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Abstract Dark matter (DM) is one of the most critical questions to be understood and answered in fundamental physics today.
Observations with varied astronomical and cosmological technologies strongly indicated that DM exists in the Universe, the Milky
Way, and the Solar System. Nevertheless, understanding DM under the language of elementary physics is still in progress. DM direct
detection tests the interactive cross-section between galactic DM particles and an underground detector’s nucleons. Although weakly
interacting massive particles (WIMPs) are the most discussed DM candidates, the null-WIMPs conclusion has been consistently
addressed by the most convincing experiments in the field. Relatively, the low-mass WIMPs region (∼ 10 MeV/c2–10 GeV/c2)
has not been fully exploited compared to high-mass WIMPs (∼ 10 GeV/c2–10 TeV/c2). The ALETHEIA (A Liquid hElium Time
projection cHambEr In dArk matter) experiment aims to hunt for low-mass WIMPs with liquid helium-filled TPCs (time projection
chambers). In this paper, we go through the physics motivation of the project, the detector’s design, the R &D plan, and the progress
we have made since the project has been launched in the summer of 2020.

1 Introduction

1.1 The existence of dark matter and its detection

Variant astronomical evidence, such as cluster and galaxy rotation curves [1, 2], lensing studies and spectacular observations of
galaxy cluster collisions [3–5], and cosmic microwave background (CMB) measurements [6], all point to the existence of cold dark
matter (CDM) particles. Cosmological simulations based on the CDM model have been remarkably successful at predicting the
structures we see in the Universe [7, 8]. Alternative explanations proposing a modification of general relativity can explain some
limited astronomical observations but have not been able to explain this large body of evidence across all length scales [9]. Recent
results from Gaia [10] show consistency with many previous experiments and therefore much more securely pinned down than ever
on: (a) DM dominates the mass of the Milky Way Galaxy [11], and (b) the local DM mass density in the Solar System is around 0.3
GeV/c2 · cm−3 [12].

Weakly interacting massive particles (WIMPs) are one of the most prominent DM candidates today, which were first proposed in
the 1980 s [13]. WIMPs are a hypothesized class of DM particles that would freeze out of thermal equilibrium in the early Universe
and result in a relic density matching today’s observation. WIMPs are often called a “miracle.” With “miracle,” it means that given
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Table 1 Categorization of DM
direct detection experiments with
physics motivation

Low mass High mass Annual modulation Directional

ALETHEIA, CEDX ArDM, darkSide ANAIS DRIFT

CRESST, DAMIC, edelweiss DEAP, LZ, PandaX COSINE-100 NEWAGE

SENSI, superCDMS PICO, XENON DAMA/LIBRA NEWS

the density of WIMPs inferred by cosmological and astronomical measurements, with a possible mass in the range of ∼ 10–100
GeV/c2 [14].

There are several viable strategies to detect DM. First, indirect detection experiments aim to observe high-energy particles
resulting from the self-annihilation of DM. Second, collider experiments look for the production of DM particles in high-energy
collisions. Finally, direct detection experiments try to observe the rare scatters of DM on the very low background detectors that
operate in deep underground laboratories.

Based on physical motivations, DM direct detection experiments can be roughly classified into four categories: low-mass DM
experiments (∼ 10 MeV/c2 –10 GeV/c2), high-mass DM experiments (∼ 10 GeV/c2 –10 TeV/c2), annual modulation, and directional
detection. Table 1 categorizes (most if not all) currently active DM direct detection experiments in the field .1

1.2 Low-mass dark matter

Independent of the SUSY (SuperSymmetry) models, which predicate candidate particles having the similar features of WIMPs [15],
there are four categories of well-motivated scenarios that favor MeV/c2 –GeVc/c2 dark matter.

(a) The “WIMPs miracle” model motivates ∼ 10 MeV/c2 –100 TeV/c2 WIMPs [14, 16]: a stable particle with such mass annihilating
each other with a cross-section of σv ∼ 2 × 10−26cm3/s in the early university would result in consistent dark matter density
as measured [17]. DM mass greater than 240 (340) TeV/c2 would violate the requirement of partial wave unitarity assuming
DM is a Dirac (Majorana) fermion [18], while the Big Bang nucleosynthesis would ruin if an annihilating relic with a mass
lighter than ∼ 1–10 MeV/c2 [19].

(b) Light DM annihilates to quarks might have been suppressed during the epoch of recombination; instead of coupling to quarks,
light DM would possibly couple to leptons, in particular, electrons. In direct detection, DM could scatter with electrons to
generate individual electrons, individual photons, individual ions, and heat/phonons [20].

(c) The asymmetry in the dark sector might be related to the baryon asymmetry (matter and anti-matter), resulting in zero net
baryon number of the universe [21, 22]. The mass of DM would be ∼ r × (4 − 5) GeV/c2, where r is a factor that maintains
equilibrium between the dark and the standard model (SM) sectors in the early universe. If r � 1, the DM mass would be
∼ (4 − 5) GeV/c2.

(d) Strongly interacting massive particle (SIMP) models propose dark matter as a meson- or baryon-like bound-state of hidden
sector particles, with a mass near the QCD scale, ∼ 100 MeV/c2 [23–27]. Considering constraints from the CMB, dark matter
masses might be in the range of ∼ 5–200 MeV/c2.

1.3 The interactions between low-mass WIMPs and matter

Since WIMPs are supposed to be neutral particles, so the mediators for WIMPs interacting with matter are limited to either the Z
boson or the Higgs boson, according to the SM (Standard Model). Depending on the particle characters of WIMPs and the coupling
between WIMPs and the mediators, the interactions between WIMPs and matter could be hugely different, as discussed in reference
[28]. However, as a general statement, compared to the high-mass region, the low-mass WIMPs have a more expansive parameter
space that remains to be explored.

In the paper, we limit our discussion to the SI (spin independent) framework, which is the dominant model in the DM direct
detection community; specifically, we assume WIMPs are fermions, the mediators involved in the interaction are either the Z-boson
or the Higgs-boson. Under the SI model, WIMPs would scatter off a DM detector’s nuclei coherently. The scattered nuclei, therefore,
receive recoil energy from the WIMPs and register as an NR (nuclear recoil) event in the detector. That being said, WIMP events are
NR-like signals. As a comparison, background events are ER (electron recoil) like, which usually result from gammas or electrons
interacting with the detector.

However, ER could also be DM signals under such alternative scenarios as boosted dark matter, exothermic dark matter, and
bosonic dark matter [29], as well as DM - electrons direct coupling as mentioned above. In general, the fewer the NR and ER
events, the easier to figure out the events’ origin: signals or backgrounds. “As Few events As Possible (AFAP)” is critical because
nobody can currently guarantee what kind of DM signal it is, ER? or NR? So an ideal DM detector should show the features of (a)

1 The classification is not very strict in the sense that some experiments can have more than one categories in Table 1, or even beyond the scope of DM search.
Taking LZ as an example, LZ is a high-mass DM experiment, but its physics searches are extensive, including but are not limited to: annual modulation,
low-mass WIMPs search via S2O (S2 Only) analysis, axion-like particles, two neutrinos double beta decay, and neutrinoless double beta decay, etc. Other
leading DM experiments have a similar feature.
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having the least intrinsic NR and ER background events and (b) being capable of discriminating ER from NR events. Fortunately,
the ALETHEIA detector would have these two advantages and beyond. For more details, please refer to Sect. 2.2.

1.4 Experimental progress

Experimentally, in the high-mass WIMPs region, the current lowest limits for WIMP–nucleon interaction with the SI framework
are down to ∼ 10−48 cm2 for ∼ 30 GeV/c2 WIMPs [30–32], which are roughly eight and two orders lower than the interaction
hypothetically mediated through the Z boson (∼ 10−39 cm2) and the Higgs boson (∼ 10−46 cm2), respectively. As a comparison, in
the low-mass region, however, there exists broader open parameters space to be exploited; in particular, for WIMPs mass less than
2 GeV/c2, the current limits roughly are ∼ 10−38 cm2, which are one and six orders higher than the interaction mediated by the Z
and Higgs boson, respectively.

Low-mass WIMPs should still be investigated regardless of whether WIMPs could be discovered at the scale of ∼ 100 GeV/c2.
Because (a) it has been motivated by several different mechanisms, as mentioned in Subsect. 1.2; (b) considering there exist tens
of elementary particles in the SM, it is reasonable to hypothesize that existing more than one dark matter particle, which would
naturally have different masses. So, even if WIMPs were discovered in the high-mass region, physicists should also check the
low-mass region to see if there is low-mass dark matter and vice versa.

However, low-mass WIMPs are out of the scope that leading high-mass DM experiments can effectively reach with “classical”
analysis such as “S1/S2” 2 and PSD (pulse shape discrimination). For LXe TPCs, this is because the detector’s material (xenon)
is quite heavy, and recoil energy is inversely proportional to the atomic number of the detector material. Although argon is not
very heavy, the PSD analysis requires a significant number of photoelectrons for LAr experiments, limiting their ROI (Research Of
Interest) to reaching the low-mass region.

1.5 ALETHEIA and other LHe DM projects

The ALETHEIA project aims to hunt for low-mass WIMPs, which was inspired by many respected peer experiments in the
community. Although there already exist quite a few low-mass DM experiments [33–39], we believe ALETHEIA is a competitive
project in the race of low-mass DM search thanks to the extremely low backgrounds it could potentially achieve. In this paper,
without special notice, helium refers to 4He.

The most distinctive feature of ALETHEIA is that it could achieve an IBF (Instrumental Background Free) search, which means
in the project’s ROI, a small number of background events (for instance, < 0.1 events) are expected, and after a series of events
selections, zero background events are survived in the ROI region. The instrumental backgrounds include radioactive particles due
to the materials in the detector system (including dust) and the particles generated by cosmological muons hitting the rocks near the
detector or the detector itself. The DarkSide-50 (DS-50) experiment already demonstrated that an IBF search is viable [40]. DS-50
relies heavily on LAr’s extremely powerful PSD to achieve IBF, among other efforts. For ALETHEIA, some unique advantages are:
(a) the lowest intrinsic backgrounds contributed from the detector’s bulk material, LHe, and (b) the potentially strong capability of
ER/NR discrimination with either the S1/S2, or PSD, or both analyses.

ALETHEIA is not the only project to utilize LHe to hunt for DM. There exist a couple of other projects that aim to implement
superfluid helium (SHe) to do DM searches in recent years, as shown in references [41, 42], and [43]. Helium gas becomes liquid
as long as being cooled to 4.5 K; this is the “general” LHe. Keep cooling to 2.17 K or below, and LHe reaches the superfluid status.
SHe has many different features than the general LHe. One of them is heat conductivity. As a good heat conductor, SHe can detect
“quasiparticles” (phonons and rotons) left by incident particles. Thanks to the low energy of quasiparticle production, 0.62 meV, a
SHe detector can, in principle, detect ∼ MeV/c2 DM. However, the SHe detector must work at an extremely low temperature as 100
mK or below [41].3 It is more challenging to build a SHe detector than a general LHe one in terms of cryogenic engineering.

This paper will focus on the ALETHEIA project for the experimental detection and verification of the WIMPs hypothesis. We
organize this paper as the following: We first introduce the ALETHEIA project in more detail in Sect. 2, then we address the technical
design for the ALETHEIA detector in Sect. 3, we introduce the LHe TPC’s R &D plan in Sect. 4, we deliver the progress of the
project in Sect. 5, and we summarize the project in Sect. 6.

2 “S1” refers to the prompt scintillation when incident particles hit the TPC bulk; “S2” is the electroluminescence generated at the helium gas layer, which
originally comes from the ionized electrons being separated from their neighbor ions by external field then drift to the gas layer. The ratio of S1 and S2 signals’
amplitude, or S1/S2, is proved to be an efficient way to discriminate ER from NR events in liquid noble gas experiments. Essentially, the discrimination
originates from different charge densities of two types of recoils. Please refer to Subsect. 4.4 for more details.
3 Actually, the temperature for other similar cryogenic detectors is ∼10 mK. For instance, the temperature of the CUORE and SuperCDMS detectors is 10
mK [44] and 15 mK [34], respectively.
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2 The ALETHEIA project

In this section, we first introduce the ALETHEIA project in detail in 2.1. We then explain why an LHe TPC is suitable for a low-mass
DM hunting in 2.2. Next, we bring up the project review that happened in October 2019 in 2.3. We also discuss the main technical
challenges of an LHe TPC we already knew and how the challenges could affect the detector’s performance in 2.4. We finally touch
what will not be covered in the paper in 2.5.

