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We consider the upscattering of atmospheric neutrinos in the interior of the Earth producing
heavy neutral leptons (HNLs) which subsequently decay inside large volume detectors (e.g. Super-
Kamiokande or DUNE). We compute the flux of upscattered HNLs arriving at a detector, and the
resultant event rate of visible decay products. Using Super-Kamiokande’s atmospheric neutrino
dataset we find new leading constraints for dipole couplings to any flavor with HNL masses between
roughly 10 MeV and 100 MeV. For mass mixing with tau neutrinos, we probe new parameter space
near HNL masses of ∼ 20 MeV with prospects for substantial future improvements. We also discuss
prospects at future experiments such as DUNE, JUNO, and Hyper-Kamiokande.

I. INTRODUCTION

Heavy neutral leptons (HNLs) are well motivated ex-
tensions of the Standard Model (SM). They appear ubiq-
uitously in dark sector models, and are especially im-
portant because their coupling to neutrinos represents
one of three unique renormalizable “portals” between a
generic dark sector and the Standard Model [1–4]. They
are natural partners to left-handed neutrinos, reflecting
a matching of chiral degrees of freedom observed among
all other SM fermions, and their non-observation is eas-
ily explained due to their being a SM gauge singlet.
They are further motivated by anomaly-cancellation ar-
guments that become essential in models with new gauge
groups e.g. a gauged B−L [5, 6]. HNLs appear as neces-
sary ingredients in certain grand unified theories (GUTs)
e.g. SO(10) [7], and they are intimately connected to neu-
trino masses.1

Despite their strong theoretical motivation, there is no
model-independent prediction for the HNL mass scale.
HNLs may be O(eV) in mass (i.e. sterile neutrinos) and
connected to neutrino masses via a naive Dirac mass
mechanism (like all other SM fermions), in which case
they are most easily searched for using short-baseline os-
cillation experiments or cosmological observables. Alter-
natively, neutrino masses may be generated by a type-I
[11–13] seesaw mechanism each of which leads to different
expected mass scales for different Yukawa couplings.

The ubiquity of HNLs in generic models of a dark sec-
tor, and their unconstrained mass range therefore moti-
vates a broad search strategy that targets many decades
of HNL mass parameter space, ranging from the eV to
the GeV (or even TeV) scale [14–27]. In this work we
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1 The Zee-Babu mechanism [8–10] is a notable counter example in
which neutrino masses are induced via new scalars rather than
fermions.

will demonstrate that large volume detectors can effi-
ciently search for HNLs via their decays by leveraging at-
mospheric neutrino upscattering inside the Earth. This
search strategy is ideally suited to HNL decay lengths,
λ, satisfying 10 m . λ . 6000 km with the upper
limit set by the Earth’s radius. This complements fixed
target “beam dump” experiments and missing energy
searches which typically lose sensitivity as the HNL decay
length becomes much longer than the experimental ap-
paratus, which tend to range from 10s to 100s of meters
(much shorter than the 1000s of km that characterize the
Earth’s radius). We derive new and leading constraints
for HNL masses between ∼ 10 MeV and 200 MeV, a mass
range which has interesting implications for models that
address the Hubble tension [28].

Much of the literature on HNLs focuses on the afore-
mentioned renormalizable coupling between HNLs and
active neutrinos available in the SM. This is the so-called
mass-mixing portal, which results in a small admixture
of HNL contamination among the active neutrinos

να = UαNN +

3∑
i=1

Uαiνi , (1)

where U is the mixing angle, and where α ∈ {e, µ, τ}
labels the active neutrino species in the flavor basis.
This then induces a transition matrix elements within
the weak current, e.g. Lint ⊃ UαN N̄iγµPLναJµ.

Above the weak scale the mass-mixing portal is
relevant in the Wilsonian sense, however below the
weak scale the mixing angle accompanies an irrelevant
dimension-6 operator in the 4-Fermi effective theory that
governs low-energy neutrino phenomenology. Despite
being Wilsonian-irrelevant, the mass-mixing portal can
still be efficiently probed at low energies because of its
strength relative to SM neutrino interactions which pro-
ceed through the same dimension-6 contact operators.

There is, however, one unique portal that is dimension-
5 and so can come to dominate over SM weak currents
at low energies even if it is sub-dominant at high en-
ergies. This is the so-called “dipole portal” which first
received substantial attention in the context of the Mini-
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BooNE and LSND anomalies [29–33]. The authors of
[34] further pointed out interesting “double-bang” phe-
nomenology that could be probed in experiments such as
IceCube. Ref. [35] initiated a broad study of the relevant
parameter space for a dipole portal, and this was recently
complemented by a thorough analysis of low-energy and
cosmological phenomena [36]. Since these early studies,
the viable parameter space for a neutrino dipole portal
has received considerable attention [37–53], and has per-
sisted as a potential explanation of the MiniBooNE ex-
cess [40, 54].

The interaction Lagrangian for the dipole portal is con-
ventionally taken to be

Lint ⊃
∑
α

dαF
µνN̄σµνPLνα . (2)

where dα is the (flavor dependent) transition dipole mo-
ment between να and the singlet fermion N . In com-
plete generality one could consider a linear combination
of magnetic and electric transition dipole portals (see [55]
for a recent discussion and [56, 57] for related work in
the context of angular distributions in HNL decays). It
suffices, however, to consider only the magnetic dipole
portal as a simplified model in the majority of parameter
space, and we restrict our attention to this case here.

Constructing UV-completions that yield sizeable
dipole operators is a non-trivial model building task. One
constraint stems from neutrino masses, since loop dia-
grams involving a photon insertion on the incoming and
outgoing neutrino can alter neutrino textures. This can
be avoided if N is a Dirac or psuedo-Dirac fermion [35].
Ref. [36] discusses possible UV completions connected to
leptoquarks and recent B-anomalies, and other models
have been discussed in [58]. In this paper we work purely
at the level of low-energy Lagrangian Eq. (2) and remain
agnostic to the UV-origin of the dipole portal.

Finally, we note that HNLs appear generically in dark
sector models and that it is natural to consider mod-
els in which there are additional light degrees of free-
dom. While observational evidence demands that low-
mass dark sector particles are weakly coupled to the SM,
they needn’t be weakly coupled to one another and it is
consistent and arguably generic for there to exist compli-
cated dark sector dynamics (e.g. [2]). A simple example
is a model with three HNLs and one massive Z ′ that in-
teracts with the HNLs via O(1) couplings, but is secluded
from the SM except for small kinetic mixing terms with
e.g. the SM photon (e.g. [45, 59–61]). New dark sector
dynamics can modify e.g. decay lengths and couplings to
nuclei, however, while details can change, the same basic
phenomenology proceeds: neutrinos scatter on nuclei and
produce HNLs, and those HNLs decay inside detectors
producing a visible decay signature. This is illustrative
of the fact that many neutrino-portal dark sectors may
be efficiently probed via terrestrial upscattering provided
the dark sector has a long-lived visibly decaying particle
in its spectrum.

