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Abstract

We measure the distribution of energy deposited in a 40x88 mm plastic scintillator by e™e™ pair production
of 4.44 MeV ~-rays. We observe the double-escape peak of 3.42 MeV from pair production by tagging 511
keV annihilation radiation in two high-Z scintillators. The source is a standard commercial neutron source
using a-emitting 24! Am encapsulated with “Be, which has a reaction branch feeding the first ["=2% state of
12C making the 4.44 MeV 7-rays. We demonstrate the extraction of the double-escape peak from the large
neutron-produced backgound, and explore some of the features and difficulties of this technique with our

apparatus.

1. Introduction

Large plastic scintillators can be used for £ en-
ergy spectroscopy [1, 2, 3|, because the relatively
low Z minimizes energy loss from (5 backscattering
and bremsstrahlung. To understand the experimen-
tal 8 spectrum then requires a convolution of a the-
oretical spectrum with measured or simulated en-
ergy response of the detector. An exemplary exper-
iment studied the energy response of plastic scintil-
lator in detail as a function of 8 energy from 0.8-3.8
MeV using monoenergetic 8’s selected by a mag-
netic spectrometer [4]. Here we describe features of
a simpler technique, and use it to characterize the
energy response of plastic scintillator at one rela-
tively high energy.

Sources using (a,n) reactions on Be and 13C are
neutron calibration standards, and both neutron
spectra [5] and high-energy ~ production [6] have
been well-characterized in the literature. These
sources are routinely used to calibrate large high-Z
scintillators at v energies 4.44 and 6.13 MeV pro-
duced by population of excited states of '2C and
160, as the large pair production cross-sections and
photopeak fractions can overcome events from in-
elastic scattering of fast neutrons and from thermal
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absorption, even in singles. We do not find in the
literature use of these 7’s to calibrate plastic scin-
tillator.

In our relatively large plastic scintillator, approx-
imately 4% of 4.44 MeV ~’s will Compton scatter,
while approximately 0.5% will pair produce. We
find here that timing and energy tags for both 511
keV +’s in back-to-back high-Z GAGG scintillators
adequately selects the double-escape 3.42 MeV en-
ergy peak from the stopped pair of electron and
positron, and we address problems from remaining
backgrounds from neutron-produced events.

We use this technique to measure three proper-
ties needed for 8 spectroscopy: the centroid energy
of the double-escape peak, to test linearity of the
energy response; the peak’s full width at half max-
imum (FWHM), to test whether the energy reso-
lution is determined by photon statistics together
with dark current; the number of events with sub-
stantial energy missing, which in plastic scintillator
is typically determined by bremsstrahlung of the
ete™ pair.

This latter lineshape tail is critical for any 3 ex-
periment that does not use a magnetic spectrome-
ter, as it mischaracterizes higher-energy [ strength
as lower energy. Modern Monte Carlo techniques
can usually simulate that lineshape tail to within
about 10% of its value, setting a goal for our mea-
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surements of the lineshape tail/peak ratio. Un-
fortunately, our observed lineshape response tail
greatly exceeds a Monte Carlo simulation of electro-
magnetic processes. We can qualitatively explain
the tail from observed backgrounds likely involving
neutrons from the source, a serious limitation of our
implementation of this technique.

2. Experiment
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Figure 1: GEANT4 scale model of the experimental ge-
ometry, showing 40x88 mm plastic scintillator, two 5x5cm
GAGG scintillators, AmBe source location, and borated
polyethylene shielding. A pair production event is shown
where both annihilation 7’s miss the GAGG’s.

Our specific motivation is that we have recently
changed scintillator readout from photomultiplier
tube (PMT) to silicon photomultiplier (SiPM) tech-
nology, to minimize gain changes from the switching
magnetic fields of our magneto-optical trap. This
created a need to test the energy response.

Figure 1 shows the geometry, with back-to-
back 5x5 cm high-Z gadolinium aluminum garnet
(GAGQG) scintillators to detect the 511 keV +’s from
pair production. The GAGG detectors have high
photopeak fraction of 80-90% at 511 keV. The plas-
tic scintillator is BC408. The sides are wrapped in
about 10 layers of 0.003” thick teflon (i.e. about
0.75 mm). The front face is covered by nitro-
cellulose 0.12 mm thick, which in contrast with
teflon [7, 8] is known to be highly reflective at
this thickness [9], minimizing S energy loss and
straggling. The photons are collected by a SensL
ARRAYC-60035-64P-PCB 57x57mm silicon photo-
multiplier (SiPM), and read out by commercial elec-

tronics. The back surface area that is not covered
by SiPM is covered in 0.75 mm thick teflon.

