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The Snowmass report on rare processes and precision measurements recommended Mu2e-
II and a next generation muon facility at Fermilab (Advanced Muon Facility) as priorities
for the frontier. The Workshop on a future muon program at FNAL was held in March 2023
to discuss design studies for Mu2e-II, organizing efforts for the next generation muon facility,
and identify synergies with other efforts (e.g., muon collider). Topics included high-power
targetry, status of R&D for Mu2e-II, development of compressor rings, FFA and concepts
for muon experiments (conversion, decays, muonium and other opportunities) at AMF. This
document summarizes the workshop discussions with a focus on future R&D tasks needed
to realize these concepts.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The concepts of flavor and generations have played a central role in the development of the
Standard Model, but the fundamental symmetries underlying the observed structures remain to
be discovered. While flavor violation in quark and neutral lepton transitions have already shed
some light on this question, charged lepton lepton flavor violation (CLFV) has yet to be seen.
An observation would be a clear sign of New Physics (NP), and provide unique insights about
the mechanism generating flavor. Furthermore, CLFV is closely linked to the physics of neutrino
masses, and these processes can strongly constrain neutrino mass models and open a portal into
GUT-scale physics.

Thanks to the availability of intense sources and their relatively long lifetime, muons offer a
promising avenue to search for charged lepton flavor violation. A global experimental program
of muon CLFV searches is underway in the US, Europe and Asia. Impressive sensitivity gains
are expected in this decade, with up to four orders of magnitude improvements in the rate of
µ−N → e−N conversion and µ+ → e+e−e+ decay searches. Upgrades to the beam lines at PSI,
Fermilab, and J-PARC would further extend the discovery potential by orders of magnitude. With
the goal of exploiting the full potential of PIP-II, a staged program of next-generation experiments
and facilities has been proposed at FNAL. Mu2e-II is a near-term evolution of the Mu2e experiment,
proposing to improve Mu2e sensitivity by an order of magnitude. The construction is planned to
start before the end of the decade by leveraging existing infrastructure. The Advanced Muon
Facility is a more ambitious proposal for a new high-intensity muon science complex, delivering the
world’s most intense positive and negative muon beams. This facility would enable broad muon
science with unprecedented sensitivity, including a suite of CLFV experiments that could improve
the sensitivity of planned experiments by orders of magnitude, and constrain the type of operators
contributing to NP in case of an observation.

The Snowmass report on rare processes and precision measurements [1] recommended Mu2e-II
and a next generation muon facility at Fermilab (Advanced Muon Facility) as priorities for the
frontier. The timeline of a muon program outlined in this report is shown in Fig. 1, with Mu2e-II
starting shortly after the completion of the Mu2e experiment, followed by the construction and
operations of the Advanced Muon Facility. This program would leverage the full power of PIP-II
at FNAL, and potential upgrades of the accelerator complex in the future. A strong R&D program
should begin immediately to realize these opportunities.

FIG. 1: Timeline for muon-based charged lepton flavor violation experiments outlined in the
Snowmass report on rare processes and precision measurements [1]. Approximate expected dates

are shown. The number to the right of the timeline is the expected final 90% CL
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The Workshop on a future muon program at FNAL (https://indico.fnal.gov/event/57834/) was
held in March 2023 to pursue design studies for Mu2e-II, to organize efforts for the next generation
muon facility, and to identify synergies with other R&D efforts. The workshop comprised plenary
and parallel sessions discussing technical aspects and physics capabilities; the workshop program is
available in Appendix A. This document provides a summary of the workshop discussion, together
with the list of prioritized R&D tasks and avenues for future investigation.
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II. THEORY

The non-zero neutrino masses and mixing angles induce CLFV via loops. If neutrino masses are
generated from Yukawa interactions with the Higgs boson, the CLFV rates are GIM-suppressed
by factors of

∑
i,j(∆m2

i,j/m
2
W )2, where ∆m2 denotes the mass-squared difference between the i-th

and j-th neutrino mass eigenstates. The resulting branching fraction for µ → eγ is at the level
of 10−54 [2], well below any conceivable experimental sensitivity. However, new sources of CLFV
are introduced in many BSM scenarios, leading to rates that are potentially accessible to future
experiments (see e.g. Ref. [3, 4]).

Under the assumption that new particles responsible for CLFV are heavy, Effective Field Theory
(EFT) offers a powerful framework to assess the reach and complementarity of CLFV searches.
Restricting the discussion to the muon sector, the µ+ → e+e−e+ decay, µ+ → e+γ decay, and
(Spin Independent) µ−N → e−N conversion can be parameterized by the following Lagrangian at
the experimental scale (∼ mµ):

Lµe = +
4GF√

2

∑
X=L,R

[
mµCD,X eσαβPXµFαβ + CS,XX ePXµ ePXe (1)

+
∑

Y ∈L,R
CV,XY eγαPXµ eγαPY e +

∑
N=p,n

(
CN
S,X ePXµNN + CN

V,X eγαPXµNγαN
) ]

where PL,R are chiral projection operators, Ca are dimensionless Wilson coefficients, and Spin
Dependent conversion is neglected, occurring at a relatively suppressed rate compared to spin-
independent conversion [5–7]. This Lagrangian provides a model-independent description of CLFV
interactions at leading order in χPT with electrons, muons and nucleons as long as the NP scale is
much larger than the GeV scale. If the underlying model is specified, the Wilson coefficients can
be calculated in terms of the model parameters. A similar Lagrangian with more operators could
be constructed to describe τ decays. It is worth noting that low-energy muon CLFV reactions
are sensitive to a much larger number of operators than those given in the above Lagrangian, as
loop effects ensure that almost every operator with four or less legs contributes to µ+ → e+γ,
µ+ → e+e−e+ and µ−N → e−N amplitudes with a suppression factor at most ∼ 10−3 [8].

The reach and complementarity of muon CLFV reactions is shown in Fig. 2, expressing the
coefficient appearing in the Lagrangian in spherical coordinates [9]. The variable κD describes the
relative contribution of the dipole and selected four-fermion operators: the dipole dominates for
|κD| ≪ 1, while the four-fermion operators dominate for |κD| ≫ 1. The variable θV describes the
angle between specific four-fermion operators on leptons or quarks, representing the relative rate
between µ+ → e+e−e+ and µ−N → e−N at large |κD|, and ϕ distinguishes coefficients probed by
µ− e conversion on light and heavy nuclei.

Additional observables can be used to further study the underlying NP. For example, the dipole
and four-lepton operators in µ+ → e+e−e+ decays can be distinguished by analyzing the final
state angular distributions with polarized muons [10]. In Spin-Independent µ−N → e−N conver-
sion, all operators add coherently at the amplitude level, weighted by nucleus-dependent overlap
integrals [11, 12]. A different nuclear target probes a different combinations of coefficients, and
multiple measurements can be used to disentangle their contributions. Representing overlap in-
tegrals as vectors in the space of operator coefficients, the complementarity can be expressed as
a misalignment angle [13, 14], as shown in Fig. 3. As pointed out by previous studies [15], light
and heavy targets are good complements. However, the shorter muon lifetime in heavier elements
presents an experimental challenge that must be addressed by future concepts.

The EFT approach has the advantage of being model agnostic, but the large number of opera-
tors is daunting (although this issue can be circumvented using an observable-motivated operator
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FIG. 2: Reach in NP scale, Λ, of past and upcoming muon CLFV searches. The solid region is
currently excluded. The parameter κD describes the relative contribution of the dipole and the

four-fermion contact operators. The dipole operator dominates for |κD| ≪ 1, while the
four-fermion operators dominate for |κD| ≫ 1. The remaining parameters are fixed to typical

values (see [9] for details).

basis [8, 9]). The study of simpler models, in particular neutrino-mass scenarios, provides an
alternative approach. In the type-I seesaw mechanism [16–19], heavy right-handed neutrinos gen-
erate a Majorana neutrino mass matrix inducing among others ℓα → ℓβγ decays. CLFV processes
can be sizable [20–22] and provide information about the seesaw mechanism [23]. In the type-II
seesaw mechanism [24–28], CLFV processes induced by a SU(2)L-triplet with a flavor structure
are directly linked to the neutrino masses and oscillation angles. The observation of CLFV reac-
tions could provide information about neutrino parameters difficult to access otherwise. Similarly,
models generating neutrino masses via loops rather naturally require lower new-physics scales and
thus enhanced CLFV rates [29]. Models involving light particles also need dedicated analysis as
they cannot be described by the SMEFT [30]. A non-exhaustive list of candidates includes the
majoron J [31, 32], pseudoscalars (axions, famuilons,...) [33, 34], or Z ′ gauge bosons [35, 36]. These
scenarios predict a large variety of CLFV signatures, including invisible and displaced decays.

In summary, muon CLFV reactions are excellent probes of NP, closely linked to the mecha-
nisms generating flavor and neutrino masses. Current measurements of µ+ → e+γ, µ+ → e+e−e+

and µ−N → e−N already set constraints on the NP mass scale at the level of 103TeV for some
EFT operators, and future initiatives are poised to improve these bounds by one or more orders
of magnitude. Prospects for distinguishing between models can conveniently be explored in EFT.
Should a signal be observed, the Z-dependence of the conversion rate will provide critical infor-
mation about the NP structure. If not, higher intensity muon beams will be required to further
improve the sensitivity, probing higher mass scales and constraining models. The physics case for
a next generation of experiments is well motivated in both cases.
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III. MU2E-II

The Mu2e experiment is designed to improve sensitivity to muon to electron conversion by four
orders of magnitude. With the advent of PIP-II, it was recognized that this sensitivity could be
improved upon still further using the Mu2e facility as a base. This possibility is referred to as Mu2e-
II, with a goal of improving µ → e sensitivity by at least an order of magnitude beyond Mu2e’s
capabilities. Mu2e-II uses the more powerful beam available from PIP-II, including a higher duty
cycle, to enable this sensitivity, while re-using a substantial portion of the Mu2e infrastructure. The
higher power and higher rates imply challenges, and some aspects of Mu2e will require modification
to address these.

Mu2e-II provides a natural evolutionary step in the muon physics program at FNAL. It can
follow Mu2e fairly quickly, keeping the muon physics program active. Mu2e-II can further inform
as well as fill the gap towards a more ambitious program such as AMF. The R&D for Mu2e-II, as
well as experience from Mu2e-II, is synergistic with R&D needed for other efforts such as AMF
and the muon collider. The following sections describe the status of the thinking about Mu2e-II,
including existing and needed R&D.

A. Accelerator

The primary beam for Mu2e-II will be the 800 MeV proton beam from the new PIP-II linac
under construction at Fermilab. The PIP-II linac will be capable of accelerating up to 2 ma of H−

beam to 800 MeV in CW operation (1.6 MW). Mu2e-II will use a fraction of that potential, with
pulses of 100 ns at a 1.7 µs period. The plan is to use an intensity of 100 kW, more than 10 times
greater than Mu2e.

The initial implementation of PIP-II only includes pulsed beam for the Fermilab Booster. Mu2e-
II requires that the PIP-II Linac be upgraded to include CW operation, which will require some
power supply and chopper upgrades. It also requires construction of a new beam line from PIP-II to
the Mu2e experimental hall. An initial design of that beam line exists; construction is a moderate
but substantial expense.

The PIP-II linac could be extended to 1 GeV with modest upgrades. It could also be extended
to 2 GeV, with a substantially more expensive upgrade, which may be needed for future Booster
replacement. These extensions could modify the implementation of Mu2e-II.

B. Magnets

The Mu2e experiment includes three large solenoids, the production solenoid (PS), the transport
solenoid (TS) and the detector solenoid (DS). The Mu2e-II experiment plans to use the same
configuration, reusing as much of that infrastructure as possible.

Some modifications will be required. 800 MeV proton beam trajectories would not fit within
the mu2e HRS (heat and radiation shield), and the HRS is insufficient to protect the PS from the
higher radiation and heat load of the Mu2e-II beam. The HRS should be replaced, and the PS
magnet modified to handle the larger heat loads. Mu2e operation may iaradiate the PS magnet
to a level that it cannot be modified. It is likely that the most cost-effective solution would be to
replace the entire PS assembly. A redesign based on Mu2e-II parameters combined with lessons
learned from Mu2e experience should be developed.

At this workshop, we heard two talks about high temperature superconductivity (HTS), from
Luca Bottura (CERN, working on the muon collider), and from Zachary Hartwig (MIT). The 2022
version of the muon collider capture solenoid is a HTS magnet with a field of 20 T running at 20 K.
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The cost of HTS, thanks to interest and investment from the fusion community, has been coming
down dramatically, approaching that of NB3Sn. It no longer seems that cost is a prohibitive factor
for a possible HTS replacement Mu2e-II PS. Besides cost, conductor such as REBCO (Rare Earth
Barium Copper) is now available in quantity.

A new Python tool, called SolCalc, with a GUI, assists in the design of solenoids to meet
magnetic field specifications. Calculations were shown for several choices of conductor towards
deign of a Mu2e-II production solenoid, including low temperature superconductor, HTS (VIPER
REBCO), and resistive coils. Several choices can potentially meet field specification. An issue
for further investigation is whether it is possible to keep the radius of the solenoid from growing
compared with the Mu2e magnet.

C. Targetry

1. Possible approach to and challenges for the Mu2e-II target

The forthcoming research program at Fermilab necessitates the development of innovative,
high-power targets that can endure high-energy and high-intensity proton beams throughout their
operational lifespan. The Mu2e project has proposed a solution anchored on a radiatively-cooled
bicycle wheel structure made of chopped tungsten, while LBNF is strategizing to employ a long
graphite target, designed to sustain a 1.2 (2.4) MW, 120-GeV beam. For the Mu2e-II project,
however, only conceptual designs and early-stage prototypes exist, as will be discussed in the
subsequent subsection. At present, there are no formulated strategies on how to construct the
target for the AMF experiment.

The operational regimes anticipated for these future facilities present challenging conditions for
materials, exhibiting parallels with those anticipated at the Muon Collider. Consequently, it is
imperative to explore synergies and facilitate knowledge transfer with the Muon Collider program,
as well as with other target facilities, in order to foster innovation and overcome these challenges.

Among the rapidly advancing initiatives in the field of nuclear physics is the Second Target
Station (STS) at Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL), a program predicated on the use of
rotating tungsten target technology. The STS is slated to operate a 1.3-GeV 700-kW proton
beam, with anticipated radiation damage approximating 1 DPA/yr as noted in reference [38]. The
STS target is designed as a ‘lasagna’-type tungsten target featuring a copper thermal interface,
an Inconel water-cooled vessel, and a protective tantalum cladding to safeguard against in-beam
erosion.

STS researchers have underscored [39] that programs utilizing tungsten targets are currently
hampered by an insufficiency of data regarding tungsten’s embrittlement, hardening, and diffu-
sivity characteristics. In response to this challenge, the STS is actively conducting irradiation
experiments at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL), which include fatigue and oxidation
tests. Establishing open communication lines or active collaboration with these programs could
yield significant benefits for future muon programs.

A highly promising concept for muon-production targets involves the use of fluidized tungsten
powder as cited in reference [40]. The strengths of these targets include their ability to endure
exceptionally high energy densities and the fact that the technology for handling fluidized powder
is already well-established in the industry. They have a lower eruption velocity than mercury
and do not suffer from cavitation damage. Nevertheless, there are certain challenges associated
with this type of target. Long-term operation could lead to erosion, necessitating further research
and development to mitigate this issue. The density of tungsten is higher than that of other
industrial materials, which demands enhancements in theoretical understanding and plant design.
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Additionally, diagnostic tools and process controls for reliable long-term operation are yet to be
fully developed. To tackle these challenges, developers are conducting off-line testing. For instance,
tests were executed at the HiRadMat facility in 2012 and 2015 to evaluate and improve upon the
performance and resilience of these targets.

The development of new targetry technologies necessitates a synergistic approach with nuclear
physics programs, which are formulating strategies towards a Muon Collider. Among these strate-
gies, the use of liquid heavy metal targets, as discussed in reference [41], is prominent. Three such
targets are currently under consideration: a liquid flow lead target, where liquid lead will circulate
within a double-wall container, encased by a superconducting solenoid; a lead curtain design tar-
get; and a liquid mercury jet target, a design akin to that of the Spallation Neutron Source (SNS).
Several issues are expected to arise with these targets, including cavitation, fatigue, shockwave,
magneto-hydrodynamics, and stability, all of which demand a substantial amount of research and
development. Additionally, the differences in pion spectra between lead and mercury compared to
tungsten, the increased production of secondary neutrons from lead compared to tungsten (which
requires shielding), and the generation of mixed wastes need to be taken into consideration.