In this work we derive new constraints on neutrino por-

FIG. 1. Schematic of upscattering within the Earth and de-
caying in the detector. A neutrino enters at W with angle φz
relative to the vertical. The neutrino scatters into an HNL
at X with scattering angle Θ. The HNL reaches the detector
at Y, decays within the detector into a neutrino and a visible
photon. The photon is emitted with angle ζ relative to the
HNL, and detected with angle φdet relative to the detector.

tals using existing data by leveraging atmospheric neu-
trino upscattering (see Fig. 1 for a pictorial description),
with our results summarized in Fig. 2. Recent work
[62, 63] has identified cosmic ray showers as a poten-
tially useful source of HNLs, however our search strategy
differs in that the HNLs are produced via volumetric up-
scattering within the Earth, rather than being produced
directly via meson decays in a cosmic rays shower. Be-
cause of the large volume of the Earth, this search strat-
egy is ideally suited for regions of parameter space in
which the HNL decay length is smaller than, or com-
parable to, the radius of the Earth. The signature of
interest is the through-going decay of an HNL into some
visible SM degrees of freedom and the production mech-
anism is νA → NX with A some SM particle (typically
a nucleus) that is naturally abundant within the Earth’s
mantle and/or core. The treatment of atmospheric neu-
trino upscattering is considerably more complicated than
solar neutrino upscattering which was pursued previously
by one of us in [62, 63]. The largest technical challenge is
that atmospheric neutrinos oscillate over O(km) length
scales. This demands a detailed treatment that includes
electron number density profiles along arbitrary line seg-
ments within the Earth. In this paper we develop a
Monte Carlo routine that is capable of computing the ex-
pected event yield inside a detector taking into account
all relevant physical details.
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The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In
Section II we discuss the upscattering of atmospheric
neutrinos. This includes a discussion of neutrino oscil-
lations, atmospheric neutrino intensities, and relevant
formulae for upscattering cross sections (both coherent
and incoherent). Details of the numerical implemen-
tation are deferred to Appendix A. In Section IIC we
discuss the visible signatures of through-going HNLs in
large volume detectors. For the dipole portal the sig-
nal is always a broad spectrum of photons, whereas for
the mass-mixing portal branching ratios vary depend-
ing on the HNL mass. Next in Section III we derive
new constraints on neutrino-portal couplings to HNLs us-
ing Super-Kamiokande (SK) data and discuss potential
improvements with both Hyper-Kamiokande (HK) and
DUNE in Section IV. Finally in Section V we summarize
our findings and discuss potential future directions.

II. UPSCATTERING IN THE EARTH

Atmospheric neutrinos supply a broadband spectrum
of electron and muon flavor neutrinos ranging from ∼ 100
MeV up to ∼100s of GeV. At these energies the neutri-
nos pass through the Earth without scattering, but do
undergo substantial flavor oscillations that depend non-
trivially on the matter profile encountered by the neu-
trinos in transit. At a typical point inside the Earth,
this results in a quasi-isotropic intensity of neutrinos with
a O(1) contributions from νe, νµ, and ντ with a broad
range of energies as described above. In what follows we
outline how to formalize the problem of atmospheric neu-
trino upscattering νA→ NX, with A a SM nucleus and
X some SM final state particles.

For our upscattering formalism, we begin with the in-
coming flux of atmospheric neutrinos. The flux of these
neutrinos is sensitive to the neutrino energy and the
zenith angle relative to the neutrino entry point.2 For
flavor dependent couplings we include neutrino oscilla-
tions, which are affected by the matter profile between
the entry position, W, and the interaction point X. The
result is an angle and energy dependent neutrino inten-
sity Iνα(Eν ,Ων ,X) that depends on the neutrino flavor
α, and the position inside the Earth, X. This intensity
can be related to the standard atmospheric neutrino in-
tensity of flavor β, Iνβ , (at the surface) via

Iνα(Eν ,Ων ,X) = Pαβ(X, Eν ,Ων)Iνβ (Eν , cosφzen) (3)

where a sum over β is implied, and cosφzen is chosen
so that the neutrino points from W to X (see Fig. 1).
Neutrino oscillation probabilities, denoted by Pαβ for

2 In general one could also consider neutrino fluxes that depend
on latitude and longitude, however the Honda fluxes [69] are
computed only at a few select locations and so we treat cosmic
ray production identically at all locations on the Earth’s surface.

νβ → να, depend on the position inside the Earth and the
angle of incidence since these two parameters determine
the neutrino’s path through the Earth. The zenith angle
at which the neutrino is produced also depends on both
X and Ων . The neutrino oscillations must be computed
separately for each angle, energy, and point inside the
Earth. In what follows we take recent best fit values from
the NuFit collaboration [70]: ∆m2

21 = 7.42 × 10−5 eV2,
∆m2

31 = 2.52 × 10−3 eV2, θ12 = 33.44◦, θ13 = 8.57◦,
θ23 = 49.2◦, and δCP = 197◦. The effect of varying neu-
trino oscillation parameters within their allowed range
of values produces only a small effect. This is because
the flux of HNLs arriving at the detector depends on the
volume-averaged oscillation probabilities weighted by the
broadband atmospheric flux. The result therefore sam-
ples a wide range of L/Eν and is relatively insensitive to
e.g. δCP and the mass mixing hierarchy.

While most of the atmospheric neutrino flux has en-
ergies of 100s of MeV, the flux extends to 10s of TeV.
Momentum transfers can then be much larger than the
scale of nuclear coherence Qcoh ∼ 100 MeV such that
scattering will not be entirely coherent. Instead, the
cross section be composed of a coherent and incoher-
ent piece dσ = dσcoh + dσin. where dσcoh ∼ O(Z2, Q2

w)
and dσin. ∼ O(Z,Qw) with Z an Qw the electric and
weak charge of the nucleus. The former is relevant for
the dipole portal and the latter is relevant for the mass
mixing portal. The coherent contribution can be reliably
treated working in the infinite mass limit because nuclear
form factors ensure that |Q| ∼ 0.3 GeV whereas nuclei
are generically heavy MA ∼ 30 GeV such that nuclear
recoil energies are small TR ∼ Q2/2MA � Eν .

In general the upscattering cross section will de-
pend on both the scattering angle and HNL energy
d2σ/d cos ΘdEN . We are interested in angles, Θ, such
that the resulting HNL is directed toward the detector.
When considering coherent scattering, the nucleus’ recoil
can be neglected such that[

d2σ

d cos ΘdEN

]
coh

=
dσ

d cos Θ
δ(EN − Eν) (4)

For elastic scattering on free nucleons, recoil effects must
be included and the delta function instead relates EN as
a function of both Eν and cos Θ. In this work we include
the contribution from coherent scattering and incoherent
scattering on the constituent nucleons. We model the
incoherent contribution as if the scattering took place
on free nucleons and neglect detailed nuclear effects. In
models where the upscattering is dominated by coherent
scattering (e.g. the dipole portal) the nuclear uncertain-
ties are drastically reduced. For the mass-mixing portal
we find that incoherent scattering provides an O(1) con-
tribution to the total rate, and treat the theory uncer-
tainty from nuclear effects conservatively (see Fig. 2d).

