by the Euro-
pean Research Council (FP7/2007-2013) under Low-
background Underground Cryogenic Installation For Elu-
sive Rates Contract No. 247115. We are particularly
grateful to M. lannone for the help in all the stages
of the detector construction, A. Pelosi for the construc-
tion of the assembly line, M. Guetti for the assistance in
the cryogenic operations, R. Gaigher for the calibration
system mechanics, M. Lindozzi for the development of
cryostat monitoring system, M. Perego for his invaluable
help, the mechanical workshop of LNGS (E. Tatananni,
A. Rotilio, A. Corsi, and B. Romualdi) for the contin-
uous help in the overall setup design. We acknowledge
the Dark Side Collaboration for the use of the low-radon
clean room. This work makes use of the DIANA data
analysis and APOLLO data acquisition software which
has been developed by the CUORICINO, CUORE, LU-
CIFER, and CUPID-0 Collaborations.

Present address: Department of Physics, University of

California, Berkeley, CA 94720, USA

Present address: Dipartimento di Fisica, Universita di

Roma Tor Vergata, 1-00133, Rome, Italy

¢ Corresponding author: laura.cardani@romal.infn.it

4 Present address: Centro de Astroparticulas y Fisica de

Altas Energias, Universidad de Zaragoza, and ARAID,

Fundacién Agencia Aragonesa para la Investigacion y el

Desarrollo, Gobierno de Aragén, Zaragoza 50018, Spain

Present address: Department of Physics & Engineering

Physics Astronomy, Queen’s University Kingston, On-

tario, K7L 3N6 Kingston, Canada

Present address: Physik-Department and FExcellence

Cluster Origins, Technische Universitdt Miinchen, 85747

Garching, Germany

& Present address: Max-Planck-Institut fiir Physik, 80805
Miinchen - Germany

[1] M. Goeppert-Mayer, Phys. Rev. 48, 512 (1935).

[2] W. H. Furry, Phys. Rev. 56, 1184 (1939).

[3] M. Doi, T. Kotani, and E. Takasugi, Prog. Theor. Phys.
Suppl. 83, 1 (1985).

[4] V. Kuzmin, V. Rubakov, and M. Shaposhnikov, Physics
Letters B 155, 36 (1985).

[5] M. Fukugita and T. Yanagida, Physics Letters B 174, 45
(1986).

[6] J. A. Harvey and M. S. Turner, Phys. Rev. D 42, 3344
(1990).

[7] D. Adams et al. (CUORE
ical Review Letters 124
revlett.124.122501.

[8] M. Agostini et al.
ical Review Letters 125
revlett.125.252502.

[9] A. Gando et al.

-

collaboration), Phys-
(2020), 10.1103/phys-

GERDA collaboration), Phys-
( , Phy
(2020), 10.1103/phys-

(KamLAND-Zen Collaboration),


mailto:laura.cardani@roma1.infn.it
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.48.512
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.56.1184
http://dx.doi.org/10.1143/PTPS.83.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1143/PTPS.83.1
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(85)91028-7
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(85)91028-7
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(86)91126-3
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(86)91126-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.42.3344
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.42.3344
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.124.122501
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.124.122501
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.124.122501
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.125.252502
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.125.252502
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.125.252502

Physical Review Letters 117 (2016), 10.1103/phys-
revlett.117.082503.

[10] G. Anton et al
ical Review Letters 123
revlett.123.161802.

[11] A. Barabash, Universe 6, 159 (2020).

[12] C. Adams et al. (The NEXT collaboration), Journal of
High Energy Physics 2021, 164 (2021).

[13] G. Adhikari et al., Journal of Physics G: Nuclear and
Particle Physics 49, 015104 (2021).

[14] N. Abgrall et al. (LEGEND collaboration), “Legend-1000
preconceptual design report,” (2021), arXiv:2107.11462
[physics.ins-det].

[15] Y. Gando, Proceedings of NuPhys2018: Prospects in
Neutrino Physics, London, 19-21 December 2018, eConf
C[18-12-19] (2019).

[16] V. Albanese et al. (The SNO+ collaboration), Journal of
Instrumentation 16, P08059 (2021).