The dearth of information regarding the radiation stability of materials, including tungsten,
underscores the need for radiation tests of targets, including the Mu2e baseline one as suggested
in reference [42]. Proposals are being reviewed to conduct tests of the Mu2e ”Hayman” tungsten
target using an 8-GeV proton beam at AP0. Despite certain limitations, such as the absence of
resonant extraction and a smaller beam spot size, such tests can be conducted post completion of
the g-2 experiment. The parameters that can be assessed include thermal stresses, oxidation, and
creep.

In an effort to fully leverage the experience and successful methodologies developed at other
centers, Fermilab is contemplating several strategies, as outlined in reference [43]. Firstly, the
establishment of Post-Irradiation Examination (PIE) facilities, incorporating hot cells and specific
characterization equipment, is under consideration. The laboratory generates a substantial volume
of highly-activated materials, the examination of which necessitates transportation to collaborating
centers equipped with suitable facilities. Having in-house PIE facilities would enable more efficient
use of time and resources. Secondly, there is a need for dedicated facilities for radiation tests,
including those using low-energy beams, which would facilitate radiation damage and thermal
shock measurements. Thirdly, Fermilab currently lacks the capabilities to perform ab initio and
molecular dynamics calculations and modeling. Development of these skills is vital for predicting
the fundamental response of various classes of materials to irradiation, thereby guiding material
selection and experimental designs for future irradiation studies. This includes modeling scenarios
such as helium gas bubbles in beryllium and the radiation behavior of novel materials such as
High-Entropy Alloys.

2. Conveyor target design and particle production rates

Within the recently completed Laboratory Directed Research and Development (LDRD)
project, a leading Mu2e-II pion-production target design has been developed, the “conveyor”
target. This utilizes target spheres that are cycled in and out of the target region, distributing the
damage among many spheres. Two prototypes of the conveyor Mu2e-II pion-production target
have been developed, a carbon and a tungsten sphere design. The carbon target requires more
spheres due to the lower density of carbon. The target design drawing and its deployment in Heat
and Radiation Shield (HRS) are shown in Fig. 4, where only the upper right straight section would
be in the beam. While these prototypes show promise, they have not yet reached the final design
stage and require additional research, development, and simulation studies.
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FIG. 4: Conveyor target drawing (left) and conveyor target placement in the HRS (right)

A critical factor in the design of the Mu2e-II production target is the rate of low momentum
pion production to produce a high intensity, low momentum muon beam. The transport solenoid
is designed to accept low momentum muons, which have a higher probability of stopping in the
muon stopping target in the detector solenoid, while suppressing backgrounds from high energy
electrons produced in the production solenoid. The number of conveyor target balls in the target
region of the conveyor target is optimized to maximize the number of stopped muons in the muon
stopping target using MARS simulations.
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FIG. 5: Muon (left) and pion (right) momentum spectrum at the transport solenoid entrance per
800 MeV primary proton on the tungsten conveyor target.

The Mu2e-II Offline uses GEANT4 [44–46] for particle interaction and transport simulations to
model the expected detector pileup environment as well as the signal and dominant background
contributions. To validate the simulated particle production rates, Mu2e-II utilizes MARS15,
GEANT4, and FLUKA to simulate the primary proton interactions with the production target
candidates. The particle yields per proton on target are studied at the entrance to the transport
solenoid, focusing on these particles that can contribute to the experiment’s sensitivity.

Figure 5 shows the negative muon and pion momentum spectrum per primary proton on target
for the tungsten conveyor target design using the MARS, GEANT4, and FLUKA MC. The three
MC agree well, with the muon (pion) yield per primary proton agreeing within 10% (20%). The
transport solenoid acceptance is very low for particles above 100 MeV/c, so the disagreement in
the high momentum region is less important for Mu2e-II.

Figure 6 shows the negative muon and pion momentum spectrum per primary proton on target
for the carbon conveyor design using the MARS, GEANT4, and FLUKAMC. Unlike in the tungsten
conveyor target case, the MC have large disagreements, most notably GEANT4 which predicts
much higher muon and pion yields. GEANT4 predicts higher muon (pion) yields at the transport
solenoid entrance using the carbon conveyor target than using the tungsten conveyor target by
26% (22%). MARS and FLUKA predict a 2% (-2%) and -5% (-2%) change in the rates using
the carbon conveyor target, respectively, making the large increase predicted using GEANT4 an
outlier. The shape of the momentum distributions disagree between the MC using the carbon
conveyor target, including between FLUKA and MARS. These differences between the MC are not
yet understood, where studies to compare the differential pion production cross section on both
carbon and tungsten using 800 MeV protons in the three MC are underway.

D. Tracker

The Mu2e-II tracker discussion focused on the challenges the Mu2e-II environment will create
and possible changes and improvements to the current Mu2e straw tube tracker design. Alternative
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FIG. 6: Muon (left) and pion (right) momentum spectrum at the transport solenoid entrance per
800 MeV primary proton on the carbon conveyor target.

technologies and geometries were also considered.

1. Improvements to the current design

By the time Mu2e-II is running, the existing Mu2e tracker will have been exposed to significant
radiation and time. This causes concerns about aging effects in addition to performance metrics
such as leaks, straw sag and radiation damage. A new tracker needs to be built according to the
Mu2e-II beam and sensitivity requirements as indicated in the recent Snowmass paper [14]. A
straightforward approach is to improve the current design by conducting R&D and using the latest
advancements in technology to update or replace tracker elements. This approach has also the
benefit of using the experience gained throughout the life cycle of the Mu2e tracker construction
and operations for the design of the new tracker.

The Mu2e-II tracking environment is even more challenging due to an order of magnitude change
in occupancy and radiation dose. With an expected improvement of 100 times POT, more muons
are stopped compared to the Mu2e, which increases the DIO background, making it the dominant
background of the experiment. Improved momentum resolution is critical in separating much of
the DIO background tail from the signal conversion electrons. Removing material from the active
tracking area allows for limited improvement, as shown in Figure 7, but encounters mechanical
limits and increases construction difficulty. Due to this limitation, changes in the geometry, drift
gas and electronics are needed to fulfill Mu2e-II requirements while improving the momentum
resolution.
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(a) (b)

FIG. 7: (a) CE signal vs DIO tail spectrum for 15 µm Mu2e straws. (b) CE signal vs DIO tail
spectrum for 8 µm prototype Mu2e-II straws.

Current R&D is taking place on the production of 8 µm thin straws that are built by two
layers of 3 µm Mylar wound in a spiral along the straw axis with 2 µm adhesive keeping the
seams together. These ultra thin straws pass mechanical requirements for the Mu2e tracker and
increase the sensitivity 10% by reducing the mass from the active tracking area of the detector. The
prototype straws do not have a metallization layer at this point and a reduction in the thickness
of the inner and outer metallization layers are in discussion. The thickness of the outer layer of
metallization has a profound effect on the leak rate of the straws. Other production methods
such as ultrasound welding used in COMET straws [47] or microforming of extremely thin metal
tubes [48] should be investigated as alternatives to the Mu2e style straws. In addition, the latest
simulation studies argue that the Mu2e experiment could run at lower bore vacuum as far as up to
10−1 Torr as shown in Figure 8. Running at lower vacuum may lead to additional technical issues
but could be considered in order to expand the Mu2e-II tracker design space.

FIG. 8: A comparison of true MC conversion electron energy loss for different detector solenoid
vacuum configurations.

From experience with the mechanical construction of the Mu2e tracker panels and track recon-
struction simulations, changes could be made to geometry and materials to improve on the original
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design. One idea is to add a third layer of straws to the panel, which improves left/right ambiguity
and pattern recognition. This would make the sealing of the middle layer of straws quite difficult.
Sealing channels should be incorporated into such a design and the latest 3d printing technologies
and new materials should be investigated to provide a strong inner ring compared to the plastic
inner ring of the Mu2e tracker panel. Straw size could be changed by optimizing construction
complexity to charge load on the wire and momentum resolution. An optimized straw size could
allow for a simpler tracker panel production. Ideas for improving the construction also exists but
they depend on the changes to the tracker panel geometry and layout.

Another key element in the tracker design is the type of drift gas used in the detector. A
different gas ends up changing critical parameters like signal threshold, gain, drift velocity, spatial
resolution, diffusion and more. ArCO2CF4 [49] and HeCH10 [50] are possible candidates that are
being used in other drift chambers. Signal simulation should be conducted to make sure there
are no red flags associated with other gases with respect to Mu2e-II requirements. Information
on the aging effect of these gases or potential new mixtures are scarce in the literature. Aging
studies should start during the Mu2e era to come to an agreement on the gas of choice before the
production starts for Mu2e-II.

Finally, the tracker electronics should be reconsidered for Mu2e-II. An initial estimate of 750
hadrons/cm2/yr (hadrons > 30 MeV) is 12 times larger than the Mu2e calculations and necessitates
an even stricter requirement on the radiation hardness of the electronics. The current safety factor
on electronics is 12 times, therefore the new electronics need to be verified for higher dose. In the
meantime, the biggest challenge is the occupancy. The hit rate on an average Mu2e straw is 100
kHz and the predicted Mu2e-II hit rate is 1.6 MHz. Not only the Mu2e-II tracker electronics need
to process at this high rate, triggering on a single hit cluster is also desired to improve momentum
resolution. Using ASIC chips for signal processing seems to be the future direction to handle the
increased rates and a simple cartoon of a tracker detector using these chips can be seen in Figure
9. ASIC chips also require less power and occupy less space. This gives more flexibility to the
mechanical design of the tracker panel and how power is delivered. Another modern approach
to signal processing is to pass hit classification and filtering to FPGA using AI/ML [51]. This is
a developing and very popular R&D area and research should be conducted to find the best use
scenario for the Mu2e-II tracker detector.

FIG. 9: A cartoon for the usage of ASIC chips for the readout of the Mu2e-ii straws. Switching to
ASIC chips open up new possibilities for mechanical design, power delivery and cooling.
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2. Alternative tracker designs

The “I-tracker” design has been proposed during the early days of the Mu2e project [52]. In
this design, square drift cells made out of a sense wire centered within field wires that are strung
along the beam direction as shown in Figure 10. Wires are precisely positioned into a metal frame
that locates them down to 20 µm. The metal frame is installed within an ultra light gas vessel that
provides the gas seal. This approach alleviates a lot of construction and mechanical issues with
the straw detector, primarily the wire positioning and gas leaks. To control the multiple scattering
within the gas environment, He is proposed. He as a drift gas is slower compared to the ArCO2

used in the Mu2e tracker, however it potentially offers a different way to deal with the increased
hit rates of the Mu2e-II environment. The latest studies aim to reduce the drift cell size to a 3
mm × 3 mm square. The effect of this change to the momentum resolution should be studied with
respect to the Mu2e-II rates.

FIG. 10: I-Tracker design for an alternative to the Mu2e like tracker. In this design, drift cells
made out of sense wires and field wires are strung between spokes aligned in the beam direction
within a gas vessel that makes the seal against the vacuum.

The ultra light gas vessel idea is also applicable to a Mu2e like tracking detector. Similar to
the I-tracker, the aim is to reduce the leak requirement on the tracker straws and to ease the
construction of a tracker panel with straws. The workshop did not focus on this idea [53], however
with the recent developments on the vacuum requirements of the Mu2e tracker and the interest in
the I-tracker for the Mu2e-II, a fusion of the I-tracker and the straw tracker remains an interesting
prospect.

E. Calorimeter

The Mu2e calorimeter [54] consists of 1348 pure CsI crystals, comprising two disks, read out
with custom SiPMs developed with Hamamatsu company. The calorimeter has a robust rate
performance at Mu2e rates but may be challenged by Mu2e-II instantaneous rates that are two
to three times higher. The x10 integrated radiation dose on the calorimeter readout electronics
motivates the study of appropriate rad-hard readout electronics at a level informed by the HL-
LHC detector upgrades. An alternative calorimeter design has been developed based on BaF2
crystals readout with solar-blind UV sensitive SiPMs that efficiently collect the very fast UV
component (∼ 220 nm) of the scintillation light while suppressing the slow component near 310
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nm. This alternative design would be considerably more robust against Mu2e-II rates but requires
the development and commercialization of the required solid-state photo sensors, which is ongoing.
The Mu2e-II calorimeter should have the same energy (<10%) and time (<500 ps) resolutions as
in Mu2e, aiming to provide a standalone trigger, a track seeding, and PID as before. However, the
Mu2e-II environment presents two challenges to the calorimeter system:

1. The pileup with respect to CE seems to scale linearly with beam intensity, so to keep the
same level we have in Mu2e (15%) with 150 ns we need to rescale the new signal length. The
signal length for Mu2e-II should be 75 ns.

2. Under the assumption that the total integrated dose (TID) from the beam flash in the
calorimeter from 800 MeV protons scales as the number of stopped muons with respect
to the Mu2e 8 GeV beam, a factor 10 increment is expected. The ×10 increase in the
integrated dose (neutron fluence) corresponds to 10 kGy (1 × 1013 n/cm2/sec) for both
crystals and sensors motivates consideration of more radiation tolerant crystals and sensors
such as Barium fluoride (BaF2) crystal and Solar blind SiPMs.

Supported by the DOE HEP ADR program, the Caltech crystal lab has been developing yt-
trium doped ultrafast barium fluoride crystals [55] to face the challenge of high event rate and
severe radiation environment. In 2017, they found that yttrium doping in BaF2 is effective in the
suppression of its slow scintillation component with 600 ns decay time while maintaining its ultra-
fast sub-ns scintillation component unchanged. In a collaboration with SICCAS and the Beijing
Glass Research Institute, yttrium-doped BaF2 crystals of up to 19 cm length were successfully
grown, and showed a factor of ten suppression in the slow component (see Figure 11). They also
found that 25 cm long BaF2 crystals are radiation hard up to 120 Mrad. This R&D will continue
in collaboration with crystal vendors. Support is requested to develop high-quality yttrium doped
BaF2 crystals of large size for the Mu2e-II calorimeter.

FIG. 11: Main parameters of crystals used in HEP; comparison with the BaF2 and BaF2 Yttrium
doped crystal.
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The development of a photosensor capable of efficiently reading out the fast component of
barium fluoride is an urgent component of R&D for Mu2e-II. Working with FBK and JPL, the
Caltech group is developing a large area SiPM (nominally the same size as that used in Mu2e)
that incorporates an integrated ALD filter having high efficiency at the 220 nm fast component
and substantial extinction of the 300 nm slow component [56], as shown in Figure 12. A second
phase of this development will further incorporate a delta-doped layer that will improve the rise
and decay times of the SiPM response, as was demonstrated with the Delta-doped RMD APDs.
The initial batch of wafers has been furnished by FBK to JPL. These have had the ALD filter
applied and are now being returned to FBK for the next step in processing. Several rounds of
development are anticipated, motivating a request for R&D funds from Mu2e-II.

FIG. 12: Green: 3 layers-SiPM PDE; Red: pure BaF2 emission; Grey: 6% Y doped BaF2.

An extremely fast electronics has been developed by the INFN-LNF group with the collaboration
of D. Tagnani (INFN-Roma3) in 2022 for the Crilin calorimeter [57]. Crilin’s FE electronics
are composed of two subsystems: the SiPM board (Figure 13, right) and the Mezzanine Board
(Figure 13, left). The SiPM board houses a layer of 36 photo-sensors so that each crystal in the
matrix is equipped with two separate and independent readout channels, the latter being composed
of a series connection of two Hamamatsu S14160-3010PS SMD sensors. The 10 µm SiPM pixel
size, along with the series connection of two photo-sensors, were selected for a high-speed response,
short pulse width and to better cope with the expected total non-ionizing dose (TNID) without
showing an unmanageable increase in bias current during operation.
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FIG. 13: Crilin calorimeter electronics: controller board (left) and SiPM board (right) matrix.

All bias voltages and SiPM signals for each readout channel are transported between the SiPM
board and the Mezzanine Board by means of individual 50 Ω micro-coaxial transmission lines.
Decoupling capacitors for each channel, along with a PT1000 temperature sensor, are also in-
stalled onboard. This readout scheme can be adapted to the Mu2e-II calorimeter together with an
alternative proposal of using 8 cm LYSO crystals. The proposal has many advantages:

• 8 cm length LYSO is enough to achieve O(5%) energy resolution;

• the equivalent noise energy is not a problem and there is good longitudinal response unifor-
mity;

• no expected degradation in performance after 1013 neutrons/cm2;

• SiPMs already exist, no R&D needed,

• the high LYSO light yield permits the use of the SiPMs at low over-voltage and thus enhances
the radiation resistance and reduces the power dissipation;

• so long as a front-end amplifier is not needed, there are no problems with the irradiation
level of electronics.

Although this backup solution seems to be practical, simulation studies are needed to verify its
rate capability in the Mu2e-II environment.