The HNL created in this interaction is unstable, with
a decay length of

λ = γβτ , (5)
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(a) Constraints assuming dµ = dτ = 0 (b) Constraints assuming de = dτ = 0

(c) Constraints assuming de = dτ = 0 (d) Constraints assuming UeN = UµN = 0

FIG. 2. Comparison of our dipole-portal limits (a)-(c) and mass-mixing limit for |UτN |2 (d) vs. existing limits derived in the
literature (for a helpful compilation of projected sensitivities see [42]). We have included two bounds from Super-Kamiokande
for the dipole portal; one where σsys = 0 and another where σsys is 5% of the background events. Notice that due to
atmospheric neutrino oscillations averaged over the interior of the Earth our constraints are flavor independent up to an O(1)
factor. Constraints from NOMAD (µ-only) are taken from [34, 64], MiniBooNE (µ-only), supernova bounds (assumed flavor
democratic), and LSND constraints are taken from [35], and solar constraints are taken from [62]. The τ -only mass-mixing
constraints are taken from [47, 63, 65–68]. The dashed lines in (d) are meant to illustrate the theoretical uncertainty in
the production rate due to incoherent scattering on nuclei. The lower (upper) dashed line is where we double (halve) the
contribution due to incoherent scattering. The coherent contribution (which is nearly free of nuclear uncertainties) guarantees
an irreducible flux atmospheric upscattered HNLs.

where τ is the characteristic decay time in the rest frame
of the HNL. Given the decay length, λ, the probability
for an HNL produced at a location X directed toward our
detector located at Y to decay visibly within the fiducial
volume, of length ` and area A⊥ is

Pvis = Bvis × exp

(
− |X−Y|

λ

)(
1− e−`/λ

)
, (6)

where Bvis = ΓN→vis/ΓN is the branching ratio to visible
SM decay products (an experiment and search strategy
dependent quantity). The probability of an HNL being

directed towards the detector is proportional to the solid
angle of the detector as seen from the point of emission,
Ωdet ∼ A⊥/|X −Y|2. We note that in the limit λ � `
we may approximate 1− e−`/λ ≈ `/λ such that the over-
all rate scales as the volume of the detector V = A⊥`.
For λ ∼ ` the rate will depend somewhat on the geome-
try of the detector and so the ceiling of our constraints
will be modified by an O(1) number; because this region
is already ruled out by complementary search strategies
this is not important, except perhaps for electron-only
coupled dipole portals (see Fig. 2a). Putting everything
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together the event rate for HNLs produced by a να neu- trino portal (with α ∈ {e, µ, τ}) to decay visibly inside
the fiducial volume of a detector is given by

dRN→vis

dEN
=

∫
⊕

d3X

[∫
dEν

∫
dΩν

∑
i

ni(X)
1

4π|X−Y|2
Iνα(Eν ,Ων ,X)

d2σi
d cos ΘdEN

]
A⊥Pvis(EN , |X−Y|) . (7)

The term in square brackets is the differential flux of
HNLs per unit volume produced at location X and the
factor Pvis weights the spectrum by the probability of
decay within the detector. The event spectrum for a
given visible decay product can be found by folding the
differential rate dR/dEN computed using Eq. (7) with
the spectrum of daughter particles produced in the lab
frame by an HNL with energy EN .

Equation (7) cannot be calculated analytically for sim-
ple matter profiles due to the complex dependence of the
oscillated neutrino intensity as a function of X. Even
without oscillations, a realistic density and composition
profile of the Earth demands a numerical treatment. We
have developed a purpose built Monte Carlo program ca-
pable of solving Eq. (7) efficiently using conditional im-
portance sampling. The details of our implementation
are discussed in Appendix A, however we briefly sketch
the procedure here. First, we generate an ensemble of
neutrino energies by importance sampling an approxi-
mate atmospheric neutrino flux curve. For each neutrino
energy we calculate the maximum HNL decay length,
which corresponds to the case when EN = Eν such that
λmax = λ(EN = Eν). We then sample a position inside
the Earth, X, from an exponential distribution defined
relative to the detector. At each point X the density and
composition of the Earth is computed. For each pro-
duction mechanism (e.g. coherent v.s. incoherent scat-
tering off 56Fe and 16O), we generate a random initial
neutrino angle (defined relative to Y −X) using a non-
uniform sampling that accounts for correlations induced
by the differential cross section3 dσi/d cos Θ. Given the
incident neutrino angle, we then propagate backwards
to the point on the Earth’s surface where the neutrino
would have originated, W, and we calculate the zenith
angle relative to the Earth’s tangent at that point. The
neutrino intensity is then calculated using NuFlux [73]
with Eν taken from the first step, and at the required
zenith angle to propagate from W to X. All events are
saved in an event record, with appropriate weights ac-
counting for the various terms in Eq. (7). Finally, in
a post-processing stage we calculate the relative weights
for the various neutrino flavors at the location X by nu-

3 For highly forward scattering these correlations can make certain
numerical methods (e.g. VEGAS) highly inefficient [71, 72]. By
“working backwards” from the detector to the source of neutrinos
we efficiently account for these correlations.
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FIG. 3. Combined exclusion contours ignoring oscillations,
along with relevant decay lengths. This plot is for the flavor
independent dipole coupling (de = dµ = dτ ).

merically solving the Schrödinger equation along the line
segment connecting the upscattering location X to the
neutrino point of origin at the Earth’s surface. This is
done self-consistently using the same density and com-
position profile as was used to generate the upscattering
events.

We now specialize our discussion to the relevant neu-
trino portals discussed herein.

A. Dipole Portal

For the dipole portal, the visible decay signal is N →
γν with a branching ratio of BR = 1. The analysis is
consequently straightforward. The decay length of the
HNL is given by

λ =
4π

d2m3
N

γβ , (8)

which is comparable to the size of the Earth for much of
the parameter space of interest.

For a neutrino dipole portal, coherent scattering on
nuclei is the dominant upscattering process for all en-
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ergies. The upscattering cross section assumes a sim-
ple form when one works in the large mass limit and
drops all mass-suppressed effects including nuclear recoil
corrections, and contributions from a nuclear magnetic
dipole moment. This is a valid approximation because
the nucleus’ charge form factor ensures that Q � 300
MeV, such that recoil corrections are always small. The
resulting differential cross section is of the form

dσcoh

dQ2
∼ 4Z2αd2

Q2
|F (Q2)|2 ×

(
1− m2

N

4E2
ν

− m4
N

E2
νQ

2

)
. (9)

The angular dependence dσ/d cos Θ can be obtained by
a simple change of variables. The charge form factor
of each nucleus is modelled as a Helm form factor with
parameters fitted to the tabulated two parameter Fermi
distributions from [74] (see Appendix B 3 for more dis-
cussion).

Although it is subdominant to the coherent contribu-
tion, we also include an incoherent sum over nucleons in
our model of upscattering. This cross section is given by
dσA = Zdσp + (A−Z)dσn with the proton and neutron
cross sections parameterized in terms of standard Dirac
and Pauli form factors.