2.1 The ALETHEIA’s ROI

The ALETHEIA’s ROI is low-mass DM. With the SI model and the S1/S2 analysis, the ROI is ∼ 500 MeV/c2 –10 GeV/c2 WIMPs 4;
accordingly, projected sensitivities of the ALETHEIA with the exposure of 1 kg*yr, 100 kg*yr, and 1 ton*yr are shown in Fig 1.
The projected sensitivities are calculated on two assumptions: (a) there is no background in the interesting recoil energy range
(after a series of cuts being applied) and (b) the detection efficiency is 50% for the whole interesting energy interval. We made
the assumption (a) because we believe an extremely low background or even IBF search is achievable, as mentioned in Sect. 1.5.
Moreover, as will be discussed in Sect. 2.4.2, for a 1.5-m, 0.33-ton LHe TPC, a 1 ton*yr exposure would only have 11 ER and 0.5
NR background events, respectively; considering 99.5% ER rejection and 50% NR detection efficiency (the same as LZ [47]), for
a 1 ton*yr exposure, the background events would be (11 * 0.5% + 0.5 * 50%) � 0.3 events. For 1 kg*yr and 100 kg*yr exposures,
the background events are supposed to be smaller than 0.3 due to less radioactive detector materials will be used. We, therefore,
made the zero-background assumption for the projections. The detection efficiency is often recoil-energy dependent. Due to the lack
of reliable experimental data, we made a flat efficiency of 50% for the ROI energy interval as a preliminary input to calculate the
projections. We will update the projections after we have data on backgrounds and detection efficiency.

In Fig 1, we did not show the projected sensitivities with other paradigms and analyzing methods. For instance, WIMPs might be
absorbed by the target nucleus instead of being scattered, as suggested in reference [48]. In the scenario, the recoil energy is m2

χ/2M ,
where mχ and M are the mass of DM and target nucleus, respectively. For a 50 MeV/c2 WIMPs, the recoil energy is “boosted”
to around 300 keVnr for an LHe detector. This model significantly expands the ALETHEIA’s sensitive WIMPs mass region, all
the way down to ∼2 MeV/c2. As to the analysis methods, besides the “classical” S1/S2 and PSD, the S2 only (S2O) analysis can
also extend the sensitive mass of a detector downwards one to two orders according to DarkSide-50 and XENON results [49, 50].
Similarly, applying the S2O for ALETHEIA can, in principle, extend its sensitive DM mass downwards. However, the S2O analysis
depends strongly on data; without data in hand, it is not easy to project the sensitivity at the current stage. We will address this in
more detailed below 4.3.2. In the following sections, without special notice, we will mainly stick to the SI model and the S1/S2 and
PSD analyses.

For any low-mass WIMPs experiment with an ambition of touching down on the 8B “neutrino floor” [53] or “neutrino fog”
[54, 55] cross-section, 8B solar neutrinos register an inevitable background. The 8B events cannot be discriminated from low-mass
WIMP signals. Nevertheless, according to reference [53, 56, 57], the measured 8B events are well consistent with the theoretical
prediction. The uncertainty of the events is ∼16%, as reported in reference [57]. As a result, the well-estimated 8B events can be
considered a known background. Therefore, it is still possible to extrapolate WIMPs signal from underground experimental data
containing the 8B events using the profile likelihood ratio (PLR) analysis [58] .5 Under the context, the fewer the instrumental
backgrounds and uncertainties, the smaller the WIMPs nucleon cross-section can be reached. The (to be demonstrated) IBF feature
of ALETHEIA fits perfectly on the searches that 8B neutrinos matter.

2.2 Why LHe TPC

An LHe TPC has several unique advantages, enabling the ALETHEIA detector to achieve an IBF (or extremely low backgrounds)
search.

(a) High recoil energy. Helium is the lightest noble element and the second light element. Therefore, the same kinetic energy of
incident WIMPs would result in greater recoil energy than other elements except for hydrogen. Although hydrogen is even
lighter, hydrogen is not a good detector material due to a few drawbacks such as explosive, chemically active, etc.

(b) High QF (Quenching Factor). For 16 keV nuclear recoil energy, the measured QF of LHe is ∼ 65% [45], while LAr is ∼
24% [59], which is a factor of 3 smaller. Another measured QF of helium at 1.5 keV recoil energy is up to 22% [45]. As a
comparison, the measured QF of hydrogen at 100 keV is only 2% [60], and the estimated QF at 1.5 keV nuclear recoils would

4 For 500 MeV/c2 WIMPs; here, we assume the velocity WIMPs hitting the detector is 2 × 10−3 c (c is the speed of light), so the kinetic energy is 1 keV,
the maximum nuclear recoil energy is 0.4 keVnr , the electron equivalent recoil energy is roughly 40 eVee assuming the QF (Quenching Factor) is 0.1 at 0.4
keVnr (extrapolate from reference [45]), which is equivalent to the average ionization energy of LHe, 42.3 eV, as shown in Table 2. The WIMPs velocity
follows an “irregular” distribution according to Gaia data [46]. Choosing 2 × 10−3 c will have a different probability value than 1 × 10−3 c. The probability
can eventually be integrated into the detector’s detection efficiency.
5 Compared to the “cut and count” method, which relies only on the number of signal or background events, the PLR also integrates other patterns, such as
the detector’s response to ER and NR events and uncertainties, to constrain statistical fluctuations, therefore, improve the sensitivity of data: a discovery or
upper limit.
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Fig. 1 The figure shows the parameter space for the spin-independent WIMPs–nucleon cross-section. The dark green region represents the space that has been
excluded by leading direct detection experiments at a 90% confidence level. The area with light brown color corresponds to the space of the “neutrino floor”
where neutrinos can generate WIMP-like events in DM detectors. The projected sensitivities of the ALETHEIA with the exposure of 1 kg*yr, 100 kg*yr, and
1 ton*yr are shown. Zero backgrounds and 50% detection efficiency were assumed for the projections. Please refer to the main text for more information. The
upper limits or projected limits of other experiments are also shown. The “CRESSTIII-2017” data cited from [37], “CDMSLite-2016” from [51], “CDEX10
2018” from [39], “DarkSide50 2018” from [40], “LZ 2022” from [30], “PandaX 2021” from [31], “PICO 2017” from [52], “Neutrino floor” from [53].,
“SuperCDMS 2014” from [33], “SuperCDMS Snolab projection” from [34], “XENON1T 2018” from [32]

be much lower than 2%. As a result, the QF of hydrogen is guaranteed to be at least one order smaller than helium at ∼1 keVnr.
Thus, for the same incident kinetic energy, although hydrogen has fourfold greater recoil energy than helium, by considering
their quenching factors, the electron equivalent recoil energy of hydrogen is at least a factor of 2.5 smaller than helium.
One should also be aware that in the QF-measurement paper [45], only ionization is registered with a Micromegas detector, and
excitation-induced scintillation is ignored, which is different from our detector. In our case, an LHe TPC can collect scintillation
produced both by excitation and by ionization. Consequently, the scintillation yield in an LHe TPC should be greater than the
quenched energy alone since the process of excitation and de-excitation can also contribute scintillation.

(c) Radioactivity-free. Helium has no radioactive isotopes; both 3He and 4He are stable elements. However, LAr and LXe have
radioactive isotopes, and most (if not all) of these isotopes are very difficult to eliminate.

(d) Easy to purify. At 4 K temperature, 3He is the only solvable material in LHe 6 while it is very rare, the ratio of 4He and 3He in
Nature is 107:1; any other impurities would exist in the solid state and, therefore, easy to be purified with getters and cold-traps.
LAr and LXe have solvable impurities and are not easy to get purified, although the purification level is continuously improved
[62, 63]. Actually, one of the most important advantages of liquid noble gas TPCs is that they can purify their bulk material
online and keep it extremely clean, while solid detectors cannot.

(e) Possible strong ER/NR discrimination. TPC technology is well developed in LXe and LAr experiments and helped these projects
to take a leading role in high-mass DM search in the past decade, one after another. These experiments demonstrated that the
S1/S2 and/or PSD analysis could be implemented to achieve efficient ER/NR discrimination. As a TPC filled with another
noble gas, helium; hopefully, ALETHEIA could mimic the success of peer experiments and help to explore the parameters
space other experiments might be difficult to touch.

(f) Scalability. LXe and LAr experiments demonstrated that liquefied noble gas-filled TPCs could scale from ∼ kg up to ∼10 ton,
even multi-10-ton. Therefore, we hope that an LHe TPC can also scale up to be a 1-ton and multi-ton detector, with which
ALETHEIA could fully touch down the B-8 neutrino floor (fog) or even below.

And (g) Helium procurement. Helium is significantly cheaper than xenon. The price of helium is ∼ 1/7 of xenon (Though the prices
of helium and xenon both fluctuate.). Every year, helium consumption is ∼ 20 k ton globally [64]. One can buy 1-ton LHe without
affecting the market price since it is only 0.005% of the total consumption.

6 Hydrogen can also solve in LHe, but the solubility is as low as 10−14 [61] at 1 K. Hydrogen is not a radioactive element so it will not contribute background
events.
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Although the reference [65] proposed the concept of an LHe TPC, no such detector has ever been built worldwide. As a creative
technology, an LHe TPC naturally has some risks. To better understand the technical risks and challenges, we invited a few leading
physicists in the field of LHe, TPC, and DM to review the ALETHEIA project in Oct 2019 [66]. The details of the review will be
introduced in Sect. 2.3.

2.3 The project review

In Oct 2019, we organized a DM workshop at Peking University in Beijing, China [66]. The corresponding author of the paper, Dr.
Liao, presented the project’s concept during the workshop 7 [67] and provided a ∼20-page documents (main text) [68] to address
the detailed R &D plan for the project. A panel composed of leading physicists 8 in DM direct detection, liquid helium, and DM
theory reviewed the project. According to the reviewing panel [69], the LHe TPC technology is very competitive, “It is possible that
liquid helium (TPC) could enable especially low backgrounds because of its powerful combination of intrinsically low radioactivity,
ease of purification, and charge/light discrimination capability.” [69].

Meanwhile, the panel addressed three categories of challenges.

(i) Low-energy recoils corresponding small signals in an LHe detector. The ALETHEIA’s ROI is 100 s MeV/c2 –10 GeV/c2. No
matter which analyzing method(s) will be implemented at the end, the detector shares the same challenges: it must be capable
of detecting single photoelectron size S1 and the single electrons generated by primary ionization for S2. However, preliminary
calculations and estimations show both requirements are viable, as detailed in Subsect. 4.4.1. A complete simulation on liquid
helium excitation, ionization, photons propagation, etc., should be supplied in the future.

(ii) Electron-induced bubbles. In LHe, as an electron’s kinetic energy decreases to approximately 1 eV, the electron would become
a bubble with a radius of ∼ 19 Å [70].9. The bubble’s mobility is slow and electric field dependent, 2 ×10−2 cm2 / (V · s)
at 4.0 K [71]. In a field of 104 V/cm, the velocity of electrons is 2 m/s. Fortunately, such a slow velocity will not bother the
operation of an LHe TPC, thanks to the extremely low intrinsic backgrounds. For details, please refer to Subsect. 2.4.2.

(iii) HV (high-voltage)-related concerns. As mentioned, to make electrons have a reasonable mobile velocity of 2 m/s in an LHe
TPC also to have enough ionized electrons to be separated from their neighbor ions and eventually drift to the helium gas layer
to generate electroluminescence, the field should be ≥ 10 kV/cm. A 1-meter height TPC 10 would therefore require 1-million
volts. High voltage requires special care on HV power suppliers, cables, feed-throughs, and spark and discharge mitigations.
Although challenging, these technical issues are solvable according to the review panel and the experiences of the respected
LXe and LAr TPCs. We will further discuss HV in Sect. 4.4.2.

The panel suggested two independent and complementary R &D programs: 30 g and 10 kg LHe detectors. The 30 g phase represents
a cylindrical apparatus with a total mass of 30 g LHe; the radius and height equal 3 cm. There will be multiple versions of this setup
to test.

Cal-I: ER and NR calibrations.
Cal-II: S2 signal optimizations.
Cal-III: SiPM testing at 4 K.

