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A bstract

W e consider the m inin al supersym m etric extension of the Standard M odel (M SSM )
w ith varying am ounts of non-universality in the soft supersym m etry-Joreaking contributions
to the H iggs scalar m asses. In addition to the constrained M SSM (CM SSM ) in which these
are universal w ith the soft supersym m etry-breaking contributions to the squark and skep—
ton masses at the mput GUT scale, we consider scenarios n which both the H iggs scalar
m asses are non-universal by the sam e am ount (NUHM 1), and scenarios in which they are
Independently non-universal NUHM 2). W e show how the NUHM 1 scenarios generalize the
(m 1, ;m ) planes of the CM SSM by allow Ing either orm, to takedi erent ( xed) values
and we also show how the NUHM 1 scenarios are em bedded as special cases of the m ore
general NUHM 2 scenarios. G eneralizing from the CM SSM ,we nd regionsofthe NUHM 1
param eter space that are excluded because the LSP isa sslectron. W ealso nd new regions
w here the neutralino relic density falls w ithin the range preferred by astrophysical and cos-
m ological m easuram ents, thanks to rapid annihilation through directchannel H iggs poles,
or coannihilation w ith selectrons, or because the LSP com position crosses over from being
mainly bino to m ainly H iggsino. G eneralizing further to the NUHM 2,we nd regions of its
param eter space where a sneutrino is the LSP, and others where neutralino coannihilation
w ith sneutrinos is im portant for the relic density. Tn both the NUHM 1 and the NUHM 2,
there are slivers of param eter gpace w here the LH C has few er prospects for discovering spar—
ticles than in the CM SSM , because eitherm ;_, and/orm ¢ m ay be considerably Jarger than
In theCM SSM .
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1 Introduction

T he sim plest supersym m etric m odel is the m Inim al supersym m etric extension of the Stan—
dard M odel M SSM ), and it is comm only assum ed that the soft supersym m etry-oreaking
contrlbutions to the squark, slepton and H iggs scalarm asses are universalat some GUT in—
putscale (CM SSM ) [1,2]. Thisiscertainly the sim plest assum ption, but it isneither the only
nor necessarily them ost plausible version of theM SSM .Forexam ple, universality m ight hold
at som e Iower renorm alization scale [3],as in som em irage uni cation scenarios [4]. A ltema-
tively, the soft supersym m etry-Jbreaking m assesm ay not be universal at any renorm alization
scale, as occurs In som e string scenarios for supersym m etry breaking [5]. T he suppression of
avour-changing supersym m etric interactions suggests that the soft supersym m etry-Joreaking
m asses of all generations of squarks and skeptons w ith the sam e electrow eak quantum num —
bersmay be the same, ie,mZ = m? =m?2 ,mZ =m? =m? ,and sinilarly for the
¢ g of charges + 2=3 and 1=3 [6]. However, this argum ent does not m otivate universality
between sleptons and syuarks, or even between left-and righthanded sleptons or sqyuarks.
Som e degree of universality would be expected in supersymm etric GUT s. For exam ple, in
supersymm etric SU (5) onewould expectm 2 = m j}{ andm? =m} =mZ .Supersymm et-
ric SO (10) would further predict universality between all the soft supersym m etry-breaking
squark and slepton m asses. However, supersymm etric GUT s do not give any reason to
think that the soft supersym m etry-Joreaking contributions to the H iggs scalar m asses should
be universal w ith the syuark and slepton m asses. T his full universality, postulated in the
CM SSM , would occur in m Inim al supergravity (m SUGRA ) scenardos [7], but not in m ore
generale ective no-scale supergravity theories such as those derived from string m odels [81].

O n the basis of the above discussion, it is natural to consider m odels w ith non-universal
soft supersym m etry-breaking contributions to the H iggs scalar m asses [9]. In general, one
m ay Introduce two independent non-universality param eters, scenarios w hich can be term ed
NUHM 2 [10],butone could also consider scenariosw ith equalam ounts of non-universality for
the two H ggsdoublets, scenarioswhich can beterm ed NUHM 1 [11]. Such scenarioswould be
naturalin a supersymm etric SO (10) GUT fram ew ork, since the two H iggsm ultiplets occupy
a com m on vectorial 10-dim ensional representation, w hile each m atter generation occupies a
comm on spinorial 16-dim ensional representation of SO (10).

CM SSM scenardos have four continuous param eters, which m ay be taken asm ¢;m 15 ;A ¢;
tan ,with thevaluesof j jand m, then being xed by the electroweak vacuum conditions.
C orregpondingly, NUHM 1 scenarios have one additional param eter, that m ay be taken as
either orm,,whereasboth and m, are free param eters in NUHM 2 scenarios. T he full
six-din ensional NUHM 2 param eter space has been explored In a num ber of studies [10], but
its higher dim ensionality renders its com plete characterization quite com plicated, and it is
Jess am enable to a M arkov Chain M onte Carlo analysis than the NUHM 1 and particularly
CM SSM scenarios [12]. The m ain purpose of this paper is to discuss how the CM SSM ,
NUHM 1 and NUHM 2 scenarios m ay be related by processes of din ensional enhancem ent:
CMSSM 2 NUHM1 2 NUHM 2 and reduction: NUHM 2 3 NUHM 1 3 CM SSM , laying the
basis for m ore com plete understanding of the NUHM 1 and NUHM 2 param eter spaces. A c—
cordingly, in the follow ing sectionswe focus rst on the relationship between theCM SSM and



NUHM 1 scenarios, and subsequently on the relationship between the NUHM 1 and NUHM 2
scenarios.

T hem ost In portant contributions to m ost sparticle m asses are thosedue tom 1, and m o,
so studies of the phenom enological constraints on the CM SSM  param eter space [13,14]and
the prospects for experim ental searches at the LHC and elsew here are frequently displayed in
(m -, ;m o) planes fordi erentvaluesoftan ,2y and thesign of .Thevaluesofj jandm
then vary across these planes according to the electroweak vacuum conditions. In our rst
exploration of the NUHM 1 param eter space, we digplay and discuss (m -, ;m o) planes for
di erent choices of xed values ofm and positive , seeking to understand, in particular,
the dependences on m, and  of the strips of param eter space com patible with the cold
dark m atter density inferred from W M AP and other observations [15]. A key question here
is whether the good (but not com plete) LHC coverage of the CM SSM W M AP strips [13]
is repeated also n NUHM 1 scenarios. W e nd that there are extensions of the preferred
regions of the (m1-,;m o) planes to larger values of these param eters that are a ected by
the choices of orm, , whereas the preferred regions of these latter param eters are m ore
sensitive to the choices of the other NUHM 1 param eters. In som e of the extensions, the
LHC would either have di culty in detecting supersymm etry at all, or would only provide
acoess to a lin ited range of sparticles. Since the Interest of NUHM 1 scenarios lies largely
w ith the new possibilities for varyingm 5 and ,which have in tum im portant in plications
for the spectrum of heavy M SSM H iggs bosons and gauginos, we also display explicitly the
variations of the various phenom enological constraints in planes correlating m 1—, orm ¢ w ith
mp or

In our discussion of the relationship between the NUHM 1 and NUHM 2 scenarios, we
display the allowed regions of param eter space as explicit functions of the degrees of non-
universality of the soft supersym m etry-Joreaking scalar m ass param eters of the two M SSM
Higgsmultiplets. W e nd that theW M AP relic density constraint, in particular, generally
favours m odels w ith a relatively high degree of non-universality, close to the boundaries of
theNUHM 2 param eter space in posad by other theoreticaland phenom enological constraints
such as the breakdown of electroweak symm etry breaking or the absence of charged dark
matter. This re ects the fact, known already from studies of the CM SSM with GUT -
scale universality, that the supersym m etric relic density is too large in generic dom ains of
param eter space, being brought down into the W M AP range in particular cases such as the
coannihilation [16]and focuspoint regions (close to the charged dark m atter and electrow eak
sym m etry breaking boundaries, respectively) [17], or in rapid-annihilation funnel regions [11].

2 From theCM SSM totheNUHM 1

In the CM SSM , the weak-scale obsarvables are determ ined by four continuous param eters
and a sign; the universal scalar mass m o, the universal gaugino m ass m 1, , the universal
trilinear coupling A, the ratio of the H iggs vacuum expectation values tan , and the sign
of the H iggsm ass param eter . W e consider the values of the param etersm o, m ;—, and Ay
to be speci ed at the SUSY GUT scale. Thee ective H iggsm assessquared, nf and m ;5 are
responsible for generating electroweak symm etry breaking through their running from the



input scale down to low energies. Th the CM SSM ,m M gyr )= m5(Mgyr) = m3,and j j

and m , are calculated from the electrow eak vacuum conditions,
m;Q)=mi@Q)+m3Q)+2°Q)+ A1) (1)
m? mitan® +imZ2 (1 taf )+

B tan? 1+ @ ; @

where , and “* are loop corrections [18{20],Q = (m . m . ), and all quantities in

(2) are de ned at the electroweak scale, my . Unless otherw ise noted, m » ma (Q ) and
(mz ). The valies of the param eters in (1) and (J) are related through welkknown
radiative corrections [18,21,22]¢,c and ¢ such that

m2Q)=m?+ c;
miQ)=msi+ c; 3)
Q)= ‘+c:

In the NUHM 1 one stillhasm f(M cuT )= m%(M curt ), but these are no Ionger denti ed
w ith theuniversal scalarm ass,m o, so an additionalparam eter isnecessary to  x thecomm on
G U T —scale value of the H iggsm assessquared . T hisadditional param eterm ay be taken to be
either orm, ,and the relationship between m ? and m 3 at the weak scale can be calculated
from () - Q) =0 as to regpect the electrow eak boundary conditions atm , and the weakened
universality condition atM gyt -

Ifm 5, is taken to be the free param eter (input), then atm ; we have

m?(an® + 1+ “)=mi(tan® + 1 Y+ m? (tan’ 1) 2W
+m:  (AQ)+ o+ o+ 2¢) (tan? 1+ @y (4)

A tematively, if is taken as the free param eter, then atm ; we have

1
m?=m2tan’ + *(tan’ 1+ D4 Emé(tam2 1) D (5)
In each case, the boundary condition at M gyr ism?{ = m3. Clearly, for some speci c
input valuesof andm,,one ndsmiMgyr)=m3M gyr)= m 2, thersby recovering the
CM SSM . T he characteristics of the param eter space as one deviates from this scenario are
the sub fcts of the follow ing subsections.

