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ABSTRACT: Recent CMS analyses report an excess in the diphoton-plus-bb channel, in-
dicative of a heavy resonance around 650 GeV decaying into a Standard Model (SM)-like
Higgs boson and a lighter scalar near 95 GeV. The case for a 95 GeV state is further
supported by diphoton excesses observed by both CMS and ATLAS, as well as a bb excess
previously observed at the Large Electron-Position collider. This study present a unified
interpretation of these anomalies within the framework of the General Next-to-Minimal
Supersymmetric Standard Model that naturally accommodates a light singlet-dominated
C P-even scalar boson near 95 GeV and an heavier doublet-like scalar boson near 650 GeV.
Through a comprehensive scan of the parameter space, we demonstrate that the model can
explain these excesses at 20 level while satisfying constraints from the dark matter relic
density, direct detection experiments, the properties of the 125 GeV Higgs boson, B-physics
observables, and searches for electroweakinos at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC). The in-
terpretation features a Bino-dominated lightest neutralino as the dark matter candidate,
whose relic abundance is achieved primarily via As funnel annihilation or coannihilation
with S-like s into hs Ay final states. Our findings provide clear predictions for testing
this scenario at the high-luminosity LHC and future colliders.
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1 Introduction

The monumental discovery of the Higgs boson at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) in
2012 confirmed the existence of a scalar field responsible for electroweak symmetry break-
ing (EWSB) and mass generation. Although the measured properties of the 125 GeV Higgs
boson are broadly consistent with Standard Model (SM) predictions, persistent theoreti-
cal issues—most notably the hierarchy problem—continue to motivate the exploration of
physics beyond the Standard Model (BSM). Supersymmetry (SUSY) remains a compelling
BSM framework, as it provides a natural solution to the hierarchy problem and typically
necessitates an extended Higgs sector that predicts the existence of additional scalar states.
The search for these new states is paramount, as their observation would provide essential
insights into the structure of EWSB and the realization of BSM models.

Intriguingly, several collider experiments have reported persisting hints of such addi-
tional scalar states. The first suggestion emerged from LEP experiments, where combined
searches for the SM Higgs boson revealed a mild excess in the process ete™ — Z* — Z+bb
for Higgs masses in the range 95-100 GeV. This corresponded to a local significance of 2.30
and a signal strength [1-3]:

,uzgp = 0.117 £ 0.057. (1.1)

This initial hint gained traction with a subsequent observation by CMS at the LHC, which
reported an excess in the diphoton (v7) channel near 97 GeV during Run 1, carrying a
local significance of approximately 2.0 o [4]. Most recently, the case for this light scalar
has been significantly reinforced using the full Run 2 dataset. Both the CMS and ATLAS
collaborations, employing advanced analysis techniques, have observed a consistent excess



at an invariant mass of m,, = 95.4 GeV [5, 6]. The combined signal strength is now
interpreted as a 3.1 o local excess with a signal rate [7]:

P = ATLASTOMS _ alpp — ¢ — 7Y)
” i osm(99 — Hsm — vy)

=0.247009, (1.2)

where, ¢ denotes a hypothetically non-SM scalar with mass mg = 95.4 GeV responsible
for the diphoton excess, and ogy refers to the cross section expected for an SM-like Higgs
boson Hgy of the same mass. Additional phenomenological support for an about 95 GeV
state arises from a mild surplus in the di-7 channel observed by CMS [8] and a potential
excess in W final states [9]. Collectively, these observations strengthen the case for the
existence of a light scalar resonance around 95 GeV.

Complementing these hints at low mass, a recent search by CMS has unveiled an
inter-connected anomaly — a 3.8¢ local excess in the search channel featuring a diphoton
a diphoton and a bb pair. This signal is attributed to the decay of a heavy resonance X
near 650 GeV into a SM-like Higgs boson and a BSM scalar ¢ in the 90-100 GeV mass
range [10]. The observed production cross section times branching fraction is [11]:

0.5 = (99 = X — Hsm(y7) + ¢(bb)) = 0.3570:17 fb. (1.3)

It is critical to consider constraints from complementary final states. Specifically, a prior
CMS search in the 77 plus bb channel [12] imposes a stringent upper 95% CL limit of
approximately 3 fb on the cross section o(X — Hgy(77) + ¢(bb)). This translates into
an upper 95% CL limit of about 0.1 fb on Trbh [11], suggesting a tension between the
observed excess and current limits from related channels.

These collective anomalies have sparked extensive investigations across various BSM
scenarios [3, 7, 11, 13-68|. In particular, several works [11, 18, 31, 68] have explored the
possible connection between the 95 GeV and 650 GeV excesses. Among the proposed
explanations, the Next-to-Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model (NMSSM) [69, 70]
stands out as a particularly attractive and economical framework for accommodating these
scalar states and furnishing proper Dark Matter (DM) candidates. Previous NMSSM
studies with a Z3 symmetry have investigated both mass excesses [11, 71], though typically
under the assumption that the observed DM relic density receives additional contributions
beyond the lightest supersymmetric particle (LSP). The general form of the NMSSM,
termed as “GNMSSM”, includes Zs-violating terms that naturally address the tadpole and
domain-wall problems [69]. The enlarged parameter space, featuring ten parameters in the
Higgs sector, offers the necessary flexibility to account for both the 95 GeV and 650 GeV
excesses, while also providing a rich phenomenology for the Singlino/Bino Dark Matter
sector. The Zs3-breaking terms also modify the Higgsino and Singlino masses, significantly
influencing the DM sector. Our recent work [55, 59] has shown that the 95 GeV excesses
can be consistently explained in the GNMSSM through a Singlino-dominated LSP that
saturates the observed DM relic density without violating existing experimental constraints.

The goal of this paper is to determine to what extent the 95 GeV and 650 GeV excesses
can be simultaneously explained within the GNMSSM while remaining compatible with
current LHC data and the recent null results from the LZ dark-matter experiment. In



this framework, the heavy CP-even Higgs boson with mass near 650 GeV decays into a
SM-like Higgs boson and a light singlet-dominated CP-even Higgs boson with mass around
95 GeV. We demonstrate that the GNMSSM can simultaneously account for the LEP,
CMS, and ATLAS hints of a 95 GeV scalar as well as the CMS diphoton plus bb excess
near 650 GeV at the 20 level. We further identify parameter regions in which a Bino-
dominated neutralino constitutes a viable thermal DM candidate, potentially testable by
the forthcoming sensitivity of direct-detection experiments.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2, we briefly recapitulate
the basics of the GNMSSM framework and the predicted signal rates for the anomalies.
In Sec. 3, we perform a sophisticated scan over the model parameter space and present
detailed numerical results. Finally, our conclusions are summarized in Sec. 4.

2 Theoretical preliminaries

2.1 The Superpotential of the GNMSSM

The NMSSM is known as a straightforward and well-motivated extension of the Min-
imal Supersymmetric Standard Model (MSSM), achieved by introducing a gauge-singlet
chiral superfield. Its appeal stems not only from providing a natural solution to the so-
called p-problem inherent in the MSSM, but also from offering an expanded and often more
viable DM sector [72-74]. Crucially, the NMSSM contributes to a sizeable mass lift for the
SM-like Higgs boson. Especially in scenarios involving a light C'P-even Higgs, this mass
can be elevated by both an additional tree-level contribution and a large singlet-doublet
mixing [75-77], mitigating the need for substantial radiative corrections from top/stop
loops. The GNMSSM incorporates the most general renormalizable couplings in its super-
potential [69]

Wenmssm = Wyukawa + ASHy - Hg + gSs +pH, - Hy + 5;/32 +&8, (2.1)

where Wvyukawa contains the quark and lepton Yukawa terms in the MSSM superpotential,
H, = (H}, H)T and H; = (ﬁg, PAId_)T are the SU(2)r, Higgs doublet superfields, and S is
the singlet superfield. The dimensionless parameters A and k play roles analogous to those
in the Zs-invariant NMSSM, while the bilinear mass terms p and p’ and the singlet tadpole
term £ explicitly break the Zs symmetry. These Zs-breaking terms are advantageous, as
they are essential for resolving the tadpole problem [69, 78] and the cosmological domain-
wall problem that plagues the Z3-NMSSM [79-81]. Since one among p, y', and § may
be eliminated through a shift of the S field followed by a redefinition of the remaining
parameters [82], we set £ = 0 without loss of generality. The bilinear parameters p and
i/ may naturally reside at the electroweak scale, originating from an underlying discrete
R-symmetry Zf after supersymmetry breaking [82-85].