The 30 g detector program is suited to answer the initial questions concerning the fundamental responses of the liquid helium to
incident particles (neutrons and gammas/electrons) and establish the optimum operating conditions.

The 10 kg detector is also cylindrical, with both the diameter and height of � 50 cm, which would be necessary to demonstrate
the viability of the elevated HV levels needed for an even larger-scale dark matter search experiment. It would also test other needed
aspects, such as large multi-channel photodetector arrays. Furthermore, given the drift speed of the ionization signals in an LHe
TPC as slow as ∼ 2 m/s, to constrain the overlaps in background events due to cosmic rays, the 10 kg detector should be operated
underground instead of running above ground.

2.4 Other technical challenges for an LHe TPC

Beyond the challenges thankfully brought out by the panel as shown in subsection 2.3, we received insightful comments when we
presented the ALETHEIA project in variant academic events. The two challenges introduced here benefited from these communica-
tions. After analyzing carefully, we think these challenges can be mitigated significantly thanks to the especially low backgrounds
of the detector. However, we have to admit that the discussion here in this subsection is very preliminary. To answer such questions

7 The then name of the project is ALHET which stands for A Liquid HElium Time projection chamber.
8 The review panel members are: Prof. Rick Gaitskell at Brown University, Prof. Dan Hooper at Fermilab and the University of Chicago, Dr. Takeyaso Ito
at Los Alamos National Laboratory, Prof. Jia Liu at Peking University, Prof. Dan McKinsey at UC Berkeley and Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory,
and Prof. George Seidel at Brown University.
9 Similarly, an energized ion would produce a snowball with a radius of ∼ 6-7Å Since a TPC mainly focuses on the mobility of electrons, we will not discuss
snowballs here.
10 A LHe TPC having the diameter and height of 1-meter can fill ∼ 100 kg LHe.
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robustly, we need detailed simulations based on Geant4 and robust analysis on real data. Unfortunately, neither of these is available
for the time being.

2.4.1 Self-shielding

Compared to xenon, helium has a smaller scattering cross-section to fast neutrons. For instance, the total cross-section for 300 keV
neutrons and 4He is 8.0e−25 cm2; it’s a factor of 6 smaller than 131Xe, 4.6e−24 cm2 [72]. For 300 keV neutrons, the mean free
path (MFP) in LHe and LXe is 16.2 cm and 57.3 cm, respectively, a factor of 4 difference. As a result, an LHe TPC should have a
thicker shielding layer than an LXe detector to shield the same energy neutrons out of the fiducial volume. In general, the thicker
the self-shielding layer, the less the number of background events, and the smaller the fiducial mass of the detector. Given that the
expected ER backgrounds of an LZ-size LHe TPC without any self-shielding are 2 orders lower than the LZ detector having ∼
10 cm LXe self-shielding, as will further discuss in 2.4.2, the requirement for self-shielding on an LHe TPC is very much mitigated.
We will make a trade-off to optimize the thickness of the self-shielding LHe layer.

2.4.2 Electron’s slow mobility-related concerns

As mentioned in Table 2, the mobility of electrons (bubbles) in LHe at 4 K is 2·10−2cm2/(V·s) [71], which corresponds to 2 m/s
under an field of 10 kV/cm. While in LAr and LXe, the electron’s velocity is around 103 m/s with ∼1 kV/cm [73]. An electron’s
drift velocity in an LHe TPC is roughly 2 orders slower than an LXe TPC, which raises concerns on (a) S2 events overlap and (b)
insufficient exposure due to too much dead time ( i.e., drift time). However, these two concerns are not noticeable because an LHe
TPC’s backgrounds is 2 orders less than an LXe detector of the similar size; TPCs are essentially triggered by these background
events.

According to LZ TDR [47], among the total 1244 ER backgrounds, 911 are dispersed radionuclides (Rn, Kr, Ar), 255 are Neutrinos
(ν–e), 67 are 136Xe → 2νββ [47]. These backgrounds are almost null in an LHe detector ,11 which means an LHe detector with
the size of the LZ detector (∼ 1.5-m height and diameter) could only have 11 ( � 1244 - 911 - 255 - 67) ER backgrounds, two
orders less than the LZ detector. For NR backgrounds, we can project similarly based on the LZ detector. Among the total 1.2 NR
background events that would register, the 0.72 NR events contributed by neutrinos to the detector can be ignored in the 1.5-m LHe
detector. So, the expected NR background events would only be ∼ 0.5. We ignore the NR events for the analysis since 0.5 � 11.
Consequently, we expect the total number of background events in a 1.5-m size TPC is 11 with 3 years running.

As shown in reference [74], the background events’ rates are nearly flatly distributed among all energies up to 2700 keV. We,
therefore, believe the background ratio of ALETHEIA and LZ can hold for all energy background events. That being said, the
ALETHEIA trigger rate (for all energy backgrounds) would be about 11 / 1244 � 1 % of LZ, i.e., 40 Hz * 1% � 0.4 Hz. In summary,
even though the electron’s mobility of an LHe TPC is 2 orders slower than an LXe detector, thanks to its 2 orders lower trigger rate,
we have no reason to worry about the events overlap and dead time issues in a 1.5-m LHe TPC (∼ 330 kg LHe). With 3 years of
scientific running, such a detector can accumulate to 1 ton*yr exposure, reaching the cross-section of ∼ 10−45cm2, touching down
the 8B neutrino floor.

Here, we just estimated the backgrounds of an LHe TPC in a very preliminary way. A concrete Geant4-based simulation is
required to characterize it fully; only actual data can conclude the detector’s performance.

2.5 Not covered topics

To build an LHe TPC, many other topics should be addressed, including but not limited to: cryogenics, electronics and DAQ,
recycling and purification, screening, and simulation. However, considering the project is still at an early stage, we do not think it
is appropriate to introduce in this paper. Instead, we will supply them in the further document(s).

3 The design of the ALETHEIA detectors

The ALETHEIA project has been inspired by the communities of liquid helium and dark matter direct detection (especially the
experiments implementing TPCs). Liquid helium has been employed (or has tried to employ) in variant research, for instance, EDM
[75, 76], Solar neutrinos [77], and even dark matter [65, 78, 79]. Though most of these liquid helium detectors utilize superfluid helium,
which is different from the ALETHEIA detector, their researches are very helpful for our calculations and simulations. In addition,
the respected LXe and LAr TPCs experiments present direct experiences for us to design our TPC. Finally, theoretical physicists
also thankfully contributed to the project in several ways, such as project reviews and insightful private comments/discussions. As
a result, we do not consider that the ALETHEIA project has been contributed by a single person or collaboration alone. Instead, it

11 Since the number of electrons of Xe is more than 30 times more than He, so the ν - e backgrounds are ignorable in an LHe detector, a dedicated calculation
will be supplied in the future.
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Fig. 2 The schematic drawing of the ALETHEIA detector (not to scale). From outside to inside: The light blue area represents the water tank surrounding
the whole detector system, with a diameter of a few meters; the eight purple rectangles on the edge of the water tank are the PMTs to detect background
signals inside of the water tank; the dark green is the Gd-doped liquid scintillator veto, with the thickness of ∼ half-meter; the eight purple rectangles at the
edge of veto (green area) are PMTs to detect scintillation insides of the veto detector; the cyan area is the active volume of the TPC, filled with liquid helium;
the total twelve purple rectangles on the top and bottom of the active volume (cyan area) represent the SiPMs to detect scintillation and electroluminescence;
the magenta region represents the fiducial volume of the TPC where extremely low backgrounds are expected there. The red and black dots represent the
tracks induced by background neutrons and γ s, respectively

represents the wisdom of the related communities, provided it can grow to be capable of helping answer one of the most critical
questions in fundamental physics today: the nature of dark matter.

3.1 The conceptual design of the ALETHEIA detectors

Figure 2 shows the schematic drawing of such a detector. As shown in the figure, the core of the ALETHEIA experiment is a
dual-phase liquid helium TPC (cyan). The TPC central magenta area represents the fiducial volume where extremely low or zero
background is expected. On the top and bottom of the TPC are twelve purple rectangles, which represent SiPMs. The TPC was
surrounded by a Gd-doped scintillator detector (green), which acts as a veto. The utmost is a water tank (blue) a few meters in
diameter to shield neutrons and gammas outside the detector system. All of the parts in the figure are not to scale.

For neutrons that come from outside the water tank, a few meters of water should be thick enough to thermalize most, if not all,
of them. The ∼ half-meter Gd-doped liquid scintillator would capture thermalized neutrons. Neutrons originating from the TPC
inside could be identified by the feature of multiple hits in the TPC and (or) liquid scintillator. The reason is that the interaction
between neutron and helium nuclei is strong interaction. As a comparison, the hypothetical WIMP signals would have only one hit
because the cross-section between WIMPs and helium nuclei is weak interaction or more minor. For γ s from outside of the water,
the water tank can block them from entering the central detector; for γ s from inside of the TPC, S1/S2, or PSD, or a hybrid analysis
combined these two analyses could, in principle, discriminate them from nuclear recoils induced by a neutron or WIMPs.
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Table 2 Some of related 4 K LHe
properties

Property Value References

Ionization energy (Ei ) 24.6 eV [80]

Average energy to produce
an electron–ion pair (W)

42.3 eV [80]

Excitation energy (Ee) 20.6 eV [81]

Lifetime of prompt singlet scintillation,
produced by electron–ion pairs recombination

< 10 ns [82]

Lifetime of “delayed” singlet scintillation,
produced by excitation: He∗+He → He∗

2 (singlet)
∼ 1.6 μs [83]

Lifetime of triplet scintillation,
produced by both excitation and ionization

13±2 s [84]

Calculated G-values on 100 keV electrons for:
ionization, singlet, triplet

2.27, 0.85, 0.17 [85]

Calculated G-values on 20 keV neutrons for:
ionization, singlet, triplet

1.30, 1.83, 0.0004 [86]

Electron’s mobility@ 4 K 2·10−2 cm2/(V·s) [71]

Electron’s velocity@ 4 K, 10 kV/cm 2 m/s [71]

Breakdown voltage for helium gas at a
saturated vapor pressure (4.2 K, 1 atm)

∼100 kV/cm [65]

Breakdown voltage for liquid helium
(1.2–4.2 K)

∼1 MV/cm [87]

4 LHe TPCs’ R &D plan

The R &D plan is driven by the three analysis methods, PSD, S1/S2, and S2O, which will possibly all be implemented in ALETHEIA.
We first list some of the 4 K LHe properties in Table 2. We will cite them frequently in the following sections.

4.1 The “input” of an LHe detector: particles hint LHe

Energetic particles passing through a medium of LHe will deposit part or all of its kinetic energy. If the incident particle is an electron
(or γ ), it interacts with the electrons of helium atoms via electromagnetic interaction. The atoms then either get ionized or excited
or both. If the incident particle is a neutron, it interacts with helium atoms with strong interaction. As a result, the helium atoms get
recoiled and become moving particles, αs. The α particles further interact with the electrons of helium atoms electromagnetically,
i.e., ionize and excite helium atoms along their trajectories.

Although electrons and α particles interact with helium atoms via electromagnetic interaction, the charge densities of ions and
electrons are different. As mentioned in reference [83], for ∼ MeV electrons, energy deposition is 50 eV¯m−1, while for α particles,
energy deposition is 2.5 ×104 eV¯m−1. For liquid xenon, similar results were obtained with simulation [88]. The charge density
depends on the particle’s stopping power, or “dE/dx” [83, 89]. According to the Bethe formula, for low energy incident particles
( v � c, where v is the velocity of particles, c is the speed of light.), dE/dx ∼∝ 1/v, while for the same kinetic energy αs and
electrons (100 keV for instance), the velocity of electrons is roughly 2 orders faster than αs; as a result, dE/dx of electrons is roughly
2 orders smaller than αs. Consequently, the charge densities for ER/NR have 2 orders difference.

Moreover, the geometry and separation of the tracks induced by ER and NR are different in LHe: ER events are “small dots”
in shape and separated on average 500 nm; NR events are cylindrical and separated, on average, 1 nm. Considering the distance
between the ion and its separated electrons is roughly 20 nm, ER events are well separated (500 nm 	 20 nm), and the recombination
is geminate [90], meaning the recombined electron–ion pair is the one being separated moments ago. In comparison, NR events are
heavily overlapped between individual ionization events (1 nm � 20 nm) [83], the recombination is columnar [91, 92], meaning
that the recombined electron–ion pair is not necessarily the one just separated.