21 TheNUHM 1 with ma as a Free Param eter

W ebegin our characterization ofthe relationship between theCM SSM and NUHM 1 scenarios
by takingm , as the additional free param eter, and assum e positive ,as suggested by g 2
and b! s ,atleastwihin theCM SSM .

A s a basis for the com parison, in Fig.[lwe show in panel (a) aCM SSM (m 1_,;m () plane
with tan = 10 and Ay = 0. W e have plotted (pink) contours of constant and m, of



300,500,1000,and 1500 G&V ,with contours appearing roughly verticaland m , contours
appearing as quarter<llipses centered at the origin. T here are also several phenom enological
constraints shown in panel (a)H . In theregion at low m -, and largem ( there isa (dark pink)
shaded region where there are no consistent solutions to the electrow eak vacuum conditions,
since they would require 2 < 0. An additional unphysical region is found along the bottom
of the plane at larger m 1, and low m o, where the lightest supersym m etric particle (LSP)
is a charged stau ~ (brown shading). Contours of my, = 114 G&V (red dotdashed) and
m = 104 GeV (black dashed) m ark, approxin ately, the edges of the regions excluded by
unsuccessful searches at LEP [23]. Bothm, and m Increase w ith m 1, , sO portions to the
right of these contours are allowed. The region favored by the m easurem ent of the m uon
anom alous m agnetic mom ent [24], g 2, at the two— Jevel (light pink shading bounded
by solid black lines) is also visble at very low (m—,;m ), and the region disfavoured by
b! s [25]is shaded green.

Finally, the regions of the plane where the relic density of neutralino LSPs falls in the
range favoured by W M AP and other observations for the dark m atter abundance appear as
thin turquoise strips. For the chosen value of tan = 10, the relic density of neutralinos
is too large over the bulk of the plane, and falls within the W M AP range In two distinct
regions. In the upper left comer, tracking the region excluded by the electroweak vacuum
conditions, lies the focusjpoint region [17], whhere the lightest neutralino is H iggsino—like and
annihilations to gauge bosons bring the relic density down into theW M AP range. A longside
the forbidden ~ 4.SP region lies the coannihilation strip [16 ],where — coannihilations reduce
the relic density of neutralinos. At larger tan , a rapid-anniilation funnel [1]m ay exist
where 2m ma and s—channel annihilations m ediated by the pseudoscalar H iggs decrease
drastically the relic density of neutralino L.SPs, though not for tan = 10. W e see that
the CM SSM predicts values of m 5 between 500 Ge&v and 1500 G&V and between

500 G&V and 1200 G &V in the parts of the coannihilation strips com patible w ith the
LEP constraints, while values ofm, > 1500 G&V and < 500 G&V are favoured in the
focuspoint region form ¢ < 2 TeV .

Panels (b), (c),and (d) of Fig.[dl show NUHM 1 (m.,;m ) planesortan = 10;A,= 0
and > Owithm, = 500, 1000, and 1500 G &V , respectively, and calculated using (2).
Tn addition to the constraints discussed above, we also plot contours of = 300, 500, 1000,
and 1500 GeV (light pink). The m ost prom inent departure from the CM SSM is that the
requirem ent of electroweak sym m etry breaking constrains the plane at low m ¢ rather than
at argem ¢. In this region (below the CM SSM contour), m, is xed to be lJarger than its
CM SSM value, resulting in correspondingly largerm Z and m 3. W e see from (3) that, w ith
mZ < 0and weighted by tan? ,the e ect is to drive ? analler, and eventually negative.
The excluded region grows with m s asm f and m % are pushed farther from their CM SSM
values, and is anked by concentric contours of constant . The stau LSP exclusion regions
are qualitatively sim ilar to those in the CM SSM , shown in panel (a), however for m oderate
values ofm , there isa (black shaded) region of the plane where the Iighter selectron is the
LSP.A Iso apparent in panel (b) form ¢ = 300 G &V isa sn allregion at low m ;_, and m 4 that
is favored by g 2, which disappears for larger m, beneath the expanding region where

W e use the sam e notations or these constraints in this and the ollow ng gures.
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Figure1: Panel (a) shows the (m 1_,;m o) plane for the CM SSM fortan = 10, with contours
ofm, and of300,500,1000, and 1500 G &V as described in the text. Panels (b), (c), and
(d) show the NUHM 1 (m 1,;m o) phnesfortan = 10withm, = 500, 1000, and 1500 G&V,
respectively. C onstraints and contours are as described in the text.

electrow eak symm etry breaking is not possible. T here is no region of this or the follow ing
panels that isexcluded by b! s
The LSP m ass and com position are roughly the sam e as they are In the CM SSM at large
: at allbut the an allest values of , the LSP isbino-lke in the CM SSM . A tm oderate and
large ,them asses of the sparticlesareonly m inin ally a ected by the fact thatm, is xed,
causing several of the constraints to appear sim ilar to the CM SSM case. In particular, the
LEP chargino and H iggs constraints again exclude an aller values ofm ;_,, though the shape



of both the H iggs and the chargino exclusions change w ith increasingm 5 .

The strip where the relic LSP density falls w ithin the range preferred by W M AP and
other data stays, In general, close to the regions excluded by the requirem ent that the LSP
be neutral and by the electroweak vacuum conditions. However, one di erence from the
CM SSM for tan = 10 that is very prom nent in panel (b) is a rapid-annihilation funnel,
straddling the dark blue contourwhere 2m = m , , that rises out of the coanniilation strip
atm -, 570 G &V ,reachingmy & 2300 G &V . B ranches of good relic density form the inner
and outer funnel walls, between which the relic density allsbelow the W M AP range. At
largerm , , thedark m atter strip changes som ew hat. Form , = 1000 G €V , shown in panel (c)
of Fig.l,2m = m, atm_, 1130 G &V . However the coannihilation strip has essentially
term inated at lower m ;_,, 0 there is no prom inent rapid-annihilation funnel. Finally, at
m, = 1500 G eV, shown In panel (d),2m = m, atm -, 1680 G eV ,well beyond the end
of the coannihilation strip. T he relic density still decreases in these regions, but it rem ains
above the W M AP range, so there is no visible funnel.

W e have already em phasized that the param eter space expands by one din ension betw een
the CM SSM and the NUHM 1. In each plane (b)—(d) of Fig.[l, there is a green dot-dashed
contour tracking the CM SSM param eters in the NUHM 1 (m ;-,;m o) plane. The change
in position of this contour asm , is Increased can be understood by com parison with the
contours of constantm , in theCM SSM panel (a). A s an exam ple, we consider the variation
In on theCM SSM contour and how its position changes In the NUHM 1 plane. Exam ining
the contour ofm, = 1000 G&V in the CM SSM plane, we nd that in the ~-1.SP region,
the value of along the contour reaches a maxinum of about 860 G &V . Follow ing the
curve to largerm ,, we see that it term inates at the boundary of the region where 2 < 0.
So we expect that the CM SSM contour In the NUHM 1 (m 1,;m o) plane with m s = 1000
G &V runs an oothly through the contours of constant  from = 860 G&V in the ~1LSP
region to the boundary of the electroweak sym m etry breaking region. A sm , increases, the
CM SSM contour begins near the coannihilation strip at correspondingly larger values of
but it always temm inates at = 0. The points of intersection of the CM SSM line w ith
the electrow eak vacuum boundary m ove to larger values ofm -, and m j asm , Increases in
panels (b), (c) and (d), tracking the focuspoint region in panel (a).

