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Abstract: Dual-phase liquid-xenon time projection chambers (LXe TPCs) deploying a few tonnes
of liquid are presently leading the search for WIMP dark matter. Scaling these detectors to 10-
fold larger fiducial masses, while improving their sensitivity to low-mass WIMPs presents difficult
challenges in detector design. Several groups are considering a departure from current schemes,
towards either single-phase liquid-only TPCs, or dual-phase detectors where the electrolumines-
cence region consists of patterned electrodes. Here, we discuss the possible use of Thick Gaseous
Electron Multipliers (THGEMs) coated with a VUV photocathode and immersed in LXe as a
building block in such designs. We focus on the transfer efficiencies of ionization electrons and
photoelectrons emitted from the photocathode through the electrode holes and show experimentally
that efficiencies approaching 100% can be achieved with realistic voltage settings. The observed
voltage dependence of the transfer efficiencies is consistent with electron transport simulations once
diffusion and charging-up effects are included.
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1 Introduction

Noble liquid time projection chambers (TPCs) are among the leading instruments in the field of rare
event searches. In particular, the most successful dark matter (DM) experiments to date employ
large volumes of liquid xenon (LXe) and liquid argon (LAr), in dual-phase TPCs instrumented
with photosensors. The working principle of these apparatuses is based on the detection of two
light signals emitted when a particle interacts in the active volume: a prompt scintillation light
(S1), proportional to the number of excited states created at the site of interaction, and a delayed
electroluminescence (EL) signal (S2), proportional to the number of ionization electrons produced
in the interaction, which is generated when the electrons are extracted into the gas phase under an
intense electric field.

As previous experiments (up to ∼1 tonne of active mass) yielded null results [1–7], larger and
more sensitive detectors have been constructed and begun taking data [8–11]. For the next, and
possibly final stage of direct DM searches utilizing this technology, the DARWIN collaboration
aims to build a 50-tonne LXe detector to cover the accessible parameter space, down to the so-called
irreducible neutrino floor [12]. Parallel efforts with liquid argon (LAr) aim at a 300-tonne DM
detector (“ARGO”) [13], initially passing through the 20-tonne DarkSide-20k [14].

While dual-phase TPCs have been highly successful large-mass detectors, their upgrade towards
the >50-tonne scale implies facing serious challenges. One particular concern is the requirement to
maintain an undisturbed liquid-gas interface in between and parallel to the anode and gate meshes,
which are typically positioned 5-10 mm apart. This is crucial for achieving a uniform S2 response
across the active volume, which translates directly to the energy resolution and signal/background
discrimination capability of the detector. Meeting this requirement becomes increasingly chal-
lenging for large TPC diameters (> 2 m) due to sagging induced by electrostatic forces between
the meshes. A second concern is the need for unambiguous identification of low S1 signals,
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particularly low-energy nuclear recoils where the number of photoelectrons detected may be too
small to distinguish them from the inherent dark noise of the photosensors. This problem becomes
more pronounced in larger detectors, where the total photosensitive area scales with the diameter
squared. In this respect, although silicon photomultipliers (SiPMs) could offer a major improve-
ment in radiopurity compared to photomultiplier tubes (PMTs), their high dark-count rate at 180 K
[15] presents a challenge for their application in LXe DM detectors, as it may require setting an
undesirably high threshold for coincident detection of S1 photons. A third problem in dual-phase
TPCs is the delayed emission of electrons from the liquid-gas interface, which hinders searches for
very-low-energy events relying on “S2-only analysis” [16–18].

Various concepts for both single-phase and dual-phase detectors are currently being explored
or proposed to mitigate the problems associated with scaling up dual-phase TPCs. One possibility
is to use thin wires to generate EL inside the liquid [19–24]. Another possibility is to use perforated
electrodes immersed inside the liquid (Liquid Hole-Multipliers, LHMs [25]), where electrolumi-
nescence signals are formed either inside a vapor bubble trapped below the electrode [26–33], or on
thin strips and micro-structured electrodes in a liquid-only configuration [34]. LHMs coated with
a VUV-sensitive photocathode (e.g., cesium iodide, CsI), can be used to generate large EL signals
in response to single VUV photons, by focusing the photoelectrons emitted from the photocathode
either into the vapor bubble or onto the thin strips. The same electrodes should also serve to transfer
the ionization electrons into the EL region. The Floating Hole Multiplier (FHM) was recently
proposed as a potential solution for reducing interface instabilities in dual-phase TPCs [35]. It
consists of a perforated electrode floating freely on the liquid surface, with EL formed within the
holes and their vicinity. Coating the electrode with CsI on the liquid side would provide both S1
and S2 signals. In the concept discussed here (which was partly presented in recent conferences
[36, 37]) we propose to transfer the S2 electrons and S1-induced photoelectrons from a CsI-coated
perforated electrode immersed in the noble liquid through the holes and extract them to the gas
phase. EL signals would originate from the holes of a second perforated electrode located in the
vapor phase.