2.2 Higgs Sector

The soft SUSY-breaking Lagrangian for the Higgs fields in the GNMSSM takes the
form:

1 1
—Loopt =|AANSH,, - Hy + g/<;141,.,g>“i” +m2H, - Hy+ §mg252 + ¢S+ hee.

(2.2)
+myy, |Hul? +m | Hal> + m%|S|?,

Here, H,, Hg, and S denote the scalar components of the Higgs superfields, and m%{u, m%ld,

and m% are their soft-breaking masses. After solving the EWSB conditional equations to
minimize the scalar potential and expressing these soft masses in terms of the vacuum
expectation values (vevs), namely, <H3> = v, /V2, <H3> = vg/v2, and (S) = v,/V/2,

with v = /02 +v3 ~ 246 GeV and tanf = v,/vg, the Higgs sector is governed by
eleven independent parameters: tan 3, vs, the Yukawa couplings A and «, the soft-breaking
trilinear coefficients Ay and A, the bilinear mass parameters p and y’, the soft-breaking
parameters m% and m:g2, and the soft-breaking tadpole coefficient &’ that is assumed to
vanish the present analysis.

To clearly delineate the properties of the Higgs states, it is convenient to use rotated
field combinations: Hsy = v/2Re(sin BHY + cos BHY), Hxsm = v2Re(cos BHY — sin BHY),
and Ansy = V2Im(cos BH? — sin BHY), where Hsy behaves like the SM Higgs field, and
Hysym and Ansy describing the additional doublet fields [77]. The singlet field remains
unrotated and is written as /25 = Hg + iAg.

In the basis (Hnsm, Hsum, Re[S]), the elements of the symmetric squared mass matrix
for the C'P-even Higgs boson can be written in the following forms [69, 86]:

1
M%Jl =m? + =(2m% — \%?)sin? 233,

2
1
M?g’u = —1(2m22 — 2\%?) sin 45,
Mélg = \/5)\/%0151)(5 — 1) cot 283, (2.3)

1
M 59 = m% cos® 23 + 5)\21)2 sin? 23,
M 93 = V2 14006,
M?s*,33 = WQB,
while those for the C'P-odd Higgs boson in the basis (Angm, Ag) are:

AU
M%’,ll = mi, M%D,m = m%, M%D,m = —=(Ax — mp). (2.4)

V2

We inroduc a § factor in Mém and /\/%723, defined as:

(Ax +mpy)sin2p

o=1-—
2:utot

(2.5)

with the Higgsino mass ot = pefr +p = \vs/v/2 + p and the Singlino mass my =
V2kvs + ', to simplify the expression and allow for direct manipulation of the mixings



of Hg with Hgy and Hnsy. This factor is expected to be tiny in the alignment without
decoupling limit [53, 87]. my is the typical definition of the mass of the doublet-like
pseudoscalar Higgs field. mp and m¢ characterize the singlet-like CP-even, and the singlet-
like CP-odd Higgs masses, respectively. Then the soft-breaking parameters Ay, m?,) and

mfg2 can be expressed in terms of the physical input parameters:

2m?2 M2
Ap = =L+ T [(Ay+ ) sin 28 — 2] — 2my — 4,
my — ' ARG,
1 .
m3 = 3 [m?4 sin 28 — pesp(24x + my + 1)],
1 .
ma = 3 [m2B —mZ + Xev?sin 28 — (my — ) (24, + my + Ml)] . (2.6)

Note that the mass parameter for the singlet-like C'P-odd Higgs m¢ is fixed at 800GeV
in this study for simplicity to be consistent with current collider experimental limitations
8, 88].

Diagonalizing the squared mass matrix with mixing angles, denoted as Vji, yields three
C P-even Higgs mass eigenstates:

hi = VM Hygm + VEM Hsu + Vi H, (2.7)

with h; = {hs, h, H} ordered by ascending mass. The second C'P-even mass eigenstate h
corresponds to the observed 125 GeV SM-like Higgs boson. This state is predominantly
composed of the Hgy component, requiring contributions from Hygy and Re[S] compo-
nents restricted to be less than about 10% [89, 90], i.e., \/(VhNSM)2 + (Vhs)2 < 0.1 and

]VhSM| ~ 1 consistent with current Higgs data. In addition, the imaginary components Ag

and Angwm mix into two C'P-odd Higgs mass eigenstates a; = {Ap, As}, while the charged
components give rise to a pair of charged Higgs bosons H*. The light C' P-odd Higgs boson
Ap and the charged Higgs bosons HT should exhibit a nearly degenerate mass with the
heavy C P-even boson H.

The present study assumes that the lightest C P-even Higgs boson h; is singlet-dominated
and fully accounts for both the vy and bb excesses near 95.4 GeV. The signal strengths
normalized to their SM predictions are [55]:

e s oy = osusy (pp — hs) " Brsusy (hs = 77) (2.8)
Yy Imps =954 Ge osm(pp — hs) Brsm(hs = 77)

O'SUgy(€+6_ — Zhs) BrSUSY(hs — b?))

oy = N X -, 2.9
Hiplmn, =95.4 Gev osm(ete™ — Zhy) Brgm(hs — bb) (2:9)

where the mass of hy is fixed at 95.4 GeV. The production rate o(pp — hs) and the decay
branching ratio Br(hs — =) labeled with the subscript ‘SUSY’ refer to the predictions
from the model, whereas those with the subscript ‘SM’ assume SM couplings for hs.

The yvbb excess near 650 GeV can be attributed to the heavy doublet-dominated
C P-even Higgs boson H decaying into a SM-like Higgs boson h and a singlet-dominated
Higgs boson h,. The cross section of the resonance in the 4ybb channel can be expressed



as follows:
05 = 0(99 — H) x Brsusy(H — hh) x Brsusy(h — 77) X Brsusy(hs — bb), (2.10)

where the masses of H,h ad h, are fixed at approximately 650 GeV, 125 GeV and 95.4
GeV, respectively. By fitting the GNMSSM predictions for jiyy, 5, and 0,5 to the
observed experimental rates, we can investigate the viability of the GNMSSM as a unified
interpretation for the 95 GeV and 650 GeV excesses.

2.3 Neutralino Sector

The neutralino sector within the GNMSSM framework is comprised of five superpart-
ners: the gaugino fields (B, the Bino, and W, the Wino), the Higgsino fields (H9 and
JEIS), and the Singlino field (S). In the basis T = (B, W,I:[g, I:L?, S), the symmetric 5 x 5
neutralino mass matrix, M, is given by [69]:

M; 0 —mygsinfy cosB mysin by sin 8 0
My mycosBy cos B —my cos by sin 3 0
M = 0 — htot —%)\vsinﬁ , (2.11)
0 —%)\vcosﬁ
mn

where 6y is the weak mixing angle, and M; and Ma are the soft-breaking masses of the
Bino and Wino, respectively. Diagonalizing M by a rotation matrix IV yields five neutralino
mass eigenstates:

5
X?:ZNijiﬁ?, i=1,...,5, (2.12)
=1

ordered by increasing mass. The element NN;; parametrizes the contribution of the interac-
tion eigenstate 1/1? to the physical neutralino V. Under R parity conservation, the lightest
neutralino Y! is stable and constitutes a viable dark matter (DM) candidate when it is
the Lightest Supersymmetric Particle (LSP). In many NMSSM realizations, a Singlino-
dominated LSP naturally reproduces the observed relic abundance while evading stringent
direct detection bounds [91]. In the present study, however, this possibility is strongly lim-
ited. The relatively large value of A required to account for both the excesses enhances the
Higgs-mediated scattering cross section of a Singlino-like LSP, bringing it into tension with
current direct detection limits [74, 92]. Furthermore, the mixing constraints on VhSiM and
V}SSM required by the 95 GeV and 650 GeV anomalies further reduce the viable param-
eter space for Singlino-like DM. In contrast, as will be demonstrated later, the combined
interpretation of the excesses instead favors a Bino-dominated LSP. Such a Bino-like neu-
tralino can efficiently reduce its relic abundance through Higgs-funnel annihilation and/or
coannihilations with Singlino-, Higgsino-, or Wino-like electroweakinos, while remaining
consistent with direct detection constraints.