Tt is clear from panels (b) to (d) that the NUHM 1 shares som e an all pieces of the
cosn ologically preferred regions of the param eter space of the CM SSM  for m oderate and
largevaluesofm, . Only or500GeV. m, . 1500 G eV doesthe CM SSM  contour intersect
a phenom enologically viable portion of the coannihilation strip,and only form 5 & 1500 G &V
does it intersect the focuspoint region. M oving away from the CM SSM contours in the
NUHM 1 planes, we nd that coan ologically preferred areas in the focuspoint regions are
now available at lowerm , . For example, atm, = 1000 G&V in the CM SSM , the focus-
point is found at low values ofm ;_, where both the H iggs and chargino m ass constraints are
violated. In theNUHM 1,asseen in panel (c),we nd aviable focuspoint strip atm;_, > 500
G &V atvaluesof Iowerthan n theCM SSM .Furthem ore,we nd additionalcoannihilation
strip at both larger and analler than what would be expected in the CM SSM , and for a
range ofm 5 there is even a rapid-annihilation funnel

T he funnel region is interesting in that it passes all constraints and m ay have fairly heavy



scalars, as does the focuspoint region in the CM SSM , but w ith a bino-like neutralino LSP.
A key di erence between the two cases is ilustrated by the follow ing sin ple exam ple. If the
LHC discovers a gliino weighing 1.5 TeV , which is estim ated to be possble with less than
1 b ! of integrated um inosity [26{28], then, in the CM SSM the lightest charged sparticles
are encouragingly Iight w ith m = 340 G &V In the focuspoint region and m . = 280 G &V

In the coanniilation strip. However, in the NUHM 1, although we w ill discover charged

staus easily if N ature has chosen the coannihilation strip, at the peak of the funnel in panel
(b) the lighter chargino could be heavier than 900 G &V , and staus would be as heavy as
m . 2300 G &V . In this case, the rapid-annihilation funnel represents a continuum of viable
Sparticle m asses between the two extremes. Both the CM SSM points and the NUHM 1

points have a Iight LSP with 250 G&V . m . 280 Ge&V, but the pseudoscalar H iggs
m ass is quite large in the CM SSM and highly dependent on the value ofm o, whereas in the
NUHM 1m s = 550G €V in thiscase. A ccording to previous studies in the CM SSM , detecting
supersymm etry at the LHC should be possible along the rapid-annihilation strip in panel
(b) orm o, < 2000 G &V w ith roughly 10 b ! of integrated lum inosity, though the num ber of
Sparticles accessible w ith dedicated follow up searches would decrease asm ¢ Increases.

211 Fixed m,

A temative ways to view the NUHM 1 param eter space include xing eithermg, orm ;-, and
scanning overm , . W e st exam ine the fom er option.

W e show In Fig.[d examples of the (m, ;m-,) planes form, = 300, 500, 1000, and
1500 G &V . T he unfam iliar appearances of the constraints can once again be understood by
com parison w ith panel (a) of Fig.[Il. Forexam ple, form = 300G €V ,as seen in panel (a),we
note that the upper third of the plane is excluded due to a charged LSP.Thisre ects the fact
that in theCM SSM plane, for xedmg,m . Increasesm ore slow Iy thanm asm -, increases,
s that at largem 1, the ~ becom es the LSP . Increasing my postpones the ~-L.SP region to
largerm ;_,, so that this constraint aln ost disappears in panel (b) wherem o = 500 G &V , and
does not appear at all in panels (c) and (d), wherem o = 1000 and 1500 G €V , respectively.
W hile there is no e1.SP region in the CM SSM plane, as seen in panel (a) ocf Fi. 1, the
selectron m ass renom alization is sin ilar to that of the stau, so the selectron-L.SP regions in
the NUHM 1 planes shift sim ilarly to largerm -, .

T he other unphysical regions in CM SSM planes occur in their upper left comers, where
there is no consistent electrow eak vacuum . A s seen in panel (a) of F ig.[1], this issue arises at
Iow m 1, and Jargem 5. A sm o is increased, the boundary of this region m oves to largerm 1,
and m 5 . T he positive correlation between m , and m -, along this boundary is seen clearly
in all the panels of Fig.[d. W e also see that, particularly at smallm ;_,, this boundary also
retreats to Jargerm , asm o increases. Follow ing the boundary of this excluded region are
the contours of constant , which converge slightly asm , and m ;_, increase. A 1o apparent
in panel (@) form g = 300G &V isa an allregion at low m 1, and m o that is favored by g 2,
which disappears for largerm . W e also see at very lIow m -, the LEP chargino bound. The
dom inant experim ental constraints in these planes are the LEP 1l itson the H ggsm ass and
the branching ratio of b! s , which exclude the areas below the dot-dashed red contour
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Figure 2: Exam pesof NUHM 1 (m 4 ;m -, ) paneswithtan = 10,A;= 0, > 0O,andmg=
300, 500, 1000, and 1500 G &V in Panels (a), (b), (c), and (d), respectively. C onstraints are
displayed as in Figure[d.

and in the green shaded region, respectively.

Therearetwo viableW M A P-com patible regions in these planes. O ne is the upper portion
of the rapid-anniilation funnel, which is oriented diagonally in the planes, close to the
diagonal blue line wherem = m=2. Since the position of the funnel is de ned by the
LSP m ass, which In this case depends prin arily on m -, due to its bino-lke character, and
the pseudoscalar H iggs m ass, which form s the x-axis, the rapid-anniilation funnel is xed
In the plane asm  is varied. T he other viable W M A P -com patible region (less Inm ediately
apparent in these plots) is the focuspoint region which tracks the boundary of the region



w here electrow eak sym m etry breaking is not possible.

In each plane of Fig.[d, the CM SSM contour runs diagonally through the contours of
constant .Form,= 300 Ge&V,theCM SSM contour starts in the buk region at low m 1, .
M any of these points lie iIn the region favored by g 2, but this portion of the plane is
excluded by the LEP bound on the H ggsm ass. Aswe follow the CM SSM contour to larger
m -, (argerm , ),weseethat isincreasing along the contour. T his corresponds to follow ing
a contour of constant m ( horizontally across the CM SSM (m -, ;m ) plane. Eventually, at
largem -, and any xed value ofmy, the CM SSM contour intersects the region where the
~ is the LSP, but not the eLSP region. A swe Increase m,, the ~-L.SP region is postponed
to largerm ;—,. The CM SSM contours at large m o lie above the bulk region, but the LEP
constraint on the Higgs m ass is still n portant, as it is only very weakly dependent on
m . The rapid-anniilation funnel region of W M A P-com patdble neutralino relic density is
bounded at low m ;_, by the LEP H iggs constraint and, for Iow m o, at large m 1, by the
~-1.SP region. T he funnel occurs at larger than we expect in the CM SSM .

A ccording to previous studies [26,27], the LHC should nd a signalofsupersymm etry In
theCM SSM scenardow ith 10 fo ! of integrated lum inosity ifm -, . 900(900)(800)(700)G eV
form, = 300(500)(1000)(1500) Gev.In the NUHM 1, for xed m;_, and m ¢, the spectrum
of charged scalars and gauginos is only a ected through loop corrections to the RGES, so
we expect a sin ilar LHC reach for these values of m 3, shown in panels (a, b, c) and (d) of
Fig.[d. Thism eans that progressively shorter sections of the rapid-annihilation fiunnels and
focuspoint strips are likely to be accessible to the LHC .

212 Fixed mi_,

W e now discuss NUHM 1 param eter space for various xed values ofm;_,, as shown in the
(ma ;m o) planes in Fig.[3. W enote  rst that the forbidden stau LSP region is absent for low
m -, = 300G &V ,asseen in panel (a),putsin an appearanceatlow m g whenm -, = 500G &V,
as seen in panel (b), and reaches progressively to largerm ( at largerm -, , as seen in panels
(c) and (d). T his behaviour was to be expected from the analogous feature in the CM SSM ,
shown in panel (a) of Fig.[dl, and re ects the fact thatm Increasesm ore rapidly with m ;_,
than doesm ., . At largerm ;_, we see the em ergence of the selectron LSP region at Iow m 5 .
W e also note that the electroweak vacuum exclusion retreats to smallerm ¢ and lJargerm
asm -, Increases, disappearing altogether form ;_, = 1000 and 1500 G &V , again re ecting
the CM SSM feature seen in panel (a) of F ig.[1l.

O ne of the dom Inant experim ental constraints on the param eter space is that due to the
LEP Higgs m ass bound, which excludes m ost of the plane form ;_, = 300 G&V and low
ma form,., = 500 G&V, as seen in panels (a) and (b), respectively. The H iggs m ass is
m ore sensitive to variations in m ¢ at lower m 1, , whereas at large m -, the H iggsm ass is
prim arily sensitive tom -, and lessdependent onm ( (asin theCM SSM ).W e also note that
the branching ratio of b! s excludes a strip of param eter gpace that expands slow Iy w ith
may .

T here are three distinct regions of W M A P-com patible relic density in these (ma ;mg)
planes. The rst is the vertical rapid-annihilation funnel, where the relic density decreases



t =10, my, =300 t =10, My =
2000 ' anBl 1/2 2000 anBIO 1/2 500

mg (GeV)
mg (GeV)

rmanimroim et

\

sy

ma (GeV)

200 tan 8 =10, m,, = 1000 tan B =10, My, = 1500

mg (GeV)
mq (GeV)

100 1000 1500 100 1000

my (GeV) mu (GeV)

Figure3: Exam pes of NUHM 1 (ma ;m o) planeswithtan = 10,Aq= 0, > 0,andm i, =

300, 500, 1000, and 1500 G &V in Panels (a), (b), (c), and (d), respectively. C onstraints are
displayed as in Figure[d.

drastically. Thism oves to largerm , asm ;-, Increases, re ecting the m ovem ent of the blue
Iinewherem = m;=2. The second region of good relic density is the coannihilation strip,
which ispresentwhenm 1, . 900G &V .In fact, we see that the rapid-annihilation finnel rises

directly out of the coannihilation strip where the two coincide, as also seen in Fig.[d. Finally,

the thid is the focuspoint strip, which tracks the region excluded by the requirem ent of
electrow eak symm etry breaking. A sm ;_, continues to increase, this strip is pushed to values

ofm 5 beyond those plotted.