A key requirement of LHMs is that they provide high transfer efficiencies for both S1-induced
photoelectrons and S2 ionization electrons across their holes. The transfer of ionization electrons
across Thick Gaseous Electron Multipliers (THGEMs) immersed in LAr was studied extensively
by Bondar et al. [38–41], who demonstrated an electron transfer efficiency close to 100%. In this
work we extend their research by applying it to THGEMs immersed in LXe, focusing on the use of
CsI photocathodes for improved S1 detection, and exploring a broader operational regime that fits
better the conditions of a Xe-based detector. Our experimental results are compared to simulations
showing the effect of electron diffusion and charging up.

2 Experimental setup

The measurements reported in this work were performed using the Mini Xenon cryostat (MiniX), a
compact LXe system described in detail in [28]. The chamber is a cylindrical volume, 100 mm in
diameter and 100 mm in height, filled with roughly 0.5 L of LXe. An outer volume kept in vacuum
provides thermal insulation. The inner volume hosts the detector assembly, suspended from a
flange on top, which also holds the high voltage feedthroughs to bias the system. A fused-silica
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Figure 1. Left: 3D model of a unit cell of the THGEM used in the measurements reported in this article,
built in COMSOL Multiphysics®. Right: Detail of the hole pattern of a THGEM under a microscope.

viewport on the side, at an angle of 60◦ with respect to the vertical axis allows a visual inspection
of the setup and illumination by a VUV lamp. Part of the cryostat wall is made of a LN2-cooled,
temperature-modulated copper structure, that allows for a controlled liquefaction of the gas. A
recirculation system ensures continuous purification of xenon. LXe is extracted through a tube at
the bottom of the cryostat, fed into a heat exchanger, and circulated through a SAES hot getter,
model PS3-MT3-R-2. After purification, the gaseous xenon returns to the top part of the cryostat
through the heat exchanger.

The detector assemblies were mounted in a N2 environment to avoid degradation of the CsI
photocathode, which was vacuum-deposited on the THGEM electrode in a dedicated evaporator.
The inner volume of the cryostat was flushed with N2 while not in operation, to prevent moisture
contamination. The chamber was pumped down to ∼ 10−6 mbar before filling with gaseous Xe
and the results of the experiments reported here were obtained after several days of recirculation.
The LXe temperature was kept constant at 175 K (±0.1 K) during the measurements. The electron
lifetime in the setup was not measured directly, but it was estimated to be considerably longer than
the drift time. This estimate was obtained by analyzing data from other experiments in the same
setup where we did not observe changes in the amplitude of light and charge pulses over time
already 1-2 days after starting Xe recirculation.

Each measurement required a slightly different configuration described below. All setups are
comprised of a 33 mm diameter, 0.4 mm thick, gold-plated THGEM electrode made of FR4, with
0.3 mm diameter holes in a hexagonal pattern and a pitch of 0.7 mm. The holes in the insulator were
surrounded by 50 𝜇m rims. A 3D model of the THGEM unit cell built in COMSOL Multiphysics®

and a picture of the hole pattern of a THGEM are shown in Figure 1. In addition to the THGEM,
we used stainless-steel woven-mesh electrodes, with 50 𝜇m wires forming a square pattern with a
pitch of 500 𝜇m. Every setup was mounted on PEEK rods to ensure insulation from the cryostat
body. The gaps between the different components were created using either PEEK or FR4 spacers.
Currents were measured using a Keithley 610C solid-state analog electrometer.
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3 Measurement of the electron transfer efficiency

3.1 Methodology

The electron transfer efficiency (ETE) is defined as the ratio of the current read across the target
electrode (𝐼𝑡𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑒𝑡 ) to the total current measured from the source electrode (𝐼𝑠𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑐𝑒), as shown in
Eq. 3.1.