[17] A. S. Barabash et al., Phys. Rev. D 98, 092007 (2018).

[18] E. Fiorini and T. Niinikoski, Nucl. Instr. and Meth. in
Phys. Res. A 224, 83 (1984).

[19] S. Pirro and P. Mauskopf, Annual Review of Nuclear and
Particle Science 67, 161 (2017).

[20] D. Q. Adams et al. (CUORE collaboration), Nature 604,
53 (2022), arXiv:2104.06906 [nucl-ex].

[21] E. Armengaud et al. (CUPID-Mo Collaboration), Phys-
ical Review Letters 126, 181802 (2021).

[22] O. Azzolini et al. (CUPID-0 collaboration), Eur. Phys.
J. C78, 428 (2018).

[23] D. R. Artusa et al. (CUORE collaboration), Adv. High
Energy Phys. 2015, 879871 (2015).

[24] W. R. Armstrong et al. (CUPID collaboration), (2019),
arXiv:1907.09376 [physics.ins-det].

[25] C. Alduino et al., Eur. Phys.
10.1140/epjc/s10052-017-5080-6.

[26] S. Pirro et al., Phys. Atom. Nucl. 69, 2109 (2006).

[27] J. W. Beeman et al., Advances in High Energy Physics

2013, 237973 (2013).

J. W. Beeman et al., JINST 8, P05021 (2013).

J. W. Beeman et al., Eur. Phys. J. C75, 591 (2015).

D. R. Artusa et al., Eur. Phys. J. C 76, 364 (2016).

D. L. Lincoln et al., Physical Review Letters 110 (2013),

10.1103 /physrevlett.110.012501.

EXO-200 Collaboration), Phys-
( , Phy
(2019), 10.1103/phys-

J. C 77T (2017),

R. Arnold et al., Eur. Phys. J. C78, 821 (2018).

R. Arnold et al., Nuclear Physics A 996, 121701 (2020).

I. Dafinei et al., J. Cryst. Growth 475, 158 (2017).

J. W. Beeman et al., JINST 8, P07021 (2013).

M. Mancuso et al., EPJ Web Conf. 65, 04003 (2014).

| E. E. Haller, N. P. Palaio, W. L. Hansen, and E. Kreysa,
Proc. Fourth Int. Conf. on Neutron Transmutation Dop-
ing of Semiconductor Materials, National Bureau of
Standards, June 1-2, 1982, Gaithersburg, MD. R. D.
Larrabee, ed., (Plenum Press 1984) , 21 (1984).

[38] E. Andreotti et al., Nuclear Instruments and Methods in

Physics Research Section A: Accelerators, Spectrometers,
Detectors and Associated Equipment 664, 161 (2012).

[39] A. Alessandrello et al., Nucl. Instr. and Meth. in Phys.
Res. A 412, 454 (1998).

40] K. Alfonso et al., JINST 13, P02029 (2018).

41] S. Di Domizio et al., JINST 13, P12003 (2018).

42] C. Arnaboldi et al., JINST 13, P02026 (2018).

43] C. Arnaboldi et al., Nucl. Instr. and Meth. in Phys. Res.
A 617, 327 (2010).

[44] S. Pirro, Nucl. Instr. and Meth. in Phys. Res. A 559, 672
(2006).

[45] O. Azzolini et al. (CUPID-0 collaboration), Eur. Phys.
J. C79, 583 (2019).

[46] O. Azzolini et al. (CUPID-0 collaboration), The Euro-
pean Physical Journal C 81, 722 (2021).

[47] O. Azzolini et al. (CUPID-0 collaboration), Phys. Rev.
Lett. 120, 232502 (2018).

[48] O. Azzolini et al. (CUPID-0 collaboration), Phys. Rev.
Lett. 123, 032501 (2019).

[49] O. Azzolini et al. (CUPID-0 collaboration), Eur. Phys.
J. C78, 888 (2018).

[50] S. Agostinelli et al., Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 506, 250
(2003).

[51] J. Allison et al., IEEE Transactions on Nuclear Science
53, 270 (2006).

[52] J. Allison et al., Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 835, 186 (2016).

[63] O. Azzolini et al. (CUPID-0 collaboration), Eur. Phys.
J. C78, 734 (2018).