TheCM SSM contours in the (m 5 ;m o) planes correspond to follow ing a strip of constant
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m i, In the (m-,;m () plane shown i panel (a) of Fi.[d upwards from the coannihilation
strip. Sihce  depends strongly on m -, , but has little sensitivity to the value ofm ¢, these
contours appear to be roughly contours of constant in each case. For low values ofm -,
theCM SSM contourbegins in thebulk region at Iow m . This isa region favoured by g 2
but strongly excluded by the LEP H iggs bound. Eventually, we nd the focuspoint region
atvery Jargem ¢ . In panel (b),theCM SSM line archesup from the ~-1L.SP region towards the
region where there is no electrow eak sym m etry breaking. In Panels (c) and (d), the CM SSM
contour begins at low m o and lJargem , in the ~-LSP region, but there are no further visble
features of interest. A s already noted, both the CM SSM contour and the rapid annihilation
funnelm ove to largerm , asm -, ncreases. H ow ever, since theCM SSM contourm ovesm ore
quickly than the funnel, there is no rapid annihilation funnelin theCM SSM fortan = 10,
unlke the NUHM 1 case.

A ccording to previous studies [26,27], the LHC should nd a signal of supersym m etry
in the CM SSM scenario w ith 10 fo ! of integrated lum inosity ifm o < 2000 GeV form,_, =
300(500) G &V . A s discussed In section [2.1.]], we expect a sin ilar reach n the NUHM 1 for
com parable values ofm 1_,, as shown In panels (a) and (b) of Fig.[dl. Thism eans that all of
the visble parts of these planes should be accessible to the LH C .0 n the otherhand, previous
analyses [26,27] suggest that in the CM SSM , the param eter space with m ;_, & 1000 G &V
would be inaccessble without an Increase n the integrated lum nosity. In the NUHM 1
planes, due to the appearance of the rapid-annihilation funnel, one may nd fairly Iight
charged scalars even ifm 1, > 1000 G &V , as shown in panels (c) and (d).

2.1.3 Varying tan

F inally, we discuss the characteristics of the NUHM 1 param eter space aswevary tan . W e
recallthat in theCM SSM atlargetan a rapid-annihilation funnelappears in the (m -, ;m )
plne when tan > 35, extending from the coannihilation strip to larger (mq,_,;m ). In
addition,at argetan theexclided ~-1.SP region becom esm ore prom inent in the (m_,;m )
plane at low m o, and the branching ratio ofb! s excludesm ore of the plane at low m_, E .
The e ects of vardations in tan on these constraints alter the appearance of the NUHM 1
plnes, aswell.

nFigld,weshow NUHM 1 (ma ;mq,)plneswithm,= 500G &V and tan = 10,20, 35,
and 50 in panels (a), (b), (c),and (d), respectively. N ote that panel (a) of F ig.[4 is the sam e
aspanel (b) of Fig.[d. Astan is increased, decreases, as is evidenced by the m ovem ent
of the contours of constant  out into the plane and the expansion of the region w here there
are no consistent solutions to the electroweak vacuum conditions. A s a result, the CM SSM
contour ispushed to lowerm , for xed mi_,,m oving closer to the rapid-anniilation funnel.
In the CM SSM , how ever, the rapid-anniilation finnel begins at roughly m o = 800 G&V , s0
the CM SSM contour does not cross the rapid-annihilation funneleven attan = 50 in these
planeswith m g = 500 G &V . In these NUHM 1 planes, the location of the rapid-annihilation
funnel is aln ost independent of tan

°M odub cancellations between di erent contrbutions, that som etin es introduce an allowed corridor
through the exclided region, even at low m ;_,.
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Figure 4: Exam ples of NUHM 1 (m » ;m 1) paneswithm, = 500 GevV ,Aq= 0, > 0,and
tan = 10, 20, 35, and 50 in Panels (a), (b), (c), and (d), respectively. Constraints are
displyed as in Figure[d.

In contrast to the CM SSM , in these particular NUHM 1 planes the constraint due to the
branching ratio of b ! s becomes insigni cant at large tan . On the other hand, the
region favored by g 2 expands such that a signi cant portion of the rapid-anniilation
funnel f2alls within it, as well as the LEP constraint on the Higgs mass. In addition to
the xed rapid-annhiltion funnel, n each panel of Figld there is a narrow W M AP strip
close to the electroweak symm etry-breaking boundary. For tan = 10, portions of the
funnel and this boundary strip are com patible w ith all these constraints, except g 2, for
mi, > 500GeV.When tan = 20,m-, > 400 Ge&V is allowed by the H iggs constraint,
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and part of thisboundary strip is also com patible w ith g 2.W hen tan = 35, the region
allowed by g 2 extends to largerm,_, , and parts ofboth the rapid-annihilation finneland
the boundary strip are com patible with itand with m, .

In Fig.[d,we show NUHM 1 (ma;m,) plneswithm,, = 500 G&V and tan = 10, 20,
35, and 50 In panels (a), (b), (c),and (d), respectively. Note that panel (a) of F .[d is the
sam e aspanel (b) of Fig.[d. Astan increases, we see that the boundary of the electrow eak
sym m etry-breaking region m oves to lower values of m 5 , while the ~14.SP region changes its
shape, becom Ing less Im portant at smallm 5, butm ore in portant at lJargerm , . In contrast,
the e1.SP region is xed atvery low my astan is increased, becom ing visible as the ~-L.SP
region shifts, and it is bordered by a e coannihibhtion strip. The LEP H iggs constraint
excludes only a narrow strip at snallm , , alm ost independent ofm 4, that narrow s as tan
Increases. Theb ! s oconstraint is visble only fortan = 10,at snallm, . There is no
region favoured by g 2when tan = 10,but thisappearsand expandsastan increases.
TheCM SSM line arches up and outwards In each panel, follow Ing and gradually approaching
the boundary of electrow eak sym m etry breaking.

The strip where the dark m atter density falls within the W M AP range exhibits the
fam iliar features of a rapid-annihilation funnel, which is nearwertical and straddles the
blue linewherem = m =2, a coannihilation strip near the boundary of the charged LSP
regions, and a strip near the boundary of the region w here there is no electrow eak sym m etry
breaking. T his region is com patible w ith all the phenom enological constraints, including also
g 2when tan = 20 ormore. There are In general two intersections w ith the CM SSM
Iine, corresponding to the coannihilation and xed-point strips in the (m;—;;m o) planes for
di erent values of tan . The rapid-annihilation funnel is in general at lower m, than the
CM SSM Iine, except for tan = 50. The analogous planes for larger m -, would exhibit
m ore intersections between the CM SSM Iine and the rapid-annihilation funnel.

A ccording to previous studies [26,27], the LHC should nd a signalofsupersymm etry In
the CM SSM scenario ortan = 10 with 10 fb ! of integrated um inosity ifm o, < 2000 G &V
form ., = 500 G&V .G iven the sensitivity of the sparticle spectrum to the value of tan
we estin ate that the visible parts of the planes in F ig.[3 should be accessible to the LHC .

22 TheNUHM 1 with as a Free Param eter

A sdiscussed above, n the NUHM 1, onem ay choose eitherm , or as the additional input
to those of the CM SSM . In this subsection, we reexam ine the param eter space, this tin e
choosing asa free param eter. W ebegin, as in Section[2.1], w ith a com parison oftheCM SSM
(m,_,;m o) planeswith NUHM 1 planes,now at xed . In Figld, we show in panel (a) the
CM SSM plane (dentical to panel (a) of Fig.[l), including the contours of constantm 5 and
of 300, 500 1000, and 1500 G &V .Panels (b), (c), and (d) show the NUHM 1 planes w ith
= 500, 1000, and 1500 G €V , regpectively.
At rstglnce, the (mi_y;m () planeswith xed have som e sin ilarities w ith those w ith
xed ma . T here are excluded regions at very low (m -, ;m o) where the pseudoscalar H iggs
m ass squared is negative, corresponding to the absence of electroweak symm etry breaking,
surrounded by four contours of xed my = 300, 500, 1000, and 1500 G &V . At an all values
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Figure 5: Examplkes of NUHM 1 (ma;mg) phneswithm ., = 500G&V,Ay = 0, > 0,and

tan = 10, 20, 35, and 50 in Panels (a), (b), (c), and (d), respectively. Constraints are
displayed as in Figure[d.

of m,, extending out to large m ;_,, there are excluded ~-1.SP regions resam bling those In
the CM SSM . A s usual, the LEP chargino and H iggs constraints exclude regions at am all
mi,and b ! s exclides strips near the electroweak symm etry-breaking boundaries for
= 500;1000 G &V , shown in panels (b) and (c), resgpectively. W e also see in these planes
regions at low m 1, and m  that are favoured by g 2.
T here are three generic parts of the W M AP relic density strips in panels (b, c) and (d)
of Fig.[d. There are coannihilation strips close to the ~-and e1.SP boundaries, and other
strips close to the electroweak sym m etry-breaking boundaries. A rching between these are
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Figure 6: Panel (a) shows the (m 1-,;m o) plane for the CM SSM , with contours ofm , and

of 300, 500, 1000, and 1500 G &V as describad in the text. Panels (b), (¢), and (d) show the
NUHM 1 (mi-,;m) plane with m , = 500, 1000, and 1500 G &V, regpectively. Constraints

are displayed as in Figure[ll.
curved rapid-annihilation funnels that appear at low m , , w ith strips of good relic density
1000 G &V, the rmpid-annihilation funnel is partially
s and even m ore so by my, . Additionally, in panel

form ing the funnel walls. For
excluded by the branching ratio ofb !