3 Explanation of the excesses

This section outlines the parameter-sampling strategy and presents detailed numerical
results that account for the observed excesses in the diphoton and bb final states—both sepa-
rately and simultaneously—while remaining consistent with other experimental constraints,
in particular those from Higgs data and dark matter detections. The numerical procedure
follows several steps. First, we implement the GNMSSM using SARAH-4.14.3 [93-96]
to generate analytical model files. Second, the packages SPheno-4.0.5 [97, 98] and Fla-
vorKit [99] are used to compute the SUSY mass spectrum and low-energy flavor observables,
respectively. Subsequently, dark matter observables—including relic density, annihilation
channels, and direct detection rates—are evaluated with MicrOMEGAs-5.0.4 [100-109]. Fi-
nally, the resulting samples are then analyzed using both Bayesian and Frequentist statisti-
cal frameworks: the posterior probability density function (PDF) and the profile likelihood
(PL) [110]. These complementary approaches provide a robust characterization of the vi-
able parameter space and enable a nuanced interpretation of the experimental anomalies.

3.1 Strategy in scanning the parameter space

To thoroughly investigate the phenomenological implications of the observed excesses
and DM constraints, we employ a sophisticated scan strategy focusing on phenomeno-
logically relevant input parameters. The scan includes all parameters relevant to the
Higgs sector. However, instead of directly scanning the original soft-breaking parame-
ters (m3, A, Ay) appearing in Eq. (2.2), we trade them for the physical and semi-physical
masses and mixing terms (my4, mp, and §) as defined in Egs. (2.6) and (2.5). This sub-
stitution improves the efficiency of the sampling by allowing direct exploration of regions
consistent with a target Higgs mass spectrum while preserving the essential physics. The
soft trilinear couplings of the third-generation squarks, A; and Ay, are treated as free pa-
rameters because of their crucial impact on the radiative corrections to the SM-like Higgs
mass. Furthermore, the soft gaugino masses M; and My are included as scan parameters
to allow for a Bino-dominated x| dark matter candidate, as suggested by the analysis in
Sec. 2. In total, the scan explores a 12-dimensional parameter space as delineated in Ta-
ble 1. The parameter ranges are carefully determined based on theoretical considerations
and exploratory trial scans across broader intervals to ensure both comprehensive coverage
and effective exploration of the regions of interest. All final samples are required to respect
the constraint of field-theoretic perturbativity between the electroweak and GUT scales.
The approximate bound derived for the Z3-NMSSM [86], A2 + k2 < 0.5, is applied here,
as the GNMSSM beta functions do not introduce new scale-dependent contributions up to
the two-loop level (see Appendices in Refs. [69, 111, 112]). All numerical results presented
in this work are ensured to satisfy this condition.

The multi-dimensional parameter space is explored using the MultiNest algorithm
[113, 114], a highly efficient nested sampling method, with a fixed number of live points
set to nlive = 6000 to ensure comprehensive survey and accurate computation of the
Bayesian evidence and posterior distributions'. The likelihood function guiding the scan is

'In nested sampling algorithms, nlive denotes the number of active (live) points used to define successive



Table 1. Ranges of input parameters used in this study. All parameters are assigned flat priors
due to their well-defined physical interpretation. The soft trilinear coefficients for third-generation
squarks are unified as A; = Ap. Dimensional parameters not directly relevant here are fixed to
simplify the analysis and comply with experimental constraints: the gluino mass is set to M3z =
3 TeV, and other unspecified parameters are fixed at 2 TeV to satisfy LHC limits on SUSY particles.
All parameters are defined at the renormalization scale Qinpus = 1 TeV.

Parameter | Prior Range Parameter | Prior Range
A Flat 0.5~0.7 tiot/GeV | Flat | 500.0 ~ 1000
K Flat —0.5~0.5 fiesf/GeV | Flat | —1000 ~ 1000
0 Flat —0.05 ~ 0.05 ma/GeV | Flat | 500.0 ~ 650.0
tan 8 Flat 1.0~ 2.0 mp/GeV | Flat 90.0 ~ 120
M;/GeV | Flat | —1000 ~ —200.0 | A:;/GeV | Flat | 1000 ~ 3000
Ms/GeV | Flat 200.0 ~ 1000 mpy/TeV | Flat | —1000 ~ 1000

constructed as £ = Lg50+95 X LRes- The first factor Lg504-95 = exp(—%x%w 195) quantifies
the compatibility of the GNMSSM predictions with the central values and uncertainties
of the experimental observations of the vy plus bb excesses near 650GeV and the 95GeV
diphoton and bb excesses, via a x? function:

2 2 2
9 . o-’y’ybl_) —0.35 ,ufy'y —0.24 Hpp — 0.117 3.1
X650+95 = ( 0.13 + 0.08 * 0.057 ' &

The second factor, Lres term enforces essential physical and experimental bounds by acting
as a step function: Lres = 1 if all conditions are met, and Lres = exp [—100] otherwise.
The required restrictions include:

e Masses of the three scalars: To interprete the observed excesses, we impose
specific mass requirements on the three C' P-even Higgs bosons:

— Light Scalar (hs): The mass of the light, singlet-like scalar is required to be in
the range 95.4 £ 1 GeV to align with the experimental hints.

— Heavy Resonance (H): The heavy scalar mass is constrained to the range 650 4
25 GeV to match the resonant excess observed by CMS [10, 11].

— SM-like Higgs (h): The mass of the SM-like Higgs boson must be consistent
with the LHC measurements, allowing for a +3 GeV tolerance to account for
combined experimental and theoretical uncertainties.

e SM-like Higgs data fit: The SM-like Higgs boson must satisfy the ATLAS and
CMS measurements at the 95% confidence level. This condition is validated using
the newest version of the HiggsTools code that incorporates the HiggsSignals-2 [115—
118], which compares model predictions to a full set of current measurements of the
125GeV Higgs properties and returns a x? value that quantifies the agreement of the
model predictions with the measurements. Samples satisfying the condition Ax3y =

iso-likelihood contours [113, 114]. Larger values of nlive improve the resolution of the parameter space at
the cost of increased computational time.



P X%Q&SM < 6.18 where X%%,SM = 153 is the SM fit result, would be considered
valid as they provide a good description of the Higgs data at an approximate 20 C.L.
(assuming Gaussian uncertainties) [119].

e Extra Higgs searches: Signal rates for all non-SM Higgs bosons (hs, H, A, HT)
must comply with cross-section limits based on experimental data at LEP, Tevatron,
and the LHC. This requirement is implemented using the HiggsTools code [120] with
the complete HiggsBounds-5.10.2 library [121-125].

e DM relic density: The predicted DM relic density must agree with the with the
Planck-2018 central value (Qh% = 0.120) [126], allowing for a conservative 20% theo-
retical uncertainty: 0.096 < Oh? < 0.144.

e DM detections: The spin-independent (SI) and spin-dependent (SD) x!-nucleon
scattering cross-sections must be below the currently most stringent upper bounds
imposed by the LZ experiments [127, 128]. Constraints from DM indirect searches
are not considered here as they are less restrictive for the masses under consideration
(Imgol 2 100 GeV) [129].

e B-physics observables: The branching ratios By — u*p~ and B — X,y are
required to agree with current experimental measurements at the 2o level [130].

e Vacuum stability: The electroweak vacuum must be demonstrated to be either the
global minimum or a sufficiently long-lived, metastable vacuum state [131]. This is
rigorously tested using the VevaciousPlusPlus code [132, 133].