4.2 The “output” of an LHe detector: electrons and scintillations

An energetic particle (α, β, γ , or neutron) will leave electron–ion pairs and excited helium atoms in LHe. The recombination of
ionized electrons and ions and the de-excitation of excited atoms will generate scintillations. A strong enough external electric field
can separate some or all ionized pairs. The separated pair cannot recombine to generate scintillation anymore, but both the electrons
and irons can drift along the electric field; drifting electrons will be further accelerated at a ∼ 1-cm thick helium gas layer under a
local HV field to generate electroluminescence (i.e., S2 signals). For specific deposited energy, the yield of ionized electron–ion pairs
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and scintillations can be calculated [85, 86]. Increasing the external field will get greater S2 but result in smaller S1 simultaneously.
However, the electric field will not affect the scintillation generated by excited atoms and their following de-excitation.

Three scintillation components exist in LHe: 10 ns, 1.6 ¯s, and 13 s. The 10 ns prompt scintillation have a lifetime of < 10 ns,
which are resulted from the decay of excited singlets through recombinations, as shown in Eq. (1).

He∗
2

(
A1

+∑
μ

)
10 ns−−−−→2He(11S) + hν (1)

The 1.6 ¯s originated from the decay of an excited atom (He∗(1
2S)) and ground helium atom (He(1

2S)) formed dimer, as shown in
Eq.(2).

He∗(1
2S) + He(1

2S) 1.6 μs−−−−−→He∗
2

(
A1

+∑
μ

)

He∗
2

(
A1

+∑
μ

)
10 ns−−−−→2He(11S) + hν (2)

The 10 ns and the 1.6 ¯s fluorescence are due to singlets decay. However, the 13 s scintillation is phosphorescence, resulting from
triplets decay. The lifetime of phosphorescence is much longer because the decay flips the excited molecular dimer’s spin from 1 to
0 [84].

Be aware, please, that the mechanism of 1.6 ¯s scintillation production in LHe is different from in LAr. In LHe, the 1.6 ¯s is due to
two processes: the relatively longer process (1.6 ¯s) of the form of an excited singlet dimer and the shorter decay (10 ns), as shown
in Eq.(2). In LAr, the 1.6 ¯s component is the decay from an excited triplet to a ground singlet [93].

In the theoretical LHe community, many efforts have been made to understand the output of incident particles. Reference [85]
calculated the G-values for 100 keV electrons hitting on helium gas. Reference [86] compared the G-values for α, β, and γ ; it also
calculated the G-values for αs between 20 keV and 8 MeV. The most relevant calculating results are: for 100 keV electrons, the
G-values for ionization, singlet, and triplet are 2.27, 0.85, and 0.17, respectively, while for 20 keV αs, the values are 1.3, 1.83, and
0.004, as shown in Table 2. That being said, assuming the incident particle is a 100-keV electron, for every produced electron–ion
pair, there will be 0.45 scintillation photons composed of 0.37 singlet and 0.08 triplet. In the case of 20 keV αs, each ionized pair
corresponds to 1.4 photons decayed from singlets and ignorable triplet scintillation.

Figure 3 shows the scintillation production mechanism in LHe schematically with 100 keV incident electrons. The figure is
inspired by reference [94].

4.3 LHe scintillation yield and its application to PSD

Essentially, the PSD technique in LAr experiments employs the different time features of scintillations to discriminate ER/NR
events; specifically, the different intensity ratio of scintillation produced by singlet and triplet excimers, ratio � (10 ns scintillation
intensity) / (1.6 ¯s scintillation intensity). For LAr, the lifetime of singlet and triplet is ∼ 10 ns and ∼ 1 ¯s, respectively. The two
orders difference in a lifetime is proven to be able to apply PSD for ER/NR in DarkSide-50 and DEAP. For LXe, the difference of
the lifetime for singlet and triplet is only one order [93]. Therefore, LXe experiments have not implemented the PSD as a primary
technology to discriminate ER from NR events; instead, they use the S1/S2 analysis. If the PSD analysis cannot perform well enough
in an LHe TPC for whatever reason(s), ALETHEIA will mainly rely on the S1/S2 analysis.

4.3.1 Accomplished researches on LHe scintillation

McKinsey and colleagues measured the lifetime of triplets in LHe to be ∼13 s [84]; they also confirmed the existence of 1.6 ¯s
scintillation in LHe [83] with 5.3 MeV α (210Po), 364 keV β (113Sn), and proton and 3H (produced by 3He capturing neutron).
Furthermore, they found the 1.6 ¯s component is relatively weaker than the prompt singlet (< 10 ns) and triplet scintillation (13 s)
when irradiated by β compared to α and neutrons. This is because αs induced ionizations will take Penning interaction, producing
extra electrons and ions. The recombination of these particles can generate 1.6 ¯s component. McKinsey and his group members
also tested scintillation on a 1.0-cm scale LHe apparatus with 0.546 MeV 90Sr and 2.28 MeV 90Y. They explicitly observed that
“prompt scintillation pulse” and “Afterpulse scintillations” represent 10 ns and 1.6 ¯s scintillation, respectively [95].

Using 5.5 MeV α particles (241Am), Ito et al. measured the scintillation yield change along with an external field; they found (a)
prompt scintillation yield reduced by 15% at 45 kV/cm and (b) the electric field has a stronger effect on the yield of 1.6 ¯s component
than the prompt one [96] .12 With another apparatus, they measured the prompt scintillation produced by 364 keV β (113Sn) and
found a 42% reduction when a 40 kV/cm field was applied to the detector [97]. However, for the interesting NR energy interval of

12 The result of “the electric field has a stronger effect on the yield of the 1.6 ¯s component than the prompt one” is confusing at first glance. Because the
1.6 ¯s component is supposed to result from excitation and de-excitation, do not relate to ionization. The fact is that there is an additional source of the
1.6 ¯s component when αs hit LHe, which is field-sensitive. The paper [96] interpreted that compared to 100 keV electrons, 5.5 MeV αs generate a much
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Fig. 3 The schematic drawing describes the mechanism of scintillation production in LHe when hitting by 100 keV electrons [85]

the ALETHEIA, [ 0.4 keVnr , 10 keVnr ], no similar measurement has been performed yet. The ALETHEIA project would launch
such calibrations with ∼ 10 s keV mono-energetic accelerator neutrons from the 45Sc(p,n) interaction [98] and 17 keV mean energy
electrons from 63Ni [99], respectively.

4.3.2 Applying the S2O analysis for DM searches

The S2O analysis of noble gas TPCs could be complementary to the PSD and S1/S2. Compared to the S1/S2, the S2O analysis loses
the position sensitivity of a TPC; therefore, it is not competitive in terms of background events constraint. However, the S2O analysis
is still convincing as long as the observed events are consistent with anticipated backgrounds for selected datasets; moreover, it can
extend the TPC’s sensitivity roughly one order lower on WIMPs mass than the S1/S2 and S2O according to DarkSide-50 [49] and
XENON-1T [50].

The strategies of the S2O analysis are not the same for the two experiments. For DarkSide-50, as mentioned in reference [49], to
reach the lowest possible S2 signals, the fiducial volume cannot be reconstructed with the usual algorithm due to low photoelectron
statistics for S2, the fiducial region for the S2O analysis is in the x − y plane by only accepting events where the largest S2 signal
is recorded in one of the seven central top-array PMTs. For XENON-1T [50], they used 30% of Science Run (SR1) data as training
data to determine event selections. Limits settings are computed using only the remaining 70% data, which was not examined until
the analysis was fixed.

Our preliminary plan is to implement the 10 ns and the 1.6 ¯s scintillation for PSD analysis, though the 13-s channel is also
possible. We will investigate this with dedicated calibrations in an underground laboratory. Without data on hands, it is difficult to
project the sensitivity of ALETHEIA for the S2O analysis for the moment. Prior, a few pre-R &D should be launched: wavelength
shifter and photon sensors.

LHe scintillation’s wavelength peaks at 80 nm (or 16 eV). The wavelength is out of the detectable range of current commercially
available photon sensors. So a wavelength shifter like tetraphenyl butadiene (TPB) is required to shift the photons to ∼450 nm
[100]. Reference [101] measured the efficiency of TPB coating on an acrylic substrate at room temperature in a vacuum vessel. They
obtained ∼ 30% wavelength shifter efficiency for 80 nm light. The reference also predicted a higher efficiency than the measured
one when the TPB layer works at LHe temperature. We have successfully coated a ∼ 3 ¯m TPB layer on the whole inner walls of a
10-cm scale cylindrical PTFE vessel [102], as will be further discussed in Sect. 5.

higher density of ionized electrons and irons in LHe; before recombinations happen, triplets will take Penning interaction to produce a significant number of
electrons and irons. These Penning interactions produced electrons–ions would go through an extra time of separation by the field, reducing combinations
and, therefore, the production of 1.6 ¯s component scintillation.
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In general, the smaller the WIMPs’ mass, the lower the kinetic energy of WIMPs, the lower the energy for excitation and
ionization, and the less the number of scintillation photons. Therefore, considering ALETHEIA’s ROI is low-mass WIMPs, we will
choose SiPMs as our photon detectors, thanks to the higher detection efficiency than other photon sensors, such as PMTs (photon
multipliers).

Surprisingly, certain types of Hamamatsu SiPMs, which were not initially designed to work at LHe temperature, turned out to
be functional at such low temperatures [103, 104], or even 200 mK [105]. Moreover, the relative PDE (photon detection efficiency)
near LHe temperature (5 K and 6.5 K) is roughly to be 70% of room temperature according to the two independent tests [103, 104].
We have tested more than 10 pieces of FBK SiPMs at ∼ 4 K temperature and successfully demonstrated that FBK SiPMs are capable
of working at LHe temperature, as will be discussed in Sect. 5.2.

4.4 S1/S2 analysis in LHe

As already mentioned, the S1/S2 analysis plays a key role for ALETHEIA. Consequently, electron detection would become the
most critical part of the R &D program. We have several approaches to achieve electron detection as the following.

(a) Extracting electrons into GHe (Gaseous Helium) from LHe, producing proportional scintillation light as other two-phase xenon
and argon TPCs.

(b) GEM-based electron detection in the LHe or GHe. Reference [106] demonstrated this technology in an LXe apparatus, with a
thick GEM to multiply electrons in a GXe bubble produced by a heated wire beneath.

(c) Electroluminescence due to electrons entering very high fields surrounding thin wires immersed in the LHe. This method’s
mechanism is similar to a gas-proportional tube where electrons’ avalanche happens as long as electrons approach the anode
of the tube.

(d) Charge amplification using small-scale structures, such as Micromegas.

4.4.1 S1/S2 for ALETHEIA

LXe and LAr dark matter experiments have demonstrated that the S1/S2 technique can discriminate ER/NR events and define a
fiducial volume. In principle, the same analysis methods could be transplanted into ALETHEIA because the difference in charge
density of ER and NR events in LXe and LAr also holds in LHe. The ALETHEIA TPC’s design would follow many experiences
of the DarkSide-50 and DarkSide-20k detectors. Typical light transportation in an LHe TPC is like this: the 80 nm scintillation will
first be shifted to ∼ 450 nm with ∼ 3 ¯m TPB, then go through a ∼15 nm ITO coated acrylic plate (1.5 cm), finally detected by
SiPMs .13

Although in the ALETHEIA’s interesting recoil energy range, [0.4 keVnr , 10 keVnr ], there exist no experimental data verified
models for calculation, we can still do calculations with reasonable estimations. As an example, we compare the number of
photoelectrons (Phe) of S1 and S2 for 1.0 keVnr NR and its equivalent quenched energy 0.2 keVee ER [45].