(b) for = 500 G eV, there is a fourth, near-vertical strip, w here the relic density is brought
down into the W M AP range because of the large m ixing between the bino and H iggsino
com ponents in the LSP. For analler m 1, < 500 G &V, the LSP is alm ost pure bino, and
the relic density is too large except in the narrow strips m entioned previously. T his is the
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opposite of what happens in the CM SSM , w here the H iggsino fraction increases at sm aller
m -, at largem . On the other hand, for argerm ;_, > 1000 G &V , the LSP is aln ost pure
H iggsino, and the relic density falls below the W M AP rangeE. At largem o In panel (b) of
Fi.[d, it isonly in the ‘rossover’ strip that the relic density fallsw ithin the W M AP range.
A nalogous near-vertical crossover strips are not visible in panels (c) and (d) of Fi.[d, but
would in principle appear at argerm 1, 2000;3000 G &V , regpectively.

The CM SSM contour in each of panels (b, ¢) and (d) of Fig.[d is a roughly vertical
Iine, the position of which is determ ined by the value of m 5 that one would nd from the
electrow eak vacuum conditions in the standard CM SSM . Since the contours of constantm
In these NUHM 1 (m 1-,;m () planes look very sin ilar to the corresponding contours in the
CM SSM plane shown above, the CM SSM contours here in tum look qualitatively sim ilar
to contours of constant in the CM SSM plane. The CM SSM lines are com patible w ith
WMAP only in In nitesim al cuts across the coannihilation strips, m issing all the excitem ent
occurring elsew here In the planes, nam ely the focuspoint, rapid-annihilation and crossover
strips.

IntheNUHM 1 (m 1-5;m o) planeswith xed ,thecrossover strip and the rapid-anniilat-
jon funnel com prise regions of interest in addition to those comm only found in the CM SSM .
W hereas the standard CM SSM regions will be fairly wellcovered by the LHC , there are
signi cant regions of the NUHM 1 plane which m ay not be so easily accessed. For exam ple,
for = 500G &V ,asshown in panel (b) ofF ig.[d, the crossover strip runsatm ;_, 1000G &V
from m g = 260 G &V, where it is term inated by the ~-1L.SP region, to well beyond 10 T&V,
crossing the CM SSM contouratm g = 3400 G €V . Since the strip is roughly constant inm 1-,,
at any point along it one ndsm 430 G&V and m 510 GeV.Thegluinomass is 22
to 23 TeV along this strip, which is expected to be within the LHC ’'s reach w ith just over
10 o ! of integrated lum inosity [26,27]. Ifm o is low , then charged scalar particles m ay be
accessble, with m asses as low as 450 G eV . Above the CM SSM contour, how ever, all scalar
particles have m asses well above 3 TEV .

Tuming to panel (d), when = 1500 GeV,we nd a di erent situation. The rapid-
annihilation funnel represents a coan ologically preferred region that occurs at m oderate
values of both m 1, and m, in contrast to the CM SSM , where coan ologically-preferred
regions generally occur at either smallm ;—, or smallm . Taking as an exam pl the point
(mi,;mp) = (640;700) GeV ,we nd a rather light neutralino withm = 275 Ge&V.The
chargino and psuedoscalar H iggs are som ew hat heavier at 545 and 570 G &V , respectively,
and charged scalars have m asses of 735 G €V . T his point is particularly interesting in that
mg = 1480 Ge&V, which should be accessble at the LHC with only 1 fo b of integrated
um inosity. In the CM SSM , a gluino of 1480 G &V would Im ply either the coannihilation
strip, wherem . = 280 G&V and m, = 285 G &V, or the focuspoint region, where charged
scalars are m uch heavier. In the NUHM 1, several sparticles m ay have m asses below 1 TeV,
and points on the rapid-anniilation strip should be distinguishable from points on the
CM SSM coannihilation strip.

3Tt is also this change in the nature of the LSP that causes the boundary of the ~LSP region to drop.
Since the ~mass isa ected only m inin ally by the value of ,we nd that ~-LSP region term inates at som e
valie ofm -, related prim arily to
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Figure 7: Exampks of ( ;m-,) phneswith tan = 10,Ay = 0,andm, = 300, 500, 1000,

and 1500 G&V in Panels (a), (b), (c), and (d), respectively. C onstraints are displhyed as in
Figure[dl.

Analogously to thediscussion in Section[2.]], altemative ways to view the param eter space
areto x eitherm;_, orm , and scan over . In Fig.[l,we show exam ples of ( ;m ;_,) planes
for xedmg = 300,500,1000,and 1500 G &V in panels (a), (b), (c),and (d), respectively. For
the rsttime,wedisplay here both positive and negative valuesof . T he unphysical regions
exclided by not having electroweak symm etry breaking or by having a charged LSP cover
a large part of the plane form ¢ = 300 G &V and recede out of the visble part of the plane
asm g Increases. Trangular regions In the lower right and left comers are forbidden because
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the pseudoscalar H iggs m asssquared is negative. For xed and m;_,, asm g, increases,
m , increases slightly. A s a result, the regions at smallm ;_, that had been excluded due
to unphysical negative m i recede to larger j j, dragging along the contours of constant
ma = 300, 500,1000,and 1500 G&V .Form g = 300 G €V, the upper right and left portions
of the plane are forbidden because the stau is the LSP, though these regions m ove quickly
to largem 1, asm g is increased, alm ost disappearing form, = 1000 G&V and becom ing
Invisble for lJarger m . Bordering these regions of the plane (but away from the CM SSM
contours) the selectron is Iighter than the stau, form ing a second region forbidden by the
presence of a charged LSP.

Tn each panel, there isa strip at low j jthat isexcluded by the LEP chargino constraint.
Additionally, at low m 1, (slightly dependent on m q), there is a region where the light H iggs
m ass falls below the LEP lin it. Since m, Increases w ith m -, , the region below the H iggs
m ass contour is excluded, a constraint that is slightly stronger for < 0. The branching
ratio of b! s oonstrains signi cantly m ore strongly the < 0 half of the plane, w ith the
green area being excluded. However, the halfplaneswith < 0 are not all excluded in the
NUHM 1. The region favored by g 2 is found at sm all positive and low m;_,. H owever,
it iesbelow the H iggsm ass contour even atm g = 300 G €V ,and shrinks and then evaporates
asm g is increased.

T here are two coan ologically preferred regions in each p]aneH. C rossover regions form
a long, narrow Vee’ at relatively amall , roughly proportional to m ;—,. T he relic density
of neutralinos is below the W M AP range Inside the crossover ¥ ee’, and above the W M AP
range at larger . In addition, rmpid-annihilation funnels occur along diagonals that form a
broader Vee’w ith slightly curved walls. T hese are very thin cosn ologically preferred strips
on either side of the blue Ineswhere 2m = m, , and the relic density is again below the
W M AP range between the two strips of each rapid-annihilation funnel. W e see that there are
allow ed regions of both the crossover strips and the rapid-annihilation funnelswhen < 0O,
aswell as in the conventionally favoured case > 0. However, the Jatter also ilnclude lower
values ofm 1, where (in panel (a) form g = 300 G &V and panel (b) form g = 500 G &V ) the
preferred range for g 2 m ay also be obtained.

C om parison with the CM SSM case shown in panel (a) of Fig.[d yields insight into the
appearance of the CM SSM contours in the NUHM 1 planes of F i3.[1. Follow ing a contour
of constant m ¢, at low m 1, we begin in either the bulk region excluded by the LEP H iggs
and/or chargino bounds and in the unphysical < 0 region. Aswemove to largerm ;_,,
the sparticle m asses and relic density generally increase, until one reaches the forbidden
~-1,SP region at very largem;_,. Thus, the CM SSM contours In Fig.[dbegin at = 0 in
a portion of the plane excluded by LEP, rising up to largerm ;, and . In the CM SSM ,
formi,., = 2000 G&V, J j 2000 G eV and is sensitive to mg only at the level of 2%
for 300 G &V mg 1500 G &V . It is wellknown that in the CM SSM there is no rapid-
annihilation funnel fortan = 10, so we do not expect the funnel regions in the NUHM 1 to
cross the CM SSM contours, as seen in all the panels of Fig.[7. At large m o, however, the
CM SSM crossover W M AP strip appears at very lIow , so there is a crossing between each
crossover W M AP strip and the CM SSM contour form ;_, & 1400 G &V .

“In addition, at Jow j jthere are regions disallowed by the LEP chargino constraint.
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A ccording to previous studies [26,27], the range of m 1, accessible to the LHC depends
on the value of m 3 chosen, being roughly 900(900)(800)(700) GeV for the choicesmy =
300(500)(1000)(1500) G &V shown in Fig.[d. This in plies that there are increasing portions
of the crossover and rapid-annihilation strips that are likely to be inaccesslble asm ¢ increases
from panels (a) and (b) to panels (c) and (d).

2.2.2 Fixed m -,
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Figure 8: Exam plks of ( ;m ) plneswith tan = 10,A, = 0,and m -, = 300, 500, 1000,
and 1500 GeV in Panels (a), (b), (c), and (d), respectively. C onstraints are displayed as in
Figure(.

Fig.[B showsNUHM 1 ( ;m,)planeswithm,, xed tobe 300,500,1000,and 1500 G &V

19



n panels (a), (), (c), and (d), respectively. Again, regions at large j jexcluded because
there is no elkectroweak symm etry breaking (shce m2 < 0) are bordered by contours of
constantm , and parallel rapid-annihilation funnels. T hese regions recede and disappear for
m i 1000 G &V . There are also excluded charged LSP regions at sm allmg, which expand
asm ;_, Increases.