Constraints from LHC searches for electroweakinos are expected to have a negligible
impact on the scan results. This is because the gaugino—Higgsino states in Table 1 lie in
relatively heavy mass ranges, and all other SUSY particles are assumed to be heavy and de-
coupled. This estimation is consistent with recent statistical combinations of ATLAS Run
2 searches [134]. To confirm this, we evaluate all sampled points using SModelS-3.0.0,
which implements a wide set of simplified-model constraints by decomposing SUSY sig-
natures into experimentally tested topologies and applying the corresponding efficiency
maps [135]. Furthermore, four representative benchmark points are subjected to ded-
icated Monte Carlo simulations. For each benchmark, 10% events were generated with
MadGraph_aMC@NLO [136, 137] for the following electroweakino production channels:

PP = XX, 1=2,3,4,5 j=1,2
= XK, =12 (3.2)
PP = XiX3s  6J=2,3,4,5.

Production cross sections are computed at next-to-leading order using Prospino2 [138].
Parton showering and hadronization are performed with PYTHIA8 [139], and detector effects
are simulated using Delphes [140]. The resulting events are analyzed with CheckMATE-2.0.26 [141—

143], which computes the R value, defined as the exclusion ratio R = max{S;/S{>, }, with

,0bs



S; representing the simulated event number of the i-th signal region (SR), and Sgibs the
corresponding 95% confidence level upper limit. Values of R > 1 indicates exclusion (ne-
glecting theoretical and experimental uncertainties) [144], while R < 1 denotes consistency
with current experimental analyses. The specific ATLAS and CMS analyses used in this
study are listed in Table Al in the Appendix.

3.2 Numerical Results

The scan process yields ver 25,000 parameter samples that satisfy all applied theoretical
and experimental constraints. A key result across all viable samples is the preference for
the Bino-dominated %Y as the Dark Matter (DM) candidate. These samples naturally
cluster into two distinct scenarios according to the dominant mechanism responsible for
achieving the observed relic abundance.:

e Scenario I (=~ 92%): Achieves the correct relic density primarily via A, funnel
annihilation or coannihilation with S-like X9, typically into the hs Ay final state.

e Scenario IT (= 8%): Achieves the correct relic density through coannihilation with
H-like X9s or )ﬁcs, favoring the h A final state.

The correlation between the cross section (g9 — H — hhs — yybb) and the signal
strengths 1, and py; are depicted in the left and right panels in Fig.1, respectively. The
orange dashed lines and shaded bands mark the central value of the cross section o.; with
the corresponding 2.0c uncertainty, and the blue ones mark that of the signal strengths
pry and pyp. The purple dashed-dotted contour delineate the combined 2.00 region on
each plane. The plot shows that Scenario I can interpret the o,.,; excess near 650 GeV
and g, and p5 excesses near 95 GeV at the 20 level at the same time. While samples in
Scenario I can push the cross section o(gg — H — hhs — y7ybb) value closer to the 1o
range from below, this comes at the cost of shifting u,. away from the 20 range. Moreover,
these points tend to be excluded by the CMS upper 95% CL limit of approximately 0.1 fb
from the 77 plus bb search [11, 12]. In contrast, o(g9 — H — hhs — ybb) in Scenario
II can reach at most 0.8 fb. Nevertheless, it achieves an overall 2¢ fit when combining the
Tl and p,, excess, i.e., X?wag + Xfm < 6.18. In this scenario, u,» can reach its central
value, whereas ; remains below 0.02, though still within the 20 region. This behavior
arises because a suppression of Brsygy (hs — bb) is needed to enhance the branching ratio
Brgusy (hs — 77) and thus a larger p,.. This also explains the trend seen in the left panel
in Fig.1, where 0(gg — H — hhg — ~ybb) decreases with ., increases. Samples excluded
by constraints from the Higgs experiments, DM relic density and direct detections are
denoted by grey dots. In particular, the searches for additional Higgs states implemented
in HiggsBounds set the strongest limits for o(gg — H — hhs — ~ybb) = 0.09 fb, while the
SM-like Higgs precision data encoded in HiggsSignals dominate the exclusions below this
threshold. Furthermore, roughly half of the remaining samples are removed by DM relic
density and direct detection constraints.

The right panel of in Fig.1 displays a nontrivial correlation between o(g9 — H —
hhs — y7bb) and pp. This complexity arises because an increase Brsysy (hs — bb) does
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Figure 1. Scattering plots of samples satisfying all applied constraints, projected onto the planes
of the cross section 0(gg — H — hhs — yybb) versus the signal strengths 11~ (left) and p,; (right).
The orange dashed lines and shaded bands indicate the central value of o(gg — H — hh, — y7ybb)
in Eq. (1.3) with the corresponding 20 uncertainty, while the blue lines show the central values
of piyy in Eq. (1.2) (left) and g5 in Eq. (1.1) (right). The purple dash-dotted contours mark
the combined 20 regions on each plane. Grey dots represent samples excluded by HiggsSignals,
HiggsBounds, or by DM relic density and direct detection constraints. Amber squares and blue
dots denote Scenario I and Scenario II, respectively. Colored diamonds correspond to the four
benchmark points, with details listed in Table 2 and Table 3. 3.

not necessarily translate into a corresponding enhancement of 15. In particular, increasing
the coupling of h, to bottom quark pairs |C), ;3| may simultaneously suppress its couplings
to the electroweak gauge bosons |Cj,,vv| ?. Because p,; depends not only on BrSUSY (hs —
bb) but also on the associated suppression of the hs—Z coupling, ubb may saturate or even
decrease as BrSUSY (hs — bb) grows. Although in most of the parameter space |Cj, 43|
and |Ch,yv| increase together, the associated reduction of the SM-like Higgs coupling to
photons suppresses BrSUSY (h — 7). This effect offsets the enhancement of o(gg — H —
hhs — ybb) expected from increasing BrSUSY (hs — bb), thereby further contributing to
the intricate structure in the y;-0(g9g — H — hhs — ~ybb) correlation.

Next, we apply the Bayesian inference method to analyze the model predictions for
the heavy Higgs boson H near 650 GeV. By accumulating the posterior PDF of samples
obtained from the scan process 2, we find that Scenario I and Scenario II contribute

2Recalling the normalized couplings of h; to bb and vector bosons V = W, Z at tree level in terms of the
mixing coefficients V;/ in Eq.(2.7) :

SM NSM SM
Chivp =V, —Vi,o tanB, Chvv =V

i 0

Ch,vv may decrease with C},_,; increases when VhSSM and Vhl\iSM share the same sign. In this study, we

verify that this behaviour occurs for 0.0 S Cj, ;5 < 0.3. Furthermore, the effective coupling of the SM-like

Higgs h to 7y decreases from about 1.0 to 0.89 once C},_;; 2 0.3.
3The nested sampling algorithm used in this work transforms the multidimensional evidence integral
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Figure 2. Two-dimensional posterior PDF distributions of the heavy Higgs boson mass my

versus (a) iy, (b) pyps (¢) o(gg — H — hhy — y7bb), (d) o(g9 — H — hhy — 77bb), (e)
o(gg — Ay — Zh — Zbb), (f) 0(99 — Ay — Zhs — £0bD), (g) o(g9 — H — hihs — bbbb), (h)
Chit, and (1) Ca,,47. Solid and dashed contours indicate the 1o and 20 credible regions, respectively.