Large-area SiPM readout is used for all detec-
tors. We caution that at first we saw large changes
in bias currents of up to a factor of three in all three
detectors in 12 hours of counting. Our 2*' Am+Be
(AmBe) source has 1x10° « decays/s and produces
about 5 pSv/hr neutron doses at 0.3 m distance.
Extrapolations from published SiPM effects from
neutrons [10, 11] suggested that would not be an is-
sue as we estimated 1/100 of fluences that produced
damage, yet the bias currents stopped increasing
when we added 5 cm of borated polyethelyne shield-
ing. At least one prominent v line in the GAGG’s
above and near 511 keV was reduced to negligible
amounts by the neutron shielding. We were some-
what surprised that the very high neutron capture
cross-sections of gadolinium isotopes are not pro-
ducing overwhelming ~-ray backgrounds.

We list here the sources we used for low-energy
calibration. The internal conversion electrons from
207Bi decay produced instead of the 1064 keV ~, av-
eraging 995 keV electron energy, provide an accu-
rate calibration with considerable precision on the
energy resolution at this low energy of interest. We
also use y-rays from that 1064 keV 2°7Bi v, the 662
keV 7 from decay of 37Cs, and the 1462 keV ~ from
naturally occuring °K decay, producing Compton
edges at 858, 478, and 1245 keV.

2.1. Coincidence data and cuts
2.1.1. Relative timing
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Figure 2: Representative timing resolution of GAGG detec-
tors with respect to the plastic scintillator (from 16 hr of
data). Timing cut is indicated.

Conventional constant fraction timing produces
relative timing spectra like the one in Figure 2,



characterized by FWHM of 20 ns. This is suffi-
cient to remove events from thermalized neutrons
and from accidental coincidences, but leaves events
in the GAGG energy spectra that are likely from
nonthermalized neutrons. Spectra below are based
on # 20 cuts in timing, taking about 95% of the
total events. We have studied both more and less
restrictive cuts, and find that tail and peak in the
plastic response are qualitatively similar.

Neutrons with 5 MeV energy need 2 ns to travel
5 cm, so timing more than an order of magnitude
better would be needed to reject fast neutrons from
the AmBe source. The readout of our large-area
SiPM’s and their relatively large capacitance limits
the 10-90% risetime to 40+3 ns in the plastic, and
contibutes part of the observed risetime of 8643
ns in the GAGG, so timing improvements would
need much different readout and likely faster high-
7Z scintillators.

2.1.2. v Energy

The GAGG energy spectra in timing coincidence
with the plastic are shown in Figure 3. Clear 511
keV annihilation photopeaks are seen. All 88 hours
of data collection is shown.

GAGG1 QDC

K e A g srn g i 2l gnnnl
100 400 700 1000 1300 1600 1900 2200 2500 2800 3100 3400 3700
Energy (keV)

GAGG2 QDC

100 300 500 700 900 1100 1300 1500 1700 1900 2100 2300 2500
Energy (keV)

Figure 3: Energy spectra of the GAGG detectors in timing
coincidence with the plastic scintillator (note energy calibra-
tion and resolution are different). Cuts of +2¢ are shown
around the annihilation peaks, along with background re-
gions extending the next 5 o above and below the signal.

There are more events at lower energy than the
511 keV photopeaks than would be expected from
Compton edges. Thus by inspection there are also
backgrounds continuous in energy extending under
those photopeaks, both at lower and higher energy.
We attribute these to possible events associated
with neutrons not excluded by our coincidence tim-
ing cut. We will show the plastic scintillator energy

spectrum for these background events in the next
section.

2.2. Energy spectrum of plastic scintillator

Fig. 4 shows the singles plastic scintillator en-
ergy spectrum, with no GAGG coincidence cuts.
Although this spectrum is dominated by neutron-
produced events, there are peaked structures at the
single escape peak energy and the double escape
peak energy. The singles spectrum, however, also
shows an unanticipated structure about 200 keV
lower than the double escape peak, some of which
survives the coincidence cuts. We have been unable
to identify a physical origin for this extra structure.
It could come from some neutron-produced back-
ground. Although data at 995 keV from IC elec-
trons do not show any sign of such an effect, those
electrons are confined to within 1 cm of the center
front face of the detector. So it has been difficult
to rule out some flaw in construction of the scin-
tillator, or light collection from ~-produced events,
since they illuminate the entire detector.