Form,_, = 300 Ge&V, shown In panel (a) of Fig.[d, the LEP constraint on the H iggs
m ass excludes all of the plane below the contour atm g 1500 G &V . T he branching ratio
ofb! s alo exclides a region with < 0 at lowermg. The chargino m ass bound from
LEP appears as vertical black dot-dashed lines at an all j j, and a region favored by g 2
is visible at sm allpositive . Form -, = 500 G €V , shown In panel (b), the H ggs constraint
isweakened for < 0 and disappears for > 0, and the region favoured by g 2for >0
contracts. TheHiggsand b! s constraints disappear com pletely when m -, 1000 Gev.

T he relic density of neutralinosm ay fall in the range favoured by W M AP in three regions
ofeach ( ;m ) plane: along the rapid-annihilation funnels that straddle the blue lines w here
ma = 2m , in the thin crossover strips that run outside and roughly parallel to the LEP
chargino Iim its, and, at smallm o, along coanniilation strips close to the excluded ~-and
e1,SP regions.

TheCM SSM contours appear In these planes as parabolas, sym m etric about = 0,with
a peak height that increases dram atically with m 1, . Since m -, is constant in each of the
planes, each half of each parabola m ay be regarded as tracing a line of constantm ;_, in the
standard CM SSM (m 1—,,;m ) plane. W hen m ;_, = 300 G &V, at Jow m ; one encounters the
buk region that is excluded by the H ggs constraint and (for < 0) theb! s constraint.
The only points com patible the dark m atter and all other constraintsareat j j 100 Ge&v
and m g 1550 G &V , barely satisfying the H iggs constraint. A smy increases, these CM SSM
W M AP-com patible pointsm ove up to very largem ( > 2000 G €V, a relic of the focuspoint
region in the fam illarCM SSM (m -, ;m o) plane. H owever, for 500 G eV mi_p 900G eV we
also encounter W M A P-com patible ~-coannihilation points at the bottom s of the parabolae,
which are com patible w ith all the other constraints (except the H ggswhen m 1, = 500 G &V
and < 0). TheCM SSM contours never cross the rapid-annihilation funnels for this value
oftan = 10.

A cocording to previous studies [26,27], the range of m ¢ accessible to the LHC depends
on the value of m ;_, chosen, being above 2000 G &V for the choices m -, = 300;500 G &V
shown in panels (a) and (b) of Fig.[8. In the CM SSM , we do not expect to be able to
probe supersymm etry with m ;_, > 1000 G&V , however In the NUHM 1, there are regions
of param eter space w ith heavy gauginos and m uch lighter scalars that m ay be accessible,
speci cally the lower portions of the crossover strips shown in panels (c) and (d).

2.2.3 Varying tan

W e now consider the e ect of varying tan , nitially at xed @ = 500 G &V . Panels (a),
(), (c), and (d) of Figure[d show NUHM 1 ( ;m,,) plnes for tan = 10, 20, 35, and
50, resgpectively. In all panels, the requiram ent of electroweak symm etry breaking appears
dentically as a triangular excluded region at large j jand low mq,-,. The ~-LSP regions,
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Figure 9: Exampls of ( ;m ;) phneswithmy, = 500 GeV, Ay = 0,and tan = 10, 20,

35, and 50 in Panels (a), (b), (c), and (d), respectively. Constraints are displayed as in
Figure[dl.

w hile rem aining sim ilar In shape, becom e m ore prom inent at large tan ,as in theCM SSM .
Focusing on > 0, we see the constraint due to the branching ratio of b! s grows with
tan ,while the LEP H iggs constraint, for xed my,has little dependence on tan . In panels
(c) and (d),wedisplay only the > 0 halfofthe plane for tan
are not reliably found for large tan with < 0.

In all panels, the crossover strips and the rapid-annihilation funnels are viable coam o—
Jogically preferred regions, both appearing as diagonals form ing ¥ ee’ shapes in the planes.
TheCM SSM contours lie between the two Vees,” Intersecting W M AP strips only in regions

= 35 and 50, since solutions
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excluded by collider constraints in panels (a) through (c). Astan increases, the CM SSM
contours shift to an aller j j, whilke the rapid-annihilation funnel becom es m ore prom inent
and isdeform ed to lower j j. Attan = 50, where a rapid-annihilation fiinnel is natural in
the CM SSM , the coannihilation strip connects the crossover strip with the enlarged funnel
region. For this xed value of myg = 500 G&V, the CM SSM contour does not intersect the
rapid-annihilation funnel, however an intersection would occur for argerm . Attan = 50,
the region favoured by g 2 has expanded to encom pass Jarge regions of the plane w here col-
Ider constraints are evaded and the dark m atter density is In agreem ent w ith astrophysical
m easuram ents.

W e recall that In the CM SSM , none of the regions of param eter space with m -, &
1000 G&V may be within the 10 fo ! reach of the LHC [26,27] regardless of the value of
tan . Extrapolting to the NUHM 1, it is clear from F ig.[d that portions of the crossover
and rapid-annihilation strips, and possibly part of the ~ coannihilation strip at tan 50,
w ill be beyond the reach of the LHC . For com parison, in the CM SSM the corresponding
~ coannihilation strips would be accessible, but not portions of the focuspoint and rapid-
annihilation fiinnels.

F igure[10 show s exam ples of the ( ;m ) planeat xed mi_, = 500 G &V for four choices
oftan .Progressing from tan = 10 shown in panel (a), which is the sam e as panel (b) of
Fig.[8,we see that,astan increases to 20 in panel (b), the regions excluded by the absence
of electroweak symm etry breaking and the pressnce of a ~ or e LSP are little changedﬁ.
H ow ever, the H iggs constraint essentially disappears, whereastheb ! s constraint ismuch
m ore aggressive at < 0 and a larger region is favoured by g 2at > 0.Again, in panels
(c) and (d),wedisplay only the > 0 half of the plane.

T he regions favoured by the dark m atter density are crossover stripsat § j 300 Ge&v,
rapd-anniilation funnels arching up close to the region excluded by the absence of elec—
trow eak sym m etry breaking, and coannihilation strips close to the charged L.SP regions. For
tan 20, separate ~ and e coannihilation strips are easily discemed, separated by
the rapid-annihilation funnel

TheCM SSM lnes in the ( ;m ) planes ram ain essentially unchanged astan  Increases.
T hey always have intersections w ith the crossover strips at argem g 2000 G v, for both
signs of , and also intersect the ~ coannihilation strip for > 0. This intersection is in
the region favoured by g 2,whereas the corresponding intersection for < 0 is excluded
either by the LEP Higgs lin it (fortan = 10)orb ! s (for tan 20). There are no
Intersections w ith the rapid-anniilation fiinnels or the ecoannihilation regions.

For the choice ofm 1_, = 500 G &V m ade in F i3.[10, all the range ofm 2000G &V should
be accessible to the LHC [26,27]. However, few er of the heavier neutralinos, charginos and
H iggs bosons would be detectable at larger values of  (horizontal axis) and m, (pink
contours).

SR egions w ith tachyonic sferm ions are found w ithin the ~LSP regions shown above fr tan 35.
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Figure 10: Exampls of ( ;m,) paneswithm ., = 500 GeVv,A, = 0,and tan = 10, 20,
35, and 50 in panels (a), (b), (c), and (d), respectively. Constraints are disphyed as in
Fig.[l.

3 From theNUHM 1 totheNUHM 2

Having situated the NUHM 1 relative to the CM SSM , we now discuss the extension to the
NUHM 2, in which the soft supersym m etry-breaking contribbutions to both the H iggs scalar
massesm 1, are regarded as free param eters. T hese two extra param eters in ply that each
point in a CM SSM  (m 1-,;m () plane can be blown up’ into a ( ;m, ) plane, asdisplayed in
Fis.[11,12 and [I3. A tematively, onem ay display the NUHM 2 param eter space directly in
(m 1;m ,) planes,aswe do in Figs.[14,15 and[1d. In the follow ing, we use these blow -ups’ to
relate the NUHM 2 to the NUHM 1 and theCM SSM , noting that, In each plane, the NUHM 1
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subspace m ay be represented as a line, and the CM SSM as one or two points on this line.

30 NUHM 2 ( ;ma) Planes

W e start by considering the ( ;m, ) Plow-ups’ of points w ith the relatively an all values
M 15;m )= (300;100) GeV ,shown In Fig.[Idl. Panel (a) isfortan = 10.W e see (brown)
regions excluded because of a ~ LSP at snmall values of j jand m, , and other regions at
large values of j jand m 5 excluded because either the ~ (brown) or sneutrino (dark blue) is
the LSP.M ost of the halfplanewih < 0 isexcluded by b! s ,and also a sn all region
with snallm, and > 0. The Higgsm ass is slightly below the LEP constraint over the
entire plane in all four panels of Fig.[11. In panel (a) com patbility with g 2 is found
for > 0. The dark m atter density favoured by W M AP et al. is attained in narrow strips
that stretch around the non-excluded regions. They feature a gaugino-H iggsino crossover
atanall j jand largem  , sheutrino coannihilation at large j jand m , , rapid-anniilation
funnels atm , 250 G &V ,and ~ coannihilation at small § jand m .