Colored diamonds denote the four benchmark points corresponding to those in Fig. 1, with details
provided in Table 2 and Table 3.

approximately 68% and 23% of the total Bayesian evidence, respectively, indicating a clear
preference of current experimental data for the former. The posterior PDF distributions
of iy, Hyp, and o(gg — H — hhs — y7ybb) as functions of the heavy Higgs mass my are
shown in the upper panels of Fig. 2. The solid contours indicate the 1o credible regions.
For 625 GeV < mpg < 640 GeV, we find:

0.16 < f1yy $0.21, 0.0 < iy $0.04, 0.04 tb < o(99 — H — hhs — yybb) < 0.06 fb.

into a one-dimensional integral while sampling the parameter space [145-148]. The evidence integral can
be written as [146]: )
Z= / L(X)dX, X(\) = / n(0)d"e,
0 £(©)
where © is the input parameters of the model, D the dimensionality of the parameter space, w(©) the prior,
L(0) the likelihood, and X the ‘prior volume’ with the definition dX = 7(©)d” 6.

- 12 —



For 640 GeV < mpy < 675 GeV, we find:
0.02 < 115, < 0.09, 014 <y < 0.25,  0.07 b < o(gg — H — hhy — ybb) < 0.105 fb.

As expected, Scenario I and Scenario II primarily populate the regions with my <
640 GeV and mpg 2 640 GeV, respectively. The pattern displayed in the p,, —mpg and
tp; — mp planes can be understood from the fact that heavier mass of mpy requires an
increasing Brsysy (hs — bb) to keep o(g9 — H — hhs — ~7ybb) from decreasing for
kinematic reasons, thus leading to a higher 7 and lower fi,.

As mentioned earlier, the cross section o(gg — H — hhs — 77bb) is constrained to be
below about 3 fb for 600 GeV < my < 700 GeV by CMS [12]. Panel (d) of Fig. 2 shows
that both the 1o and 20 credible regions lie well within the current experimental bounds.

We further explore several phenomenologically interesting search channels and present
their prospects as tests of the model. The scenarios studied here predict a doublet—like
CP-odd Higgs boson Ay with a mass range of 450 GeV < my, < 650 GeV (corresponding
to mpy varying from ~ 675 GeV to ~ 625 GeV) at the 1o level. Searches in the channel
o(gg — Ay — Zh — Zbb) conducted by CMS [149] and ATLAS [150] place a 95% CL
upper limit of roughly 30 fb near m4,, ~ 600 GeV (or equivalently mpy ~ 645 GeV). This
limit relaxes to about 100 fb as my4,, decreases to 450 GeV (or my increases to 675 GeV).
Searches in the complementary channel o(g9 — Ay — Zhs — ££bb) by CMS [151] impose
upper limits between 20 and 30 fb for 625 GeV < mpy < 675 GeV. Panels (e) and (f) of
Fig. 2 display the corresponding predictions, demonstrating that they lie safely below the
current bounds and are likely to be probed at future high—luminosity collider runs.

Considering that the decays of H or Ay into top—quark pairs may provide promising
search channels, we show the normalized couplings Cp and Cjy,,4 in panels (h) and (i)
of Fig. 2, respectively. The CMS search for heavy resonances decaying into ¢t [152] sets an
approximate upper limit of Cpy; ~ 0.86 for the ratio of width to mass I'y/mpg ~ 2.5%,
and Cy, ~ 0.75 for T's, /ma, ~ 2.5% with mg ~ 629 GeV. It is worth noting that in
panel (i) of Fig.2 the region with C4,+ < 0.60 corresponds entirely to Scenario I, while
values above 0.6 correspond to Scenario II. The origin of this separation is clarified later
in the discussion of the lower—left panel of Fig. 3.

We also calculate the cross sections of H decaying into the SM-like Higgs pairs o(gg —
H — hh) and the light Higgs pairs 0(9g9 — H — hshs). The largest value in the 1o region
of o(99 — H — hh) is about 20 fb for Scenario I and 3.5 fb for Scenario II. For the
hshs channel, this channel is significantly more promising, with the largest cross-section
reaching 25 fb for Scenario I and a substantial 120 fb for Scenario II. The largest predicted
values ofo (g9 — H — hghs) multiplied by the relevant branching fractions into the final
states bbbb, bbr7, and bbyy are approximately 36 fb, 4.5 fb and 0.23 fb, respectively. The
distribution of the o(gg — H — hgshs — bbbb) cross-section is displayed in panel (g) of
Figure 2.

Fig.3 shows the two-dimensional PL functions projected onto the (A, k), (my,?d),
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Figure 3. Two-dimensional profile likelihoods projected onto the (A, k), (my,9), (my, Ay), and
(i, 1) planes. Dashed-dotted and dashed contours indicate the 1o and 20 confidence intervals,
respectively. The best-fit point has a total x* value of Xgso495 + X125 =~ 162. Colored diamonds
denote the four benchmark points shown in Figs. 1 and 2.

(mn, Ay) and (p, ') planes . The dashed-dotted and dashed contours delineate the 1o
and 20 confidence intervals, respectively. The best-fit point yields a combined value of
Xé50495 + Xio5 =~ 162. The upper-left panel shows that the 1o regions of A and x span
nearly the entire prior range, bounded only by the perturbativity condition. The preferred
region lies at relatively large and positive values of (A, k), where Scenario I and Sce-
nario IT overlap. In contrast, the remaining three panels reveal two clearly separated
islands of viable solutions. We verify that

Scenariol : my < —390GeV, A, > 1600GeV, ' <400GeV,
while

Scenarioll : my > 550GeV, Ay <800GeV, ' = 500GeV,

corresponding only to the 20 credible region.

4The two-dimensional profile likelihood for parameters (61, 602) is defined as

Lorot(01,02) = , ax L£(01,02,05,...,0,).

35--Un

At each point in the (01, 62) plane, it represents the maximum likelihood compatible with the data after
optimizing over all remaining nuisance parameters. The profile likelihood therefore encodes the maximally
allowed parameter region consistent with current experimental data
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Figure 4. Same as Fig.3, but projected onto (M, my), (M1, pitot), (M1, Ms) planes.

The structure seen in the lower-left panel of Fig. 3 indicates that Ay + my is confined
to nearly the same range in both scenarios. This behavior follows from the requirement
that Ay +mpy =~ 20 (given tan 5 ~ 1.6), which is necessary to keep ¢ in the small range
demanded by Eq. (2.5). Moreover, in Scenario I, the enhancement of Ay —my leads to
a relatively larger mixing between Angy and Ag [see Eq. (2.4)], thereby suppressing the
coupling of Ax to top-quark pairs. Conversely, in Scenario II, the partial cancellation
between Ay and my yields a larger Cy, 47, consistent with the pattern shown in panel (i)
of Fig. 2. Finally, the (u, i/) panel reveals 1o and 20 regions that significantly deviate from
zero, suggesting that non-vanishing values of u and p’ may serve as distinguishing features
of the GNMSSM relative to the Z3-NMSSM and the MSSM.

Lastly, we discuss the DM dynamics relevant for explaining the observed excesses.
Since both scenarios predict a Bino-dominated neutralino ¥\ as the DM candidate, we show
in Fig. 4 the PL functions of the Bino mass parameter M; correlated with the Singlino
mass my, the total Higgsino mass parameter puiot, and the Wino mass Ms. From the
left panel of Fig. 4, one observes that the lo region of M; in Scenario I lies in the
range —500GeV < M; < —300GeV. In this scenario, the relic density is obtained either
through efficient s-channel resonance annihilation (X} — hsA, which is enhanced when
2m>~<(1) ~ ma, ~ 800GeV, or through coannihilation with Singlino-dominated Y9 states.
In the latter case, the dominant processes are Y9%3, XiX9 — hsAg, which together yield
the correct DM abundance. In contrast, in Scenario II, the 20 region favors heavier and
more negative My values M7 < —500 GeV. As seen from the middle panel of Fig. 4, the
relic density is predominantly controlled by coannihilation with Higgsino-dominated x3 or
ﬁc states. The leading channels in this case are )Zf X1 X9X9 — hsAg, as well as processes
such as XT}Z(Q) — ud, hsWT. These channels efficiently reduce the relic abundance to the
observed level.