We can see in Fig. 2 that our dipole coupling bounds
have a relatively flat region in d when mN is between
0.01 and 0.08 GeV. In Fig. 3, we see that this flat re-
gion corresponds to decay lengths satisfying the hierar-
chy `� λ� R⊕. This bound can be estimated through
a relatively simple approximation: treat the Earth as be-
ing of a constant density composed of a single element,
consider the neutrino flux as isotropic, ignore angular de-
pendence on the cross section, consider elastic scattering
such that Eν = EN , and set all terms of O(`/λ) and
O(λ/R⊕) to zero. Within this approximation, we find

dRN→vis

dEN
=
nVdet

2
Iν(EN )σ(EN )fvis(EN ), (10)

where fvis is the fraction of HNL decays in our detector
that are in the visible energy range. Here, the only de-
penedence on the transition dipole moment appears in
the cross section as a d2 (the rate is independent of the
decay length for `� λ� R⊕). We can define σ̃ = σ/d2,
and then our estimate for the floor of our constraint is

d(mN ) =

√
2Rexp

N→vis

nVdet

∫
dENIν(EN )σ̃(EN )fvis(EN )

, (11)

where d(mN ) is an estimate for the “floor” of our con-
straint as a function of mN and Rexp

N→vis is the rate of
visible energy deposition that can be excluded by the ex-
periment under consideration. In Fig. 4, we see that this
approximation closely matches the true bounds that we
get for the full Monte Carlo, meaning that this approxi-
mation can be used to see how the lower bound will scale
with exposure time, volume, decreased background, etc.

FIG. 4. Flavor independent curves corresponding to 197 HNL
events at Super-Kamiokande with 5326 days of data using the
approximation from Eq. (11) and the Monte Carlo simulation.
In the approximation, we consider the Earth as composed
entirely of silicon with a density of 5 g/cm3.

B. Mass Mixing Portal

The mass mixing portal is more complicated phe-
nomenologically because production cross sections rise
with energy, and formN & mπ many new hadronic decay
channels open. We have included many of these details
in our simulation, however a posteriori it is clear that
searches relying on terrestrial upscattering are only com-
petitive with existing constraints for masses below the
pion threshold. We therefore focus our discussion on the
case of the decay channel N → e+e−ν which is the only
visible decay mode for mN ≤ 135 MeV.

The decay of an HNL to an e+e− pair depends on the
flavor structure of the mass mixing portal and the flavor
of the invisible SM neutrino. These effects introduce an
O(1) prefactor that depends on the final state which can
be found in [22, 24, 75], however the dominant effect is
the muon decay like formula for the partial width

Γe+e−ν =
G2
Fm

5
N |U |2

192π3
×O(1) . (12)

The result is that HNL decay lengths are extremely long
for low masses, and can easily exceed the radius of the
Earth by orders of magnitude. In this regime terrestrial
upscattering offers substantial benefits over traditionally
laboratory based searches, and can offer leading sensitiv-
ity on |UτN |2.

HNLs can always decay to three neutrinos, N → ννν
for any non-zero mixing angle. The result is a branching
ratio that is O(10%) for N → νe+e− for all HNL masses
below the pion threshold. We include this effect in our
simulations computing the full decay length and taking
Bvis = Γe+e−ν/Γ.
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HNL upscattering proceeds via the weak neutral cur-
rent and for the relatively low HNL masses that we focus
on here all of coherent (i.e. CEvNS), quasi-elastic, and
deep inelastic scattering contribute to the upscattering
yield. We find that for regions of parameter space where
atmospheric upscattering is competitive that the scatter-
ing mechanisms are dominantly coherent and incoherent
scattering on nucleons, with deep inelastic events con-
tributing only a few percent to the total flux.

The coherent contribution is relatively insensitive to
the nuclear species and can be calculated from first prin-
ciples. We model the weak nuclear form factor by set-
ting it equal to the charge nuclear form factor. Incoher-
ent scattering on nuclei is modelled as described above
for the dipole portal. This neglects all effects of nuclear
structure and we therefore expect a sizable theoretical
error from our modelling. Unlike the dipole portal case,
we find that incoherent scattering makes up roughly two-
thirds the total upscattered flux. Owing to its relative
importance, we have included “error bands” in Fig. 2 in
which the incoherent scattering cross section has been
doubled, and halved respectively; we believe this to be a
conservative overestimate of the theoretical uncertainty.

C. Decays inside the Detector

In the presentation above we have outlined how to cal-
culate the flux of unstable particles arriving at a given
large volume detector. This flux is not directly visible,
and the bona fide observable is the energy and angular
distribution of an HNL’s visible daughter particles. For
illustration, we discuss the case of a dipole portal decay
N → νγ in detail below. The case of a three-body decay,
as in N → νe+e− is qualitatively similar, but slightly
more involved due to the three body final state. The de-
tails of the decay distribution do not substantially impact
our rate-only estimate, although their details may be rel-
evant for future searches that we outline in Section IV.

In the case of the dipole portal, when the HNL de-
cays, it decays into a photon and neutrino. The angular
distribution of a dipole-mediated decay in the HNL rest
frame depends on the level of CP violation [56, 76, 77],
with dΓ/d cos ζ ′ ∼ 1 + α cos ζ ′ and α ∈ [−1, 1] and ζ ′

the angle between the photon and the HNL polarization.
For simplicity, we take α = 0 such that the decays are
isotropic. Our sensitivity is only mildly sensitive to this
choice; α > 0 leads to a somewhat harder photon spec-
trum in the lab frame, while α < 0 leads to a somewhat
softer spectrum (see e.g. related discussion in [62]). In
the rest frame, Eν,rest = Eγ,rest = EN/2, and the leas to
the following lab frame kinematic variables

tan(ζlab) =
mN

EN

sin(ζ ′)

cos(ζ ′) +
√

1−m2
N/E

2
N

, (13)

Eγ,lab =
EN
2

(
1 + cos(ζ ′)

√
1−

m2
N

E2
N

)
, (14)

A flat (i.e. isotropic) distribution in cos ζ ′ results in a “box
distribution” for Eγ,lab ranging between [E

(−)
γ,lab, E

(+)
γ,lab]

where E(±)
γ,lab = 1

2EN (1 ±
√

1−m2
N/E

2
N ). Knowing the

initial momentum of the HNL, we can sample cos ζ ′ uni-
formly between [−1, 1] and generate a random sample of
angles of the detected photon relative to the horizon at
the detector φdet.

III. SUPER-KAMIOKANDE CONSTRAINTS

We now turn to our analysis of public data from Super-
Kamiokande, which when coupled with our Monte Carlo
simulation, allows us to set new limits on neutrino portal
couplings. SK is a large volume (22.5 × 103 m3 fidu-
cial volume) Cherenkov detector whose primary back-
ground is the scattering of atmospheric neutrinos pass-
ing through the detector. It is well suited to search for
through-going HNL decays and has a large statistical
sample of atmospheric neutrino events which can be used
to set limits on the rate of visible HNL decay [78, 79].

The SK collaboration classifies events as sub-GeV
(30 MeV < Evis < 1.33 GeV) and multi-GeV (Evis >
1.33 GeV) with sub-classifications for each event type. In
the sub-GeV sample events are classified as e-like, µ-like
or π0-like, single-ring or two-ring, and 0 decay-e, 1 decay-
e, or 2 decay-e. The decay-e classification is meant to cap-
ture Michel-electrons from muon decay, while the particle
identification (PID) is based on characteristic Cherenkov
ring patterns of each particle. The multi-GeV sample
is split into partially contained and fully contained, the
former applying exclusively to muon events. In the fully
contained sample events are classified as single-ring or
multi-ring and are then further sub-divided as νe-like,
ν̄e-like, or µ-like. The νe-like vs ν̄e-like samples are de-
fined by a cut on the number of decay-e events which
ultimately stem from a νen → e−π+n interaction with
subsequent pion decay at rest, followed by muon decay
[80]. Not all νe interactions produce a π+ and so there
is substantial cross-contamination between the two sam-
ples; by way of contrast the µ-like sample is relatively
pure.