ETE =
𝐼𝑡𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑒𝑡

𝐼𝑠𝑜𝑢𝑟𝑐𝑒
. (3.1)

While the target electrode is the same in both cases (photoelectrons and ionization electrons), the
source electrode is defined differently in each case. The currents on each electrode were measured
independently and consecutively. To accommodate the requirements of the analog electrometer
used for the measurements, which necessitates a grounded input electrode, the voltage ladder was
adjusted for each measurement while maintaining consistent voltage differences. Furthermore, since
the charge multiplication threshold in LXe is approximately ≳700 kV/cm [19], and the maximum
electric field in our geometry is roughly one-tenth of that value, this ratio represents the likelihood of
an electron reaching the target electrode. The currents produced by the alpha particle interactions
and by photoelectron emission from CsI were of the order of ∼ 100 pA. The uncertainty of the
measurement was determined by small fluctuations of the order of ∼ 2 pA.

Note that due to the intense dipole field produced near the THGEM holes, which affects the
field above and below the electrode, the electric fields reported here are not the nominal “parallel-
plate”-like values, but those obtained using a COMSOL simulation of the same geometry.

3.2 Photoelectron transfer efficiency

Figure 2 shows the setup used for the measurement of the transfer efficiency of S1-induced photo-
electrons produced on the THGEM photocathode. In this arrangement, a THGEM coated with a
450 nm-thick CsI layer on its bottom face was positioned 3 mm above a mesh that functioned as the
cathode, with a second mesh placed 3 mm above the THGEM serving as the anode.

A deuterium VUV lamp (Hammamatsu L879-01) was used to illuminate the CsI-coated face
of the THGEM through the side viewport. The lamp was mounted in an enclosure flushed with N2
to avoid VUV absorption in air, providing a continuous spectrum above the cutoff wavelength of
the window (∼ 170 nm). This resulted in the release of photoelectrons from the photocathode, with
their subsequent focusing into the THGEM holes, under the voltage applied across the electrode. To
prevent the electrons from landing on the top face of the THGEM, a strong electric field (𝐸extraction)
was applied above the electrode, forcing the electrons upwards towards the mesh, where they were
collected. A moderate electric field below the THGEM (𝐸drift) replicated typical conditions of a
realistic TPC.

The stability of the lamp was measured both independently and in situ and no significant
variations were observed. In order to minimize the effect of the charging-up of the THGEM, the
measurements were separated by 10-minute intervals in which the light source was blocked.

In this experiment, we investigated the photoelectron transfer efficiency under voltages across
the THGEM (Δ𝑉THGEM) in the range 1.5 − 2.25 kV. For lower voltages, the resulting effective
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Figure 2. Schematic diagram of the setup used for the ETEpe measurement.

QE of the photocathode was not high enough, and for higher values the required voltages became
impractical. We explored drift field values up to 1.76 kV/cm and extraction fields up to 5.67 kV/cm.

Figure 3 shows the measured ETE of S1-induced photoelectrons (ETEpe). The left panel
displays the measured ETEpe for different values of Δ𝑉THGEM as a function of the extraction field for
drift fields in the range 740−780 V/cm (depending onΔ𝑉THGEM). We measured an ETEpe above 90%
for Δ𝑉THGEM = 1.5 kV and Δ𝑉THGEM = 1.75 kV. However, for Δ𝑉THGEM = 2.0 − 2.25 kV, voltage
limitations (discharges, probably from connections not fully immersed in LXe) impeded complete
measurements. In these cases, we report an ETEpe close to or above 80% . The reduction in ETEpe
at higher Δ𝑉THGEM values can be attributed to the increased curvature of the field lines near the
holes. This increased curvature results in poorer electron focusing into the holes and less efficient
extraction of electrons towards the anode. Simulations performed in COMSOL Multiphysics®,
support this hypothesis. Figure 4 displays an example of the field lines (a proxy for the trajectory)
for photoelectrons (black) and ionization electrons (magenta) for a specific set of voltages. While
ionization electrons traverse the structure close to the center of the hole, the photoelectrons’ field
lines approach the surface of the insulator, which can lead to photoelectron losses.

The right panel of Figure 3 shows the ETEpe as a function of the drift field forΔ𝑉THGEM = 2.0 kV
and 𝐸extraction = 4.0 kV/cm normalized to the ETEpe measured at 𝐸drift = 765 V/cm. We observe
that the ETEpe deteriorates as the drift field increases. Our simulations indicate that this effect can
be attributed to a reduced focusing efficiency of photoelectrons into the THGEM holes at higher
fields.