[54] E. Gatti and P. F. Manfredi, Riv. Nuovo Cimento 9, 1
(1986).

[65] M. Beretta et al, Journal of Instrumentation 14,
P08017-P08017 (2019).

[56] C. Alduino et al. (CUORE collaboration), Phys. Rev. C
93, 045503 (2016).

[57] A. Armatol et al, Journal of Instrumentation 16,
P02037-P02037 (2021).

[58] B. Schmidt (CUPID-Mo collaboration), Journal of
Physics: Conference Series 1468, 012129 (2020).

[59] E. Armengaud et al, Eur. Phys. J. C 77 (2017),
10.1140/epjc/s10052-017-5343-2.

[60] J. Kotila and F. Iachello, Phys. Rev. C85, 034316 (2012).

[61] S. Stoica and M. Mirea, Phys. Rev. C 88, 037303 (2013).

[62] J. Engel and J. Menéndez, Rept. Prog. Phys. 80, 046301
(2017).

[63] J. Barea, J. Kotila, and F. Iachello, Phys. Rev. C91,
034304 (2015).

[64] J. M. Yao, L. S. Song, K. Hagino, P. Ring, and J. Meng,
Phys. Rev. C 91, 024316 (2015).

[65] T. R. Rodriguez and G. Martinez-Pinedo, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 105, 252503 (2010).

[66] J. Menendez, A. Poves, E. Caurier,
Nucl. Phys. A 818, 139 (2009).

[67] F. Simkovic, A. Smetana, and P. Vogel, Phys. Rev. C98,
064325 (2018).

[
[
[
[

Py

and F. Nowacki,


http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.117.082503
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.117.082503
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.123.161802
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.123.161802
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.123.161802
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/universe6100159
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2021)164
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2021)164
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1361-6471/ac3631
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1361-6471/ac3631
http://arxiv.org/abs/2107.11462
http://arxiv.org/abs/2107.11462
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/16/08/p08059
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/16/08/p08059
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.092007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-nucl-101916-123130
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-nucl-101916-123130
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41586-022-04497-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41586-022-04497-4
http://arxiv.org/abs/2104.06906
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.126.181802
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.126.181802
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-5896-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-5896-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1155/2015/879871
http://dx.doi.org/10.1155/2015/879871
http://arxiv.org/abs/1907.09376
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-017-5080-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-017-5080-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1134/S1063778806120155
http://dx.doi.org/10.1155/2013/237973
http://dx.doi.org/10.1155/2013/237973
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/8/05/P05021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-015-3822-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-016-4223-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.110.012501
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.110.012501
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-6295-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2020.121701
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrysgro.2017.06.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/8/07/P07021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/epjconf/20136504003
http://dx.doi.org/ https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2011.10.065
http://dx.doi.org/ https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2011.10.065
http://dx.doi.org/ https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2011.10.065
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/S0168-9002(98)00458-6
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/S0168-9002(98)00458-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/13/02/P02029
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/1748-0221/13/12/P12003
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/1748-0221/13/02/P02026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2009.09.023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2009.09.023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2005.12.197
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2005.12.197
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-019-7078-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-019-7078-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-021-09476-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-021-09476-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.232502
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.232502
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.032501
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.032501
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-6340-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-6340-9
http://dx.doi.org/ https://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-9002(03)01368-8
http://dx.doi.org/ https://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-9002(03)01368-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TNS.2006.869826
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TNS.2006.869826
http://dx.doi.org/ https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2016.06.125
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-6202-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-6202-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/14/08/p08017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/14/08/p08017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.93.045503
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.93.045503
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/16/02/p02037
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/16/02/p02037
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/1468/1/012129
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/1468/1/012129
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1140/epjc/s10052-017-5343-2
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1140/epjc/s10052-017-5343-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.85.034316
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.88.037303
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1361-6633/aa5bc5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1361-6633/aa5bc5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.91.034304
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.91.034304
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevC.91.024316
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.105.252503
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.105.252503
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2008.12.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.98.064325
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.98.064325

	Final Result on the Neutrinoless Double Beta Decay of 82Se with CUPID-0
	Abstract
	 References