F. Cosmic Ray Veto

The Mu2e experiment expects one signal-like event per day induced by cosmic rays. These
are cosmic muons interacting somewhere in the detector material, producing an electron that by
coincidence mimics a signal. The cosmic ray veto (CRV) detector suppresses this background.
It consists of four layers of scintillating counters [58] with a cross-section of 5 × 2 cm2 that are
read out through wave-length shifting fibers [59] connected to 2× 2 mm2 silicon photomultipliers
(SiPM) [60]. The CRV covers the full detector region of the experiment, all sides, as well as the
top. Localized CRV hits coincident in multiple layers (three out of four in most regions) trigger an
offline ∼ 125 ns (to be optimized) veto in the signal window. The Mu2e CRV needs to suppress
the cosmic ray background by a factor of a few 1000 with efficiencies up to 99.99% in the most
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sensitive areas while keeping the dead time low in order to reach single-event sensitivity on the
order of 2.5× 10−17 (6× 10−17 90% C.L.) with around three years of running. An upgrade to the
CRV system is required for Mu2e-II as described below [14].

The duty cycle of Mu2e-II is expected to be a factor of three higher, resulting in the need for
a three-fold higher suppression of the cosmic ray background. At the same time, the higher beam
intensity of Mu2e-II will lead to higher noise (non-cosmic ray hits) rates of more than a factor of
three. This poses a challenge to keep the dead time low.

If the Mu2e CRV were used for Mu2e-II, dead times on the order of 50% would be expected.
The dead time arises from noise hits that occur in coincidence and trigger veto windows. There
are two main sources for such fake hits: a) secondaries from the primary production beam, and
b) secondaries from stopped muons. It has been shown in simulations that the secondaries from
the primaries production beam can be suppressed efficiently by improved barite- and boron-loaded
concrete shielding. To address the higher rate from secondaries from stopped muons, the channel
rate needs to be reduced, which reduces the false confidence rate, reducing the deadtime. To reduce
the channel rate, a finer segmented detector concept is proposed (see below).

There are different sources of inefficiency in the CRV. Although the Mu2e CRV is designed to
minimize gaps by offsetting the different layers, there remain some corner cases where the cosmic
muons manage to sneak in through gaps. Figure 14 (left) shows such an example. The cosmic ray
background from such gaps in Mu2e-II with the Mu2e CRV design is estimated to be 0.22± 0.15.
It turns out that most of the cosmic muons producing a signal-like electron have an azimuth-angles
(angle with respect to “up”) smaller than 60◦ as shown on the right side of figure 14.

FIG. 14: Left) example of a cosmic muon in a CRV gap. Right) azimuthal-angle distribution of
cosmic rays resulting in event-like events.

This motivates the proposal for an improved CRV design consisting of triangle-shaped counters
with an angle of 120◦ stacked together. Figure 15 shows a sketch of the proposed design. This
design not only reduces the rate per channel due to its higher granularity, but it also reduces the
inefficiencies due to gaps. For cosmic rays with an azimuth-angle smaller than 60◦ it’s impossible
to travel along a counter gap. In addition, cosmic rays at these shallow angles deposit more energy
in other layers due to the longer path length through the module. With this improved design, the
cosmic ray background in Mu2e-II from gaps is estimated to be below 0.1 events.
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FIG. 15: Sketch of the proposed triangular shaped counter design in red overlayed on the shape of
the Mu2e CRV design in blue.

A second source of inefficiency is uninstrumented areas of the detector. The opening for the
transport solenoid is the most prominent example. The cosmic ray background from this opening
for Mu2e-II is estimated to be 0.08±0.02. So far this was considered irreducible. However, it turns
out that additional shielding would allow to reduce this contribution by about a factor of 2.

A third source of inefficiency is an insufficient light yield. An extensive program is ongoing to
characterize and understand the aging of the Mu2e CRV detector. Due to these aging effects, at
least parts of the CRV will need to be replaced for Mu2e-II. There are multiple options to increase
the overall light yield for a Mu2e-II detector:

• Moving from 1.4 mm to 1.8 mm wavelength shifting fibers increases the light yield by 24%.
This was already done for some of the most critical top modules for Mu2e [61].

• More modern SiPMs (for example S14160) have significantly higher photon detection effi-
ciency. Not only is the overall efficiency improved, but they are also more sensitive to the
wavelength of the wavelength-shifting fibers.

• It was shown that potting the fibers channels with silicon resin improved the light yield by
40% [62]. R&D on how to seal the channels to avoid damaging the readout due to leaking
resin is ongoing.

An additional background source is neutral cosmic particles that produce a signal-like electron
by coincidence. This contribution is not negligible for Mu2e-II. Adding 6 feet of concrete shielding
above the target reduces this background to 0.02± 0.002.

The readout bandwidth of the Mu2e CRV is limited by the 10 MB/s link between front end
boards (FEB) and readout controllers (ROC). In Mu2e, the off-spill window will be used to trans-
mit the on-spill data which is expected to be suppressed by the online-trigger by two orders of
magnitude. In Mu2e-II no off-spill time will be available, either the bandwidth needs to be signifi-
cantly improved or the trigger will need to achieve a significantly higher suppression. An additional
challenge in Mu2e arises in the FEB event builder to provide the bandwidth to account for the
beam instabilities that require an overhead of up to a factor of 2. To achieve this, the most active
channels are sparsified. While the beam is expected to be much more uniform in Mu2e-II the event
builder might already be saturated in nominal conditions. Detector side changes will be needed to
use the same readout scheme. The proposed higher granularity helps also in this aspect.

In summary, at least parts of the Mu2e CRV can not be used for Mu2e-II due to aging effects and
radiation damage in the SiPMs. We propose an improved triangular-shaped CRV design with finer
granularity reducing the single-channel rate, which reduces the dead time. At the same time, the
triangular shape improves the detector’s efficiency. The light yield of the counters is also enhanced
with this geometry. For the CRV at Mu2e-II, enhanced high-Z shielding is the most crucial part.
It reduces the readout noise, which is crucial to control the dead time. In addition, improved
shielding around the transport solenoid opening reduces muons sneaking in through that gap and
additional shielding on top of the target suppresses cosmic background from neutrals. With this
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improved detector design and shielding, we predict that the CRV background can be limited to
the level summarized in Table I.

source background
inefficiencies from gaps in counters < 0.1
inefficiencies from uninstrumented gaps 0.08± 0.02
neutrals 0.02± 0.002
total 0.20± 0.08

TABLE I: Expected cosmic ray background budget for Mu2e-II with the proposed changes. Opti-
mizing the the momentum cuts reduces the total to 0.17. From [14].

Moving forward, we plan to seek funding to build triangular prototypes that should be installed
in the running Mu2e experiment. An R&D program is needed to improve the counter profile,
explore the possibility of coating for enhanced reflectivity, and improve or fill the fiber channels. In
addition, the aging behavior of such new counters needs to be studied. Mu2e-II prototypes installed
in Mu2e will benefit the running experiment by providing an additional handle on determining the
CRV efficiency. In parallel, dedicated simulation efforts with triangular-shaped counters are needed.
We propose to procure some enhanced shielding to start building up experience. The shielding
design needs to be optimized. Obviously, running Mu2e will reduce uncertainties related to the
CRV design needed to meet requirements for Mu2e-II. However, detector R&D must be started
now, in order to be ready to meet the challenges of Mu2e-II.

G. Trigger and DAQ

Obtaining higher sensitivity in Mu2e-II imposes more performant requirements on the trigger
and data acquisition (DAQ) compared with Mu2e. We make the following assumptions:

1. Compared with Mu2e, Mu2e-II will have twice the number of detector channels and five
times the number of pulses on target, leading to a ten times higher data rate.

2. The Mu2e-II event size may be three times the expected Mu2e event size of 200 kB, because
of the greater channel count and more background hits.

3. We assume that we can support a factor of two in tape capacity over Mu2e, leading to 14
PB/yr.

4. The required trigger reduction factor in Mu2e-II is 3000:1.

Mu2e-II does not have the large 1400 ms gaps between batches of spills that Mu2e does. That
is, Mu2e-II will have a steady event stream, so there is no “catch-up” time. Buffering can be used
to handle local fluctuations in event rate, but not gaps in beam from the accelerator. Two scenarios
may be considered for cost-effectiveness: (i) Large CRV buffers and a software trigger; (ii) Small
CRV buffers and a hardware trigger.

An important decision is which detector subsystems are triggered, possible approaches include:

• Same as Mu2e – Stream all tracker and calorimeter data; software trigger for CRV based on
the tracker and calorimeter;

• Stream calorimeter; hardware trigger for tracker and CRV based on the calorimeter;

• High-level software trigger for storage decision.
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The radiation levels at the detector will be higher than for Mu2e. Mu2e-II will likely not want to
design its own rad-hard links. Instead, we will probably want to make use of technology developed
for CMS/ATLAS.

The generic data readout topology is anticipated to be a multi-stage TDAQ system, consisting
of the front-ends, data concentrators, event builders, and storage decisions. The data concentrator
aggregates small front-end fragments into larger chunks for efficient event building. Data is switched
from the concentrator layer to the event builder layer so that full events arrive at the event builder
layer and are buffered. At the event builder preprocessing or filtering could occur. In the storage
decision available decision nodes make high level storage decisions.

Four TDAQ LOIs were contributed in the Snowmass 2021 process:

• A 2-level TDAQ system based on FPGA pre-processing and trigger primitives;

• A 2-level TDAQ system based on FPGA pre-filtering; Features of these first two approaches
include: Mu2e already using FPGAs in the ROCs and DTCs; FPGA can offer flexibility for
algorithm development; these solutions are more tightly coupled to the sub-detector readout
systems.

• TDAQ based on GPU co-processing. Features include data transfer is challenging and im-
porting C-style algorithms is not simple

• Triggerless TDAQ based on a software trigger (scaling up the Mu2e system). Features include
cooling in the DAQ room and data transfer and processing become very challenging.

FPGA algorithm development could make use of C-style coding High Level Synthesis (HLS),
offering advantages over manual VHDL or Verilog development. CMS is investing in the HLS
approach to FPGA algorithm development. There is also a hls4ml collaboration developing machine
learning tools using HLS. In principle helix pattern-recognition can be coded on FPGAs, and one
could use very powerful FPGAs if located outside the detector solenoid.

R&D will benefit greatly from Mu2e experience. The current Mu2e trigger algorithms can
be used on commercial FPGA boards to perform feasibility studies. A successful demonstration
would consist of delivering a demonstrator that could be operated parasitically in the Mu2e TDAQ
towards the end of Run 2.

H. Physics and sensitivity

The aim of Mu2e-II is to achieve a single event sensitivity of O(10−18). Designing an experiment
capable of this level of sensitivity involves a multi-faceted approach. On-going R&D focuses on
three main aspects:

• stopping target design, designing a target that is optimal for conversion while minimizing
energy losses of possible signal electrons;

• production target design, optimizing pion production while designing a technically feasible
target;

• detector design, specifically designing a tracking system capable of the required momentum
resolution.

This discussion is divided into two sections. Section IIIH 1 details phenomenological consider-
ations needed to inform our choice of stopping target, and how we present our final result. Sec-
tion IIIH 2 details technical considerations that inform the design of the experiment while ensuring
we maintain the required signal-to-background ratio and momentum resolution.
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1. Phenomenological Considerations

Improved understanding of nuclear dependence of conversion rate

Measurements of the atomic number dependence of the rate of muon-to-electron conversion are
detailed in Refs. [12, 15, 63]. In the event of a charged lepton flavor violation (CLFV) signal at
Mu2e and/or COMET, we can elucidate the Lorentz structure of New Physics coupling at Mu2e-II
by obtaining additional conversion measurements in other nuclei. Mu2e and COMET both intend
to use an aluminum (Al-27) target, Mu2e-II must choose a material that is complementary to
Al-27, but which is also technically feasible in the Mu2e-II experimental set-up.

Reference [63] is the most widely cited treatment of the atomic number dependence of µN → eN ,
which has been extended by Refs. [12, 15]. During the workshop a new approach to the estimation
of the atomic number dependence of the conversion rate was presented. Barrett moments [64]
are utilized to include muonic X-ray measurements of nuclear charge distributions in addition to
electron scattering data. The latter alone was used in previous studies [12, 15, 63]. By including
muonic X-ray data we can account for deformation in nuclei, which is particularly apparent for
higher-Z materials. Nuclear deformations are parametrized by a three-parameter Fermi distribu-
tion, which takes into account the effect of permanent quadrupole moments. In addition, the new
approach uses a deformed relativistic Hartree-Bogoliubov method to account for neutron distribu-
tions, this differs from Ref. [12, 15, 63] which simply scaled the proton distributions by a factor of
N/Z.

In general, the presented treatment differs from Ref. [12, 15, 63] in several ways:

• More data through inclusion of muonic X-ray data which helps account for de-
formations: the use of muonic X-ray data substantially enlarges the sample size in the
regime above Z=60, where many nuclei have substantial quadrupole deformations. Elastic
electron scattering and muonic X-ray data are combined using Barrett moments, and devise
a procedure to incorporate the effect of permanent Y20 deformations on the effective nuclear
skin thickness.

• Accounting more accurately for neutron distributions: a model based on a deformed
relativistic Hartree-Bogoliubov calculation is used to estimate the neutron distributions.
This model allows the inclusion of a wider variety of nuclei and explores isotopic effects on
the conversion rate.

• Accounting for isotope abundance, and feasibility of single isotopes: recognizing
that separated isotopes are hard to obtain in sufficient quantities to make practical stopping
targets of ∼ 100 g. Instead, elements that are comprised of a single stable isotope or in
which the dominant stable isotope is greater than ∼ 90% abundant are explored. Vanadium
is proposed as the best option for Mu2e-II.

A detailed publication describing the result of the work is imminent, and we leave the explicit
details to that document.

Normalization: Presenting conversion results

The conventional approach to the normalization of µ → e conversion experiments, quoting the
conversion rate (experimental limit or theory prediction) normalized to the measured rate of µ
capture on a given nucleus, has been in place for more than seventy years. As the current round of
experiments approach a sensitivity that may yield a signal, this convention should be re-examined,
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particularly because future experiments will likely focus on the Z,A dependence of the conversion
process. A talk at the Workshop proposed a revised convention for presenting both theoretical and
experimental results on µ → e conversion going forward that addresses the shortcomings of the
historical approach.

Normalization to the muon capture rate is not precisely analogous to the idea of a branching
fraction (the number of decays into a particular mode, divided by all decays), which would be to
divide the conversion rate in the field of a particular nucleus by all possible fates of the muon (µ → e
conversion, DIO or nuclear capture). However, normalization to muon capture was effectively
codified by Weinberg and Feinberg in 1959 [65]; essentially all results or predictions on muon to
electron conversion have henceforth been presented in the form:

Rµe orBµe(Z) orCR(µ−N → e−N) =
Γ(µ−+N → e−+N)

Γ(µ−+N → all captures)
.

Compilations of the history of experimental limits on CLFV processes typically place the 90%
confidence level limits for decays and conversion on the same plot, ignoring the fact that they are
normalized differently. The decays are reported as true branching fractions, while the conversion
rate limits are on the fraction of muon captures resulting in production of a monoenergetic electron,
which does not account for all fates of a muon in a muonic atom. Indeed, the lifetime of such a
muon is determined in varying proportions by the conversion rate, a BSM process, by the nuclear
capture rate, an incoherent Standard Model process, and by the lifetime of the decay-in-orbit muon,
which is modified from the free decay rate by the atomic binding energy, the so-called Huff factor
(0.993 for aluminum, 0.981 for titanium and 0.850 for gold) [66].

There is a simpler alternative to normalization that hews more closely to what both experiments
and theoretical calculations actually do, and has benefits in understanding the Z,A dependence of
the conversion process. Conversion experiments are normalized to the number of muon stops in the
nuclear target within the sensitive time window. This requires knowledge of the total muon lifetime
in a particular muonic atom, as well as of a set of relevant experimental efficiencies. The number
of conversion signal events (or to this point, absence of events) is divided by the number of muons
stopped in the target (as measured by, e.g., counting 2P − 1S muonic x-rays or other transitions,
such as delayed γs from muon capture. These experiments do not, in general, measure the muon
capture rate). The number of candidate muons for conversion is determined by muon decay as well
as by nuclear muon capture, that is, by the total lifetime in the muonic atom. Thus, for example,
the experimental measurement of the total muon lifetime, 864.0 ± 1.0 ns in aluminum [66], with
its associated uncertainties, unavoidably enters the calculation of the experimental efficiency and
therefore the calculation of the µ → e conversion rate. Since the overlap of the muon atomic wave
function with the nuclear proton and neutron distribution influences the effective lifetime, the BSM
physics and the Standard Model nuclear physics are inextricably mixed. Thus, the measured rate
(or limit on the rate) ab initio depends in part on the muon capture lifetime. The muon nuclear
capture rate grosso modo follows Wheeler’s [67] Z4

eff law, but in detail shows the effect of nuclear
shell structure on nuclear size. The Weinberg-Feinberg convention reports results as a “capture
fraction”, by analogy to a branching fraction, by dividing the measured rate once again by the
muon capture rate, thereby exaggerating the effect of nuclear shell model structure.