The NUHM 1 line is a symm etric parabola passing through (j jjma )= ( 700;0) Gev
and (0; 550)Ge&V.For > 0,thispassesthrough theW M AP strip in three locations, once
In the crossover strip atm 520 G &V, and once on either side of the rapid-annihilation
funnel at 650G &V .TheseNUHM 1 W M A P preferred region crossings are visible in the
NUHM 1 planes, as well. For exam ple, in panel (a) of Figure[d, wherem ;_, = 300 G &V , by
follow ingm ¢ = 100 G €V , one encounters precisely these threeW M A P preferred strips, oneat
m, = 520 G €V near the boundary of the region where electrow eak sym m etry breaking is not
obtained, plus both walls of the rapid-annihilation funnelat Iowerm » . The sam e crossings
can be obsarved In the ( ;my) planewhen m_, iIs xed to be 300 G &V, by exam ining the
mgy = 100 GeV contour in a sin ilar m anner. On the other hand, the NUHM 1 line in the
NUHM 2 plane com pletely m isses the sneutrino coannihilation region at large and ma,
which is a new feature for the NUHM 2. In this case, the CM SSM point (m arked by a +
sign) is In a region interior to the W M AP strip, where the relic LSP s are overdense.

Tuming now to the corresponding (j jma ) phne form ., = 300 GV, my = 100 G&V
and tan = 20, shown in panel (b) of Fig.[11l, we see that the ~-L.SP regions at Iow j j
and m , have expanded som ewhat, and the ~-L.SP regions at large j jhave changed little,
w hereas the ~-1.SP region has concentrated at argem, . Theb! s constraint is of reduced
In portance com pared to panel (a), and g 2 now favours a region of amnall > 0. The
W M AP strip isqualitatively sin ilar to that in panel (a), except that there are now separate
~ and ~ coannihilation regions at largems, .

The NUHM 1 Ine follow s closely the ~ coannihilation strip at low j jand ma m issing,
In this case, both the crossover strip and the ~ coannihilation strip. In particular, the
CM SSM points for both positive and negative would,w ith only m inor adjistm ent, satisfy
the W M AP constraint as well as the phenom enological constraints including b! s . The
CM SSM pointwith > 0 also lies in the region favoured by g 2,asdoes a portion of the
NUHM 1 strip extending from m 300 to 500 G &v .

For larger values of tan , as seen in panels (c) and (d) of Fig.[11l, the halfplane with

< 0 and a large part of the halfplanewith > 0 are excluded because the ~ is the LSP.
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Figure 11: Examples of NUHM 2 ( ;ma ) pAnes with m,_, = 300 GeV, my = 100 G&V,

Ag = 0,and tan = 10, 20, 35, and 50 in panels (a), (), (c), and (d), respectively.
Constraints are disphayed as in Fig.[dl.

The ~L.SP region at arge > 0 has also expanded, leaving only a (curved) triangl of
allowed parameters at > 0. The W M AP strip now consists of a ~ coannihilation strip
and a ~ coannihilation strip, linked by a rapid-annihilation funnel. Since the values ofmq_,

and m o chosen for F ig.[11] are not large, allthe W M A P-com patible points are accessible to

the LHC [26,27], and several types of sferm ions should be detectable. Som e neutralinos,
charginos and heavy H iggs bosons should also be detectable in the ~ coannihilation strip
and the rapid-annihilation funnel, but this would be more di cult in the ~ coannihilation

strip.
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In both panels (c) and (d), only a smnall portion of the NUHM 1 line is allowed. It
Intersects the W M AP strip close to a junction between the ~ coannihilation strip and the
rapid-annihilation funnel. TheCM SSM points in both panelsarewellw ithin the excluded ~ -
LSP region, as could have been anticipated from the wellknown fact that this region extends
to higherm, (at xedm;_,)astan increases.

The con gurations of the ( ;m, ) planes change signi cantly for (m;_,;m o) = (500;300)
GeV,as seen in Fig.[IJ. The ~-and ~-L.SP regions disappear com pletely in panels (a) and
(b) ortan = 10 and 20, regpectively. There is only a sm all excluded region in panel (c)
fortan = 35,which grows nally iIn panel (d) fortan = 50.M uch ofthe < 0 halfplane
Isexcided by b! s fortan = 10 and 20, but this constraint disappears for larger tan
The LEP H iggs constraint is not in portant in the regions allowed by b! s . The > 0
halfplanes are favoured by g 2 fortan & 18. The regions favoured by W M AP are
rapid-anniilation funnels for allvalues of tan , crossover strips for tan = 10;20 and 35,
and ~ coannihilation strips fortan = 50 and ( eetingly) fortan = 35.

The NUHM 1 lnes are again (approxin ate) parabolae in all four panels. T hey intersect
the WM AP strips In crossover and rapid-annihilation regions in panels (a, b) and (c), for
tan 35, and In the rmapid-annihilation and ~ coannihilation regions for tan = 50 in
panel (d). W e note that in panel (d) the approxin ate NUHM 1 parabola has shifted such
that for som e values of m , there is no unique solition for H The CM SSM points are In
strongly overdense regions In panels (a, b) and (c), but in the forbidden ~-1.SP region of
panel (d). However, this point is close to an allow ed region w here the relic density would be
w ithin the favoured range. T herefore, there are nearby CM SSM points w ith sim ilar values
ofmq,,;mq;tan ;m, and that are consistent w ith all the constraints. A 1l these planes
in Fig.[12 should be accessble to the LHC [26,27], because of the m oderate valies chosen
form -, and m ¢, but som e heavier neutralinos, charginos and H iggs bosons would only be
accessible for relatively amallvaluesof andmj .

Finally,wepresent n Fig.[I3some ( ;m, ) planes for the choices (m 1, ;m o) = (500;1000)
G &V . Unlke the previous cases, these choices are In a region of the (m 1_,,;m o) plane that is
far from the coannihilation strip in the CM SSM . N o parts of any of the planes are excluded
by the absence of electrow eak sym m etry breaking or the presence of a charged LSP.W e see
explicitly in the panels (a,b) and (c) for tan 35 thatb! s again excludesm ost of the
halfplanewith < 0.Fortan = 50, shown in panel (d), reliable solutions are not found
with < 0.The LEP Higgs lm it does not exclude a signi cant extra region of the ( ;my )

plane in any of the panels. In panel (d) for tan = 50 there isa region at < 700 G&V
that is favoured by g 2, but not for the lower values of tan . In each of the panels,
the region favoured by W M AP consists of a crossover strip at 300 G&V and a rapd-

annihilation funnelw ith 400 GeV< m, < 450 G &V . These planes should also be accessible
to the LHC [26,27], though m ore lum nosity would be required than in the previous cases
because of the larger value of m ¢, in particular. This would also render m ore di cult the
searches for som e heavier neutralinos, charginos and H iggs bosons.

The NUHM 1 lines are again parabolae, reaching values of m 5 that decrease from >

8For this reason, the boundary of the region where there are no consistent solutions to the electrow eak
vacuum conditions appears augm ented in the the NUHM 1,tan = 50 planes of Section [2.1.
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Figure 12: Examples of NUHM 2 ( ;ma ) phnes with m -, = 500 GeV, my = 300 G&V,
Ay = 0,and tan = 10, 20, 35, and 50 in panels (a), (b), (c), and (d), respectively.
Constraints are disphayed as in Fig.[d.
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Figure 13: Examples of NUHM 2 ( ;m, ) phneswithm,_, = 500 GeV,m, = 1000 G&V,
Ag = 0,and tan = 10, 20, 35, and 50 in panels (a), (b), (c), and (d), respectively.
Constraints are disphayed as in Fig.[d.
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1000 GevV to 700 GeV astan Increases, and becom ing increasingly asymm etric in EI
They intersect the W M AP regions in both the rapid-annihilation strips and the crossover
strips (the latter atm, > 1000 GeV fortan < 20). Thus, the NUHM 1 lines do sam ple
both the W M AP possibilities In these NUHM 2 planes. On the other hand, the CM SSM
points are always in strongly overdense regions of the ( ;m a ) planes.

A stheGUT -scale values of the gaugino and scalarm assesare xed n the NUHM 2 planes
in F gures[IIHL3 (aswellasF igures[IZH1d in the next subsection ), the sparticle spectrum does
not vary much over any individual panel, the prin ary exceptions being the H iggs m asses.
W hat is novel in the NUHM 2 is that there are allowed regions of the NUHM 2 param eter
Space w ith very low (m -, ;m o), Jleading to sparticle m asses below what would be expected
In the CM SSM . A tematively, lngoection of ( ;m ) planes for large (m 1-,;m o) would show
that there are indeed coam ologically preferred strips that evade all collider constraints and
have very heavy sparticles.

32 NUHM 2 (mi;m»,) Planes

W e now present a novel analysis of the NUHM 2, based directly on the input non-universal
soft supersym m etry-breaking param eters, m ; and m ,, for the sam e choices ofm 1, and m g
aswere used in the previous subsection.

Fig.[14 show s a selection of (m; ;m ,) planes for the sam e values (m ;_,;m o) = (300;100)
GeV as n Figllll. W e notice Imm ediately that large negative values of m; and positive
values of m , are excluded by the electroweak symm etry-breaking requirem ent, and regions
of positive m ; and negative m , are excluded because the ~ or ~ is the LSP. T here are also
~1,SP excluded regions in the second quadrant of panels (a) and (b), fortan = 10 and
20. The slepton-1.SP constraints becom e much stronger as tan  increases, with the e ect
that the allowed region of param eter space is pushed to values of m %;2 0, far away from
valueswherem ; ,=m ( = O (1). The dashed blue diagonal lines In panels (a) and (b) are the
NUHM 1 Ineswherem ; = m ,,and theCM SSM ponntsare found atm;=m, = mg.