Fig. 4 also shows the measured plastic scintillator
energy with cuts, i.e. in timing coincidence with
GAGG and requiring 511 keV photopeaks in both
GAGG detectors. The double escape peak at 3.416
MeV is clear. This is the result of 88 hours of data
collection. We consider this a demonstration of our
main result, that tagging on annihilation radiation
reveals the double escape peak.

The extra structure seen in singles may survive
in coincidence as a tail from 3.0 to 3.2 MeV on
this double escape peak, but the statistics in co-
incidence are poor. We note that our GEANT4
simulation (described below) naturally includes en-
ergy loss from et or e~ leaking out the edge of the
detector, so a small tail with 9% of the peak events
linearly decreases to zero 100 keV away from the
full energy peak. Folding this into our Gaussian
fits changes neither the centroid nor the FWHM
appreciably, and this effect does not explain the ex-
tra structure observed.

We show two maximum likelihood fits. A Gaus-
sian fit to the coincidence data above 2.8 MeV has
0=165+16 keV, in good agreement with the sta-
tistical deviation of the data about its mean, but
X2/Naof (number of degrees of freedom) is 3.0 with
confidence level 4x10~%, suggesting one Gaussian is
not a good physical model. We do not show our at-
tempt to add an exponential tail, used by Clifford
et al. [4] to model nonuniform light collection, not-
ing only that it does not improve goodness of fit so



does not model the extra structure well. Given that
the neutron background is steeply falling in sin-
gles, and vanishes in coincidence above the double-
escape peak, we also see no way to reliably model
the neutron events that survive coincidence cuts.

The other maximum likelihood Gaussian fit, re-
stricted to an energy range above the tail, is the
best physical description we have found of the en-
ergy centroid response of this detector. It has
0=110£11 keV, with x?/Ngof=2.4 and confidence
level 1%. The resulting centroid and FWHM are
used in subsections below. We show the convolution
of this restricted Gaussian fit with our GEANT4
simulation in Fig. 4.
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Figure 4: Top: The main technique demonstration: energy
spectrum of all plastic scintillator events in timing coinci-
dence with both GAGG’s, and requiring annihilation radia-
tion photopeaks in both GAGG’s. Singles spectrum, max-
imum likelihood fits, and GEANT4 tail simulation are dis-
cussed in text. Energy scale is determined in the Energy
Calibration subsubsection.

Bottom: The energy spectrum for background events in the
plastic scintillator for events meeting timing cuts with 511
keV in one GAGG but more or less energy in the other
GAGG.

2.2.1. Energy calibration

A fit to a linear energy calibration, Fig. 5, shows
a systematic deviation. If all calibration data were
used, the 3.42 MeV point would show 5% devia-
tion from linearity with high statistical significance
(60), while the fit has large x?. Such a nonlinearity
seems unlikely to be due to SiPM response, given
their known linearity at these relatively low count
rates of a few 100 counts/sec, but could be from

other electronics elements. Note we have included
30 keV minimally ionizing energy loss of the 207Bi
conversion electrons in the 0.12 mm nitrocellulose
front face reflector.

A possible physical explanation involves exclud-
ing the conversion electron from 2°7Bi from the fit.
The resulting fit of the + sources is linear to bet-
ter than 0.5% precision, and the residuals in Fig. 5
show a 3% deviation of the 995 keV electron. To
show such a deviation, we require considerable pre-
cision and accuracy to extract the energy centroid
produced by Compton edges, for which we use a
differential method from the literature [12]. The fit
still has a relatively high x2, with probability 0.5%
that a random measurement would show a higher
x?2, which we attribute to difficulties of Compton
edge extraction at precision ~0.1%.

The higher gain for the conversion electron might
be explained by 3% higher light collection from the
first 5 mm of the plastic scintillator where the 995
keV electrons are stopped, compared to the -ray
sources which uniformally illuminate the entire de-
tector. This is roughly consistent with optical col-
lection simulations of this detector geometry, which
show 5-10% nonuniformity for electrons deposited
in the front face at various radii from center out to-
wards the cylinder edge. So different light collection
for electrons and ~’s is intuitively reasonable, and
is a large enough effect to need a correction to this
paper’s y-produced double escape peak when used
to calibrate [ spectroscopy. We note also that the
known difference of energy loss in scintillators be-
tween electrons and positrons [13] could contribute
to the difference we see between pair production
and electrons.