From a theory perspective, a model calculation of the rate of conversion effectively yields an
absolute rate (more specifically a rate characterized by G2

F and mass-scale coupling factors). The
convention has then been to divide this BSM rate by the experimentally measured SM muon
capture rate. Thus a BSM conversion rate calculation that is effectively on the same footing as a
calculation of a BSM decay rate is presented as a hybrid ratio of the calculated rate of the coherent
conversion process divided by the experimental measurement of a partially incoherent SM muon
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FIG. 16: Sensitivity of CLFV experiments as a function of atomic number, relative to sensitivity
in aluminum. The normalization is to total muon lifetime, rather than to muon capture.

capture process, analogous to a branching fraction. This hasn’t mattered in any practical sense to
this point. It is, however, comparing a calculable coherent process to a difficult-to-calculate (and
therefore usually measured) process. When comparisons of decay and conversion sensitivity are
made there are issues, as there are in comparison of CLFV rates for different nuclei.

The method of normalization matters in two different ways. Plots of the chronological improve-
ment of limits on CLFV processes typically plot the limits for µ → eγ, µ → 3e and µ → e conversion
on the same scale, even though the decay results are true branching fractions, while the conversion
rates are fractions of the µ capture rate. It would be preferable to normalize the conversion rate
to the fate of all stopped muons, which is what is actually measured. The ratio of muon decay in
orbit to µ− capture is a strong function of Z, which yields a somewhat different dependence on Z
for the two normalization approaches. The proposal is therefore to present conversion results as
they are actually measured and compare these results with what is actually calculated. Thus the
normalization would be to all fates of the muon in the atom:

CR(µ−N → e−N) =
Γ(µ−+N → e−+N)

Γtotal(µ−+N → all)
.

We have done a new comprehensive study of the (Z,A) dependence of µ → e conversion [68]
that extends previous work in several areas. In addition to employing the normalization to the
total muon lifetime instead of the µ capture lifetime, it includes nuclear size and shape data
from muonic X-rays, accounts for nuclear quadrupole deformations and treats proton and neutron
distributions separately. Figure 16 shows the results, relative to the conversion rate in aluminum.
While variations due to nuclear shell structure inevitably remain, they are reduced from previous
treatments that normalize to µ capture.
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Exotic physics signatures

Arguably, high-intensity muon facilities have underappreciated potential to search for light
weakly coupled new physics. As an illustration of these ideas, we discuss a proposed search for
two-body decays to light new particles with both pions and muons at Mu2e. Modern muon facilities
offer unprecedented statistical samples of both muons and pions in a controlled, thin-target limit,
with high-resolution detectors [69–72]. Their flagship physics goals are often highly specialized due
to the kinematic “smoking gun” signatures of CLFV occurring in small pockets of phase space that
the Standard Model struggles to populate. Despite their highly specialized design, muon facilities
have unique capabilities to search for physics beyond the Standard Model (BSM).

Having a broad portfolio of physics in addition to a specialized flagship measurement is benefi-
cial for modern HEP experiments. As a relevant example, the neutrino community has increasingly
embraced searches for dark sector physics [73]. Similarly, experiments designed for precise measure-
ments of neutrino oscillation parameters such as DUNE, JUNO, and Super Kamiokande also search
for supernova neutrinos and proton decay [74–78]. A broad physics use case (beyond CLFV) is ben-
eficial because it both maximizes the physics impact of the experiments themselves and increases
connections across different subfields of HEP.

As a concrete example of the opportunities discussed above, we now present a proposal for Mu2e
to search for two-body decays µ+ → e+X [79], [80]. The ability to perform a successful search in
this channel relies crucially on the sample being µ+ rather than µ−. The statistical sample is so
high at Mu2e ∼ 1018 muons stopped, that even calibration data (which would be µ+ rather than
µ−) with one-millionth the statistics, e.g. 1012 or 1013 stopped muons, may offer world leading
constraints. This illustrates an important point, that even in “sub-optimal” configurations that
sacrifice orders of magnitude in statistical power, modern muon facilities may still offer unparalleled
reach for certain models of new physics. We project that Mu2e can overcome existing constraints
from the TWIST-II experiment at TRIUMF [81] and provide world leading limits on the branching
ratio of µ+ → e+X [79].

Charged pions also offer exciting new physics opportunities via π+ → e+X. Pions are typically
seen as a hindrance; for instance Mu2e designed their beam structure around a timing cut to
extinguish backgrounds from radiative pion capture [70]. Nevertheless, a modified data acquisition
strategy that focuses on early periods of the beam structure can enable Mu2e, or other muon
facilities, to search for BSM physics in pion decays. The experiment’s thin target and high-
resolution detectors differentiate them from other high-statistic pion sample. For instance pion
decay at rest (πDAR) facilities [82–84] often have huge statistical samples, but use a thick target
and copious shielding making a search for a mono-energetic electron impossible. By way of contrast,
this type of signal is precisely what the Mu2e tracker is designed to look for. A modified B-field of
76% removes all Michel electrons, and enables good energy reconstruction for 60−70 MeV electrons.
Using a bump-hunt strategy we project that Mu2e could place world-leading limits on right-handed
neutrinos mixing with electrons (Fig. 17), competitive even with the highly specialized PIONEER
proposal [85]. The signal is a monoenergetic positron from π+ → e+N with mN ≳ 20 MeV to
avoid overlap with the peak from π+ → e+νe (which may also be used as a source of calibration).

In summary, muon facilities offer many unexplored sidebands that can be exploited for new
physics. The statistical samples and modern detector quality allow even a single day’s worth of
calibration data to be impactful. More effort should be invested into studying novel signatures of
BSM physics that may be unearthed with muon facility data.
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FIG. 17: Projected sensitivity to right-handed neutrinos mixing with electron flavor. Mu2e
calibration data with a momentum degrader that improves sensitivity by a factor of 7 (reduction
of muon decay in flight background by a factor of 5 and an increase of stopped pions by a factor
of 3). The see-saw target corresponds to parameter space that would produce acceptable neutrino

masses in a type-I see-saw framework. To appear in Ref. [79]

2. Technical Considerations

Designing a Pion Production Target

The sensitivity of the Mu2e II experiment critically depends on the number of muons stopped
in the target over the course of the experiment. The muon beam is generated from low momentum
pions produced in the production solenoid, where the rate of stopped muons directly depends on
the rate of low momentum pions produced in primary proton interactions in the production target.
This production rate depends both on the production target design as well as the pion production
in the target material.

The rate of stopped muons per 800 MeV primary proton on the production target simulated
using the Mu2e II Offline, which uses GEANT4 for particle transport, is shown in Table II for both
the tungsten and carbon conveyor target designs, as well as using the Mu2e Hayman tungsten
target for comparison. The carbon conveyor production target is estimated to have a 25% higher
muon stopping rate than the tungsten conveyor target, though, as discussed in Section III C 2,
MARS and FLUKA do not predict the higher particle production rates using the carbon conveyor
target that GEANT4 predicts. The Mu2e-era Hayman tungsten production target, which could
not survive under the Mu2e II operating conditions, but also was not optimized for the trajectory
of 800 MeV protons in the production solenoid’s magnetic field, has a higher muon stopping rate
of about 10−4 per proton on target. This suggests that targets optimized for Mu2e II may be able
to achieve stopping rates on the order of 10−4 per proton on target.

A change in the muon stopping rate leads to a direct change in the single event sensitivity for
µ− → e− and the rate of beam-related backgrounds, while leaving the rate of cosmic ray-related
backgrounds unaffected, assuming little change in the reconstruction efficiency and no change in
selection. Figure 18 shows the expected sensitivity of the Mu2e II experiment for varying muon
stopping rates. This does not account for changes in the signal search selection to account for the
change in the beam-related background rates, which would improve the sensitivity, or any change in
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Target R(muon stops / POT)
Tungsten conveyor (7.2± 0.1)× 10−5

Carbon conveyor (9.0± 0.1)× 10−5

Mu2e Hayman (10.3± 0.3)× 10−5

TABLE II: Stopped muon rates in the stopping target per primary proton on the production
target for different production target designs using 800 MeV primary protons. The “Mu2e

Hayman” target refers to the Mu2e-era tungsten production target design.

FIG. 18: The Mu2e II expected 90% CL in the absence of a signal as a function of the stopped
muon rate. Selection efficiencies are assumed fixed, where only the beam-related backgrounds and

the signal rates are varied.

the detector pileup due to changes in the particle production rates, which may improve or diminish
the sensitivity.

Designing a detector system

Several aspects pertaining to the design of the tracker, calorimeter, and cosmic ray veto system
are detailed in their respective sections. We do not re-iterate them here but it is, of course, crucial
that we have excellent momentum resolution, and minimize multiple scattering and energy losses
and cosmic backgrounds in order to achieve our sensitivity goals. There are already ongoing R&D
efforts to understand possible tracker configurations. So far these have focused on the use of thinner
straws (8µ m compared to 15 µ m in Mu2e). More exotic tracker designs could also help, and there
are opportunities to contribute. For the calorimeter, more radiation resistant material is necessary,
barium fluoride will replace the cesium iodide used in Mu2e. There is an ongoing R&D effort for
the best sensor technology to use with barium fluoride. There is also a need to replace the cosmic
ray veto system. This is crucial to ensuring the elimination of cosmic ray background.



32

The physical design of the pion production target has already been discussed. There is also
a need to re-design the muon-stopping target, which could be further optimized for improved
sensitivity. The design is a compromise, a heavier target stops more muons, but also means more
energy straggling and multiple scattering which can decrease momentum resolution.
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IV. ADVANCED MUON FACILITY

The Advanced Muon Facility (AMF) is a proposal for a next-generation muon facility at Fermi-
lab that would exploit the full potential of the PIP-II accelerator to deliver the world’s most intense
µ+ and µ− beams. This facility would enable broad muon science with unprecedented sensitivity,
including a suite of CLFV experiments that could improve the sensitivity of planned experiments
by orders of magnitude, and study in detail the type of operators contributing to NP in case of an
observation (e.g. high-Z target in conversion experiments).

The AMF complex would use a fixed-field alternating gradient synchrotron (FFA) to create a
cold, intense muon beam with low momentum dispersion. Short intense proton pulses are delivered
to a production target surrounded by a capture solenoid, followed by a transport system to inject
the muons produced by pion decays into the FFA ring. The phase rotation trades time spread for
momentum spread, producing a cold, monochromatic muon beam. During that time (O(1) µs),
the pion contamination is reduced to negligible levels, and the FFA injection / extraction system
effectively cuts off other sources of delayed and out-of-time backgrounds. The phase rotation
requires very short proton pulse, and a compressor ring is required to rebunch the PIP-II beam.

The following sections summarize the discussions held on the compressor ring, the FFA syn-
chrotron, the conversion and decay experiments, and other opportunities with high intensity muon
beams. Prioritized R&D tasks for each topic and synergies with other efforts are also highlighted.

A. Proton Compressor ring

1. PAR Proposal

A primary objective of the PIP-II linac upgrade is to improve Fermilab’s Booster performance
and thereby increase beam power to DUNE/LBNF. It will be CW-capable, leaving a large portion
of beam power available for new GeV-scale experimental programs. The PIP-II era accumulator
ring (PAR) has been proposed to enable the PIP-II linac to better perform both roles; to improve
Booster performance and to provide a platform for new HEP experiments. In particular, a beam
dump program exploring dark sector (DS) and neutrino physics called PIP2-BD [86] could operate
with PAR proton pulses. For the Booster role, the circumference of PAR needs to match that
of the Booster, but the location at the end of the Booster Transfer Line constrains the available
area. The PAR design uses a novel ”folded figure-8” architecture, allowing it to fit within a smaller
footprint, see Fig. 19. A key advantage of PAR for the Booster program is to use a longer injection
section with an extraction line for unstripped H- particles.

Due to the folded figure-8 design, PAR can accommodate two extraction sections and two RF
systems. Consequently, PAR can extract to the Booster at a 20 Hz rate and extract to PIP2-BD
at a 100 Hz rate or above. The two RF systems would allow PAR to operate with 44 MHz for
bucket-to-bucket transfer to Booster mode or at less than 10 MHz for pulse compression to the
PIP2-BD program. A third operating mode is to capture the beam at 44 MHz but extract single-
bunch pulses at a high rep rate (∼ 800Hz). Table III below gives a summary of the projected
beam modes available from PAR.

A self-consistent PAR lattice design has already been developed with several key features.
There is a 10 m uninterrupted injection straight section that allows for the ability to safely extract
unstripped H− particles while also being suitable for higher energy beams (at least 1 GeV). Also
within this injection straight is a 28 m dipole-to-dipole length with ∼ π/2 phase advance, leaving
room for downstream collimation. In the long crossover section, there is a 12” parallel shift between
the top and bottom rings which means there is no shared beampipe required in the crossover region.
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In the other long straight section, there is a cluster of quadrupole magnets that together are referred
to as a phase trombone. This phase trombone allows the tune to be changed ±75 degrees without
impacting the beta functions at other locations around the ring. Suitable RF cavity, magnet, and
kickers designs have also been identified. Tracking simulations show that the lattice is stable and
features adequate betatron tunespace.

FIG. 19: PAR ring (blue) located at the end of the Booster Transfer Line (grey) leading from the
PIP-II Linac (red) to the Booster (green). Adapted from B. Pellico and S. Dixon in [87].

PAR Power Modes

Nominal - To Booster PIP2-BD (h=4) AMF (h=1)

Intensity/pulse (ppp) 8-16e12 1-2.5e12 0.1-0.2e12

Energy (GeV) 0.8 0.8 0.8

Rep. Rate/pulse (Hz) 100 200-400 400-800

Power (kW) 100-210 30-130 5-21

Pulse length (ns) 2000 385-170 22-18

Exp. duty factor 2e-4 7.7-6.8e-5 0.9-1.4e-5

Beam capture Rate (MHz) 44 <10 44

TABLE III: Three projected beam modes available from PAR accelerator.

2. Towards a Compact PIP-II Accumulator Ring for AMF

A detailed design of the PAR has been completed and is in the process of being documented
(a summary is available above). However, the same level of detail is not presently available for a
more compact and higher power accumulator ring better suited for the AMF proton compressor.
In [86], a set of modest self-consistent parameters for Compact PIP-II Accumulator Ring (CPAR)
is articulated, whereby CPAR would deliver 90 kW of 1.2 GeV protons in less than 20 ns pulses.

In Ref. [88], Prebys presents a framework for optimizing proton compressor performance for
AMF program and lays out the accelerator requirements for achieving 1 MW beam power from
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a proton compressor delivering 12.2 ns pulses. To achieve the maximum 12.2 ns pulse intensity
within a space-charge tuneshift limit, the proton compressor ring should (firstly) be as compact
as possible and (secondly) should have as large as possible transverse acceptance. Following this
framework, a ring more compact than ORNL SNS ring but with similar transverse acceptance
could provide 400 kW of beam power in 12.2 ns pulses.

The Snowmass paper [88] also laid out the proton compressor extraction scheme. The RF
frequency of the ring should correspond to 12-25 ns RF buckets, with every RF bucket or every other
RF bucket filled. The proton pulses are extracted bunch-by-bunch with 10-40 ns kicker rise/fall
times. Since the injection scheme will require filling each bunch simultaneously, [86] proposes to
extract multiple times for each injection. Indeed a (third) critical design strategy should be to
have the highest possible extraction kicker repetition rate to alleviate space-charge and injection
requirements.

Two other design strategies for the proton compressor ring should be considered. The beam
energy can be increased above the value discussed above (fourth strategy) to overcome the space-
charge limit to pulse intensity (even accounting for the fact that the ring could be less compact or
have a smaller acceptance). The cost optimization of increasing the beam energy relative to other
design strategies (such as transverse acceptance) is still to be determined. Lastly (fifth strategy),
the machine acceptance should be much larger horizontally than vertically, to allow the strongest
dipole field strength while accepting the greatest number of particles. The proton compressor ring
design can use alternate gradient focusing to accommodate an open mid-plane in the accelerator
bending arcs.

A more detailed design and optimization of the AMF proton compressor is currently underway.
Our most recent design projection shows that a 1 MW proton compressor with 10-20 ns pulses
may be achievable in a 1.2 GeV ring with a 95% normalized emittance of 100 π mm mrad in a
150 m circumference (with 800 Hz extraction and 100 Hz injection rates).