The slight decrease in ETEpe with Δ𝑉THGEM for a fixed extraction field is attributed to electron
loss to the top face of the THGEM. For higher values of Δ𝑉THGEM, a larger fraction of field lines are
attracted to the top face instead of the mesh. This hypothesis is supported by COMSOL simulations.

3.3 Ionization-electron transfer efficiency

The setup used for the radiation-induced ionization-electron measurement is depicted in Figure 5. A
1/2" diameter 241Am source with an activity of 10 𝜇Ci was used to produce the ionization electrons.
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Figure 3. Left: Measured ETE for photoelectrons as a function of 𝐸extraction for different values of Δ𝑉THGEM
and with 𝐸drift ≈ 760 V/cm. Right: Measured ETE for photoelectrons as a function of the drift field for
Δ𝑉THGEM = 2.0 kV and 𝐸extraction = 4.0 kV/cm normalized to the value obtained at 𝐸drift = 765 V/cm.

Figure 4. Field lines for S1-induced photoelectrons (black) and ionization electrons (magenta) simulated
in COMSOL Mutiphysics®. The THGEM surface is shown in white and the CsI photocathode in green.
The background color denotes the intensity of the electric field. Field lines start at the photocathode and
end at the anode (not shown). The voltages in this simulation were set such that 𝐸drift ≈ 600 V/cm,
Δ𝑉THGEM = 2.0 kV, and 𝐸extraction = 6.0 kV/cm. The high curvature and the proximity to the insulator surface
of the photoelectrons’ field lines (a proxy for their trajectory) have an impact on the transfer efficiency.
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Figure 5. Schematic diagram of the setup used for the ionization-electron ETE measurement.

The source was mounted on a flat stainless steel frame that acted as a cathode. The surface of the
source was leveled with the frame to ensure the uniformity of the electric field. The frame was
mounted 3 mm below an uncoated THGEM. A mesh acting as an anode was mounted 3 mm above
the THGEM.

In this case, the electrons induced by 𝛼-particle interactions in LXe drifted towards the THGEM
and were focused into its holes by applying a voltage across the electrode. They were then pulled
to the top mesh by an extraction field.

The contribution of photoelectron emission from the cathode and bottom-THGEM surfaces is
estimated as negligible. Assuming 𝑊𝑠𝑐 = 17.9 eV in LXe [42] and a source 𝛼-emission rate of
1.9 · 105 Hz, we estimate a rate of 5.8 · 1010 photons/s. Of those, roughly half go towards each
electrode. The QE of stainless steel and gold is ≲ 10−3 [43] and at the relevant drift fields a large
fraction of the emitted photoelectrons backscatter to the cathode [44], so the expected contribution
to the current from photoemission is ≲ 1 pA. This is roughly two orders of magnitudes smaller than
the currents measured in our experiments. Furthermore, in order to determine if the charging up
of the THGEM had an impact on the results we repeated the measurements in a different sequence
and we scanned the voltages applied both in ascending and descending order. All datasets were in
reasonable agreement.

Similar to the ETEpe measurement, Δ𝑉THGEM ranged from 1.5 kV to 2.25 kV, 𝐸drift up to
1.67 kV/cm, and 𝐸extraction up to 6 kV/cm.

The measured ETE for ionization electrons (ETEie) is displayed in Figure 6. The left panel
shows the ETEie as a function of 𝐸extraction for different values of Δ𝑉THGEM. We measure an ETEie
above 90% forΔ𝑉THGEM ≤ 2.0 kV. ForΔ𝑉THGEM = 2.25 kV, voltage limitations impeded a complete
measurement. In the right panel, we present the ETEie as a function of 𝐸drift for Δ𝑉THGEM = 2 kV
and 𝐸extraction = 4.0 kV/cm normalized to the ETEpe measured at 𝐸drift = 765 V/cm. We do not
observe a significant deterioration of the ETEie for higher fields. The gradual decline can be
attributed to the decrease in the focusing efficiency of ionization electrons into the THGEM holes,
which was confirmed by COMSOL simulations.

As for the pe measurement, the slight decrease in ETEie with Δ𝑉THGEM for a fixed extraction
field is attributed to electron loss to the top face of the THGEM following the same reasoning given
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Figure 6. Left: Measured ETE for ionization electrons as a function of 𝐸extraction for different values of
Δ𝑉THGEM and 𝐸drift ≈ 760 V/cm. Right: Measured ETE for ionization electrons as a function of the drift field
for Δ𝑉THGEM = 2.0 kV and 𝐸extraction = 4.0 kV/cm normalized to the value obtained at 𝐸drift = 765 V/cm.

in Section 3.2.