For NR, according to Seidel’s calculations [107], the 1.0 keVnr would generate ∼ 40 prompt scintillation photons and roughly
2.0 primary electrons. Considering the 30% efficiency of a ∼ 3 ¯m TPB to convert 80 nm scintillation into 450 nm light [101] and
the 40% photon detection efficiency of FBK SiPM [108], the 90% total efficiency for the 15-nm ITO layer and 1.5 cm acrylic to
transmit visible light [40, 109], the detected number of Phe would be 40 * 30% * 40% * 90% � 4.3. The 4.3 Phe is the S1 signal
of an LHe TPC corresponding to 1.0 keVnr . The 2.0 electron is the source of S2. If the field is 10 kV/cm, the probability of being
separated is 50% [97], as will be further discussed below. Assuming the efficiency of the electron extracting from helium liquid to
gas is 80%, the total detection efficiency for the electron is 40% ( � 50% * 80%). Assuming the amplification factor of S2 is 800
Phe/e (the same as LZ, [47]), the S2 size is 640 Phe ( � 2.0 e * 40% * 800 Phe/e).

For ER, the 0.2 keVee would generate 3.0 prompt scintillation photons and 4 primary electrons [107]. Following the same
algorithms, the S1 and S2 signals are 0.3 Phe ( � 3 * 30% * 40% * 90%) and 1280 Phe ( � 4 e * 40% * 800 Phe/e), respectively.

As summarized in Table 3, for 1.0 keVnr NR events, the ALETHEIA TPC could detect a 4.3-Phe size S1 and a 640-Phe size S2
on average; for 0.2 keVee ER events, the S1 and S2 are 0.3 Phe and 1280 Phe, respectively. Under the plan of Log10(S2) V.S. S1,
the S1 signals have a factor of 14.3 ( � 4.3 / 0.3) difference for ER and NR events, S2 signals exist a factor of 0.9 (Log10(640) /
Log10(1280)) difference, which should be enough to discriminate each other.

In the above calculation on S1, we did not consider the effects of temperature and external field. Combining these two factors,
the yield likely will decrease ∼ 10–20% for ER and NR events in a 4 K LHe TPC at 10 kV/cm field, according to the extrapolation
from references [96, 97].

Some experimental efforts have been made to calibrate the S1 and S2. For example, reference [110] tested the S2 currents with
a 1-cm scale LHe cell. They found that a significant electroluminescence current can generate at the 1 atm helium gas under the
voltage of ∼ 500 V/cm. This test demonstrated that a dual-phase TPC filled with helium could generate electroluminescence (or
S2) signals, making the ALETHEIA’s S1/S2 and S2O analysis viable. Reference [111] indicates that at an external electric field
of [10–50] kV/cm, αs and βs events do not have the same fraction of elections being collected, βs is a factor of three greater than

13 The facing LHe side of the 1.5 cm-thick acrylic plate first coated with a ∼ 15 nm ITO layer, the ∼ 3 ¯m TPB layer is coated on the ITO.
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Table 3 Signal comparison on 0.2
keVee ER and 1.0 keVnr NR
events in a LHe TPC

Recoil types Energy S1 (Phe) S2 (Phe) S1 normalize Log10(S2) normalize

ER 0.2 keVee 0.3 1280 1.0 1.0

NR 1.0 keVnr 4.3 640 14.3 0.9

αs, which could be implemented in the S1/S2 analysis for ER/NR events discrimination. Ito et al. studied the relationship between
scintillation yield and external field with 5.5 MeV αs and 364 keV βs. They observed prompt scintillation reduction of 15% at 45
kV/cm and 42% at 40 kV/cm for αs and βs [96, 97], respectively, which is factor of ∼3 difference in reduction for αs and βs. The
reduced scintillation should show up as the increased electrons. The consistence of measured results [96, 97] and calculated ones
[111] justified the hypothesis. Simulations in reference [65] showed a good ER / NR discrimination in LHe for ionization energy
down to 10 keVee with the drift field of 10 kV/cm.

The higher the field, the greater the S2 signal, and the smaller the S1 signal. For an LHe TPC, the preliminary drift voltage would
be 10 kV/cm, much higher than LUX’s 170 V/cm, LZ’s 310 V/cm, and DarkSide-20’s 200 V/cm. Even at such a high field, the
electron-collecting ratio in LHe is calculated to be 40% [111], though the latest measurements [97] showed a greater collection
efficiency, ∼ 50% at 10 kV/cm.

Nevertheless, one of the critical R &D programs for the ALETHEIA project is developing a safe and stable HV system up to 500
kV or higher, as will be discussed in Subsect. 4.4.2.

4.4.2 High voltage in the ALETHEIA

As mentioned above, an electric field equal to or larger than 10 kV/cm is needed to achieve sufficient charge collection efficiency.
Ito and his colleagues at LANL (Los Alamos National Laboratory) have successfully applied > 100 kV/cm in a volume between
12 cm diameter electrodes separated by 1 cm [112], which indicates applying a 100-kV electrical potential into liquid helium from
an external power supply component is viable. As indicated in Table 2, the breakdown voltage for LHe and 1 atm helium gas are 1
MV/cm and 100 kV/cm, respectively. When an LHe TPC works, local helium gas bubbles may exist inside the bulk due to heating
from SiPMs or other parts. Therefore, a higher than 100 kV/cm voltage might cause local breakdowns. To ensure no breakdown,
we should not apply a voltage exceeding 100 kV/cm to the detector.

To deliver 500 kV or higher voltage into the LHe TPC, we need a DC power supply, cables, feedthroughs, and measures for spark
and discharge mitigation inside the LHe detector. Reference [113] reported that the Heinzinger company could provide a 300-kV
DC power supply and cables. However, to have a higher HV, generating HV directly inside the liquid, using Cavallo’s multiplier
[114], is likely necessary.

As to the HV feedthrough, our preliminary plan is not to have it immersed in a cryogenic environment, as described in reference
[113]; instead, we will choose the solution of the LZ TPC [47] where the feedthrough is at room temperature (RT); the anode,
isolation layer, and braid of the cable are all the same material (polyethylene) but have different doping components. A “umbilical”
goes through the water tank and delivers HV down to the TPC. There are a few reasons for such an option: (a) it is much easier to
purchase a feedthrough working at RT than doing at 4 K; (b) it is also more reliable since if the working temperature is at RT, no
worries on the shrinking coefficients for the different materials of the feedthrough along with cooling down and warming up; (c)
very limited radioactivities contributed from the feedthrough since it is outside of the water tank.

Often, the highest field appears at the end of an HV cable where the anode and braid have the shortest distance. To mitigate
possible spark and discharge, we should implement a field-grading structure at the end of the HV cable [47]. The structure’s purpose
is to increase the distance between the anode and the ground braid by 10 times or so. Take 500 kV as an example, assuming the
distance between the anode and the braid of an HV cable is 2 cm; without the structure, the field would be 250 kV/cm at the end of
the cable. This field is 2.5 times the 1 atm helium gas breakdown voltage (100 kV/cm). With such a structure, however, the distance
can be enlarged to 20 cm or more. As a result, the field could decrease to 25 kV/cm or below, which is safe for 1 atm helium gas.

5 The progress of ALETHEIA so far

The ALETHEIA project has officially launched in the summer of 2020. We have made significant progress since then.

5.1 The R &D of the 30 g-V1 LHe detector

We built our first 30 g LHe cell at CIAE in Beijing, China, in 2021, as shown in Fig. 4. The primary purpose of this detector is to
gain experience in building an apparatus capable of cooling down to LHe temperature (∼ 4.5 K), make sure an external DC HV
could be applied to the detector, and the dark current of the detector under HV should be small enough. The R &D of the detector
is proved to be very helpful to the design and assembly of the 30 g-V2 detector.
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Fig. 4 The inside of the 30 g-V1 LHe detector (top view)

Fig. 5 The screen on the upper left shows the temperature on the bottom side of the 30 g detector (The temperature sensor did not immerse into the LHe.),
so it is slightly higher than 4.5 K; however, the screen on the lower right clearly shows the height of LHe in the cell is 3.26 cm. The upper right screen is the
vacuum inside of the stainless vacuum vessel. The lower left screen shows the temperature on the top side of the 30 g cell (5.4763 K) and the helium gas in
the copper vessel (15.4325 K), respectively

To cool the 30 g detector down to ∼4 K, one must first check the vacuum of the whole detector system. If there is a vacuum
leaking, it will cause a cryogenic leakage. Consequently, the detector cannot be cooled down to the LHe temperature. According
to our experiences, there exist two types of vacuum leakage. One is a mechanical failure; this kind of failure could be visible or
invisible to the eyes, as mentioned in reference [115]. Another is the different Coefficients of Linear Thermal Expansion (CLTE)
for closing materials, for instance, the mental anode and the PTFE isolation part surrounding the anode on an HV feedthrough. For
the second type of failure, the feature is that the detector works well at RT but will show a leakage as long as the detector is cooled.
The reason is that the anode and the isolation are different materials, for instance, copper and PTFE, which have different CLTEs;
therefore, their shrinking percentages are not the same at low temperatures; as a result, a tiny gap exists between the anode and
the isolation, showing up as a vacuum leakage. After solving variant types of problems [115], we eventually made it: successfully
cooled the 30 g-V1 detector down to LHe temperature in the summer of 2021, as shown in Fig. 5.
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Fig. 6 The dark current of the 30 g-V1 LHe detector when filled with vacuum, 1 atm N2, and liquid nitrogen, under an HV up to 17 kV/cm

We also built a test benchmark [115] to measure the dark current of the 30 g-V1 LHe detector under different circumstances:
(i) in a vacuum; (ii) filled with 1 atm nitrogen gas; (iii) filled with Liquid Nitrogen (LN). The detector’s dark current was < 10 pA
when the detector was filled with these materials under an HV field up to 17 kV/cm applied. Figure 6 shows the results.

5.2 Testing FBK SiPMs

As mentioned above, SiPMs are critical for the ALETHEIA project. Although variant measurements already demonstrated that
certain types of Hamamatsu SiPMs could work around 4 K or even lower [103–105], we have not found any direct report on FBK
SiPMs can work at LHe temperatures, which was confirmed by a senior FBK scientists [116]. Therefore, we first tested the I-V
curve of more than ten FBK SiPMs with a GM cryocooler to see whether FBK SiPMs can work at 4 K or not; after that, we tested the
SiPMs being lighted up with a 450 nm LED at 4 K .14 Finally, at RT, we tested the SiPMs with a Cs-137 γ ray irradiated scintillator,
LaBr3:Ce. The SiPM-related tests introduced here are sort of “qualitative” measurements in the sense of checking whether FBK
SiPMs and the test benchmark’s functionality at 4 K .15 We will perform “quantitative” calibrations on SiPMs and the LHe detector
in the future.

We found the results of FBK SiPM’s I-V tests are surprisingly good, though we cannot interpret the observations satisfactorily
right now.

(a) Roughly a 10-V plateau existed when the SiPMs’ temperature was 4–20 K. As an example, Fig. 7 shows such a plateau.
However, the plateau did not show up at other higher temperatures, even at RT, as shown in Fig. 8.

(b) For a SiPM having the 10-V plateau, the typical breakdown voltage showing at 4–20 K is the same as RT. For instance, we can
see the breakdown voltage at 4 K and RT are both ∼ 32 V, as shown in Fig. 7 and the “298 K” one in Fig. 8.

(c) This welcomed plateau exists in most but not all FBK SiPMs; among the ten SiPMs we tested so far, we found eight of them
have such a feature.

(d) Among the eight SiPMs having the 10 V plateau, we randomly selected one and tested it a second time 2 days later by cooling
it down to the same low temperature; the plateau does not change a bit.

Be aware, please, for each curve shown in Fig. 7 and Fig. 8, the temperature is not a fixed value; instead, it is a temperature range.
For instance, the temperature corresponding to the magenta curve in Fig. 7 is between 4.9 and 6.3 K. This is because during the test,
when the applied voltage is greater than the breakdown voltage of 32 V, a ∼ mA level current will flow through the SiPM, which
will warm up the SiPM under test, therefore, increase the temperature. Conversely, switching off the voltage makes the temperature
back down. That is why there exists a temperature fluctuation for each test instead of a fixed value.

The setup used to test the SiPMs with a 450-nm LED at 4 K is shown in Fig. 9. Actually, for the I–V test mentioned above, we
implemented the same test bench; the only difference is that the LED does not light up for the I–V test.

The LED emits 450-nm light. Before testing it at 4 K temperature, we first put the LED into an LN dewar to see whether it would
damage or not. We took it out of LN a few hours later and could not find visible damage on the surface. Testing it at RT, the LED
can emit light normally as never been immersed into LN before, which gives us the confidence to cool it with the SiPM to LHe
temperature. At 4 K, we observed that the measured current changes along with the voltage being applied to the SiPM and the LED,
although at the highest voltage under test, 26 V, is still below the breakdown voltage of the SiPM (∼ 32 V), as shown in Fig. 10. This
test gives us the confidence to use a LED to calibrate an LHe TPC in the future, as those LXe and LAr TPCs have demonstrated.