In what follows we describe a simple rate-only analysis
based on the published results in [80]. For each model
we focus on a the relevant experimental signature and
use the experimental collaboration’s Monte Carlo predic-
tion as the expected Poisson mean of the event sample.
Given their observed data, we then set limits at the 95%
confidence level on the number of allowed events in the
energy range as defined by the experiment. We consider
both systematics and statistically limited searches with
a conservative estimate of a 5% systematic uncertainty
on the collaboration’s Monte Carlo prediction for their
sub-GeV sample of 0-decay-e events.



8

A. Dipole Portal

The dipole portal’s only signature is a single photon
which will be classified as an e-like 0 decay-e signature
in the sub-GeV analysis and as a fully-contained ν̄e-like
event in the multi-GeV sample. The energy distribution
of photons is broad for all HNL masses but its precise
shape depends on both mN and d. The multi-GeV and
sub-GeV samples therefore provide complementary tools
with which to probe the HNL parameter space.

We set limits by taking the union of the excluded re-
gions from the multi-GeV and sub-GeV analyses sepa-
rately and these are shown in Fig. 5. We note that the
constraints cross around d ' 5 × 10−9 MeV−1, with the
multi-GeV search dominating for larger d and the sub-
GeV dominating below. We consider de = dµ = dτ = d
(flavor independent), and flavor dependent couplings ac-
counting for neutrino oscillations in each case. Based
on Table II of [80], we assume a Poisson mean from the
collaboration’s Monte Carlo simulation of µMC = 10266
sub-GeV 0 decay-e events while the observed count is
Nobs = 10294.

It is tempting, given the close agreement between
Monte Carlo and observation to infer that systematic un-
certainties on the Monte Carlo prediction are fully under
control, however the Super-Kamiokande Monte Carlo is
tuned to their data to self-consistently determine, e.g.
the atmospheric flux normalization. In the presence of
new physics this tuning could be compromised and so
it is important to estimate a systematic uncertainty on
an experiment such as Super-Kamiokande. First, note
that while the overall normalization of the atmospheric
flux is poorly constrained, the νe : νµ ratio is known to
within a few-percent [69, 80]. Therefore the flux normal-
ization at Super-Kamiokande can be fixed using muon-
exclusive sub-samples, and the electron flux can be sub-
sequently inferred. Second, it is worth noting that the
sub-GeV 0-decay e bin of the Super-Kamiokande data
set is relatively insensitive to neutrino oscillations, and
its background modelling is therefore reasonably robust.
Quantitatively, one can compare the predicted flux with
and without oscillations from Fig. 14.4 of [81]; the flux
changes by only 2.7%. We therefore conclude that a 5%
systematic uncertainty can be conservatively applied to
the Super-Kamiokande Monte Carlo prediction of the 0-
decay e sub-GeV background from atmospheric νe scat-
tering.

For finding constraints, we take the statistical un-
certainty as σstat =

√
µMC + µHNL. We take a

conservative upper bound on the systematic uncer-
tainty at σsys = 0.05µMC . We then solve P (x ≤
Nobs|µ, σ) = 0.05 where our probability distribution
function is (2πσ)−1/2 exp

(
(x−µ)2

2σ

)
and µ = µMC + µHNL

and σ =
√
σ2

stat + σ2
sys. For σsys = 0, we find that

µHNL = 197 is excluded at 95%-CL; this corresponds
to the number of events per 328 kt-yr (corresponding to
5326 live-days at Super-K). For σsys = 0.05µMC, we find

that our 95%-CL bound now corresponds to µHNL = 893.
For the multi-GeV analysis we take the ν̄e-like sample
which has µMC = 2194 and Nobs = 2142 for a 328 kt-
yr exposure. Following the same procedure as above,
the σsys = 0 95%-CL bound is µHNL = 26 and the
σsys = 0.05µMC 95%-CL bound is µHNL = 145.

Using our Monte Carlo integrator, we compute the rate
of HNLs passing through and decaying within the detec-
tor. The photon spectrum is generated using the lab
frame decay distribution of the HNL. For flavor depen-
dent dipole couplings we re-weight the ensemble of Monte
Carlo events by adjusting the intensity of neutrinos at the
upscattering location according to the oscillation proba-
bilities computed along the line segment connecting the
upscatter location to the position on the Earth’s surface
above which the atmospheric neutrino is produced. Pho-
ton detection efficiencies are taken to be unity, εγ = 1,
and the photon spectrum is integrated from Eγ = 30
MeV to Eγ = 1.33 GeV for the sub-GeV sample and
from Eγ = 1.33 GeV to the highest energy in the Monte
Carlo sample for the multi-GeV sample.

B. Mass Mixing Portal

For the mass mixing portal we focus our analysis on
N → e+e−ν which is the only visible decay mode for
mN . 130 MeV, and contributes for all HNL masses. As
we will show the only region in which terrestrial upscat-
tering can compete with fixed target experiments is in
the low mass regime and so this suffices for our purposes.

An e+e− pair will appear as highly collimated and re-
sult in an electromagnetic shower that is difficult (or im-
possible) to distinguish from a single electron or single
photon. The HNLs are sufficiently boosted such that
wide-angle e+e− pairs are a non-issue and the decay sig-
nature maps onto the same search channels as the single
photon analysis. We can therefore take the rate-only ex-
clusions from above an apply them directly to the mass
mixing portal. The sub-GeV sample provides the best
sensitivity to HNL mass-mixing over the full range of pa-
rameter space and we find that new regions of parameter
space for τ -coupled HNLs can be probed with existing
Super-Kamiokande data.

For our upscattering simulation we include coherent,
quasi-elastic, and deep inelastic scattering channels. We
do not include resonance production, nor do we account
for nuclear structure (e.g. Pauli blocking, giant dipole
resonances etc. ). We note that in our region of sensitiv-
ity, incoherent scattering off of nucleons is the dominant
contribution (contributing to around 2/3 of the rate).
Coherent scattering contributes to around 25 percent of
the total rate, and DIS contributes to less than 10 percent
of the rate.
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FIG. 5. Exclusion contours assuming a statistically limited
search (i.e. σsys = 0) from Fig. 2 (a), (b), and (c) and the
equivalent constraint for a flavor independent dipole portal.
Our constraints are only moderately sensitive to neutrino fla-
vor due to substantial oscillations within the interior of the
Earth. Point A is representative of parameter space that is
dominated by the sub-GeV sample at Super-K. Point B is rep-
resentative of a point in parameter space that is dominated by
the multi-GeV sample. We discuss this further in Section IV
and show distributions for Point A in Figs. 6 and 8 and Point
B in Figs. 7 and 9.

C. Scaling with increased sensitivity

Before moving on to considering future experiments,
let us discuss how the constraints described above scale
with increased sensitivity. Importantly, the right-most
boundary of our exclusions corresponding to an upper
bound on mN is set by our sensitivity rather than by
any kinematic thresholds. This is because the flux of
atmospheric neutrinos is broad and there is no funda-
mental limitation on the mass of HNLs which can be
produced. As sensitivity improves, either by collecting
more data, improving background discrimination, or by
leveraging new detector technologies, heavier HNLs can
be probed. Furthermore, in the regions of parameter
space highlighted in Fig. 3, limits on the dipole coupling
scale as d ∼ (sensitivity)1/2 which is extremely advanta-
geous relative to the naive scaling of d ∼ (sensitivity)1/4

that one would expect in the long-lifetime limit. Taken
together, this suggests that improved sensitivity using at-
mospheric upscattering as a source of HNLs has a high
return on investment.