4 Simulation of electron transport

In order to validate the results described in Section 3, we performed a number of detailed electron
transport simulations. First, and as a reference, we considered the simplest electron transport case:
electrons following the field lines without diffusion. A large number of field lines were calculated in
COMSOL, starting from either the bottom surface of the THGEM (for photoelectrons) or from the
cathode (for ionization electrons). Counting the number of field lines ending on the mesh electrode
(anode) provided a rough estimate of the ETE in each configuration.

However, diffusion is expected to play a significant role in the propagation of electrons through
the THGEM. For a transverse diffusion coefficient in the range 50− 90 cm2/s, we expect a standard
deviation of the electron trajectories in the range 45 − 60 𝜇m, which is not negligible compared
to the radius of the THGEM holes (150 𝜇m). Therefore, a second simulation was performed in
Garfield++ [45], in which electrons were transported microscopically in discrete steps in a geometry
equivalent to that of each measurement. The propagation of electrons was performed according
to the electric field configuration obtained from COMSOL simulations of the given geometry and
the atomic collision probabilities provided by the NEST package [46, 47]. 104 electrons were
generated uniformly on the bottom surface of the THGEM (for photoelectrons) or on the cathode
(for ionization electrons). Each electron was tracked until it left the drift medium (i.e. when it
reached a conducting plane or the FR4 insulator). Counting the number of electrons reaching the
mesh electrode yielded an estimate of the ETE, mimicking the experiment. The maximum step size
was set to 10 𝜇m, although we did not observe any significant difference in our results with slightly
larger or smaller steps.

Due to the high currents needed to perform the measurements (≳ 100 pA), loss of electrons
on the walls of the insulator can lead to significant surface charge densities that modify the local
field distribution inside the hole and can affect the transfer efficiency of electrons. As a rough
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Figure 7. Normalized distribution of the surface charge density obtained for photoelectrons and ionization
electrons under Δ𝑉THGEM = 2 kV and 𝐸drift = 760 V/cm. The inner wall of the THGEM holes was divided
into 10 layers of equal thickness and numbered from bottom to top. "bot" and "top" indicate the surface of
the hole rim. The resulting charge density is the average of the values obtained for all extraction fields.

approximation, the simulations were performed in two stages. First, we obtained a first field map
assuming a null surface charge density on the exposed surfaces of the insulator. With this map,
we ran the electron simulation and estimated the distribution of the surface charge density (𝜎) by
counting the number of electrons lost in different 𝑧-slices of the insulator. The value of 𝜎 was
obtained for 12 different surfaces: the top and bottom rims and ten slices of the inner wall of the
hole in the insulator. Figure 7 shows the relative surface charge density (𝜎/𝜎𝑚𝑎𝑥) in each surface
for photoelectrons and ionization electrons. As a second stage, we implemented the surface charge
density distribution calculated from the electron “landing sites” in COMSOL to retrieve an updated
field map. In this calculation, the absolute value of 𝜎𝑚𝑎𝑥 was a free parameter and we therefore
scanned a range of values to obtain the best match to the data. Finally, the updated field map was
used to run a second electron transport simulation giving the final result.

The simulations were run with Δ𝑉THGEM = 2 kV, 𝐸drift = 760 V/cm, and the same extraction
fields as for the experimental data. Figure 8 shows the comparison between data (black circles)
and simulation (solid lines), accounting for different values of the surface charge density for
photoelectrons (left panel) and ionization electrons (right panel). The no-diffusion simulation is
displayed as a dashed magenta line for reference.

We observe that the no-diffusion case does not reproduce data sufficiently well. A much better
agreement was found after implementing electron diffusion in the simulation even without applying
a surface charge density to the insulator. The simulations with𝜎𝑚𝑎𝑥 = −0.3 fC/𝜇m2 further improve
the agreement between data and simulations, although it is still not perfect. Possible reasons for
the disparity between the results include the oversimplification in estimating and implementing
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Figure 8. Comparison between data (black circles) and simulation for the ETE of photoelectrons (left panel)
and ionization electrons (right panel). The dashed magenta line indicates the ETE predicted by a simulation
with no diffusion, while the solid lines represent the full microscopic electron transport with different surface
charge densities. The latter matches the data much better, assuming the surface charge density distribution
of Figure 7 and the values of 𝜎𝑚𝑎𝑥 displayed in the legend.

the surface charge density distribution, a time-dependent charging-up process of the THGEM [48]
that is not reflected in the simulation, and a voltage dependence on the spatial distribution of 𝜎.
Moreover, in our approach, we abruptly transitioned from a zero charge density to a significantly
high value in a single step, which may have contributed to the discrepancy. Employing an iterative
process involving smaller incremental steps, where we gradually introduce lower surface charge
densities to the field simulation, recompute the electron transport, and update the field simulation,
is likely to yield a more precise outcome. By using sufficiently small incremental changes in the
surface charge density, a more realistic estimation of the charging up of the THGEM might be
achieved. However, these simulations are extremely costly in terms of computation time and a
detailed description of the charging-up of the THGEM is beyond the scope of this article.