In Fig. 5, the SI and SD DM-nucleon scattering cross sections are shown as functions
of the LSP mass mgo in the left and right panels, respectively. For comparison, we overlay
the latest 90% CL upper limits from the combined WS2024+WS2022 analysis of the LZ
experiment [127, 128], the projected sensitivities for future LZ runs [153], and the expected
neutrino background [154]. The left panel illustrates that most viable samples lie well below
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Figure 5. Spin-independent (SI) and spin-dependent (SD) DM-nucleon scattering cross sections,
o5t (left) and o3P (right), as functions of the LSP mass mgo. Dashed black lines show the 90% C.L.
upper limits from the 2025 LZ results [127, 128], dashed-dotted grey lines indicate the projected LZ
sensitivities for future runs [153], and dotted lines denote the neutrino floor [154]. Amber squares
and blue dots correspond to Scenario I and Scenario II, respectively. Colored diamonds represent
the four benchmark points shown in Figs. 1-4.

both the current and projected SI limits. Within Scenario I, samples with o(gg — H —
hhs — ~y7ybb) > 0.09 fb in the lower mgqo region generally predict smaller JSI compared
with Scenario II, whose points satisfying Xiwbl') + Xl%«'rr < 6.18 appear at larger mgo. The
right panel shows that while all samples remain consistent with current SD bounds, the
projected sensitivity can probe roughly half of them.

To further clarify the model’s interpretation of the observed excesses, four benchmark
points—P1, P2, and P3 from Scenario I, and P4 from Scenario II—are selected to
illustrate representative behaviors. These benchmarks, highlighted as blue, yellow, green,
and red diamonds in all figures, are listed with full details in Tables 2 and 3. P1 and P2
simultaneously account for the o..,; and p,, excesses at the 20 level, while P3 explains the
combined excesses of Opp a0d fi7 at the same significance. P4 provides a 20 interpretation

of the combined o .,; and p,, anomalies. The DM in P1 predominantly annihilates via

b
the As-funnel intow}yLSAH, whereas in P2 and P3 the relic abundance is mainly obtained
through coannihilation with Singlino-dominated Y3 into hsAg. P1 may be probed by
future SD searches, but its SI cross section is suppressed to near the neutrino floor due
to the blind-spot condition sin28 + mgo /i~ 0.002, which reduces the Higgs-exchange
contribution. P2, on the other hand, predicts extremely low SD neutron cross section (as
low as 6.5 x 1077 pb), owing to the heavy suppression of the ¥}-Z gauge boson coupling,
driven by N2, — N2, ~ 0.004.

Regarding constraints from the LHC searches for SUSY, simulation results of elec-
troweakino productions, utilizing the package CheckMATE-2.0.26, consistently indicate
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that the constraints from LHC searches for new physics are minimal. The calculated R-
values for all benchmark points are less than 0.35, confirming that the parameter space is
safely compliant with existing 95% CL limits. The basic reason for these weak restrictions
is that the interpretation of the scalar excesses primarily relies on Higgs sector mixing
effects rather than sizable contributions from loop effects involving light SUSY particles.
Specific analysis of the benchmark points highlights the dominant search channels:

e Pl and P3: The most significant signal region is G05 from the CMS report CMS-SUS-16-039
[155]. This targets events with at least four leptons, no 7 leptons, and high missing
transverse momentum (piss > 200 GeV).

e P2: This point is most sensitive to the off-shell W Z selection from the ATLAS report
ATLAS-2106-01676 [156], which requires at least one jet and high piiss.

e P4: This point yields the lowest R value because it predicts a highly compressed mass
spectrum, with a mass difference Am(x9, x?) < 20 GeV, making the decay products
too soft to be effectively detected by current searches.

For each benchmark, the most significant signal regions, corresponding R values, and the
associated experimental analyses are precisely listed in the bottom row of Table. 2 and
Table. 3.

4 Conclusion

The g1, excess reported by CMS and ATLAS and the ju,; excess observed at LEP hint
in a compatible way at the existence of a light Higgs boson near 95 GeV. In parallel, an
excess in the resonant production of SM-like plus BSM Higgs bosons in the diphoton plus
bb channel by CMS suggests an extra heavy Higgs bosons near 650 GeV. This research
rigorously investigated the capacity of the GNMSSM to simultaneously explain the 95
GeV and 650 GeV excesses while providing a proper DM candidate with correct DM relic
abundance. We adopt a framework in which the light singlet-like C' P-even Higgs boson
hs accounts for the the 95 GeV anomalies, whereas the heavy doublet-like C' P-even Higgs

boson H decays into the SM-like Higgs h and hg to account for the o .,; excess. This

b
configuration, characterized by small tan 5 and large A, is theoretically zx;yell—motivated as
it leverages the tree-level singlet-doublet mixing to elevate the mass of the 125 GeV Higgs
boson (h) without relying on excessively large radiative corrections. To streamline the
parameterization, a small auxiliary factor § is introduced, which substantially improves
sampling efficiency without affecting the underlying physics. By performing a comprehen-
sive 12-dimensional parameter scan using state-of-the-art sampling and numerical tools,
constrained by a battery of experimental limits including 125 GeV Higgs data, B-physics,
vacuum stability, and the most stringent LZ Dark Matter results, we successfully demon-
strated the model’s viability. The key findings and insights derived from this analysis are
summarized below::
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Table 2. Details of the benchmark points P1 and P2 from Scenario I, represented as blue
and yellow diamonds, respectively, in all figures. Both points can account for the di-photon and

bb excesses near 95 GeV, as well as the o excess at the 20 level, while satisfying all applied

Yybb
constraints. Here, d; and u; in the annihilation final states denote the ith generation of down-type
and up-type quarks, respectively.

Benchmark Point P1 Benchmark Point P2

ot 598.4 GeV A 0.613 | puor 682.9 GeV A 0.627
I 359.4 GeV &k 0.167 | p 456.3 GeV K 0.269
W -672.4 GeV 0 0.001 | p/ -663.4 GeV 0 0.004
M,y -409.8 GeV  tan 3 1.501 | M, -379.1 GeV  tan 1.465
My 533.8 GeV Ay 1838 GeV | My 450.9 GeV Ay 1930 GeV
my 623.6 GeV A, 1762 GeV | my 639.4 GeV A, 1640 GeV
mp 93.68 GeV Ay 1646 GeV | mp 103.4 GeV A, 1619 GeV
my -542.7 GeV my -469.3 GeV
myg -413.5 GeV  my, 94.70 GeV mg -382.9 GeV  my, 95.17 GeV
myg -461.4 GeV  my, 127.4 GeV myg 420.1 GeV  my, 127.4 GeV
myg 502.6 GeV  mpy 654.4 GeV mgo 450.0 GeV  mpy 670.6 GeV
mgg 660.5 GeV  my, 493.5 GeV myg 713.5 GeV  my, 503.2 GeV
mgo -675.6 GeV  may, 875.3 GeV mgo -728.6 GeV  may, 886.3 GeV
Mg 502.0 GeV  mp+ 637.9 GeV/ Mg 450.0 GeV  mp+ 654.1 GeV/
Mk 659.5 GeV mek 712.0 GeV
Qn? 0.138 Qh? 0.111
U;”, 3P 8.4 x 107" em?, 1.7 x 107%2 cm? a“fl, 5P 7.9%x 107% em?, 6.4 x 107 cm?
oy 0.081 oy 0.081
ph 0.229 1253 0.230
Tt 0.091 fb Tt 0.092 fb
o(gg — H — hhs — TTbb) 1.889 tb (g9 = H — hhs — 7Tbb) 1.898 tb
a(gg — H — hshs — bbbb) 0.177 fb a(gg — H — hshs — bbbb) 0.395 fb
(g9 — A — Zh — Zbb) 7.878 fb (g9 — Ax — Zh — Zbb) 7.693 fb
(g9 — A — Zhs — 1Ibb) 8.146 fb a(gg — A — Zhs — 1lbb) 7.600 fb
Choggr Chovvs Chorys Chotis Chogi 0.385, 0.459, 0437, 0382, 0.631 | Ch.gg Chovvs Chovys Chotis Chiti 0.383, 0.461, 0.442,
Chggs Crvvs Chyys Cuits Chip 0.927, 0.888, 0.915, 0.921, 0.815 | Chgy, Ch Chyys Chiin Crpp 0.929, 0.888, 0.912,
Ciggy Crvvs Cryys Cpirs Cpng 0.580, 0.009, 4.201, 0.670, 1480 | Cuggy Civvs Chyys Cries Cog 0.592, 0.009, 3.728,
Ciayosr Cigrs & Cam 0.686, 1.157, 0.554, 1.249 Cusi 0.676, 1.243, 0.554,
1 N, 0.990, -0.001, 0.096, 0.040, -0.092 0.993, 0.002, 0.070,
-0.130, 0.010, 0.392, 0.423, -0.806 -0.113, 0.008, 0.240,
-0.027, -0.809, 0.423, -0.406, -0.013 0.015, 0.954, -0.221,
14, Nis 0.033, -0.587, -0.567, 0.576, 0.013 -0.038, 0.300, 0.672, .