Design work includes the development of the proton compressor lattice (layout of magnets),
dipole geometry, location of critical devices, assessment of injection and extraction strategies.
While preliminary calculation of the H- injection parameters suggest that the ring is compatible
with H- foil injection, this program would clearly benefit from the development of H− laser stripping
injection technology [89].

3. PIP2-BD Experimental Program

Theoretical work has highlighted that sub-GeV dark sector models are able to explain cosmolog-
ical dark matter abundance and a broad class of these models can be tested with accelerator-based
fixed-target experiments. Additionally the observation of coherent elastic neutrino-nucleus scatter-
ing (CEvNS) by the COHERENT experiment provides a novel and powerful experimental tool for
beyond the Standard Model neutrino physics. The PIP2-BD program looks to access this physics
with GeV-scale, high-power, low-duty beams.

The proton compressor for the proposed AMF facility would make an excellent proton source
for a beam dump physics program called PIP2-BD [86]. Aside from the proton source and the
beam dump, the PIP2-BD experiment requires only a 100t LAr detector.

Three scenarios were developed for the PIP2-BD Snowmass paper, all more modest than that
proposed for AMF, given in the table below IV. As one example of the physics reach, the exclusion
plots for vector portal dark matter (DM) models is shown for the three scenarios in Fig. 20.

The PIP2-BD program provides a natural staging scenario for the AMF program. First, a
0.8 GeV compact proton accumulator ring delivers beam to the PIP2-BD program at 100-300 kW.
Next, the proton accumulator ring is upgraded (in energy, extraction rate, and/or pulse-length)
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and begins beam delivery to the AMF program at 300-1000 kW. In this case, the design of the
initial proton accumulator ring needs to account for the beam requirements of both the initial
beam program and subsequent upgrade.

Facility Beam
energy
(GeV)

Repetition
rate (Hz)

Pulse
length (s)

Beam
power
(MW)

PAR 0.8 100 2× 10−6 0.1
C-PAR 1.2 100 2× 10−8 0.09
RCS-SR 2 120 2× 10−6 1.3

TABLE IV: The parameters of three possible accumulator ring scenarios considered to bunch the
beam current from the PIP-II linac. See text for more details.
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FIG. 20: The 90% C.L. sensitivity to the vector portal DM model for the three accumulator ring
scenarios. Both RCS-SR and C-PAR are able to search a large parameter space reaching the
expected thermal relic density for both scalar and fermion DM. Figure and caption source [86]

B. Muon FFA

1. Motivation for an FFA ring

Muon-to-electron conversion experiments such as Mu2e or COMET use the Lobashev scheme [90].
In that scheme, a proton beam strikes a target inside a solenoid. Produced π’s decay into µ’s and
a graded magnetic field directs the µ’s through a “transport solenoid” and into a third “detector
solenoid.” Both Mu2e and COMET use this scheme; Fig. 21 shows Mu2e for definiteness.
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FIG. 21: The three-part solenoid of the Lobashev scheme, as implemented in Mu2e.

FIG. 22: A timeline for Lobashev-style experiments, shown for Mu2e. A ≈ 250 ns wide proton
pulse strikes a target, producing charged pions and a “beam flash” of electrons. The muonic

lifetimes of Au, Ti, and Al are shown.

This scheme has two fundamental limitations. First, some of the pions born in the first Pro-
duction Solenoid survive to reach the final Detector Solenoid. When those pions interact with the
conversion material (normally referred to as a stopping target, Al for either Mu2e or COMET), they
can undergo radiative pion capture, π−N → γN ′. That photon can either convert in the stopping
target or internally convert, yielding an electron in the signal region. Since pions decay with a 26
ns lifetime, a delayed live gate exponentially reduces the pion contamination (O(10−11) in Mu2e.)
Second, the initial proton beam produces a “flash” of electrons from pN → π0 → γ → e+e− that
would overwhelm any detector. Again, a delayed live gate is the natural solution.

Unfortunately, this delay limits the reach of the experiments, yielding a second limitation.
Fig. 22 shows the timeline for Mu2e with the lifetimes of muonic Au, Ti, and Al. We see τAu

is well within the beam pulse and the flash period and is therefore not a practical target in this
scheme. Ti is possibly workable but still presents difficulties. Going to high-Z materials such as
Au are needed to either probe the nature of any CLFV interaction or set the most stringent limits,
so these two limitations are a limit on the technique and prevent us from exploring what might be
the most interesting physics.

A possible way to go beyond this limitation is to use a fixed-field alternating gradient syn-
chrotron (FFA) [91] as a muon storage ring. Pions would decay in the ring leaving a nearly pure
muon beam and only the relatively small amount of “beam flash” near the central momentum of
the FFA could be circulated. The FFA can also use RF to perform “phase rotation,” trading the
pulsed time structure and broad momentum spread from the compressor ring for more continuous
beam with a small momentum spread of a few percent. Such a cold, pure muon beam is ideal
for exploring high-Z materials with a short muonic lifetime. A cold beam at low energy will lose
energy quickly through dE/dx and come to rest in a thin target. The CSDA range in Al for a
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Mu2e-type beam at 40 MeV/c with T = 7.3 is about ×3 greater than a 29 MeV/c stopped beam
at T = 4, and the Lobashev-style Mu2e beam extends to nearly 100 MeV/c with a ×25 greater
CSDA range. We see that as the beam energy decreases, it becomes easier to find a conversion or
decay point than for a Mu2e-type beam at about 40 MeV/c.

FFAs, although invented in the 1950’s, have attracted considerable attention relatively recently
due to their unique properties [92]. In particular, they can provide lattices with very large accep-
tances in both the transverse and longitudinal planes, which is essential for muon beam applications.
The scientific interest in FFAs has increased significantly since the construction of the first proton
machine with RF acceleration in 2000 [93]. Since then several FFA machines have been successfully
constructed and operated, and several possible applications were developed. The review of FFA
developments was presented and discussed during the workshop.

2. FFA ring

A FFA ring was proposed for the next generation muon-to-electron conversion experiments [94]
to provide the large required acceptance for the muon beam, which is produced as tertiary beam
with large emittances and momentum spread. This experiment requires a high intensity compressed
proton bunch to be sent to the pion production target, which is immersed in a high field capture
solenoid. The pions produced from proton interactions decay into muons, which are transported
and injected into a small FFA ring. In this ring, the beam undergoes the longitudinal phase
space rotation using RF system to transform the initial short muon bunch with a large momentum
spread of ∼ ±20% into a long bunch with the momentum spread reduced by about an order-of-
magnitude. The use of the phase rotation motivated the name for this experimental system — the
Phase Rotated Intense Source of Muons (PRISM). The ring RF system can operate at harmonic
number one, requiring low frequency RF cavities based on Magnetic Alloy technology, which allows
to mix different RF frequencies creating the saw-tooth shape for the voltage phase dependence used
to maximize the efficiency of the phase rotation [95]. The narrow momentum spread beam is then
extracted and sent to the muon stopping target. The conceptual layout of the experiment is shown
schematically in Fig. 23 and main parameters of the facility are given in Table V.

FIG. 23: The conceptual layout of the PRISM system.
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Proton beam power ∼1 MW
Proton beam energy ∼GeV
Proton bunch duration ∼10 ns
Target type solid
Pion capture solenoidal magnetic field 10-20 T
Reference muon momentum 45 MeV/c (or lower)
Momentum acceptance ±20%
Minimal transverse physical acceptance (H/V) 3.8/0.5 π.cm.rad
RF voltage 3-5.5 MV
RF frequency 3-6 MHz
Repetition rate 100-1000 MHz

TABLE V: Main parameters of the PRISM facility.

Several lattice solutions have been proposed for PRISM [96], with an initial baseline based on
a scaling DFD triplet [97], which was successfully constructed and verified experimentally. The
studied solutions included both scaling and non-scaling FFA lattices, consisting of regular cells or
with a racetrack geometry.

The current baseline, proposed to take advantage of recent advances in FFA accelerators, was
discussed in details during the workshop. It is based on a regular FDF scaling lattice with ten
identical cells, as shown in Fig. 24. The FDF symmetry can provide the required large dynamical
acceptance, while simultaneously increasing the drift length for injection/extraction needs. The
symmetrical optics in the ring with identical cells avoids large variations of the β functions, which
can drive dangerous resonances. The use of the scaling FFA principle makes possible, thanks to its
intrinsic zero-chromatic properties, to keep the optics quasi-identical for off-momentum particles.
In particular, the tune working point is independent of momentum and situated away from the
resonance lines, which can severely diminish the dynamical acceptance. The β functions in one
of the symmetric lattice cells and the working point (tune per cell) of the baseline FFA ring are
shown in Fig. 25. The magnetic field on the median plane of the FFA ring along the reference
radius, described using the Enge model of the fringe fields, is shown in Fig. 26. The performance
of the FFA ring was verified in tracking studies. In order to incorporate tracking through the
combined-function magnets, taking into account the fringe fields and large amplitude effects, a
code used for the full FFA machine developed previously (FixField code) was used [98]. It is
a step-wise tracking code based on Runge-Kutta integration, using Enge-type fringe fields. The
results of the multiturn tracking shows that the horizontal dynamical acceptance of the machine
is very large and exceeds an impressive figure of 77πmm rad, as shown in Fig. 26 (right-hand
plot). The vertical dynamical acceptance is still being optimized, with the goal to achieve at least
5πmm rad. The vertical dynamical acceptance is typically smaller in horizontal FFAs, and the
vertical physical acceptance is nevertheless limited by the injection needs. The main parameters
of the baseline FFA ring solution for PRISM can be found in Table VI.

3. Beam transport and injection into an FFA ring

A significant challenge of the PRISM system resides in the design of the efficient beam transport
from the decay solenoid, where the muon beam is formed, and its subsequent injection into the
FFA ring. The beam in the solenoid is very strongly focused, has symmetric coupled optics in
both transverse planes, and a large natural chromaticity. Dispersion is either zero or very small
even in the presence of a bending field in the curved solenoids. This beam needs to be transported
with negligible losses into the FFA, which has zero chromaticity, decoupled asymmetric optics with
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FIG. 24: Schematic drawing of the muon storage ring. The lattice is based on the scaling Fixed
Field Alternating gradient (FFA) triplets with FDF symmetry.
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FIG. 25: Left: horizontal β function (red curve) and the vertical one (purple curve) in a
symmetric cell of the baseline FFA ring for PRISM. Right: working point (tune per cell) of the

baseline FFA ring solution. The second and the third order resonance lines are represented by the
blue and purple lines, respectively. The bold lines denote the systematic resonances.

intermediate focusing strength, and has relatively large dispersion function.

A conceptual design for the beam transport and injection system has been proposed (Fig. 27).
The beam first needs to exit the solenoid while the beam dynamics is under control. The proximity
of the solenoid may also saturate the downstream Alternating Gradient (AG) iron dominated
magnets, which should be avoided, and the reduction of the solenoid field needs to be controlled.
A system of two solenoidal coils is proposed to perform the beam matching from the quasi-uniform
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FIG. 26: Left: vertical magnetic field on the reference radius on the median plane of the baseline
FFA ring. The field corresponds to the reference momentum of 68MeV/c for historical reasons
and can easily be scaled down to a lower momentum. Right: horizontal dynamical acceptance
studies in the FFA ring at the reference momentum. Particles are tracked over 100 turns with
different amplitudes in the plane of study including a small off-set from the closed orbit in the

other plane. The black ellipse represents the acceptance of 77πmmrad.

Reference radius 7 m
Length of one straight section 3.15 m
Initial momentum spread ∼ ±20%
Final momentum spread ∼ ±2%
Reference muon momentum 45 MeV/c (or lower)
Reference tunes per cell (qh, qv) (0.245, 0.185)
Number of cells in the ring 10
Field index k 4.3
Harmonic number 1

TABLE VI: Selected parameters of the FFA storage ring.

decay solenoid into the downstream accelerator, controlling the beam size and divergence, while
a more complex system may be required. Located downstream from this matching section, the
dispersion creator consists of two rectangular dipoles with equal, but opposite bending angles, which
generates the initial dispersion required for the FFA lattice. This is followed by the scaling FFA
matching section, which aims to control the matching of the β functions and the final dispersion
into the values needed for the FFA ring. Finally, a system of bending magnets and septa is used to
introduce the beam into the FFA ring with a vertical offset with respect to the circulating beam.
The beam is bent horizontally and the dispersion flips sign due to the strength of the bending
magnets needed. The final horizontal magnet is a Lambertson-type septum [99]. The horizontal
septum needs to be followed by a vertical septum, which brings the beam closer to the closed orbit
in the ring. The vertical magnets upstream and downstream of the horizontal septum provides the
matching of the vertical dispersion function to zero in the ring. The beam is then passed through
one cell of the FFA, where the offset in position is transformed into a vertical divergence offset,
which is cancelled by the kicker magnets finishing the injection process by placing the beam on
the circulating closed orbit. Further studies are needed to demonstrate the full feasibility of the
described beam transport and injection system, and significant R&D is required to address its full
optimisation and to design the hardware. The extraction system and the beam transport from the
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FIG. 27: Conceptual layout of the muon beam transport from the decay solenoid and injection to
the FFA ring. The beam is moving from right to left. Injection kickers located in the ring are not

shown.

FFA ring into the experiment can be realized as a reverse copy of the injection system, but may
be significantly simpler as the momentum spread of the beam is a factor of ten smaller. The main
challenge is the rise time of the extraction kicker(s), which needs to be shorter than the injection
ones as the bunch at extraction is significantly longer. However, the use of conventional magnets
like quadrupoles in the transport line downstream of the extraction point may be feasible due to
the reduced momentum spread.

The FFA can operate with both signs of muons, one at a time, if the machine fields can be
reversed. However, it might be possible to apply the concept of the singlet FFA lattice [100], in
which beams of both signs can circulate in the same direction simultaneously. Further studies are
needed to investigate this idea.

C. Conversion experiments

The physics case for muon-to-electron conversion experiment at AMF was strongly highlighted
during the workshop, with potential sensitivity gains up to two orders of magnitude beyond what
Mu2e-II aims to realize. Key design elements draw inspiration from the PRISM/PRIME con-
cept [94], which introduced a fundamental shift in the experimental technique searching for muon
conversion. The introduction of a phase-rotated, slow muon beam in an FFA ring alleviates several
limitations of the scheme adopted by current collaborations [101, 102], and opens the possibility
to measure the conversion rates using high-Z target material. Such measurement would be critical
to study the source of New Physics [63], should a signal be observed. The following sections re-
view the challenges of the current experimental approach, the broad requirements for a conversion
experiment at AMF, and the main R&D efforts to develop a future detector concept.

1. Current approach and a new FFA design

The COMET and Mu2e experiments are based on similar concepts to produce muons and
detect conversion electrons, albeit with some differences. In both cases, muons are produced by
a proton beam hitting a primary target in a solenoid, and transported to a stopping target to be
captured by Al nuclei. COMET includes a C-shape magnetic spectrometer between the stopping
target and the detector, filtering out neutral particles, low-energy electrons and positively charged
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particles. This results in a lower occupancy and radiation dose in the detector, but precludes
the possibility of measuring both positively and negatively charged tracks at the same time. By
contrast, the Mu2e(-II) detector is (will be) placed just downstream of the stopping target, and
features an annular design to be insensitive to low-energy particles. While this geometry presents
more challenges in terms of track reconstruction and radiation dose, it enables the simultaneous
measurements of µ− → e+ and muon-to-electron conversion.

The sensitivity of these experiments is limited by several factors, including the background due
to the beam flash and pion decays (also preventing measurements with high-Z targets), the back-
ground induced from out-of-time protons (characterized by the beam extinction factor), the tracker
momentum resolution to distinguish muon DIOs from the signal, the cosmic-induced background,
the radiation dose in the detector, and the trigger latency.

To overcome some of these limitations, a new design based of a fixed field alternating gradient
synchrotron (FFA) has been proposed [94]. The pion/muon beam emerging from the primary
production target is directed into a FFA ring and undergoes phase rotation, trading time resolution
for energy resolution. A momentum spread of ∼ 2% is reached after six turns. During that
time (O(1) µs), the pion contamination is reduced to negligible levels. Using a primary proton
beam energy below the antiproton production threshold would also eliminate the corresponding
background, and the FFA injection / extraction system effectively cuts off other sources of delayed
and out-of-time backgrounds.

As a result an ultra pure, cold, monochromatic muon beam is available at the exit of the FFA.
Such a beam would enable measurement with short muonic atom lifetimes, i.e. high-Z target
material. In addition, the average beam energy can be significantly lower than that available
in COMET/Mu2e, potentially as low as 20 − 30MeV. Almost all muons could be stopped in a
thinner stopping target, reducing energy loss fluctuations and improving the conversion electron
momentum resolution.