Note that the no-diffusion case underestimates the ETEpe for extraction fields below 1 kV/cm.
By analyzing the field line distribution, we observe that there are some drift regions where electrons
are absorbed (opaque) and other drift regions where electrons are transmitted (transparent). We
attribute this effect to electrons diffusing from opaque to transparent drift regions.

5 Discussion and conclusions

The measurements presented here indicate that a high transfer efficiency, close to unity, across a
THGEM immersed in LXe can be achieved for both photoelectrons and ionization electrons under
the same electric field configurations with field strengths adequate for the operation of single- or
dual-phase xenon detectors. This encourages the development of detectors based on an immersed
electrode coated with CsI for improved S1 detection. Moreover, this idea can be applied to a number
of detector concepts and is suitable for both single-phase and dual-phase detectors.

As proposed in [34], one possibility is to couple a micro-strip plate to the THGEM and produce
a small charge avalanche and EL directly in the liquid. Another option is to implement the micro-
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Figure 9. Schematic design for the “cascaded-LHM”. A CsI-coated THGEM is immersed in LXe (L-
THGEM) and an uncoated THGEM is placed in the gas phase (G-THGEM). Photosensor arrays detect the
primary scintillation and the secondary light pulses produced in the G-THGEM holes (see text for details).

strip pattern directly on the back (here, top face) of the THGEM. This would be a simpler scheme
that would not need an intense extraction field to avoid electron loss, as the electrons are collected
on the back side directly.

For dual-phase detectors, the interface can lie above the THGEM with a mesh or another
THGEM above. The top face of the THGEM immersed in liquid would act as a gate electrode like
in traditional dual-phase detectors. Figure 9 shows a conceptual design for the “cascaded-LHM”: a
dual-phase LXe TPC with an immersed CsI-coated THGEM (L-THGEM) and an uncoated THGEM
in the gas phase (G-THGEM). In this concept, primary scintillation photons can be detected directly
by a photosensor array at the TPC bottom (S1), and they also extract photoelectrons from the
photocathode. These photoelectrons are focused into the L-THGEM holes and extracted to the
gas phase by an intense field. The extracted photoelectrons are subsequently focused into the
G-THGEM holes where they produce a large EL pulse labeled S1’. Ionization electrons produced
in the interaction are also transferred across the L-THGEM, extracted to the gas, and focused into
the G-THGEM holes to produce a second light pulse (S2).

The large S1’ pulses allow for the unambiguous detection of single-photon S1 signals, as they
cannot be mimicked by the dark counts of the photosensors. A photoelectron extracted from CsI
that is successfully transferred through the THGEM will produce an unambiguous signal with a
high signal-to-noise ratio. In the single-phase case, a light yield of ∼300 photons/electron using
10 𝜇m wires at 6 kV was reported in [19]. For a typical light collection efficiency of ∼40% and
a photosensor QE of ∼35%, the S2 gain would be ∼40 pe/electron. For dual-phase detectors, the
XENON1T experiment reports ∼12 pe/electron [49]. Thus, regardless of whether the amplification
occurs in liquid or in gas, the signal-to-noise ratio is large enough for dark counts not to be a
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concern, even for photosensors with high dark count rates such as SiPMs, or even CMOS-SPADs.
Our study focused on a specific perforated electrode, namely a THGEM with 0.3 mm diameter

holes and 0.7 mm pitch. Further studies need to be carried out with other electrodes, which
might be better suited for the detector concepts discussed here. Based on previous works [30], a
standard Gas Electron Multiplier (GEM) or a single-conical (single-mask) GEM can outperform
THGEMs. These thinner structures can reach more intense electric fields on the surface, which has
a direct impact on the QE of CsI, and operate at lower voltages. On the other hand, various GEM
transparencies and hole sizes need to be investigated to extract the full potential of this technique.
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