Nsi, Nio, Nss, Nsa, Nss 0.025, -0.010, -0.579, -0.568, -0.584 | Nsi, Nsa, Nj 0.021, -0.011, -0.661, -0.655, -0.365

Annihilations

O = he A /HEWT /tT/HZ /1o 7
OB — HEW™ Jh, Ay /HZ )i
XS = tH/hs Ay

Fractions [%)
23/20/15/6.9/1.0
11/8.3/3.8/3.7
12/10

Annihilations

XOXY = haAu /H*WT 1t/ HZ/h 2
XY = hs Ay /tT/HEWF

O = heAn /th

Fractions %]

31/ 24/12/8.3/2.3
1.8/2.8/2.8
2.6/1.6

Decays

X9 — HEWF /hAy tt/HZ
N = heAy/H*WT Jtt/HZ
XIS — hsAy /tt

Branching ratios [%)]
17/11/7.0/6.7
9.1/8.8/8.1/3.4
5.9/5.6

Decays

INT = ditti Jhs W JWW = JAW = JAg W=

XY = heAp/HZ/HT/WHW =
AT = heAu/WHW- JtE

Branching ratios [%)]
11/4.4/2.9/2.9/1.6
5.7/1.7/1.6/1.5
4.8/1.4/1.3

Decays

hs = bb/TH7™ [ce/gg/WTW =* /v~
h = bb/WW =477 [g9/ZZ]ce/yy
H — tF/ApZ/hh/hh

A — ti/heZ/hZ

Ay — HEWF /by A Jti/h 7

HY = th) AW bW R+

X5 = XZ*

X§ = X2/x82

X4 = 82/3 W /38h/30Z

X8 = G WF/X§Z/X5h/xShs

Branching ratios [%)]
87.2/9.65/1.51/1.42/0.09/0.08
51.7/30.0/6.02/5.47/3.42/3.11/0.029
67.8/18.9/8.26/4.63
94.7/4.27/0.70
36.9/29.0/17.2/13.7
76.8/15.1/6.93/1.19

100

76.6/23.3

43.1/42.0/6.59/2.28
46.9/20.3/17.5/13.1

Decays
hs — bb/TH7™ [cc/gg/WHW —* [y~

h = bb/WHW = Jr¥7= g9/ ZZ]ce/vy
H = /Ay Z/hhs/hh

Ay — ti/hyZ/hZ

Ay — hyAp/HEWF Jti/hZ

HY 5 (b AW [y W R+

X3 = XZ*

X3 = x32/x82

X = G WT/X9Z/35h/ 02

R8> W /X3h/3Z/he

Branching ratios [%)]
87.2/9.66/1.49/1.41/0.10/0.08
51.6/30.0/6.01/5.51/3.43/3.14/0.029
66.6/19.1/8.99/4.96
94.4/4.43/0.76

33.7/ 31.7/16.7/11.6
75.8/15.7/7.21/1.29

100

68.4/31.6

40.7/39.2/17.8/1.49
141.8/35.0/19.7/1.85

= w 100 = w 100

X3 = XSWH W /xTzZ/xh 43.4/22.7/18.9/6.58 Xy = XSWH W /xEz/xh 38.4/21.2/20.2/18.0

R value 0.15 R value 0.22

Signal Region GO5 in CMS-SUS-16-039 [155] Signal Region SRiﬁva —nj in ATLAS-2106-01676 [156]

1. The best fit in Scenario I provides a simultaneous interpretation of the o ,; excess
near 650 GeV and p, and fy; excesses near 95 GeV at the 20 level. Larger values
of 0.4 2 0.1 fb are limited by the CMS search in the 77 plus bb channel.

2. Scenario II successtully combines the o..,; and 14, excesses at the 20 level, with
[y~ achieving its central value while p,; remains within the 20 range.
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Table 3.

Details of the benchmark points P3 from Scenario I and P4 from Scenario II,

represented as green and red diamonds, respectively, in all figures. P3 can simultaneously account

for the o,
and . at the 20 level.

5 and p,5 excesses at the 20 level, while P4 can describe the combined excesses of o

Yybb

Benchmark Point P3

Benchmark Point P4

ot 619.3 GeV A 0.636 | pror 711.8 GeV A 0.688
" 370.3 GeV K 0.125 | p 581.5 GeV & -0.094
" -624.0 GeV & -0.001 | i 750.4 GeV 4§ 0.033
M,y -408.8 GeV  tanf3 1.413 | My -656.4 GeV  tan 3 1.467
M, 610.3 GeV Ay 1841 GeV | M, 855.4 GeV Ay 763.8 GeV
ma 629.6 GeV A, 1656 GeV | my 1552 GeV A, -1955 GeV
mp 95.18 GeV A, 1413 GeV | mp 97.57 GeV A, 1082 GeV
my -525.8 GeV my 714.9 GeV
mgo -412.7 GeV  my, 94.81 GeV myo -660.9 GeV  my, 95.37 GeV
Mg -451.8 GeV  my, 123.6 GeV myg 679.0 GeV  my, 127.3 GeV
mgg 554.8 GeV  mpy 647.8 GeV myg -728.8 GeV. mpy 629.0 GeV
Mg -688.4 GeV  may, 484.3 GeV myg 730.3 GeV  ma, 615.6 GeV
msy 707.0 GeV  my, 884.8 GeV myy 913.3 GeV  ma, 809.9 GeV
Mys 553.8 GeV  mpy+ 635.3 GeV mys 688.9 GeV  my+ 617.9 GeV
myt 706.4 GeV mek 913.1 GeV
Qn? 0.107 an? 0.114
oSl oSt 2.4 %1078 cm?, 1.4 x 10742 cm? oS!, oSl 7.4 %107 ecm?, 1.7 x 107% cm?
Ty 0.057 Ty 0.195
e 0.178 g 0.014
Ot 0.099 fb Tt 0.045 fb
o(gg — H — hhs — T7bb) 2.398 fb (99 — H — hhg — 77bb) 1.262 fb
o(gg — H — hshy — bbbb) 1.489 fb a(gg — H — hshgs — bbbb) 36.75 fb
algg — Ay — Zh — Zbb) 5.364 fb (99 — A — Zh — Zbb) 0.579 fb
(g9 — Ay — Zhg — 11bb) 7.616 fb a(gg — Ay — Zhg — 1Ibb) 0.966 fb
Chuggr Cvvs Chrrs Chtts Croti 0330, 0404, 0378, 0328, 0.557 | Chiggr Chuvvs Churrs Chotis Croti 0280, 0.145, 0.172, 0.254, 0.089
Chogr Covvs Chyps Chiis Chap 0.949, 0.915, 0.939, 0940, 0.863 | Chggr Chvvs Chyys Chits Chsp 0.967, 0.989, 1.006, 0.966, 1.039
Ciggs Civvs Ciyys Cuipy Cyp 0618, 0010, 4.619, 0.713, 1394 | Cirgge Cuvv, Civy Cpiis Coip 0.593, 0.011, 4.530, 0.683, 1.437