Limitations arising from the DIO background, cosmic induced background and secondary par-
ticles produced from muon captures still need to be addressed. Adding a magnetic spectrometer
after the stopping target would filter neutral and low-energy particles, significantly reducing the
detector occupancy and radiation dose. The PRIME proposal includes a 540 degrees spectrometer
(the so-called “Guggenheim scheme”), but other designs could be considered. While this approach
isn’t charge symmetric, it should be noted that there is no need to determine the RPC background
in-situ with positrons.

2. Momentum resolution requirements

The DIO background scales with the number of stopped muons and can only be distinguished
from signal electrons by their momenta. A method to approximately quantify the relationship
between signal resolution and statistical power of a conversion experiment has been recently de-
veloped, assuming all other sources of background are negligible [103]. A resolution function is
convolved with both the signal and DIO spectra. This function comprises two components: a Lan-
dau distribution with width σ describing the core and low side tail - this broadly accounts for the
effects related to charged particles traversing the detector material - and a power law with power
s to model the high side tail arising from mis-reconstructed tracks. The results for a few scenarios
on Al-27 and Ti-48 are shown in Figure 28. For moderate gain in muon statistics (O(1017)), im-
proving the core resolution from 0.160 MeV/c to 0.05 MeV/c has a larger impact than removing
the tail. However, reducing the tail has the largest effect once reaching higher muon statistics
(O(1021 − 1022)). In order to achieve sensitivity below the 10−19 level, improvements on both the
core and the tail are necessary.
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FIG. 28: The relationship between experimental sensitivity, signal resolution, and muons in
acceptance for an Al-27 target (blue) and Ti-48 target (red).

3. Tracking

The quantitative analysis described above demonstrates the necessity of improving momentum
resolution to surpass the expected sensitivity of Mu2e-II. In both Mu2e(-II) and COMET, tracking
detectors in a constant magnetic field are employed to sample the electron trajectory for this
purpose. In Mu2e(-II), a low-mass ionizing straw tube tracker is designed with a hole through
the center to maintain acceptable occupancy levels. Conversely, the COMET detection section
features a C-shaped filtering spectrometer that allows for a straw tube tracker without a central
hole. Considering the occupancy issue is exacerbated by increasing muon beam intensity, the
PRIME design assumes the inclusion of a spectrometer between the stopping target and tracking
detector for the next-generation experiment. The general consensus reached during the workshop
discussion is that AMF should plan for a filtering spectrometer as well.

Assuming the presence of a magnetic spectrometer, the tracking environment of the AMF con-
version experiment would differ significantly from Mu2e(-II). Several improvements in the tracking
environment at AMF highlight the benefits of the FFA magnet and spectrometer solenoid in the
detection region. These advantages include eliminating the need for a hole in the center of the
detector, virtually eliminating beam flash background particles and radiation, facilitating straight-
forward shielding against muon capture products (such as neutrons, heavy charged particles, and
gammas), filtering to allow only highly momentum electrons to reach the detector, and creating a
minimal impact on the tracker when changing the stopping target material due to the large physical
separation between the stopping target and tracker. However, a few downsides exist, such as the
potential need for additional shielding materials, which could make accessing the tracking detector
for repairs more challenging, and the loss of the ability to measure positively charged particles.

To work towards leveraging the improved tracking environment and ultimately enhancing the
momentum resolution, several tracking technologies were discussed. Continuing the legacy of
Mu2e(-II) and COMET by utilizing a straw tube proportional tracker is attractive for several
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reasons. This technology allows for a highly segmented detection volume, offers good intrinsic
momentum resolution, and benefits from the extensive expertise developed by the collaborations
involved in current conversion experiments. However, manufacturing a straw tube tracker is chal-
lenging, especially if efforts are made to minimize tracker mass by using thinner straws. Addition-
ally, the large number of straw tubes used in the detector provide many potential sources of gas
leaks. An alternative option is employing a multi-wire proportional chamber (MWPC) for track-
ing, which inherently has less mass due to its single large gas volume. Furthermore, MWPCs are
easier to manufacture compared to straw trackers. One major drawback of MWPCs is their inferior
segmentation compared to straw trackers. Consideration may be given to exploring Gas Electron
Multiplier (GEM) trackers that construct a high voltage potential across holes in a polymer sheet.
GEM trackers offer advantages such as ease of manufacture, flexibility in geometric design, and a
single large gas volume. However, drawbacks of GEM trackers include limited experience in their
use and a potentially higher intrinsic mass. Exploring newer technologies represents another viable
avenue, as a novel technique may better suit the needs of AMF, although this route very likely
entails the most substantial R&D efforts.

It is important to note that the development of a tracking detector for the conversion experi-
ment holds potential synergies with positive muon experiments conducted at AMF. R&D efforts
in tracking technology could also benefit from collaborations with the Instrumentation Frontier,
particularly the Micro-Pattern Gaseous Detector sub-group and the Solid State Detectors and
Tracking sub-group.

4. Simulation Scheme

Targeted simulations are a crucial tool to guide the design process forward. While most of the
Mu2e-II simulation efforts so far have been reasonably straightforward extensions of the mature
Mu2e effort, AMF will explore a much broader landscape of possibilities and it will be difficult to
directly re-use the Mu2e simulation code. However, there are some benefits to starting fresh and
using experiences from Mu2e(-II) to organize the simulations in a sensible and scalable way from
the beginning.

The simulation scheme should be derived from the current and anticipated future needs. We
must consider the wide range of study that will need to be pursued, and the many different software
packages that will be employed in the various stages of the simulation. Given these requirements,
it was advocated to develop compartmentalized simulations. A sketch of the simulation stages and
potential software tools is given in Table VII.

One crucial element of compartmentalization is the connection of the different stages of the
simulation. This is something that was not done for Mu2e, and we should make an effort to
integrate this aspect form the start. A simple data format should be sufficient for the early
studies, for example the HDF5 file format, as the produced samples should have a small footprint.
Ultimately, a well thought out scheme should be devised.

5. Cosmic Rays

Cosmic ray muons can decay or interact with material near the stopping target to mimic signal
electrons. In fact, the cosmic ray background is expected to be at the level of 1 conversion-like
electron / day, the largest source in the Mu2e experiment [104]. A dedicated cosmic ray veto (CRV)
detector is used to maintain this background at an acceptable level, but its performance must be
further improved to extend the sensitivity of conversion experiments. There are several reasons to
believe this can be achieved.
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Simulation Stage Subtasks Potential Software
Proton beam
→ Production Target

Beam transport G4Beamline

Pion production Radiation dose, power/heat,
pion transparency, extinction

Geant4/Mars

FFA (muon transport
and preparation)

Accelerator dynamics, insertion,
extraction, flash

G4Beamline

Muon stopping Stopping target, muon intensity,
daughter production

Geant4

Muon daughter transport DIO collimation, signal selection,
solenoid design, EM field design

G4Beamline

Muon daughter detection Detector solenoid, detector
design, pileup

TrackToy

TABLE VII: A sketch of the different stages of simulation that a conversion experiment at the
AMF may need. Details of the stages and potential software to use is included.

First, the AMF detector region could be farther away from the primary target region. This
region is close to the CRV in Mu2e(-II), resulting in large particle fluxes (mostly neutrons and
gammas) producing false coincidences in the CRV and causing dead time. Keeping the detector
region well separated from the production region will mitigate this issue. Second, high rates in the
CRV near the stopping target could be significantly reduced if the concrete shielding blocks are
enriched with high-Z materials section III F. Work is planned for Mu2e-II to fabricate and test
the performance of such shielding blocks. Third, increased overburden would reduce the hadronic
component of cosmic rays, a contribution becoming significant for Mu2e-II. Finally, the muon
beam frequency at AMF would be much lower than foreseen for Mu2e-II, significantly reducing the
exposure to cosmic ray background.

6. R&D Projects

The discussions during the parallel session yielded a number of R&D projects which are enu-
merated below and categorized by relative priority.

High Priority

• What type of beam can the FFA provide? Do we need to plan for an induction linac to lower
the central momentum? This would have a large impact on designs.

• Map out the acceptance of different proposed experiment configurations (e.g. C-shaped vs.
S-shaped spectrometer solenoid in the detection region)

• Utilize the sensitivity tool to study a few higher-Z target materials (e.g. Au).

• Which tracking technologies are people interested in pursuing? Determine the required R&D
needed for these options.

• Develop a scheme for cohesive, compartmentalized simulations and work out scheme for
connecting different stages of the simulation.
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• Determine consequences of running without e+ (e.g. µ− → e+ signal channel, calibrations).

Medium Priority

• Update the PRISM/PRIME diagram to include the other experiments of AMF that would
utilize the FFA.

• Start exploring CRV requirements and design. Keep cosmic-induced background in mind
when exploring detector designs.

• Explore shielding and design improvements.

• Understand what background particles come out of the FFA.

Low Priority

• Determine which tools should be used for the different steps in the simulation/analysis chain.

• Explore exotic solutions to e+ measurements (e.g. assay the stopping target, multiple track-
ing paths).

• Assess feasibility of track back-extrapolation in different designs.

D. Decay experiments

One of the most appealing perspectives of AMF is the possibility of gathering in the same
laboratory a vast community working on different experiments searching for New Physics in muon
interactions, in order to take advantage of possible synergies. In this respect, besides the design of
a next generation of muon to electron conversion experiments, it is critical to scrutinize, already
in this conceptual design phase, both the machine and detector requirements posed by muon
decay experiments. A similar effort was promoted in 2021 by the Particle Physics Laboratory
of the Paul Scherrer Institut (PSI, Switzerland), in view of the upgrade of the muon beam lines
foreseen in 2027-2028 (the High Intensity Muon Beam project, HIMB) and summarized in a written
document [105].

1. Beam requirements

Searches for rare muon decays require intense beams of positive muons (to avoid the energy
spectrum deformation produced by the capture of negative muons in the nuclear field) with a
continuous time structure (to minimize the accidental time coincidence of multiple muon decays).
Moreover, the kinematical resolutions are limited by the interaction of the decay products in the
muon stopping target, the thickness of which has to be minimized.

The standard solution is the use of surface muons (28.5MeV muons produced by pion decays
at rest on the surface of the proton target), slowed down in a thin degrader and stopped in a thin
target, with thicknesses optimized in order to have the Bragg peak of the muons fully contained
in the latter. In this strategy, starting from a relatively low momentum is critical in order to have
a small straggling of the total range and hence the possibility of using a thin stopping target (few
hundred microns of plastic materials). As an alternative, in particular if the maximum available
beam rate is too high to be tolerated by the experiments, one can consider to stop only a fraction
of the muons in a thinner target, letting the rest of the beam to go through it. As a drawback, one
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has to prevent muons decaying right after the target since the products would contribute to the
backgrounds without enhancing the signal. It implies that vacuum (and hence vacuum-compatible
detectors) has to be used around the target, while both ongoing experiments (MEG II and Mu3e)
are performed in a helium volume at atmospheric pressure.

2. Experimental signatures and general detector requirements

The two golden channels for LFV in muon decays are µ+ → e+γ and µ+ → e+e+e−, but other,
more exotic decays are also of interest in some specific New Physics model [106]. In the search
for the µ+ → e+γ decay, using muons at rest, a positron and a photon are searched for, emitted
back-to-back, each with an energy equal to half the mass of the muon, ∼ 52.8MeV. When very high
muon beam intensities are used (up to 5× 107 µ/s in MEG II), the dominant source of background
is the accidental coincidence of positrons and photons from two different muon decays. Hence,
the time difference between the two particles is an important discriminating variable for signal
against background, along with the particle energies and their relative angle. These kinematic
variables also allow to suppress the sub-leading background coming from the radiative muon decay
µ+ → e+νeνµγ.

The µ+ → e+e+e− search is performed requiring two positrons and one electron from a common
vertex, with an invariant mass equal to the muon mass. The three-track vertex strongly suppresses
the accidental coincidences, so that the µ+ → e+e+e−νeνµ background also plays an important
role.

Both experiments, as well as the more exotic searches, require the reconstruction of electrons
and/or positrons with a relatively low momentum, around and below 50MeV. In this range, mag-
netic spectrometers with tracking detectors overwhelm the calorimeters for the measurement of
the energy, providing at the same time the necessary resolution on angles and vertex. The recon-
struction is strongly affected by the interaction with the materials of and surrounding the target,
and with the materials of the detectors. For this reason, extremely light trackers have to be used.
Large volume gaseous detectors (drift chambers and time projection chambers) give the best com-
promise of single hit resolution and material budget, but poor granularity and significant aging
rates will make their use problematic with the higher rates of the future facilities. State-of-the-art,
50 µm-thick monolithic silicon pixel sensors (MAPS) can provide the necessary rate capabilities
with an acceptably low material budget, and the next generation of experiments could take advan-
tage of even thinner devices. Both silicon and large gaseous detectors need to be complemented
with faster detectors to achieve the time resolution that is necessary for the rejection of accidental
backgrounds.

Photons can be reconstructed using calorimeters, with an appropriate choice of the scintillating
material. The LXe calorimetry developed for the MEG experiment provides excellent performances
at low energies, but cost and handling of large xenon detectors make problematic the construction
of detectors with large acceptance. The use of innovative crystals have been investigated in the
light of future precision physics experiments [107], although large scale production and cost can
be an issue also for these kinds of materials. For some specific applications like µ+ → e+γ,
where the accidental background limits in any case the acceptable rate of detected photons, an
alternative solution is the conversion of photon in thin layers of materials and the reconstruction
of the outcoming e+e− pair in a magnetic spectrometer, because the higher energy resolution that
can be achieved with this technique and a higher rate of muons can be exploited to compensate
for the very low efficiency of the conversion process.
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3. µ+ → e+e+e−

At present, the best limit on the branching ration (BR) of µ+ → e+e+e− comes from the
SINDRUM experiment, BR(µ+ → e+e+e−) < 1.0× 10−12, and dates back to the late 1980s [108].
A new experiment called Mu3e is under construction at PSI [109]. The experiment has been
already designed to be ultimately operated at HIMB, with more than 109 µ/s, aiming at a final
BR sensitivity around 10−16.

As a consequence, the detector is already designed to cope with an environment very similar
to the one expected at AMF. The detector is composed of cylindrical tracking stations made
of HV-MAPS, complemented by layers of plastic scintillating tiles and fibers readout by silicon
photomultipliers (SiPM), within a ∼ 1 T magnetic field. A sketch of the detector is depicted in
Figure 29.

Target

Inner pixel layers

Scintillating fibres

Outer pixel layers

Recurl pixel layers

Scintillator tiles

μ Beam

FIG. 29: Sketch of the Mu3e experiment at PSI.

The HV-MAPS have 80 × 80µm2 pixels and 50 µm thickness, resulting in a material budget
corresponding to X/X0 = 0.011% per layer. In the high occupancy environment produced by
muon stopping rates exceeding 109 µ/s, the relatively poor time resolution of the HV-MAPS,
O(50 ps), would compromise the possibility of a correct association of hits to different tracks. So,
the scintillation detectors are critical to isolate hits produced by the same particle.

The two innermost tracking layers will provide an accurate vertexing with < 200 µm resolution,
while the geometry of the outer layers is optimized to get < 500 keV momentum resolution. The
scintillation detectors will also measure the time of the particles with a resolution better than
100 ps, allowing for an effective rejection of accidental backgrounds.

4. µ+ → e+γ

The best limit is much more recent, BR(µ+ → e+γ) < 4.2 × 10−13, published by the MEG
collaboration in 2016 [110], and the first result of the upgraded experiment MEG II [111] is expected
within 2023. Then, the future of this quest is much more unsettled. It was investigated in Ref. [112]
and more recent advances were considered in the HIMB science case document [105].

By contrast to µ+ → e+e+e−, the photon reconstruction cannot provide by any means the sub-
millimeter resolution that is necessary for an effective two-particle vertexing, so that the µ+ → e+γ
search is much more limited by the accidental background. Since it originates from accidental time
coincidences, it scales with the square of the muon beam rates, and it poses a severe limitation on
the maximum rate that can be proficiently exploited. Indeed, for a given beam rate, if the other
discriminating variables (e+γ energies, relative angle and relative time) do not provide enough
separation to keep the background yield at O(1) over the full lifetime of the experiment, the
sensitivity, scaling with S/

√
B, becomes independent of the beam rate, the increase of which would

only overcrowd the detectors without any real statistical advantage. In the MEG II experiment, the
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optimal beam rate is found to be around 5× 107 µ/s, below the maximum rate already achievable
at PSI.

Additionally, the detectors of the MEG II experiment are not designed to cope with the very high
occupancy produced by a muon beam rate increased by a factor 10 to 100 at future facilities: both
in the positron spectrometer (instrumented with a high-granularity drift chamber) and in the LXe
calorimeter, pileup events are already impacting the reconstruction of the events at 5 × 107 µ/s;
moreover, at 109 µ/s, aging effects in the drift chamber would become unmanageable if specific
solutions are not found to strongly suppress them.