As in Fi.[1dl, the H iggs m ass is slightly below the LEP constraint over the entire plane
in allfourpanels of F ig.[14. The LEP chargino constraint runs close to the upper boundaries
of the allowed regions in panels (a) and (b) of Fig.[14. Theb! s constraint isvisble only
n panel (b), for tan = 20, where it excludes a large part of the rst quadrant. Likew ise,
the region favoured forg 2 isalso visble only in panels (a) and (b), where it coversm ost
of the allowed part of the (m 1 ;m ;) phne.

Tt is a comm on feature of all the panels that the W M AP strip skirts the boundaries of
the allowed region. Tn panels (a) fortan = 10 and (b) for tan = 20, it com prises a
crossover strip at the top and, com bined w ith a rapid-anniilation funnel in the bottom left
comer, a ~ coannihilation strip on the left side, and a ~ coannihilation strip (in (a)) and a
~ coannihilation strip (in (b)) on the right side. In panels (c) for tan = 35 and (d) for
tan = 50, it com prises a crossover strip/rapid-annihilation funnel on the left side and a
coannihilation strip on the right side.

"Again, this leadsto a Jack of unique solutions for for som echoicesofm » ,mo,andm ;_, withtan = 50.
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Figure 14: Exampls of NUHM 2 (m ;m,) phnes withm ., = 300 GeV,mq = 100 G&V,
Ay = 0,and tan = 10, 20, 35, and 50 in panels (a), (b), (c), and (d), respectively. The
sign in the axes hlels refer to the sign of m 5’2 Constraints are displayed as in Fig.[dl.
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In panel (a), the NUHM 1 line Intersects the W M AP strip in the crossover strip In the
rst quadrant and in the crossover/rapid-annihilation strip In the third quadrant. W e note
that both these regions have the common value of mn1,J mo. M ost of the rest of the
NUHM 1 Iine has excessive relic density. O n the other hand, in panel (b), the relic density
lies below the W M AP range along allthe NUHM 1 Iine, except in the third quadrant. The
CM SSM points In these two panels have relic densities that are too large, in panel (a) for
tan = 10,ortoo an all, in panel (b) fortan = 20. TheNUHM 1 lines liem ostly in regions
which are excluded and the CM SSM points are in the disallowed regions of panels (c) and
d).

Analogous (m q;m ) planes for the choices (m 1—,;m o) = (500,;300) G&V are shown in
Fi.[13. In this case, the electrow eak sym m etry-breaking condition exclides strips at large
positivem , and large negativem ; . T he condition for the absence ofa ~ LSP forbids a region
with largem, > 0 for tan = 50, as shown in panel (d). The LEP chargino constraint
excludes a narrow strip close to the boundary in the rstand second quadrants in panels (a,
b) and (c), ie., for tan 35, and the H ggs constraint excludes a narrow strip along the
boundary in the second and third quadrants in allpanels. Theb ! s constraint is absent
exoept for tan = 10, whilst there are Jarge regions favoured by g 2 fortan = 20, 35,
and 50, butnot fortan = 10.

T he rapid-annihilation funnel evolves in an interesting way as tan  Increases. A fter
starting close to the left boundary for tan = 10, it m oves out Into the allowed region
as tan Increases, and becom es increasingly serpentine. The two sides of the funnel run
aln ost parallel for tan 35, with the right side extended by a crossover strip along the
top boundary for tan 35. On the other hand, for tan = 50, the right boundary of the
rapid-annihilation funnel expands and evolves into a ~ coannihilation strip.

In panels (a, b) and (c) for tan 35, the NUHM 1 Iines intersect the W M AP region
n the crossover strip at lJarge positive m ;1 and m ,, and in the rapid-annihilation funnel at
large negative m ; and m ,. These Intersections lie far from the CM SSM point, which is in
an overdense region. O n the other hand, fortan = 50 in panel (d), theCM SSM point lies
very closetoaW M AP strip, In an underdense region.

In the case mq1-,;m) = (500;1000) Ge&V shown In Fig.[1d, the electroweak symm etry—
breaking condition again excludes large portions of the plane that expand som ew hat as tan
is ncreased [9. T he requirem ent that the LSP be neutral does not constrain the param eter
goace. Theb! s oonstraint excludes only a narrow strip along the left boundary of panel
(@), and the LEP H iggs constraint also excludes only narrow boundary regions in all four
panels.

The only WM AP regions are con ned to rapid-annihilation funnels, supplem ented in
panel (d) for tan = 50 by an extension to a crossover strip. Im itating its behaviour in
F ig.[1H, the funnel is again quite serpentine. The NUHM 1 Iine does not intersect this funnel,
but does cross the crossover strip in panel (d). Thus, the NUHM 1 lines lie aln ost entirely
n overdense regions, and the CM SSM points are all overdense.

8N ote that the ranges ofm ; and m , displayed in Fig.[I8 di er from panel to panel.

31



tan[3=10, mﬂ2:500, m0:300

tan[3=20, mﬂ2:500, m0:300

m, (GeV)
m, (GeV)

g , r ’ -1000 4 . .
1000 0 1000 -1000

0 I 1000
m (GeV) my (GeV)

tan[3235,mﬂ2:500,m0:300 tanB:50,mﬂ2:500,m0:300

........

-7
_______

m, (GeV)
m, (GeV)

T T T -1000 -
-1000 0

m (GeV)

1000 -1000 0

1000
m (GeV)

Figure 15: Exampls of NUHM 2 (m{;m ,) phnes withm -, = 500 G&V,my = 300 Ge&V,

Ao = 0,and tan = 10, 20, 35, and 50 in panels (a), (b), (c), and (d), respectively.
Constraints are displyed as in Fig.[d.
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Figure 16: Exampls of NUHM 2 (m ;;m,) pbhneswithm;, = 500 G&V,m, = 1000 GeV,

Ag = 0,and tan = 10, 20, 35, and 50 in panels (a), (b), (c), and (d), respectively.
Constraints are displyed as in Fig.[d.
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4 Conclusions

W e have studied in this paper how the CM SSM param eter space m ay be em bedded succes-
stvely in the larger NUHM 1 and NUHM 2 param eter spaces. W e nd several qualitatively
new features in m aking these generalizations.

Onenew feature ofthe NUHM 1 is that the allowed dom ain is restricted in places by the
requiram ent that the LSP not be a selectron, a possibility that does not arise w ithin the
CM SSM . Another feature of the NUHM 1 is that there m ay be fuinnels of param eter space
w here rapid annihilation through directchannel H iggs poles extends the W M A P-com patible
part of param eter space to largem  and/orm 1, even for tan = 10, whereas this feature
appears only at much larger tan in the CM SSM . This is because m 5 can be regarded as
a free param eter w ithin the NUHM 1, whereas it is calculable in term s of m 1, ;m ;A ¢ and
tan 1in the CM SSM . O ther features of the dark m atter density in the NUHM 1 include the
possibility that neutralino—selectron coannihilation m ay be im portant close to the forbidden
selectron-1.SP region, and the possibility that the relic density m ay be suppressed into the
W M AP-com patible range in regions where the neutralino com position crosses over from
being m ainly bino to m ainly H iggsino.

Additionalnew featuresappear in the furthergeneralization to the NUHM 2. Forexam ple,
the allow ed region of param eter space is partly restricted by the requirem ent that the LSP not
be a sneutrino. Near this boundary, neutralinosneutrino coannihilation can be im portant
for bringing the relic neutralino density into the W M A P—<com patible range.

O ne of the novel features of this study has been the presentation of constraints in the
(m;m,) plane for certain xed values of the other param eters. It is striking that the
relic density requirem ent, in particular, often favours values of the param eters where both
N3] m, and they are far from being equal to each other. There is no hint that the
NUHM 1 subspace is favoured w ithin the lJarger NUHM 2 space, and still less suggestion that
the amaller CM SSM subspace is favoured In any way.

O ne of the prim e m otivations for this study has been to understand to what extent the
good coverage of the W M AP-com patlble CM SSM region by the LHC can be generalized
to the NUHM 1 and NUHM 2. In the CM SSM , the LHC covers the stau coannihilation
region, but not com pletely the focuspoint region (which can be regarded as an exam ple of
a bino/H iggsino crossover), nor the rapid-annihilation funnel that appears at large tan
In the NUHM 1, the appearance of selectron coannihilation does not add to the woes of the
LHC . However, the rapid-annihilation funnels extending to lJargem o and/orm ;_, may be
problem atic for the LHC ,asm ay the crossover strips thatm ay also appear at relatively large
m 1—, and extend to largem . However, it ram ains the case that the LHC can cover a large
fraction of the NUHM 1 and NUHM 2 param eter spaces. If the LHC does indeed discover
supersym m etry, a key check whether the scalarm asses are universal, In addition to sferm ion
m ass m easuram ents, w ill be to determm ine the values of m 5 and , and to explore whether
they are com patible w ith the values required by the electroweak vacuum conditions w ithin
the CM SSM .Thiswould be possble, eg., by m easuring them asses of heavier H iggs bosons,
neutralinos and charginos. This should be possible ifm -, and m y are not too large, but
such a study lies beyond the scope of this paper.
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