IV. SEARCH STRATEGIES AT FUTURE
EXPERIMENTS

In this section we discuss how to improve future
searches for HNLs. All of the exclusion contours in this
work are based exclusively on the simple rate-only esti-

mates of the previous section and the reader may view
the following discussion as an outlook towards future im-
provements. Our Monte Carlo routine can generate kine-
matic distributions such as the energy and zenith angle
of the HNL’s decay products, and these can be lever-
aged to improve signal to background ratios. We also
discuss potential improvements in background rejection
using different detector technology (e.g. liquid scintillator
and/or liquid argon time projection chambers instead of
a Cherenkov detector), and the impact of a larger fiducial
volume in a detector such as Hyper-Kamiokande (HK).

Let us begin by discussing improvements that can be
had by taking into account the energy and angular dis-
tributions of the observed photons. For illustration, let
us examine two dipole model parameter points which
are at the Super-Kamiokande exclusion boundary: the
two points marked by triangles in Fig. 5. Recall that
these searches exclude a window of couplings, originat-
ing from the requirement that decay lengths satisfy: 10
m . λ . R⊕. Consequently we will refer to the “floor”
and “ceiling” of the coupling exclusion region.

Let us first examine the angular and energy distribu-
tions of the detected photons from a parameter point on
the floor of the exclusion region, mN = 0.03 GeV and
de = 2 × 10−10MeV−1. We include an example of these
distributions on our lower bound for electron-flavor cou-
pling Fig. 8. We see the angular distribution highly fa-
vors angles less than π/2, corresponding to upward going
photons in our case. Since the photon direction is highly
correlated with the HNL direction, this means most of
our signal comes from HNLs produced below the detec-
tor. Our decay length is large for these parameters, so
there is far more volume available for scattering below
the detector than above it. The energy distribution is
peaked at lower energies both as a consequence of the
atmospheric neutrino flux, which falls off quickly with
energy, and because of the skewed distribution of pho-
tons from the decay of relativistic HNLs [see discussion
near Eq. (15)]. The most probable photon energy in the
lab frame is given by one half the HNL’s energy. At low
HNL masses, almost all of the atmospheric neutrino flux
is capable of producing HNLs. For coherent scattering
EN = Eν , and since the atmospheric neutrino flux falls
like a power-law the HNL inherits this feature resulting
in lower energy photons.

The angular distribution of observed events at Super-
Kamiokande is nearly uniform [78]. Therefore, we can
choose to only look at upward-going events and cut our
background in half while keeping our signal virtually
unchanged. We expect that this will extend our lower
bound of d by a factor of 21/4, as we will need

√
1/2 as

many events to reach the same level of uncertainty, and
the number of upscattering events goes as d2.

Now let us turn our attention to a parameter point on
the ceiling of the excluded region. In this case, the en-
ergy and angular distributions are qualitatively different.
We show examples of the electron flavor case for mN =
0.1 GeV and de = 2 × 10−9 MeV−1 (Fig. 7 and Fig. 9).
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FIG. 6. Angular distribution of the detected photons for Point
A in Fig. 5 (mN = 0.03 GeV and d = 2 × 10−10 MeV−1).
At low HNL masses and small dipole couplings, the angular
distribution of photons is primarily up-going (cosφdet < 0).
This can be used in future searches to cut backgrounds.

We see that the photons are now more uniformly dis-
tributed in angle. This is because the decay length is
now much shorter than the depth of the detector, so the
volume available for upscattering is approximately spher-
ical, and we expect our flux of HNLs at the detector to
be roughly uniform in angle. We see that there is a slight
peak near cosφdet = 0, since more neutrinos come from
the horizontal direction than from the vertical.

The energy distribution for HNLs with shorter de-
cay lengths (corresponding to large masses and strong
couplings) is nearly uniform in the sub-GeV sample at
Super-Kamiokande. This can be understood as fol-
lows: the flux of HNLs roughly mimics the flux of at-
mospheric neutrinos and so in the sub-GeV regime is
relatively flat. The flux of photons is given roughly
by dN/dEγ ∼ A⊥λPvis(λ, `)

∫
dENΦ(EN )Box(Eγ |EN )

with Pvis(λ, `) = 1− exp(−`/λ). For long decay lengths,
we find λPvis ≈ ` and the energy distribution is given by
dN/dEγ ∼ Vdet ×

∫
dENΦ(EN )Box(Eγ |EN ). The box

distribution of photons is flat, with a height that scales
as ∼ 1/EN such that the difference between the height
of two bins of the histogram is given by

∆Nγ ≈ λPvis(λ, `)×∆Eγ ×
ΦN (EN = Eγ)

Eγ
. (15)

For λ � `, as in Fig. 8, Pvis ≈ `/λ and the overall
rate is independent of λ as discussed above. For λ ∼ `,
however, the probability of decaying inside the detector
becomes some O(1) number Pvis ≈ 1 − exp[−`/λ] and
the photon spectrum becomes proportional to λ. Since
λ ∝ EN ∝ Eγ , this cancels against the 1/Eγ denom-
inator of Eq. (15), and the spectrum for shorter decay
lengths inherits the shape of ΦN which is relatively flat
for sub-GeV energies; this explains the shape of Fig. 9.

FIG. 7. Angular distribution of the detected photons for Point
B in Fig. 5 (mN = 0.1 GeV and d = 2 × 10−9 MeV−1). The
angular spectrum is relatively flat, because at shorter decay
lengths, the mountain above Super-Kamiokande contributes
an O(1) fraction of the upscattering events.

We now consider future prospects and specifically up-
coming experiments with larger fiducial volumes and
stronger background rejection methods. We consider
Hyper-K, DUNE, and JUNO, all with 10 years of live
time. We assume that the Atm Rate

Fiducial volume for all three of
these experiments is the same as Super-K. We also as-
sume that the energy range of interest will be the same
as Super-Kamiokande (30 MeV − 1.33 GeV). When
possible, we will consider an angular cut, meaning that
we will only look at upward going events. For Super-
K, the Monte Carlo predicts 51% of the e-like 0-decay-e
events to be down-going, while 49% are up-going [79].
We assume this holds for all experiments.

For ten years at Hyper-K, we expect roughly 70,000
sub-GeV e-like 0 decay-e atmospheric events. Super-
Kamiokande run-IV is already doped with gadolinium
and data from this exposure will have lower backgrounds
from atmospheric neutrinos due to high-efficiency neu-
tron tagging [82, 83]. In our projections, we assume
that Hyper-Kamiokande will be doped with gadolinium,
which will cut the background from atmospheric neutri-
nos roughly in half. An angular cut will let us cut another
∼ 50% of the background, leaving us with roughly 17,000
background events. Assuming no systematic uncertainty,
a 95%-CL bound can be set with 218 HNL events. This
is, however, not likely to be realistic. The background un-
certainties at Hyper-Kamiokande suffer from the same is-
sues as at Super-Kamiokande where statistics are already
high enough that a 5% systematic uncertainty makes the
search entirely systematics limited. The increased statis-
tical sample will not be helpful unless the systematic un-
certainty on the Monte Carlo prediction can be brought
down to sub-percent levels even after accounting for re-
duced background rates from neutron tagging.
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FIG. 8. Energy distribution of the detected photons for Point
A in Fig. 5 (mN = 0.03 GeV and d = 2× 10−10 MeV−1). At
low masses and small dipole couplings, the energy spectrum
is IR peaked. The binning in Eγ is chosen to correspond to
the binning in Super-Kamiokande’s analysis of the sub-GeV
atmospheric neutrino event sample [80].