14 Calibrating a TPC with LEDs is a conventional method, which has demonstrated by LXe and LAr experiments. However, nobody has ever tested an LHe
TPC with LEDs. Therefore, we want to know the viability of such a calibration; as a first step, we would like to know whether a LED can work at 4 K or not.
15 All of the FBK SiPM-related tests in this paper are only shown in our data and do not represent the official results of the FBK company.
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Fig. 7 The I-V test for the FR22-11 FBK SiPM at temperatures of [ 4.9–6.3 K] and [12.1 –17.5 K]. When the external voltage applied to a SiPM is greater
than the breakdown voltage 32 V, there will exist a ∼ mA level current, which will increase the temperature of the SiPM under test; when we switch off the
voltage, the temperature backs down. That is the reason why for each testing curve, there exists a temperature interval instead of a fixed temperature value

Fig. 8 The I–V test for the FR22-11 FBK SiPM at temperatures between [ 77 K, 298 K]. Each testing curve has a temperature interval instead of a fixed
temperature. Please refer to Fig. 7 or main text for the interpretation

At RT, we also tested SiPMs with a Cs-137 γ ray irradiated scintillator, LaBr3:Ce. The schematic drawing of the test is shown
in Fig 11. LaBr3:Ce emits scintillation peaked near 400 nm. The Amp is a dedicatedly designed electronic readout, as will be
introduced in the following 5.4. The DAQ is the Tektronix 70804C Digital Phosphor Oscilloscope, with a bandwidth of up to 8 GHz
and a sample rate of 25 GS/s.

With the setup of Fig. 11, a typical signal observed on the screen of an oscilloscope is shown in Fig. 12.

5.3 TPB coating

As demonstrated in references [42, 83, 96, 97, 111, 112, 117], TPB (1,1,4,4-tetraphenyl-1,3-butadiene) is capable of working at
LHe temperature. According to reference [101], ∼ 3 ¯m is the most appropriate thickness for TPB in terms of maximizing light
yield. The TPB layer in DEAP-3600 detector is 3 ¯m [118], though DarkSide-50 and DarkSide-20k have a much more thicker TPB
layer up to ∼ 200 ¯m TPB [108, 109].

We followed the coating process introduced in references [118–120]. However, we cannot mimic the process shown in the papers
in our detector directly since (a) our detector shape is cylindrical, not a sphere, and (b) the diameter and height of our detector are
only 10 cm, while the DEAP detector’s diameter is 1.7 meter. So we must design and build an appropriate coating apparatus to adapt
to our detector. Among other technical challenges, the most critical one is building a source. The source here is a small sphere with
several holes on the surface; in the center of the sphere is a crucible to contain TPB powder, which will vaporize into the gas after
being heated. The tricky of designing such a source is that it must make sure TPB molecules move slowly enough to ensure they
scatter each other sufficiently inside the source before randomly finding a hole to escape. In our setup, twenty φ 6 mm holes are
evenly distributed on the surface of the φ 5 cm sphere, as shown in Fig 13. This way, TPB molecules would come out of the source
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Fig. 9 The experimental setup to test SiPMs being lighted up with a 450-nm LED at 4 K

Fig. 10 The current changes along with the voltage applied to the SiPM and the LED. Tested at 4.8 K

Fig. 11 The schematic drawing of a SiPM tested with a Cs-137 γ ray irradiated scintillator, LaBr3:Ce. Tested at RT

isotropically and then deposit on the inner surfaces of a cylindrical detector (diameter and height are both 10 cm) with nearly the
same thickness.

We developed three independent methods to measure the thickness of the coated TPB layer.

(i) A real-time monitoring system shows the thickness change during coating.
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Fig. 12 A typical analogy signal observed on the screen of an Oscilloscope. The test setup is shown in Fig. 11

Fig. 13 The source sphere used for coating. Inside of the sphere is a crucible which contains TPB powder. There are twenty φ 6 mm holes evenly distributed
on the surface of the φ 5 cm sphere

(ii) Comparing the mass of a few aluminum sample plates inside the detector before and after coating, then figure out the thickness
of TPB on the sample plates.

(iii) Calculating the thickness by the consumed TPB mass and the area of the coated region.

All of these three methods show consistent thickness results. Figure 14 shows the 10-cm PTFE detector coated with ∼ 3.0 ¯m TPB.
By changing the TPB mass in the crucible, we can, in principle, coat any thickness we need. For details of the TPB coating work,
please refer to our papers [102].

In addition, to check whether the TPB coating layers will be damaged at low temperatures, we scanned the surfaces of TPB-
coated sample films with an SEM (scanning electron microscope) machine. Some of these sample films had gone through 3 h at 4 K
temperature in a G-M cryocooler, some were immersed into an LN dewar for 40 h, and some had no cryogenic exposures. The SEM
images do not show any noticeable difference for those films, which gives us extra confidence to implement TPB as a wavelength
shifter into our LHe detector. For more details, please refer to our published paper [121].

5.4 Readout electronics

We have cooperated with an electronic company to design electronics suitable for FBK SiPMs and our LHe detector. Considering it
would be a risk for Integrated Circuits (ICs) to work at the LHe temperature, the pre-amplifier should not work at the temperature.
Since the SiPMs must locate very close to LHe, the SiPM’s temperature would be around 4 K; to read the SiPMs’ current out, we
designed a connection board without ICs on it, which can work at 4 K. The pre-amplifier board works at RT with ICs. The two
boards are connected via a 1-meter SMA cable. A schematic drawing of such a connection is shown in Fig 15.
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Fig. 14 ∼ 3.0 ¯m TPB has been coated on the inner wall of a 10-cm PTFE detector (top view)

Fig. 15 A schematic drawing shows how a SiPM, a connection board, and a pre-amplifier board connect. The SiPM and the connection board will work at
4 K, while the pre-amplifier works at RT

Fig. 16 The orange box contains a SiPM and a connection board (the board is invisible in the picture since it is behind the SiPM); a pre-amplifier board
connects the connection board with an SMA cable. The orange box will work at LHe temperature, while the pre-amplifier will work at RT

Figure 16 shows the real boards we developed. The connection board is invisible in the plot since it locates behind the SiPM in
the orange box. The two boards performed well at RT, as mentioned in Sect. 5.2. We will test them at 4 K in the coming months.

6 Summary

DM is one of the most pressing questions to be understood and answered in fundamental physics today. High-mass WIMPs detection
has achieved the cross-section of 10−48 cm 2, while still no signal has been convincingly observed yet. However, the upper limits
on low-mass WIMPs are only ∼ 10−38 cm 2, roughly 10 orders behind high-mass WIMPs searches. The community should shed
more light on the low-mass DM than ever.

123



  128 Page 20 of 26 Eur. Phys. J. Plus         (2023) 138:128 

Filling with the arguably cleanest LHe into the arguably most competitive DM detector, TPC, ALETHEIA is supposed to achieve
extremely low backgrounds. Projecting with the LZ detector, for a 1-ton LHe TPC running with 3 years exposure, the ER and
NR backgrounds are supposed to be ∼ 11 and ∼ 0.5, respectively. Such a low background is very helpful in answering the most
challenging question in fundamental physics today: the nature of DM, especially under the circumstance that we know nothing
about the particle physics character of DM: it could be a NR, or ER, or some other forms. A 3 ton*yr exposure could achieve a
cross-section of ∼ 10−46 cm 2, roughly one order below the 8B neutrino floor. A panel of world-leading physicists in the field
thankfully reviewed the project with very positive comments and comprehensive suggestions in October 2019. Following the review
panel, we have built a couple of 30 g LHe detectors to verify some essential performances of LHe; we will build a kg-size detector
to thoroughly verify the technological routine of LHe TPC in the future.

Since launching the project in the summer of 2020, we have made significant progress in the past 2 years.

(a) We built a 30-g detector and successfully cooled it down to ∼4 K by filling liquid helium.
(b) We demonstrated that FBK SiPMs are capable of working at ∼4 K; even more surprisingly, we found there exists an up to 10

V plateau above the breakdown voltage for temperatures among ∼ 4–20 K, i.e., if the breakdown voltage is 32 V, the plateau
would be 32–42 V, while such a plateau does not exist for temperatures higher than ∼ 20 K until RT. We observed eight SiPMs
that have the plateau among the ten tested. We currently are not capable of fully understanding the observations.

(c) We developed a coating process that enables us to coat ∼ 3 ¯m TPB evenly on the inner walls of a 10-cm cylindrical detector.
We are confident to coat TPB on larger detectors with the variant thickness on need.

(d) We designed and developed a dedicated electronics system to read out FBK SiPMs. We integrated it into the DAQ system and
took data successfully.

(e) We built a few benchmarks to cope with multiple tests: I-V tests for SiPMs both at RT and 4K, data taking with an oscilloscope
for SiPMs being lighted with a LED, or the scintillation coming from a scintillator irradiated by a γ source.

(f) The 30 g-V2 detector is currently under assembly.

In summary, after working on the project for a couple of years, we are more confident to build an LHe TPC successfully, although
we understand that much R &D work is ahead.
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P. Panci, M. Pandurovic, A. Parlati, N. Parveen, S.J. Patton, V. Pěč, Q. Pellegrini, B. Penning, G. Pereira, R. Peres, Y. Perez-Gonzalez, E. Perry, T.
Pershing, R. Petrossian-Byrne, J. Pienaar, A. Piepke, G. Pieramico, M. Pierre, M. Piotter, V. Pizella, G. Plante, T. Pollmann, D. Porzio, J. Qi, Y. Qie,
J. Qin, N. Raj, M.R. Silva, K. Ramanathan, D.R. García, J. Ravanis, L. Redard-Jacot, D. Redigolo, S. Reichard, J. Reichenbacher, C.A. Rhyne, A.
Richards, Q. Riffard, G.R.C. Rischbieter, A. Rocchetti, S.L. Rosenfeld, R. Rosero, N. Rupp, T. Rushton, S. Saha, L. Sanchez, P. Sanchez-Lucas, D.
Santone, J.M.F.d. Santos, I. Sarnoff, G. Sartorelli, A.B.M.R. Sazzad, M. Scheibelhut, R.W. Schnee, M. Schrank, J. Schreiner, P. Schulte, D. Schulte,
H.S. Eissing, M. Schumann, T. Schwemberger, A. Schwenk, T. Schwetz, L.S. Lavina, P.R. Scovell, H. Sekiya, M. Selvi, E. Semenov, F. Semeria, P.
Shagin, S. Shaw, S. Shi, E. Shockley, T.A. Shutt, R. Si-Ahmed, J.J. Silk, C. Silva, M.C. Silva, H. Simgen, F. Šimkovic, G. Sinev, R. Singh, W. Skulski, J.
Smirnov, R. Smith, M. Solmaz, V.N. Solovov, P. Sorensen, J. Soria, T.J. Sparmann, I. Stancu, M. Steidl, A. Stevens, K. Stifter, L.E. Strigari, D. Subotic,
B. Suerfu, A.M. Suliga, T.J. Sumner, P. Szabo, M. Szydagis, A. Takeda, Y. Takeuchi, P.-L. Tan, C. Taricco, W.C. Taylor, D.J. Temples, A. Terliuk, P.A.
Terman, D. Thers, K. Thieme, T. Thümmler, D.R. Tiedt, M. Timalsina, W.H. To, F. Toennies, Z. Tong, F. Toschi, D.R. Tovey, J. Tranter, M. Trask,
G.C. Trinchero, M. Tripathi, D.R. Tronstad, R. Trotta, Y.D. Tsai, C.D. Tunnell, W.G. Turner, R. Ueno, P. Urquijo, U. Utku, A. Vaitkus, K. Valerius, E.
Vassilev, S. Vecchi, V. Velan, S. Vetter, A.C. Vincent, L. Vittorio, G. Volta, B. von Krosigk, M. von Piechowski, D. Vorkapic, C.E.M. Wagner, A.M.
Wang, B. Wang, Y. Wang, W. Wang, J.J. Wang, L.-T.Wang, M. Wang, Y. Wang, J.R. Watson, Y. Wei, C. Weinheimer, E. Weisman, M. Weiss, D. Wenz,
S.M. West, T.J. Whitis, M. Williams, M.J. Wilson, D. Winkler, C. Wittweg, J. Wolf, T. Wolf, F.L.H. Wolfs, S. Woodford, D. Woodward, C.J. Wright,
V.H.S. Wu, P. Wu, S. Wüstling, M. Wurm, Q. Xia, X. Xiang, Y. Xing, J. Xu, Z. Xu, D. Xu, M. Yamashita, R. Yamazaki, H. Yan, L. Yang, Y. Yang,
J. Ye, M. Yeh, I. Young, H.B. Yu, T.T. Yu, L. Yuan, G. Zavattini, S. Zerbo, Y. Zhang, M. Zhong, N. Zhou, X. Zhou, T. Zhu, Y. Zhu, Y. Zhuang, J.P.
Zopounidis, K. Zuber, J. Zupan, A next-generation liquid xenon observatory for dark matter and neutrino physics. arXiv (2022). arXiv:2203.02309