New options need to be investigated, aiming at an improvement of the resolutions (to suppress
the accidental background) and an increase of the rate tolerance of the detectors. A few technical
solutions were already investigated in the HIMB science case document.

On the positron side, a silicon detector à la Mu3e would provide the necessary high rate ca-
pabilities, although the momentum resolution could be slightly worse, due to a less favorable
compromise between material budget and number of hits. In this respect, a next generation of
HV-MAPS, thinned down to 25 µm, and an optimization of the detector geometry and magnetic
field could allow to fill the gap against gaseous detectors. To now, the silicon detector solution
looks as the best option for the next-generation experiments, although some ideas still circulate in
the community, to improve the rate capabilities of gaseous detectors with new geometries (trans-
verse drift chambers, transverse drift tubes à la Mu2e, radial time projection chambers), new wire
materials and new, hydrocarbon-free gas mixtures.

On the photon side, the conversion technique seems to be the most promising one to fully exploit
higher beam rates. The basic idea is that, with a beam rate up to 100 times higher, but a total
conversion efficiency not much larger than a few per cent, the total photon rate (and hence the
accidental yields) would not significantly increase, while the better resolutions achievable in the
photon reconstruction would allow to more effectively reject the backgrounds. Moreover, a larger
acceptance could be achieved with lower cost, and the directional information extracted from the
e + e− pair would allow to build a eγ vertex, which would provide a further handle to reject the
accidental coincidences.

In the last couple of years some significant advance was made in the understanding of the
performance of the conversion technique and in the conceptualization of a photon detector for a
future experiment. Figure 30 shows a possible arrangement for a photon detector based on the
conversion technique.

Instead of a thin and dense passive converter, a scintillating crystal instrumented with SiPM is
considered. It would allow to measure the energy deposit in the converter itself, that is the main
limiting factor to the energy resolution when a passive converter is used.

Tracking the e+e− pair with excellent resolution and good efficiency will require at least two or
three layers of position-sensitive detectors in close proximity to the conversion layer (within about
1.5 cm for a 1 T magnetic field). Although silicon detectors would fit this design, the necessity of
stacking multiple conversion layers to increase the efficiency would make this option impractical
from the technical and economical point of view, considering that tens of square meters of detectors
would be needed to guarantee a good acceptance. However, it can be shown that the geometry of
drift chambers with stereo wires do not fit this design, while time projection chambers would be too
long to provide the necessary resolutions when operated with low-mass gas mixtures. The option
that is currently under consideration is a time projection chamber with radial drift. Simulations
are on going to assess the performance of a detector with such a geometry.

Finally, the conversion technique should be adopted without detriment to the good photon time
resolution (∼ 70 ps) characterizing the MEG and MEG II experiments. It could be achieved with
the addition of gaseous detectors with fast timing, like multi-gap resistive plate chambers (mRPC),
just in front of the active converter. These detectors would be light enough to not deteriorate the
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performance of the active converter, while providing the necessary time resolution on the e+ and
e−, after they recurled through the spectrometer.
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FIG. 30: The possible layout of a µ+ → e+γ experiment based on a silicon positron tracker and a
photon conversion detector (top), with a detail of a possible photon detector concept (bottom).

Simulations and test beam measurements on scintillating crystals for the active converter are
on-going. Preliminary results have been shown, indicating that four layers of 3 mm thick LYSO
crystals could give a conversion efficiency of 10% and an energy resolution of about 140 keV, to be
combined with the resolution of the e+e− tracker, the simulation of which is on going.

Other innovations were also briefly discussed at the workshop, namely an active target to get a
direct information on the positron vertex and multiple thinner targets in vacuum.

All these studies give a preliminary indication that the performance envisaged in Ref. [112] could
be realistic, so that a BR sensitivity approaching 10−15 could be reached with beam intensities
exceeding 109 µ/s, as shown in Figure 31.

5. Exotic decays

More exotic channels can be considered, where the muon decays to new, non standard particles,
that can in turn decay into standard particles or remain invisibile (either because they are stable
or their product do not interact with the detector). A review of several channels and searches can
be found in Ref. [106].

As a case study, the decays of muons with lepton-flavor violating axion-like particles (ALPs) in
the final state were discussed at the workshop. The two channels of interest are µ+ → e+a and
µ+ → e+aγ, where the ALP a escapes the detection.
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FIG. 31: Sensitivity of next-generation µ+ → e+γ experiments under different assumptions for
the detector design. See Ref. [112] for a detailed description of the underlying assumptions.

When the mass of the ALP is zero or very low compared the energy resolutions of the detector,
the search for µ+ → e+a, which is based on the reconstruction of a monochromatic positron,
is affected by large systematic uncertainties because a peak at the kinematical end point of the
muon decay spectrum can be easily faked by a miscalibration of the momentum scale (e.g. in the
calibration of the magnetic field). The most recent limit, from the TWIST collaboration [81], is the
result of a careful exploration of possible miscalibrations at the keV level, and strong improvements
are difficult to envisage.

For higher masses, similar searches in experiments tailored for µ+ → e+γ are typically limited
by the momentum acceptance of the positron spectrometer, which is optimized for the highest
momenta, but there is an intermediate range, where the TWIST search is statistically limited, that
could be explored in more detail already in MEG II. It should be noticed that, although the trigger
of MEG II requires the coincidence of a positron and a photon, the large majority of the acquired
events is of accidental nature, and hence the observed positron can still be used to reconstruct
signatures without photons.

Anyway, having in mind the possibility of reconstructing the photon with high resolutions, the
µ+ → e+aγ channel can be even more interesting in MEG II and future µ+ → e+γ experiments,
considering the background discrimination power provided by the reconstruction of a missing mass.
This possibility was examined in detail in Ref. [113]. In this case, the available statistics is limited
by the trigger requirements for the µ+ → e+γ search, which restrict the available phase space to
a small region at high energies and large eγ angle. The outcome of the studies done so far is that
it would be advantageous to allocate for this specific search a relatively small data taking period
(a few percent of the total beam time), during which the trigger requirements are released, and
the beam rate reduced to enhance the prompt over accidental yield ratio. This new data taking
strategy would strongly enhance the sensitivity of MEG II to µ+ → e+aγ, and with 1 month of
data taking, assuming for instance V-A currents, the current limits for the ALP couplings would be
overcame by a factor up to 5, as shown in Fig. 32. Detailed simulations and trigger rate estimates
are ongoing within the collaboration to confirm these results.

Being the sensitivity of these searches also limited by the background from accidental coinci-
dences, the same considerations done for µ+ → e+γ at future high-intensity facilities also apply in
this case.
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FIG. 32: Sensitivity of MEG II, with a dedicated trigger strategy and a reduced muon beam
intensity, to left-handed (V-A) ALP couplings, compared to the current limits. See Ref. [113] for

details.

E. Other experiments

1. Session Summary

In this session of the workshop, we discussed the current status and future plans of various
muonium experiments and proposals. Muonium (commonly referred to as M or Mu, by particle or
nuclear physicists, respectively) is a µ+e− bound state that is produced when µ+ stop in matter.
It is a purely leptonic, hydrogen-like atom where the nucleus consists of a µ+. This makes it
an excellent venue for precision tests of QED since, e.g., nuclear size effects do not need to be
considered. Muonium experiments typically employ “surface” muon beams: beams of antimuons
produced when positive pions decay at rest inside the production target; this two-body decay yields
a forward-going, quasi-monoenergetic (≈ 4MeV, or ≈ 28MeV/c) µ+ beam that is 100% backward-
polarized and can be stopped to produce muonium in thin conversion targets.

Three categories of fundamental-physics measurements were discussed at the Workshop: the
search for M–M mixing, precision M spectroscopy measurements, and the measurement of the
gravitational acceleration of M in the Earth’s gravitational field. Published results from the first
two measurement categories date from over 20 years ago [114–117], so the field is ripe for renewed
efforts. New spectroscopy measurements are in progress: the MuSEUM [118, 119] hyperfine-
splitting experiment at J-PARC and the Mu-MASS [120, 121] 1s–2s experiment at PSI. The MACE
M–M mixing experiment is proposed at the Chinese Spallation Neutron Source, and the LEMING
M gravitational experiment is in an R&D stage at PSI [122]. The PIP-II linac under construction
at Fermilab should enable the world’s highest-intensity muonium beam. All three categories of
experiments thus appear worthy of pursuit at Fermilab once PIP-II is operational, assuming a
suitable high-power PIP-II target facility is built and the currently planned accelerator is upgraded
for continuous operation.

2. Muonium Theory

Rare muonium decays of interest include M → e+e−, M → γγ, and M → νeνe, all three of
which would be dominated by new physics if they occur. In effective field theory, compared to
e.g. µ → 3e, they probe different combinations of Wilson coefficients, so are worth searching for
whether or not µ → 3e is observed.

Conversion of muonium to antimuonium—the simultaneous conversion of an antimuon to a
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FIG. 33: Examples of new-physics diagrams contributing to M–M mixing: exchange of (a) a
doubly charged Higgs boson ∆++, (b) heavy Majorana neutrinos, (c) a neutral scalar ΦN , or

(d) a bileptonic flavor diagonal gauge boson X++ (from [114]).

positron and an electron to a muon—would be an example of double charged-lepton flavor viola-
tion. While not forbidden (neutrino oscillation being well established), the rate of such conversion
via virtual neutrino oscillation is so low as to be essentially unobservable. Representative new-
physics diagrams contributing to muonium–antimuonium oscillations are shown in Fig. 33. Since
some new-physics mechanisms favor M–M mixing over muon-to-electron conversion, the former is
not necessarily suppressed with respect to the latter. As with rare decays, since Mu2e and M–M
mixing are differently sensitive to new physics, both should be sought as sensitively as possible.

3. Muonium–Antimuonium Conversion Experiment (MACE)

The MACE experiment proposes to search for muonium–antimuonium oscillation at a high-
intensity muon beamline at, e.g., the High Intensity Heavy-ion Accelerator Facility (HIAF) or the
Chinese Spallation Neutron Source (CSNS).

The existing limit (PMM < 8.3 × 10−11 at 90% C.L. in an 0.1T magnetic field) was set by
the MACS experiment at PSI in 1999 [114]. The goal of MACE is to improve on MACS sensi-
tivity by more than two orders of magnitude, by increasing the rate of muonium formation and
improving apparatus resolutions. The design (Fig. 34) employs a µ+ → M conversion target made
of silica aerogel placed within a cylindrical drift chamber surrounded by a solenoid magnet. The
aerogel is perforated (“laser ablated”) with an array of small blind holes to increase its surface-to-
volume ratio, enhancing the probability that M atoms produced within escape to the surrounding
vacuum [123]. M → M conversion leads to an atom consisting of a muon bound to a positron,
producing a fast electron and slow positron once the muon decays—opposite in electric charge to
the decay products of muonium. The fast electron is reconstructed and its sign and momentum
measured in a cylindrical drift chamber. The slow atomic positron left behind when the muon
decays is accelerated electrostatically and sign- and velocity-selected in a curved solenoid chan-
nel, which transports it to a microchannel plate (MCP), in which it annihilates, sending a pair of
511 keV gamma rays into the surrounding calorimeter.

Optimization of the muonium yield and detector performance is under study. The muonium
vacuum yield for various target designs is simulated using the random-walk method. The simulation
has been validated and is believed to be reasonably accurate. This simulation provides a basis for
optimization of the perforated silica aerogel target and indicates that a surface muon beam with
a relatively small momentum spread (2.5% or less) can increase the yield of muons to 1.5% or
higher, to be compared with the 0.5% yield in MACS. Together with the higher expected muon
intensity, this yields an improvement of about two orders of magnitude compared to MACS. On
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FIG. 34: 3D cutaway view of proposed MACE apparatus. Antimuons are incident from the left
on an aerogel target in which many of them stop and convert to muonium. If a muonium atom
converts to antimuonium, its decay electron is reconstructed by the surrounding cylindrical drift

chamber and its slow positron is accelerated and sign- and velocity-selected in the S-shaped
solenoid channel, conveying it to a microchannel plate in which it annihilates, sending gammas to

be detected in the surrounding calorimeter.

the other hand, the background rejection capability of MACE depends on the spatial resolutions
of the detector— in particular, those of the spectrometer and MCP. The wire structure of the
drift chamber has been modeled, and an initial reconstruction algorithm has been implemented.
By examining various readout layer layouts, the geometry of the drift chamber can be further
optimized. Current results demonstrate vertex resolution in the range 5–10 mm. By improving the
reconstruction algorithm, the resolution of the drift chamber is expected to be further improved,
with a goal below 5 mm.

The design has been simulated in Geant4 to characterize its performance [124]. The limiting
backgrounds in MACS were accidental coincidences and the rare decay µ+ → e+e+e−νeνµ (which
can fake the signal mode if one of the positrons is missed). MACS had one event passing its elliptical
time–vertex cut (cut radii of 4.5 ns and 12 mm, respectively). For a background-free sample
with two orders of magnitude more M events, the time, vertex distance of closest approach, and
energy resolutions should be substantially tightened with respect to those in MACS. Preliminary
MACE simulations indicate resolutions of 6.5 mm in distance of closest approach (comparable to)
and 0.65 ns (better than that in MACS) in electron–positron time difference. Further resolution
improvement is desired and is the subject of ongoing studies.

4. Muonium Spectroscopy

Muonium spectroscopy experiments aim to measure one of three transitions: the ground state
hyperfine splitting, the 1s–2s interval, or the Lamb shift. The hyperfine and 1s–2s splittings
together with g − 2 allow an independent, muon-only determination of the fine-structure constant
α.

The hyperfine splitting is currently being measured by the MuSEUM experiment [118, 119]
at J-PARC with an uncertainty goal of 5Hz (1.2 ppb). This would exceed the precision of the
theoretical prediction and so can be viewed as a measurement of the ratio mµ/me, which domi-
nates the systematic uncertainty of the prediction. In MuSEUM, muonium is created by stopping
highly polarized muons in krypton gas. Positrons will be preferentially emitted in the spin direc-
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tion (upstream). A perpendicular microwave magnetic field is applied in order to flip the spins.
The hyperfine splitting is determined by measuring the ratio between upstream and downstream
positron emission as a function of microwave frequency.

The 1s–2s splitting (and Lamb shift) are currently being measured by Mu-MASS [120, 121]
at PSI. The uncertainty goal for the 1s–2s splitting is 10 kHz (4 ppt), which will enable a 1 ppb
measurement of mµ. In Mu-MASS, muonium is formed in silica, then excited to the 2s state and
ionized with a pair of lasers. The muon is then transported away from the creation point and its
emitted Lyman-alpha photon is detected in an MCP detector.

5. Low-Energy Muons at Fermilab

We briefly describe the MeV Test Area (MTA) beam line at FNAL, which could be used for
low-energy muon and muonium R&D (and perhaps for competitive physics experiments as well),
and expectations for the PIP-II superconducting linac, whose construction is in progress.

The MTA is situated near the end of Fermilab’s 400MeV H− Linac and shielded well enough
to accept a large fraction of the protons accelerated by the Linac (although a shielding assess-
ment demonstrating this has yet to be finalized). A new MTA beam line was recently designed
and installed to serve an approved muon-catalyzed-fusion R&D program; it naturally produces
low-energy pions and muons of both signs. The layout is shown in Fig. 35. Geant4 simulation
studies using a 3-cm-long rectangular W target predict surface-muon production at a rate of order
∼ 10−9µ+/proton-on-target (POT) into the acceptance of the beam line, which is centered at a
146.4◦ production angle. Measurements made in the 1970s [125] suggest that, compared to the
thin graphite targets used at surface-muon beam lines at spallation-neutron facilities such as PSI,
RAL, and TRIUMF, a Ta or W target should produce more charged pions and surface muons
per POT by factors of 3 (π+ and µ+) and 8 (π− and µ−). (These factors are not borne out in
Geant4 studies, but Geant4 is not expected to be reliable for such cases; measurements are there-
fore needed, and planned.) Studies to optimize the target configuration and beam-line acceptance
are in progress and may yield higher muon rates [126]. However, for purposes of surface-muon (and
muon-catalyzed-fusion) R&D, the rates so far simulated are more than sufficient.

The PIP-II linac will of course accelerate to 800MeV, twice the energy of Fermilab’s exist-
ing Linac. While neither 800 nor 400MeV is optimal for surface-muon production, the predicted
rate decrease per POT with respect to the peak at 590MeV is only about 15% [126]. Further-
more, especially if it is upgraded for CW operation, most of the protons that the PIP-II linac
could accelerate will not be destined for the Main Injector and could enable a low-energy-muon
physics program at Fermilab that—even after PSI’s High-Intensity Muon Beam (HIMB) upgrade
is completed—would be the world’s most sensitive by more than an order of magnitude.