We expect roughly 9000 atmospheric events in a “sub-
GeV sample” at DUNE over a ten year run-time. Since
DUNE is a liquid-argon time projection chamber, it will
be easier to distinguish the HNL decay products from
a neutrino interaction. In particular, LArTPC tech-
nology offers: i) the ability to statistically discriminate
between electrons and photons using measurements of
dE/dx at the beginning of a track, ii) MeV-scale re-
construction capabilities that can tag gamma rays from
nuclear de-excitations [84], and iii) the ability to mea-
sure final state charged hadrons including protons, pi-
ons with kinetic energies above ∼ 10 MeV [85]. Finally,
recent work has demonstrated that neutron tagging, us-
ing “sprays”, may also be possible [86]. Importantly, for
our background tagging purposes we only need to veto
nuclear scattering events and/or single electron showers
which is a much easier task than the energy reconstruc-
tion considered in [86]. While the ultimate capabilities
of DUNE will require detailed simulation, we estimate
that requiring upward going events will cut 50% of the
background, that proton tagging will catch 80% of the
remaining events, and that searches for neutron sprays
and associated gamma rays from nuclear de-excitation
can cut out 80% of the remaining events for which no
final state proton is produced. A naive combination of
these estimates then suggests that 98% of the background
could be rejected at DUNE, however as we have already
mentioned above, the precise value will require dedicated
simulations. Performing an angular cut as well (requir-
ing an up-going shower), we would expect a background
of 88 events. With zero systematic uncertainty, 18 HNL
event would set a 95%-CL bound, and this conclusion
remains unchanged even if we allow for a ∼ 5% system-

FIG. 9. Energy distribution of the detected photons for Point
B in Fig. 5 (mN = 0.1 GeV and d = 2 × 10−9 MeV−1). At
larger masses and stronger dipole couplings, the energy spec-
trum is relatively flat. The binning in Eγ is chosen to corre-
spond to the binning in Super-Kamiokande’s analysis of the
sub-GeV atmospheric neutrino event sample [80].

atic on the background uncertainty. Note that unlike SK,
DUNE will be statistically limited provided it can achieve
background rejections that are better than ∼ 90%.

Finally, for JUNO, we estimate roughly 6,500 atmo-
spheric events over 10 years. We expect that JUNO will
be able to effectively cut out background from events that
eject a proton due its low ∼ 1 MeV detection threshold,
and will have a 50% efficiency at cutting background
events that eject a neutron by leveraging the 2.2 MeV
gamma ray from np→ dγ [87]. Using the relative distri-
butions of neutrinos and anti-neutrinos, we estimate that
20% of the atmospheric events will not produce a free pro-
ton and will instead produce a free neutron [88]. Assum-
ing a & 95% efficiency at tagging protons, we therefore
estimate that the background from atmospheric neutrino
CCQE will be ∼ 10% of our re-scaled background from
SK i.e. ∼ 650 events. At these levels of statistics JUNO’s
statistical and assumed systematic uncertainties, taken
again as 5%, are comparable.

For our projected limits on |UτN |2, we consider a ten
year period at DUNE. As mentioned before, we expect to
have significant background reduction by rejecting events
that have evidence of scattering off of a nucleon. As a
benchmark, we take 30 BSM events in ten years at DUNE
to be statistically significant, and we show this contour
in Fig. 10d. We see that the projected constraint from a
multi-purpose near-detector at DUNE [26] is quite close
to constraints stemming from BBN (see Fig. 10d). These
two constraints contain much of the parameter space that
would be probed by our projected atmospheric upscatter-
ing method, and so while we expect improved sensitivity
it is likely that the DUNE near detector can cover most
of the relevant parameter space. It would be interesting
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(a) Constraints assuming de = dτ = 0 (b) Constraints assuming dµ = dτ = 0

(c) Constraints assuming de = dµ = 0 (d) Constraints assuming Ue,N = Uµ,N = 0

FIG. 10. Comparison of our projections for future dipole-portal and mass-mixing-portal limits vs. other projections derived
in the literature. Constraints from FLArE 100 and FASERν2 were derived in [51], and solar DUNE beam upscattering events
were derived in [42]. We have included on Hyper-Kamiokande and JUNO for when σsys = 0 and when σsys is 5% of the
projected background. For our DUNE projection, the background was so low that the two bounds were nearly identical, so we
only included the σsys = 0 curve. For the mass-mixing constraints, we use current bounds from [47, 63, 65–68], along with a
projected bound for a multi-purpose DUNE near detector from [26].

for future studies to identify near-term experiments that
may be able to supply new constraints using existing data
sets by leveraging atmospheric upscattering.

V. CONCLUSIONS

Atmospheric neutrinos have already given us a wealth
of information regarding the nature of neutrino oscil-
lation physics. Here we have seen that atmospheric
neutrinos also provide a powerful and qualitatively dis-
tinct window into the nature of neutrino interactions and
heavy sterile neutrinos. In particular, we have exam-
ined the upscattering of atmospheric neutrinos to HNLs
and their subsequent decay inside of terrestrial detec-
tors, finding that current data from Super-Kamiokande

already yields leading constraints on both the dipole and
mass-mixing portals. For the dipole portal, these bounds
eat into new parameter space for HNL masses around
10 MeV . mN . 100 MeV, with precise constraints
depending on which active neutrino flavor coupling dom-
inates. Similarly, for the mass-mixing portal our Super-
Kamiokande constraints provide leading constraints on
the tau-sterile mixing angle for HNLs around ∼ 20 MeV.

In the near future, experiments such as DUNE, Hyper-
Kamiokande, and JUNO, will be able to take advantage
of improved particle identification, background rejection,
and employ dedicated search strategies incorporating an-
gular distribution of the events to improve the bounds
on the dipole couplings by around a factor of ∼ 2.5 at
low HNL masses. As such, this search strategy nicely
complements the DUNE beam upscattering [42] and dou-
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ble bang searches [47] which provide better sensitivity to
higher HNLs masses, mN & 100 MeV on the dipole por-
tal coupling, and HNLs produced from meson decays at
DUNE for the mass-mixing portal [75]. As an illustra-
tion of the strength of the future bounds, it is striking to
observe that JUNO, Hyper-K, and DUNE appear poised
to overlap in coupling reach with SN1987A [35], and will
therefore close off an allowed gap in couplings.
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Appendix A: Monte Carlo Routine

1. Sampling Values

The Monte Carlo routine begins by sampling a neu-
trino energy Eν . We want our distribution of energies
to follow a power spectrum, since both the flux of atmo-
spheric neutrinos and the scattering cross-section follow
a power law with respect to energy. We consider a max-
imum (minimum) energy Eν,max(Eν,min),

ρE = κE−γν , (A1)

κ =
1− γ

E1−γ
ν,max − E1−γ

ν,min

. (A2)

To get our energy, we uniformly sample a number χ ∈
[0, 1] and then

Eν =

(
1− γ
κ

χ+ (Eν,min)1−γ
) 1

1− γ (A3)

To sample the position of interaction, we want a dis-
tribution that mimics the decay length of the HNL. We
define our minimum desired distance from the detector

as Rmin, and the maximum distance Rmax = R⊕ + |Y|.
Then,

r′ =Rmin − λ ln

(
1− χ

[
1− e

∆R
λ

])
, (A4)

with ∆R = Rmin−Rmax, and χ ∈ [0, 1]. We then sample
φ′ uniformly, and sample cos θ′ uniformly from angles
that leave the interaction within the Earth. Then, the
interaction location is

X = Y +

(
r′ sin θ′ cosφ′, r′ sin θ′ sinφ′, r′ cos θ′

)
(A5)

If X > R⊕, we reject and repeat the sampling until we
get an interaction position within the Earth.