56. J.N. Bahcall, M.H. Pinsonneault, What do we (not) know theoretically about solar neutrino fluxes? Phys. Rev. Lett. 92, 121301 (2004). https://doi.org/
10.1103/PhysRevLett.92.121301

57. Q.R. Ahmad, R.C. Allen, T.C. Andersen, J. D.Anglin, J.C. Barton, E.W. Beier, M. Bercovitch, J. Bigu, S.D. Biller, R.A. Black, I. Blevis, R.J. Boardman,
J. Boger, E. Bonvin, M.G. Boulay, M.G. Bowler, T.J. Bowles, S.J. Brice, M.C. Browne, T.V. Bullard, G. Bühler, J. Cameron, Y.D. Chan, H.H. Chen,
M. Chen, X. Chen, B.T. Cleveland, E.T.H. Clifford, J.H.M. Cowan, D.F. Cowen, G.A. Cox, X. Dai, F. Dalnoki-Veress, W.F. Davidson, P.J. Doe, G.
Doucas, M.R. Dragowsky, C.A. Duba, F.A. Duncan, M. Dunford, J.A. Dunmore, E.D. Earle, S.R. Elliott, H.C. Evans, G.T. Ewan, J. Farine, H. Fergani,
A.P. Ferraris, R.J. Ford, J.A. Formaggio, M.M. Fowler, K. Frame, E.D. Frank, W. Frati, N. Gagnon, J.V. Germani, S. Gil, K. Graham, D.R. Grant, R.L.
Hahn, A.L. Hallin, E.D. Hallman, A.S. Hamer, A.A. Hamian, W.B. Handler, R.U. Haq, C.K. Hargrove, P.J. Harvey, R. Hazama, K.M. Heeger, W.J.
Heintzelman, J. Heise, R.L. Helmer, J.D. Hepburn, H. Heron, J. Hewett, A. Hime, M. Howe, J.G. Hykawy, M.C.P. Isaac, P. Jagam, N.A. Jelley, C.
Jillings, G. Jonkmans, K. Kazkaz, P.T. Keener, J.R. Klein, A.B. Knox, R.J. Komar, R. Kouzes, T. Kutter, C.C.M. Kyba, J. Law, I.T. Lawson, M. Lay,
H.W. Lee, K.T. Lesko, J.R. Leslie, I. Levine, W. Locke, S. Luoma, J. Lyon, S. Majerus, H.B. Mak, J. Maneira, J. Manor, A.D. Marino, N. McCauley,
A.B. McDonald, D.S. McDonald, K. McFarlane, G. McGregor, R. Meijer Drees, C. Mifflin, G.G. Miller, G. Milton, B.A. Moffat, M. Moorhead,
C.W. Nally, M.S. Neubauer, F.M. Newcomer, H.S. Ng, A.J. Noble, E.B. Norman, V.M. Novikov, M. O’Neill, C.E. Okada, R.W. Ollerhead, M. Omori,
J.L. Orrell, S.M. Oser, A.W.P. Poon, T.J. Radcliffe, A. Roberge, B.C. Robertson, R.G.H. Robertson, S.S.E. Rosendahl, J.K. Rowley, V.L. Rusu, E.
Saettler, K.K. Schaffer, M.H. Schwendener, A. Schülke, H. Seifert, M. Shatkay, J.J. Simpson, C.J. Sims, D. Sinclair, P. Skensved, A.R. Smith, M.W.E.
Smith, T. Spreitzer, N. Starinsky, T.D. Steiger, R.G. Stokstad, L.C. Stonehill, R.S. Storey, B. Sur, R. Tafirout, N. Tagg, N.W. Tanner, R.K. Taplin, M.
Thorman, P.M. Thornewell, P.T. Trent, Y.I. Tserkovnyak, Van R. Berg, R.G. Van de Water, C.J. Virtue, C.E. Waltham, J.-X. Wang, D.L. Wark, N. West,

123

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.89.023524
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.127.251802
http://arxiv.org/abs/2203.02309
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.92.121301


Eur. Phys. J. Plus         (2023) 138:128 Page 25 of 26   128 

J.B. Wilhelmy, J.F. Wilkerson, J.R. Wilson, P. Wittich, J.M. Wouters, M. Yeh, Direct evidence for neutrino flavor transformation from neutral-current
interactions in the sudbury neutrino observatory. Phys. Rev. Lett. 89, 011301 (2002). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.89.011301

58. G. Cowan, K. Cranmer, E. Gross, O. Vitells, Asymptotic formulae for likelihood-based tests of new physics. Eur. Phys. J. C 71(2), 1554 (2011)
59. H. Cao, T. Alexander, A. Aprahamian, R. Avetisyan, O. Back, G. Cocco, F. DeJongh, G. Fiorillo, C. Galbiati, L. Grandi et al., Measurement of

scintillation and ionization yield and scintillation pulse shape from nuclear recoils in liquid argon. Phys. Rev. D (2015). https://doi.org/10.1103/
physrevd.91.092007

60. L. Reichhart, D.Y. Akimov, H.M. Araújo, E.J. Barnes, V.A. Belov, A.A. Burenkov, V. Chepel, A. Currie, L. DeViveiros, B. Edwards, V. Francis, C.
Ghag, A. Hollingsworth, M. Horn, G.E. Kalmus, A.S. Kobyakin, A.G. Kovalenko, V.N. Lebedenko, A. Lindote, M.I. Lopes, LüR. scher, P. Majewski,
A.S.J. Murphy, F. Neves, S.M. Paling, Pinto da J. Cunha, R. Preece, J.J. Quenby, P.R. Scovell, C. Silva, V.N. Solovov, N.J.T. Smith, P.F. Smith, V.N.
Stekhanov, T.J. Sumner, C. Thorne, R.J. Walker, Quenching factor for low-energy nuclear recoils in a plastic scintillator. Phys. Rev. C 85, 065801
(2012). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.85.065801

61. C. Jewell, P.V.E. McClintock, A note on the purity of liquid helium-4. Cryogenics 19(11), 682–683 (1979)
62. E. Aprile et al., X.c., Search for new physics in electronic recoil data from XENONnT. http://xenonexperiment.org (2022)
63. on behalf of the XENONnT collaboration, K.D.M.: XENONnT first results on electronical recoil events (2022). http://xenonexperiment.org
64. H. Zhou, Helium (2019). https://nmr.chem.ucsb.edu/docs/helium.html
65. W. Guo, D.N. McKinsey, Concept for a dark matter detector using liquid helium-4. Phys. Rev. D 87, 115001 (2013). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.

87.115001
66. P. University, Dark matter (WIMPs) direct detection workshop. https://indico.ihep.ac.cn/event/10369/overview (2019)
67. P. University, Dark matter (WIMPs) direct detection Indico page. https://indico.ihep.ac.cn/event/10369/session/4/contribution/15/material/slides/0.pdf

(2019)
68. J. Liao, Private document: Work plan for the ALHET-Proto, Oct 18, (2019)
69. review panel, A, Private document: ALHET Draft Report, review at Peking University, 191016 (Report Draft 191028 v6). No publication (2019)
70. H.J. Maris, Electrons in liquid helium. J. Phys. Soc. Jpn. 77(11), 111008 (2008). https://doi.org/10.1143/JPSJ.77.111008
71. K.W. Schwarz, Charge-carrier mobilities in liquid helium at the vapor pressure. Phys. Rev. A 6, 837 (1972)
72. BNL, evaluated nuclear data file (ENDF) retrieval & plotting. https://www.nndc.bnl.gov/sigma/
73. E. Aprile, T. Doke, Liquid xenon detectors for particle physics and astrophysics. Rev. Mod. Phys. 62, 2053–2097 (2010). https://doi.org/10.1103/

RevModPhys.82.2053
74. J. Aalbers, , D.S. Akerib, A.K.A. Musalhi, F. Alder, S.K. Alsum, C.S. Amarasinghe, A. Ames, T.J. Anderson, N. Angelides, H.M. Araújo, J.E.

Armstrong, M. Arthurs, A. Baker, J. Bang, J.W. Bargemann, A. Baxter, K. Beattie, P. Beltrame, E.P. Bernard, A. Bhatti, A. Biekert, T.P. Biesiadzinski,
H.J. Birch, G.M. Blockinger, B. Boxer, C.A.J. Brew, P. Brás, S. Burdin, M. Buuck, R. Cabrita, M.C. Carmona-Benitez, C. Chan, A. Chawla, H. Chen,
A.P.S. Chiang, A.P.S. N.I. Chott, M.V. Converse, A. Cottle, G. Cox, O. Creaner, C.E. Dahl, A. David, S. Dey, L. de Viveiros, C. Ding, J.E.Y. Dobson,
E. Druszkiewicz, S.R. Eriksen, A. Fan, N.M. Fearon, S. Fiorucci, H. Flaecher, E.D. Fraser, T. Fruth, R.J. Gaitskell, J. Genovesi, C. Ghag, R. Gibbons,
M.G.D. Gilchriese, S. Gokhale, J. Green, M.G.D. van der Grinten, C.B. Gwilliam, C.R. Hall, S. Han, E. Hartigan-O’Connor, S.J. Haselschwardt,
S.A. Hertel, G. Heuermann, M. Horn, D.Q. Huang, D. Hunt, C.M. Ignarra, R.G. Jacobsen, O. Jahangir, R.S. James, J. Johnson, A.C. Kaboth, A.C.
Kamaha, D. Khaitan, I. Khurana, R. Kirk, D. Kodroff, L. Korley, E.V. Korolkova, H. Kraus, S. Kravitz, L. Kreczko, B. Krikler, V.A. Kudryavtsev, E.A.
Leason, J. Lee, D.S. Leonard, K.T. Lesko, C. Levy, J. Lin, A. Lindote, R. Linehan, W.H. Lippincott, X. Liu, M.I. Lopes, E.L. Asamar, B.L. Paredes,
W. Lorenzon, C. Lu, S. Luitz, P.A. Majewski, A. Manalaysay, R.L. Mannino, N. Marangou, M.E. McCarthy, D.N. McKinsey, J. McLaughlin, E.H.
Miller, E. Mizrachi, A. Monte, M.E. Monzani, J.D.M. Mendoza, E. Morrison, B.J. Mount, M. Murdy, A.S.J. Murphy, D. Naim, A. Naylor, C. Nedlik,
H.N. Nelson, F. Neves, A. Nguyen, J.A. Nikoleyczik, I. Olcina, K.C. Oliver-Mallory, J. Orpwood, K.J. Palladino, J. Palmer, N. Parveen, S.J. Patton, B.
Penning, G. Pereira, E. Perry, T. Pershing, A. Piepke, D. Porzio, S. Poudel, Y. Qie, J. Reichenbacher, C.A. Rhyne, Q. Riffard, G.R.C. Rischbieter, H.S.
Riyat, R. Rosero, P. Rossiter, T. Rushton, D. Santone, A.B.M.R. Sazzad, R.W. Schnee, S. Shaw, T. Shutt, J.J. Silk, C. Silva, G. Sinev, R. Smith, M.
Solmaz, V.N. Solovov, P. Sorensen, J. Soria, I. Stancu, A. Stevens, K. Stifter, B. Suerfu, T.J. Sumner N. Swanson, M. Szydagis, R. Taylor, W.C. Taylor,
D.J. Temples, P.A. Terman, D.R. Tiedt, M. Timalsina, Z. Tong, D.R. Tovey, J. Tranter, M. Trask, M. Tripathi, D.R. Tronstad, W. Turner, U. Utku, A.C.
Vaitkus, A. Wang, J.J. Wang, W. Wang, Y. Wang, J.R. Watson, R.C. Webb, T.J. Whitis, M. Williams, F.L.H. Wolfs, S. Woodford, D. Woodward, C.J.
Wright, Q. Xia, X. Xiang, J. Xu, M. Yeh, Background determination for the LUX-ZEPLIN (LZ) dark matter experiment (2022). https://doi.org/10.
48550/ARXIV.2211.17120