2.2.2. Energy resolution achieved

Detailed understanding of 3 energy spectra re-
quires knowledge of the energy resolution, which
must be folded into the simulation physics. Typ-
ically the energy resolution of plastic scintillator
with PMT readout can be assumed to be domi-
nated by photon statistics, requiring one constant
to model accurately [1]. SiPM readout should intro-
duce a contribution from dark current that would
be independent of S energy. We determine the
dark current contribution by measuring the plastic
scintillator detector noise when the detector has no
event above threshold, i.e. from the QDC pedestal.
The result is constant energy noise of 31 keV at one
o, constant with energy.



The energy resolution of the plastic scintilla-
tor system as a function of energy is shown in
Fig. 5, using the restricted Gaussian fit above for
the 3.42 MeV point. We determine the energy
resolution for Compton edges by convolution of a
Gaussian with a GEANT4 simulation. We show
a fit assuming photon statistics added in quadra-
ture with dark current, with result FWHM /E[MeV]

= /(125 £ 11%//EMeVI)? + (1%/ E[MeV])2.
The result would not be changed significantly by
arbitrarily excluding the discrepant *°K Compton
edge. The single high-energy point is clearly very
helpful to determine the energy dependence of the
resolution. Whether it’s better to determine the
energy resolution from measurements like these, or
whether it’s better to fit one or two parameters as
part of a fit of physics to the S spectrum [1], de-
pends on details of the experiment.
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Figure 5: Top: Deviations from linearity of the energy cali-
bration. The 207Bi IC electron point excluded is the one at
995 keV. Middle: Residuals of top plot, i.e. data divided by
the fit with 297Bi excluded. Bottom: Energy resolution fit
to photon statistics added in quadrature with dark current.

2.2.8. Lineshape response and GEANT/ simula-
tion

A GEANT4 simulation for 4.44 MeV ~’s is also
shown in Fig. 4, using the emstandard,,; physics
list as in Ref.[1]. The simulation shows a tail on the
response function, a combination of bremsstrahlung
escape from the energetic ete™ pair and pairs cre-
ated near the edge of the scintillator. The simu-
lated tail below 90% of the peak has tail /peak ratio
0.13, with relatively fewer events at lower energy.

The experimental tail/peak is 0.9440.10, an order-
of-magnitude larger, with relatively more events at
lower energy.

Also shown in Fig. 4 (Bottom) is the background
energy spectrum from events with higher or lower
energy in one GAGG scintillator, which also shows
a substantially larger number of events at lower
scintillator energy. So we can attribute most of the
low-energy tail to neutron-produced events mimick-
ing the 511 coincidence, but depositing less energy
than the 3.42 MeV pair production peak. The large
size of the correction needed for a valid comparison,
along with the poor statistics, makes a meaning-
ful correction impossible with the present data set.
Although in principle modern simulations can in-
clude neutron-induced events, we do not consider
the much greater complication here.

3. Summary and Possible Improvements

In summary, by triggering on annihilation radi-
ation, we have measured the centroid and FWHM
resolution of a 40x88 mm plastic scintillator at 3.42
MeV, the double-escape peak from 4.44 MeV ~’s
from an AmBe neutron source. We have quantified
systematic uncertainty from a non-Gaussian tail on
the double escape peak.

The precision of the resulting centroid shows a
systematic difference between 7 (i.e. average of
whole detector) and electron (centered on front
face) calibrations. This is consistent with our sim-
ulations of nonuniform light collection, though the
known difference in e~ and e energy loss in scintil-
lators [13] could also contribute. Thus am empirical
correction, in our case 3% at 1 MeV, would have to
be made to a y-based calibration to use this detec-
tor for 8 spectroscopy.

The FWHM at 3.42 MeV, combined with cali-
brations at lower energies, is modelled reasonably
consistently with photon statistics and a measured
contribution from dark current. Depending on ac-
curacy needed, most experiments would want to
constrain parameters to fit to S spectra by mak-
ing such dedicated measurements.

Our main goal was the measure the lineshape
tail, the most important feature to fold into the-
ory to use the detector for 8 spectroscopy, because
it is the largest effect misidentifying high-energy 3
strength. The neutron backgrounds are at least an
order of magnitude too large to make a valid test of
the GEANT4 simulation, limited by several aspects
of our implementation of this technique. So we



consider possible improvements. Scintillation light
readout insensitive to neutron damage, e.g. PMT’s
instead of SiPM’s, could allow higher-statistics data
collection. Order-of-magnitude better timing is also
possible with either PMT or more segmented SiPM
readout and faster high-Z scintillator, which could
cut some fraction of fast neutron-produced events.
The plastic scintillator could be replaced by simi-
larly low-Z stilbene or organic glass scintillator to
reject neutron events with pulse-shape discrimina-
tion [15].
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