To prepare for a future, world-leading, PIP-II muon facility, it is highly desirable to conduct
R&D now at the MTA to develop and gain experience with the techniques that will be needed at
PIP-II, such as those discussed in the next subsection. Such a program at the MTA will also allow
(for the first time) a U.S.-based program of µSR measurements, obviating the current need for
Fermilab superconducting RF-cavity developers (and other U.S. researchers) to take their samples
to Canada for µSR surface studies at TRIUMF.

6. Muonium Production in Superfluid Helium

Measurements [127] (Fig. 36) have shown that below 1K, superfluid helium (SFHe) is an efficient
converter of stopped µ+ to muonium. The signature of M formation is rapid precession of the muon
spin; the resulting time evolution of the decay asymmetry in a magnetic field has been used to
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FIG. 35: Photo of Fermilab MeV Test Area showing 400MeV proton beamline at right and
pion–muon quadrupole channel at left. The protons enter traveling into the page at the right

edge of the photo, and muons (produced both within the target and via pion decay in flight) exit
out of the page at the left edge. A target holder is situated at the intersection of the two beam

lines, followed by a small solenoid to capture charged particles produced in the target.

explore the production of muonium when µ+ are incident on pure superfluid 4He or a solution
containing 0.2% 3He [127, 128]. The high conversion efficiency and the immiscibility of hydrogen
isotopes in superfluid helium form the basis of a technique proposed by PSI’s David Taqqu [129]
that can make a monochromatic, parallel beam of muonium atoms propagating in vacuum by
stopping slow µ+ in a thin, horizontal SFHe layer. Such a beam would for the first time enable
an interferometric muonium gravity experiment (see next subsection) and could also be a game-
changer for other high-sensitivity muonium measurements.

Their immiscibility implies that any muonium atoms formed in the SFHe that reach its upper
surface will be expelled perpendicular to that surface at a velocity determined by the chemical
potential of the atoms in SFHe, predicted to be 270K for muonium [129], implying an expelled-
atom velocity of 6.3mm/µs. (The prediction depends on isotopic mass and has been verified
experimentally for the case of deuterium [130]; this immiscibility has also been exploited to make
a functioning SFHe-coated focusing mirror for hydrogen atoms [131].) To maximize the efficiency
of beam creation, it is desirable to suppress muonium formation in the SFHe bulk by applying
an electric field to drift the muons away from their ionization electrons; the required field can
be created by a surface-electron pool of 108 e/cm2, maintained e.g. by use of a W tip. Such an
electron pool is stable below 1K [132]. Calculations show that for a layer thickness of ≈ 300µm,
up to ≈ 10% of muons entering the SFHe drift to the surface before decaying and yield escaping
M atoms.

An alternative method of achieving high M escape efficiency is under development at PSI by
our PSI and ETH-Zürich colleagues (K. Kirch et al. [128]), in which an extremely thin (∼ 1µm)
SFHe layer is employed, such that about half of the muonium atoms formed in the bulk diffuse to
the upper surface and are expelled. To achieve a substantial µ+ stopping probability in such a thin
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FIG. 36: Relative production vs. temperature of muonium in superfluid helium (blue points
from [127] and recent measurements in red by a PSI–ETH-Zürich collaboration [128]).

layer, the µ+ beam must be precooled. This “muCool” apparatus (also proposed by Taqqu [133])
has been developed and tested successfully, compressing the µ+ beam phase space by a factor 1010

at the expense of 10−3 efficiency due to muon decay [134, 135].

7. Muonium Antimatter Gravity Experiment (MAGE)

The gravitational force between antimatter and matter has yet to be directly measured. So
far only a crude experimental limit has been established: −65 ≤ g/g ≤ 110 [136], where g is
the gravitational acceleration of antimatter at the earth’s surface (indirect limits on g, such as
those derived from torsion-pendulum experiments and lunar radar ranging [137], are based on
the assumed gravitational effects of virtual antiparticles in nuclear binding energy and are not
applicable to antimuons). Any deviation of g from g would be evidence for new physics—possibly
a “fifth force,” as has been invoked to explain multiple muonic experimental anomalies [138]. From
another perspective, antimatter gravity can be viewed as a test of the weak equivalence principle,
which some authors suggest may be violated in the case of antimatter [139, 140]. Muonium gravity
is thus worth measuring as sensitively as possible.

Measurement of muonium gravity has not heretofore been feasible. The predicted parallel beam
produced by superfluid helium is a game changer that will enable it to be measured for the first
time. This has led to the approval of the LEMING experiment at PSI, based on the muCool
apparatus and use of a micron-thick thin film of SFHe [122]; however, LEMING is still in an
R&D stage, and a parallel M beam has yet to be demonstrated. Furthermore, the inefficiency
of muCool is likely to limit LEMING in its currently designed form to measuring the sign of g
and determining its magnitude only crudely. The thick-film approach described in the previous
subsection, combined with the proton-beam power available from PIP-II and the use of heavy
targets, should allow MAGE at Fermilab to measure g to 1% of g or better. Depending on the
progress of our R&D, a g measurement at the MTA may also be competitive with LEMING.

MAGE and LEMING are based on the same idea [141]: create a horizontal, parallel, mo-
noenergetic beam of muonium propagating in vacuum and impinging on a three-grating Mach–
Zehnder-type interferometer, detecting the products of muonium decay in time–space coincidence
downstream of the third grating. The fast positron from µ+ decay is easily reconstructed using
scintillating fibers. The slow atomic electron left behind when the muon decays can be accelerated
electrostatically for detection by a 2D scintillating hodoscope array. The interferometer measures
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the acceleration of the beam in the direction perpendicular to the grating slits, which (to measure
gravitational deflection) should therefore be oriented horizontally— in contrast to the more usual
atom-interferometry applications, in which gravity is an unwanted influence and vertical slits are
employed. The de Broglie waves corresponding to the atom beam diffract in each grating, and
interference of the diffracted waves creates a sinusoidal intensity distribution at the third grating.
The details of the pattern (its phase and period) exceed the position-reconstruction capability of
particle detectors but can be measured by translating the third grating up and down periodically
over time. The phase is proportional to the gravitational deflection, and its sign gives the direction
(deflection up or down).

The beam is created by stopping surface or “subsurface” µ+ in superfluid helium, deflecting the
resulting vertically propagating M beam into the horizontal by means of a SFHe-coated surface
angled at 45◦. (Subsurface muons are surface muons created slightly deeper into the target that lose
a fraction of their energy to dE/dx on the way out of the target.) Given the predicted 6.3mm/µs
M velocity discussed above, the 2.2µs muon lifetime corresponds to 1.4 cm of travel, and with
the statistically optimal 2-lifetime grating separation (for measurement of an acceleration ∝ t2),
the apparatus easily fits on a tabletop, or within the sample volume of a dilution refrigerator.
Since the measurement resolution is inversely proportional to the grating pitch, the interferometer
should have as fine a grating pitch as possible, but the gratings must also be fairly large and as
open as possible (i.e., with minimal supporting struts, which potentially could block the passage
of a significant fraction of M atoms). The current state of the art is judged to be ≈ 1 cm2 grating
area and 100 nm grating pitch. With ≈ 50%-open (approximately optimal [135]) gratings, and an
approximately parallel beam, the geometric acceptance is close to 100%, but half of the beam is
absorbed at each grating, in addition to decay losses.

The measurement resolution depends on the pitch d, inter-grating travel time t, and interfero-
metric contrast C according to [142]

δg =
1

C
√
N

d

2π

1

t2
, (2)

where N is the number of detected events. With the (conservative) fringe contrast C = 0.1,
and 100,000 M/s detected, the resolution is then δg/g ≈ (0.35/

√
# days) for gratings placed 1

muon lifetime apart, or ≈ (0.1/
√
# days) with 2-lifetime grating separation. Thus the sign of g is

determined to 5 standard deviations in less than a day of running, and the magnitude determined
to 1% (if systematic effects can be sufficiently well controlled) in about a year. To these estimates
some margin must of course be added for calibration runs and accelerator downtime. Thus precision
measurements of g (to 1% or better) will require the highest possible M intensity.

8. R&D Projects / Potential Synergies / Open Questions

Here is a list of R&D projects with some comments about potential synergies and some open
questions.

High priority

• Pursue SFHe production of muonium

– this could greatly improve the efficiency of muonium production for all muonium ex-
periments, and is required for muonium antimatter-gravity experiments

• Pursue low-energy muon production at MTA
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– could be used for R&D of other experiments (e.g., measure muon production at energies
similar to those expected from PIP-II and study pion and muon production-target
materials and configurations)

• Make first measurement of ḡ with muonium

– this would help establish what the limiting systematics of such an experiment are

• How does AMF host all of µ−, µ+, and muonium experiments?

– low-energy surface µ+ are needed for both decay and muonium experiments – can both
be supported at the same time?

Low priority

• Determine what improved muon production from SFHe means for all muonium experiments

– can we keep the same design for muonium oscillation experiments?

– can muonium spectroscopy be done in a vacuum?

• Determine feasibility of other muonium experiments (e.g., M→ νν̄)
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V. CONCLUSION

Charged lepton flavor violating processes open a unique window on the physics of generation
and flavor, complementing studies pursued at collider and neutrino experiments. Muons offer a
promising avenue to search for CLFV, and a global experimental program is underway to explore
these possibilities, promising impressive sensitivity gains in the coming decade.

A staged program of next-generation experiments and facilities exploiting the full potential of
the PIP-II accelerator has been outlined in this document. This program comprises Mu2e-II as a
near term evolution of the Mu2e experiment, with the goal of improving the sensitivity to muon-to-
electron conversion by an order of magnitude, followed by the Advanced Muon Facility. This new
facility would provide the world’s most intense positive and negative muon beams, enabling a suite
of experiments with unprecedented sensitivity (probing mass scales of the order of 104 − 105TeV),
and offering unique capabilities to explore in depth the underlying New Physics in case of an
observation. This program includes many synergies with the development of a muon collider and
a beam dump dark matter experiment at FNAL.

These experiments and facilities would provide the foundation for a comprehensive muon physics
program in the next decade and beyond, an essential component of a global program to search for
New Physics. The R&D roadmap outlined in this document should begin immediately to ensure a
timely realization of these possibilities.
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Appendix A: Workshop program

Introduction (chair: Bertrand Echenard)
Welcome and workshop goals - Bertrand Echenard
Theory overview - Sacha Davidson
Mu2e-II - status and perspectives - James Miller
AMF - status and perspectives - Robert Bernstein

Mu2e-II: Magnets (chair: Karie Badgley)
Muon collider HTS solenoid - Luca Bottura
HTS (high temperature superconductor) magnets - Zach Hartwig
Field calculations - Cole Kampa

Mu2e-II: Targetry
(chair: Kevin Lynch, Michael Mackenzie, Stefan Mueller, Vitaly Pronskikh)

Introduction - Kevin Lynch
What we know and do not know about tungsten in accelerator environments - Yong Joong Lee
Granular tungsten target R&D at RAL - Dan Wilcox
HPR R&D - Frederique Pellemoine
Muon Collider, fluidized targets - Carlo Carelli
Mu2e - Michael Hedges
Mu2e-II LDRD - David Neuffer

Mu2e II: Tracker (chair: Daniel Ambrose)
Mu2e-II Tracker Introduction - Daniel Ambrose
Mu2e-II Tracker Intrinsic Resolution, Electronics, Readout - Richard Bonventre
Mu2e-II Research topics and Discussion - James Popp
Alternative Tracker ideas - David Brown
Simulating Vacuum effects on Resolution and Beam Flash Radiation - Andrew Edmonds
Mu2e lesson learned - Daniel Ambrose

Mu2e II: Calorimeter (chair: David Hitlin, Luca Morescalchi, Ivano Sarra)
Mu2e-II Calorimeter: Overview & Requirements - Luca Morescalchi
Crystals 1 - Ren Yuan Zhu
Crystals 2 - Yury Davidov
Photosensors - David Hitlin
Alternatives - Ivano

Mu2e II: Comsic Ray Veto (chair: Edmond Craig Dukes, Craig Group, Yuri Ok-
suzian)

Welcome and goals - Craig Group
CRV at Mu2e II Overview - Simon Corrodi
Studies of Triangular Counters for Mu2eII - Ralf Ehrlich
Discussion and plans - Craig Group

Mu2e-II: Trigger and DAQ (chair: Antonio Gioiosa, Gianantonio Pezzullo)
TDAQ summary - Gianantonio Pezzullo
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Mu2e-II: Physics and Sensitivity (chair: Sophie Middleton)
Introduction - Sophie Middleton
Stopping target - Leo Borrel
Normalization - David Hitlin
Exotic physics signatures - Ryan Plestid
Implication of production target design on sensitivity - Michael Mackenzie
Implication of tracker design on sensitivity - David Brown

AMF: Proton compressor ring (chair: Jeffrey Eldred)
PAR Proposal - Ben Simmons
C-PAR Concept - Jeffrey Eldred
SNS Experience - Vasiliy Morozov
PIP2-BD Experiment - Jacob Zettlemoyer

AMF: Muon FFA (chair: Jaroslaw Pasternak, Robert Bernstein)
FFAs for Muons - Francois Meot
Building blocks and requirements of PRISM-like FFA system - Jaroslaw Pasternak
Review of PRISM FFA ring designs - Jean-Baptiste Lagrange
Designing injection system for PRISM FFA ring - Jaroslaw Pasternak

AMF: Conversion experiments (chair: Cole Kampa, Craig Group)
Introduction - Craig Group
Overview of AMF Conversion Experiment - Bertrand Echenard
Signal Resolution Requirements - Andrei Gaponenko
Discussing an AMF Tracker - Daniel Ambrose
Tracker Hit Resolution - Richard Bonventre
Tracker Design; Simulations - David Brown
Cosmic Ray Veto Considerations - Craig Group

AMF: Decay experiments (chair: Angela Papa, Francesco Renga)
Status of the MEG II experiment - Dylan Palo
HiMB: status and physics cases (incl. Mu3e) - Angela Papa
Exotic muon decays - Deigo Redigolo
Limiting factors of future mu → e gamma searches - Francesco Renga
Conceptual design and R&D activities for a future mu → e gamma search - Wataru Ootani

AMF: Other experiments (chair: Andrew Edmonds, Daniel Kaplan)
Muonium overview - Dan Kaplan
M-Mbar mixing - Alexey Petrov
Proposed MACE M-Mbar experiment - Shihan Zhao
Muonium spectroscopy - David Kawall
Low-energy muons at Fermilab - Carol Johnstone
Making muonium with superfluid helium - Thomas Phillips
Muonium gravity - Daniel Kaplan
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Summary Mu2e-II (chair: Frank Porter)
PIP-II - David Neuffer
Calorimeter - Ivano Sarra
Trigger and DAQ - Gianantonio Pezzullo
Magnets - Karie Badgley
Cosmic ray veto - Simon Corrodi
Production target - Vitaly Pronskikh
Tracking - Mete Yucel
Sensitivity - Sophie Middleton

Summary AMF (chair: Bertrand Echenard)
Compressor summary - Jeffrey Eldred
FFA accelerator summary - Robert Bernstein
Conversion experiment summary - Cole Kampa
Other experiment summary - Daniel Kaplan
Decay experiments summary - Francesco Renga


	Workshop on a future muon program at FNAL
	Abstract
	Contents
	Introduction
	Theory
	Mu2e-II
	Accelerator
	Magnets
	Targetry
	Possible approach to and challenges for the Mu2e-II target
	Conveyor target design and particle production rates

	Tracker
	Improvements to the current design
	Alternative tracker designs

	Calorimeter
	Cosmic Ray Veto
	Trigger and DAQ
	Physics and sensitivity
	Phenomenological Considerations
	Technical Considerations


	Advanced Muon Facility
	Proton Compressor ring
	PAR Proposal
	Towards a Compact PIP-II Accumulator Ring for AMF
	PIP2-BD Experimental Program

	Muon FFA
	Motivation for an FFA ring
	FFA ring
	Beam transport and injection into an FFA ring

	Conversion experiments
	Current approach and a new FFA design
	Momentum resolution requirements
	Tracking
	Simulation Scheme
	Cosmic Rays
	R&D Projects

	Decay experiments
	Beam requirements
	Experimental signatures and general detector requirements
	mu+ to e+e-e+
	mu+ to e+ gamma
	Exotic decays

	Other experiments
	Session Summary
	Muonium Theory
	Muonium–Antimuonium Conversion Experiment (MACE)
	Muonium Spectroscopy
	Low-Energy Muons at Fermilab
	Muonium Production in Superfluid Helium
	Muonium Antimatter Gravity Experiment (MAGE)
	R&D Projects / Potential Synergies / Open Questions


	Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	References
	Workshop program