75. P.R. Huffman, C.R. Brome, J.S. Butterworth, K.J. Coakley, M.S. Dewey, S.N. Dzhosyuk, R. Golub, G.L. Greene, K. Habicht, S.K. Lamoreaux, C.E.H.
Mattoni, D.N. McKinsey, F.E. Wietfeldt, J.M. Doyle, Magnetic trapping of neutrons. Nature 403(6765), 62–64 (2000)

76. T.M. Ito, J.C. Ramsey, W. Yao, D.H. Beck, V. Cianciolo, S.M. Clayton, C. Crawford, S.A. Currie, B.W. Filippone, W.C. Griffith, M. Makela, R. Schmid,
G.M. Seidel, Z. Tang, D. Wagner, W. Wei, S.E. Williamson, Rev. Sci. Instrum. 87(4), 045113 (2016)

77. J.S.Adams et al., http://www.sns.ias.edu/~jnb/Meetings/Lownu/lownuPres/lanou/nnn999d.pdf
78. R.E. Lanou, H.J. Maris, G.M. Seidel, in Proceedings of the Dark Matter in XXIII Rencontres de Moriond (1988)
79. J.A. et al., inProdeedings of the XXXIst Moriond Conference, Les Arcs, France (1996)
80. W.P. Jesse, J. Sadauskis, Ionization in pure gases and the average energy to make an ion pair for alpha and beta particles. Phys. Rev. 97, 1668–1670

(1955)
81. B.M. Smirnov, Negative ions. McGraw-Hill companies, ??? (1982)
82. J.W. Keto, M. Stockton, W.A. Fitzsimmons, Dynamics of atomic and molecular metastable states produced in electron-bombarded superfluid helium.

Phys. Rev. Lett. 28, 792–795 (1972)
83. D.N. McKinsey, C.R. Brome, S.N. Dzhosyuk, R. Golub, K. Habicht, P.R. Huffman, E. Korobkina, S.K. Lamoreaux, C.E.H. Mattoni, A.K. Thompson,

L. Yang, J.M. Doyle, Time dependence of liquid-helium fluorescence. Phys. Rev. A 67, 062716 (2003). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.67.062716
84. D.N. McKinsey, C.R. Brome, J.S. Butterworth, S.N. Dzhosyuk, P.R. Huffman, C.E.H. Mattoni, J.M. Doyle, R. Golub, K. Habicht, Radiative decay of

the metastable he2(a3	+
u ) molecule in liquid helium. Phys. Rev. A 59, 200–204 (1999)

85. S. Sato, K. Okazaki, S. Ohno, The estimation of the g-values for the ionizatin and excitatin of noble gases irradiated by 100 kev electrons. Bull. Chem.
Soc. Jpn 47, 2174 (1974)

86. S. Sato, K. Okazaki, A comparison of the primary process of the radiolyses induced by alpha-, beta-, and gama-rays. Bull. Chem. Soc. Jpn 49, 933
(1976)

87. C. Blank, M.H. Edwards, Dielectric breakdown of liquid helium. Phys. Rev. 119(1), 60 (1960)
88. C.E. Dahl, The physics of background discrimination in liquid xenon, and first results from xenon10 in the hunt for wimp dark matter. PhD Dissertation,

Princeton University, Department of Physics. A full PHD THESIS entry, 2009
89. E. Aprile, T. Doke, Liquid xenon detectors for particle physics and astrophysics. Rev. Mod. Phys. 82, 2053–2097 (2010). https://doi.org/10.1103/

RevModPhys.82.2053

123

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.89.011301
https://doi.org/10.1103/physrevd.91.092007
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.85.065801
http://xenonexperiment.org
http://xenonexperiment.org
https://nmr.chem.ucsb.edu/docs/helium.html
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.115001
https://indico.ihep.ac.cn/event/10369/overview
https://indico.ihep.ac.cn/event/10369/session/4/contribution/15/material/slides/0.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1143/JPSJ.77.111008
https://www.nndc.bnl.gov/sigma/
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.82.2053
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2211.17120
http://www.sns.ias.edu/%7ejnb/Meetings/Lownu/lownuPres/lanou/nnn999d.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.67.062716
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.82.2053


  128 Page 26 of 26 Eur. Phys. J. Plus         (2023) 138:128 

90. L. Onsager, Initial recombination of ions. Phys. Rev. 54, 554–557 (1938). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.54.554
91. G. Jaffé, Zur theorie der ionisation in kolonnen. Ann. der Phys. 347(12), 303–344 (1913). https://doi.org/10.1002/andp.19133471205
92. H.A. Kramers, On a modification of jaffé’s theory of column-ionization. Physica 18(10), 665–675 (1952). https://doi.org/10.1016/S0031-

8914(52)80255-1
93. A. Hitachi, T. Takahashi, N. Funayama, K. Masuda, J. Kikuchi, T. Doke, Effect of ionization density on the time dependence of luminescence from

liquid argon and xenon. Phys. Rev. B 27, 5279–5285 (1983)
94. D. Jin, Studies of electron bubbles and quantized vortices in superfluid helium-4. PhD Dissertation, Brown University, Department of Physics. A full

PHD THESIS entry, 2012
95. W. Guo, M. Dufault, S.B. Cahn, J.A. Nikkel, Y. Shin, D.N. McKinsey, Scintillation and charge yield from the tracks of energetic electrons in superfluid

helium-4. J. Instrum. 7(01), 01002–01002 (2012). https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/7/01/p01002
96. T.M. Ito, S.M. Clayton, J. Ramsey, M. Karcz, C.-Y. Liu, J.C. Long, T.G. Reddy, G.M. Seidel, Effect of an electric field on superfluid helium scintillation

produced by α-particle sources. Phys. Rev. A 85, 042718 (2012). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.85.042718
97. N.S. Phan, V. Cianciolo, S.M. Clayton, S.A. Currie, R. Dipert, T.M. Ito, S.W.T. MacDonald, C.M. O’Shaughnessy, J.C. Ramsey, G.M. Seidel, E. Smith,

E. Tang, Z. Tang, W. Yao, Effect of an electric field on liquid helium scintillation produced by fast electrons. Phys. Rev. C 102, 035503 (2020). https://
doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.102.035503

98. V. Lamirand, D.J. Thomas, V. Gressier, S. Sorieul, E. Liatard, Study of scandium targets for production of monoenergetic neutron fields with energies
below 100 kev. Radiat. Meas. 45(10), 1116–1119 (2010)

99. IAEA, National low-level waste management program radionuclide report series, Volume 10: Nickel-63. https://inis.iaea.org/collection/
NCLCollectionStore/_Public/26/054/26054999.pdf (1995)

100. W.H. Lippincott, K.J. Coakley, D. Gastler, E. Kearns, D.N. McKinsey, J.A. Nikkel, Scintillation yield and time dependence from electronic and nuclear
recoils in liquid neon. Phys. Rev. C 86, 015807 (2012). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.86.015807

101. C. Benson, G.D. OrebiGann, V. Gehman, Measurements of the intrinsic quantum efficiency and absorption length of tetraphenyl butadiene thin films
in the vacuum ultraviolet regime. Eur. Phys. J. C 78, 329 (2018). https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-5807-z

102. O. Zebang, P. Zhaohua, Z. Jian, L. Zhuo, Z. Jiangfeng, Z. Xiuliang, L. Junhui, Preliminary studies on TPB coating on the inner walls of a ten cm-scale
cylindrical PTFE detector. Acta Phys. Sin. (2022). https://doi.org/10.7498/aps.71.20221283

103. A. Cardini, D. Brundu, V. Fanti, A. Lai, A. Loi, Operation of silicon photomultipliers at liquid helium temperature, (2014) pp. 1–6. https://doi.org/10.
1109/NSSMIC.2014.7431258

104. R. Iwai, M. Sakurai, A. Antognini, I. Belosevic, M. Hildebrandt, K. Kirch, A. Knecht, A. Papa, A. Stoykov, Characterization of cryogenic SiPM down
to 5K 6 (2019). https://doi.org/10.7566/JPSCP.27.012005

105. J. Zhang, D. Goeldi, R. Iwai, M. Sakurai, A. Soter, Scintillation detectors with silicon photomultiplier readout in a dilution refrigerator at temperatures
down to 0.2 k. J. Instrum. 17(06), 06024 (2022). https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/17/06/p06024

106. E. Erdal, L. Arazi, V. Chepel, M.L. Rappaport, D. Vartsky, A. Breskin, Direct observation of bubble-assisted electroluminescence in liquid xenon. J.
Instrum. 10(11), 11002–11002 (2015). https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/10/11/P11002

107. G. Seidel, Properties of helium of importance for dark matter detection. https://indico.ihep.ac.cn/event/10369/session/4/contribution/20/material/slides/
0.pdf (2019)

108. C.E. Aalseth, F. Acerbi, P. Agnes, I.F.M. Albuquerque, T. Alexander, A. Alici, A.K. Alton, P. Antonioli, S. Arcelli, R. Ardito et al., Darkside-20k: a
20 tonne two-phase lar tpc for direct dark matter detection at lngs. Eur. Phys. J. Plus (2018). https://doi.org/10.1140/epjp/i2018-11973-4

109. P. Agnes et al., First results from the darkside-50 dark matter experiment at laboratori nazionali del gran Sasso. Phys. Lett. B 743, 456–466 (2015)
110. B. Sethumadhavan, Electrical breakdown in helium cells at low temperature. PhD dissertation, Brown University, Department of Physics. A full PHD

THESIS entry, 2007
111. G.M. Seidel, T.M. Ito, A. Ghosh, B. Sethumadhavan, Charge distribution about an ionizing electron track in liquid helium. Phys. Rev. C 89, 025808

(2014). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.89.025808
112. T.M. Ito, J.C. Ramsey, W. Yao, D.H. Beck, V. Cianciolo, S.M. Clayton, C. Crawford, S.A. Currie, B.W. Filippone, W.C. Griffith, M. Makela, R.

Schmid, G.M. Seidel, Z. Tang, D. Wagner, W. Wei, S.E. Williamson, An apparatus for studying electrical breakdown in liquid helium at 0.4 k and
testing electrode materials for the neutron electric dipole moment experiment at the spallation neutron source. Rev. Sci. Instrum. 87(4), 045113 (2016).
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.4946896

113. C. Cantini, A. Gendotti, L.M. Bueno, S. Murphy, B. Radics, C. Regenfus, Y.-A. Rigaut, A. Rubbia, F. Sergiampietri, T. Viant, S. Wu, First test of a
high voltage feedthrough for liquid argon TPCs connected to a 300 kV power supply. J. Instrum. 12(03), 03021–03021 (2017). https://doi.org/10.1088/
1748-0221/12/03/p03021

114. S.M. Clayton, T.M. Ito, J.C. Ramsey, W. Wei, M.A. Blatnik, B.W. Filippone, G.M. Seidel, Cavallo’s multiplier for in situ generation of high voltage.
J. Instrum. 13(05), 05017–05017 (2018). https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/13/05/p05017

115. L. Junhui, G. Yuanning, L. Zhuo, P. Chaohua, O. Zebang, Z. Lifeng, Z. Lei, Z. Jiangfeng, A low-mass dark matter project, aletheia: a liquid helium
time projection chamber in dark matter. https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2103.02161

116. L. Junhui, G. Alberto, Private communiations with Dr. Alberto Gola at FBK in 2022. Emails, online meetings (2022)
117. T.M. Ito, G.M. Seidel, Scintillation of liquid helium for low-energy nuclear recoils. Phys. Rev. C 88, 025805 (2013). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.

88.025805
118. B. Broerman, M.G. Boulay, B. Cai, D. Cranshaw, K. Dering, S. Florian, R. Gagnon, P. Giampa, C. Gilmour, C. Hearns, J. Kezwer, M. Kuźniak,
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