0.731, 1.137, 0.581, 1.161 i CAHbE 0.745, 4.688, 0.681, 1.467

0.991, -0.002, 0.089, 0.032, -0.099 -0.992, 0.000, , -0.064, -0.001

0.128, 0.008, 0.353, 0.382, -0.844 -0.113, -0.027, , -0.613, 0.452

-0.032, -0.691, 0.516, -0.504, -0.013 -0.122, 0.010, 0.702, 0.008

0.021, -0.008, -0.605, -0.597, -0.526 -0.012, -0.200, , -0.237, -0.888

0.027, -0.722, -0.484, 0.493, 0.010 Vs s 0.010, -0.927, 0.268, 0.038
Annihilations Fractions [%)] Annihilations Fractions [%)]
WS — HEWTF [hAy /tt/HZ 17/11/7.0/6.7 WX = ditii /R W /AW JAW T JAgW ™ 11/4.4/2.9/2.9/1.6
O = heAp/HEWF JtT/HZ 9.1/8.8/8.1/3.4 9K — hsAp/HZ [t/ WHW— 5.7/1.7/1.6/1.5

XOXS = heAn/tt

5.9/5.6

YEXT = hsAu/WHW ™/t

4.8/1.4/1.3

Decays

hs — bb/THT™ [c/gg/WHW * [y

h — bb/WHW=*/rt1= [gg/cc)/ZZ [y
H — tt/AyZ/hhs/hh

Ay — ti/hZIhZ

Ay — HEWF /b, Ay ti/h 7

H* = (b AW [hyW R+

X§ = X3z

X§ — X82/x92/x3h

- W
8= G WF/XEWF/8he/ 387

Branching ratios %]
87.3/9.66/1.43/1.34/0.10/0.08

59.7/21.9/6.91/5.53/3.34/2.27/0.29

70.4/18.3/7.6/3.02
96.1/3.26/0.34
39.5/23.9/18.1/2.25
78.1/15.8/5.48/0.59
100

76.1/21.8/1.35
30.1/31.8/14.4/11.8
49.3/35.6/11.9/1.9

Decays

hs = bb/gg/ce/THT™ J[WHW = [y
h— bb/WHW = 741~ /gg/ZZ[ce /vy
H — tt/hshs/hh

Ay — tt/hsZ/hZ

As = hs A /H*WT Jtt[h Ay

H* — tb/hy W JRW

-1z

X = 92/ W2

= AW/ h /X532

= %G WT/9Z/38h/hs

Branching ratios [%)]

51.4/22.5/19.7/5.69/0.37/0.36

57.9/25.7/6.74/4.10/2.91/2.36/0.31

67.8/25.1/6.58/0.20
87.5/11.7/0.51
39.6/20.9/18.7/8.56
85.9/13.5/0.59

100

19.8/48.6/3.13
69.7/15.6/5.80
55.7/16.7/15.9/6.61

0= W 100 X = W g 75.2/24.7
X3 = W/ /XTZ/x T hs 40.1/20.4/16.4/11.9 X3 = X3 2/ /XTh/XAW 27.4/22.4/19.4/17.3/6.43
R value 0.30 R value 0.02

Signal Region

G05 in CMS-SUS-16-039 [155]

Signal Region

SR2-stop-3high-pt-1 in CMS-SUS-16-048 [157]

3. The consistent interpretation of the scalar anomalies robustly favors the Bino-dominated
%) as the sole Dark Matter candidate. The measured relic density is achieved through
distinct mechanisms in each scenario: Scenario I primarily relies on A; funnel an-

nihilation or coannihilation with S-like X9s, and Scenario II favors coannihilation

with Higgsino-like x9s or Xlis.

Constraints from LHC searches for electroweakinos have a negligible impact on the

viable parameter space. Full Monte Carlo simulations for benchmark points consis-
tently yield low R-values (< 0.35). This is attributed to the relatively heavy elec-
troweakino masses, which reduce production rates, and the compressed mass spectra,
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which lead to detection-challenging soft final states.

5. The necessary non-zero values for the bilinear parameters p and p’ serve as a direct
signature that distinguishes the GNMSSM from the minimal Z3-NMSSM and the
MSSM.

In addition to these findings, we provide prospects for several promising search chan-
nels targeting a heavy Higgs boson near 650 GeV, presenting posterior probability density
functions for key cross-sections and normalized couplings. These projections offer concrete
guidance for testing or excluding the GNMSSM parameter space in future analyses. In
addition, the benchmark points identified in this work enable reliable extrapolations to the
expected sensitivities of the High-Luminosity LHC. Overall, our results highlight the GN-
MSSM as a well-motivated extension of the Standard Model that can consistently account
for both the observed scalar excesses and a viable dark matter candidate. This moti-
vates continued experimental efforts in forthcoming collider programs and DM detection
experiments.
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Appendix

Table A1l. Experimental analyses of the electroweakino production processes considered in this

study categorizing by the topologies of the SUSY signals.

Scenario Final State

Name

OXE - Wz nl(n > 2) +nj(n > 0) + ERis

f(gf(li — Whx{x? nl(n > 1) +nb(n > 0) +ngj(n > 0) + ERis

X = Wiy 20+ EF™

S0+ <00
X2X1 - ZWXle . miss
i e 2j(large) + E
X — WWRIR (lorge) +
S0t <020
XXy — (W/Z2)WXIXQ . miss
ot ot j(large) + b(large) + E
B8 = (W 2) 23958 ° *
9N = W/ ZWAR Y = 1/2G
AT = WIWRIRE RY = 7/2G

WG — 2R, X8 — h/2G
KA = Wi, 23 — h/2G
B = 20,8 = h/2G
XA = WY X8 — h/2G

nl(n > 4) + Episs

XEXOF = X0+ Xsopt = ZZ/HGG nl(n > 2) +nb(n > 0) +ngj(n > 0) + Efiss

T = O + Xeope = HHGG nl(n > 2) +nb(n > 0) +ngj(n > 0) + EF
X - W2 30+ B

0~ e 20+ nj(n > 0) + Emiss

B = 2N ( T

WX+ N+ 0 20+ nj(n = 0) + B

2y +nl(n > 0) + nb(n > 0) + nj(n > 0) + ERiss

CMS-SUS-20-001 (137 b~ 1) [158]
ATLAS-2106-01676(139b~1) [156]
CMS-SUS-17-004(35.9£b~1) [159]
CMS-SUS-16-039(35.9fb~1) [155]
ATLAS-1803-02762(36.1fb~1) [160]
ATLAS-1806-02293(36.1fb~1) [161]

ATLAS-1909-09226 (139fb~1) [162]
CMS-SUS-17-004(35.9fb~1) [159]
CMS-SUS-16-039(35.9fb~1) [155]
ATLAS-1812-09432(36.1fb1)[163]
CMS-SUS-16-034(35.9fb~1) [164]
CMS-SUS-16-045(35.9fb~1) [165]

ATLAS-1908-08215(139/b~1) [166]
CMS-SUS-17-010(35.9fb~1) [167]

ATLAS-2108-07586(139fb~1) [168]
ATLAS-2108-07586 (139b~1) [168]

ATLAS-1802-03158(36.1fb~1) [169]

ATLAS-2103-11684(139fb~1) [170]

CMS-SUS-16-039(35.9fb~1) [155]
CMS-SUS-17-004(35.9fb~1) [159]
CMS-SUS-20-001 (137 b~ 1) [158]

CMS-SUS-16-039(35.9fb~1) [155]
CMS-SUS-17-004(35.9fb~1) [159]

ATLAS-2106-01676(139fb~1) [156]

ATLAS-1911-12606(139fb~1) [171]
ATLAS-1712-08119(36.1fb~1) [172]
CMS-SUS-16-048(35.9fb~1) [157]

ATLAS-1911-12606 (139 fb~1) [171]
ATLAS-1712-08119(36.1fb~1) [172]
CMS-SUS-16-048(35.9fb~1) [157]
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