For sampling the scattering angles, we note that some
models favor forward scattering, while others have scat-
tering cross-sections that have quasi-uniform angular dis-
tributions. We define a minimum (maximum) scattering
angle Θmin (Θmax) based on allowed kinematics, and a
value of ε ∈ {0, 1} based on the type of scattering

ρΘ = β(1− cos Θ)−ε , (A6)

so that for ε = 1 we have

β =
[

ln
(
(1− cos Θmax)/(1− cos Θmin)

)]−1
, (A7)

while for ε = 0 we have

β = [cos Θmin − cos Θmax]−1 . (A8)

For sampling the scattering angle, we sample a uniform
number χ ∈ [0, 1], such that the angles are sampled as

cos Θ = 1− (1− cos Θmax)χ(1− cos Θmin)1−χ (A9)
cos Θ = cos Θmax + χ(cos Θmin − cos Θmax) , (A10)

for ε = 1 and ε = 0 respectively.
Finally, we want to sample the neutrino entry position

W. We define vin = X −W. Using our scattering an-
gle Θ that we sampled and another angle ψ uniformly
sampled from 0 to 2π, then

v̂in =
Y −X

|Y −X|
cos Θ+v̂1⊥ sin Θ cosψ

+v̂2⊥ sin Θ sinψ

(A11)

Where Y−X, v1⊥, v2⊥ are all mutually orthogonal. To
find the length of the path travelled, we use

|vin| = X · v̂in +
√

(X · v̂in)2 +R2
⊕ − |X|2 (A12)

Finally, we get W = X− v̂in|vin|
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2. Calculations

Having sampled our energy, scattering angle, interac-
tion position, and neutrino entry position, we can calcu-
late other necessary values. From W and X, we calculate
the zenith angle φzen of the incoming neutrinos (Fig. 1).
We use NuFlux [73] to calculate Iincoming(Eν , φzen).
When working with flavor dependent couplings, we calcu-
late a 1D density profile from W to X using the Prelim-
inary Earth Reference Model (PREM) [89]. Oscillations
are calculated by integrating along this density profile to
obtain Iνα(Eν , φzen,X).

At X, we use the PREM [89] to calculate the density,
and call a saved dictionary of the number density for each
of the elements [90, 91]. We calculate the cross sections
for the scattering using methods described in Appendix B
to get

∑
A nA

dσA
d cos Θ = (n dσ

d cos Θ )eff . We calculate the
decay length of the HNL using Eq. (5), and probability
for producing a visible decay from Eq. (6)

3. Weighting

Since we preferentially sample our values, we must in-
clude a weighting when calculating the rate of decays
from the Monte Carlo. These weights are calculated by
taking the ratio of our sampling distribution to the true
integrand. Explicitly, the weights are given by,

wE(Eν,i) =
(Eν,i)

γ

κ(Eν,max − Eν,min)
,

wΘ(Θi) =
1

β

(1− cos Θi)
ε

cos(Θmin)− cos(Θmax)
, (A13)

wV (λi, r
′
i) =

er
′
i/λ
[
e−Rmin/λi − e−Rmax/λi

](
Rmax −Rmin

)
V⊕

dV

dR
Rmax ,

where

dV

dR
=

 4π
3 (r′)2 if R⊕ > |Y|+ r′

πr′

|Y|
(
R2
⊕ − [|Y| − r′]2

)
else .

(A14)

In a Monte Carlo without preferential sampling,
we would have standard “Reimann weights”,
∆X∆Eν∆ cos Θ/N with ∆X = V⊕, ∆Eν =
(Eν,max − Eν,min), ∆ cos Θ =

(
cos(Θmin) − cos(Θmax)

)
,

and N the number of samples in our Monte Carlo.
Notice that upon combination (multiplying all weights
together) the denominators in our new sampling weights,
Eq. (A13), cancel against the uniform weights such that
we obtain the weight for the ith sample as

wi =
V⊕(Eν,i)

γ(1− cos Θi)
ε

κβN
wV (λi, r

′
i) . (A15)

We now have everything needed to compute the rate

R =

N∑
i=1

(
n

dσ

d cos Θ

)
eff

× Iν ×
Pvis

4π|X−Y|2
wi . (A16)

This is the numerical cousin of Eq. (7). In this routine,
between 20,000 and 300,000 events were generated for
each simulation. The larger simulations were necessary
for the mass-mixing model.

Appendix B: Upscattering Cross sections

1. Dipole Portal

For dipole upscattering, the cross section can be de-
composed into

dσ

dt
=

dσcoh

dt
|F (−t)|2

+
dσp

dt
Z(1− |F (−t)|2) +

dσn

dt
(A− Z) ,

(B1)

where A and Z are the atomic mass and atomic number
of the nucleus respectively and F (−t) is the form-factor
for the transferred momentum. We work in the infinite
mass limit, so our transferred momentum goes as

tcoh = 2E2
ν −m2

N − 2Eν

√
E2
ν −m2

N cos Θ . (B2)

The coherent scattering is given in Eq. (9) with Q2 =
−t. Meanwhile, incoherent scattering off of protons or
neutrons will go as

dσin

dt
=
αd2(m2

N t− 2m4
N + t2)

m2
pt

2(m2
p − s2)

(B3)

×
[
2F 2

1m
2
p(2m

2
p + t)− 12F1F2m

2
pt+ F 2

2 t(8m
2
p + t)

]
.

Here, mp is the mass of a nucleon, and s is the center-
of-mass energy given by m2

p + 2mpEν . The value of t for
incoherent scattering goes as

tin = m2
N − 2Eν

(
EN −

√
E2
N −m2

N cos Θ
)
. (B4)

If the neutrino scatters incoherently, then the energy of
the HNL is

EN incoh =
(Eν +mp)(m

2
N + 2Eνmp)

2
(
E2
ν sin2 Θ + 2Eνmp +m2

p

) (B5)

+
Eν cos Θ

√
−4m2

N

(
m2
p + E2

ν sin2 Θ
)

+m2
N − 2Eνm2

p

2
(
E2
ν sin2 Θ + 2Eνmp +m2

p

)
Finally, we need to calculate the F1 and F2 values [92]

[93]

F1,p/n =
1

1− Q2

4m2
p

(
G
p/n
E +

Q2

4m2
p

×Gp/nM

)
F2,p/n =

1

1− Q2

4m2
p

(
G
p/n
M −Gp/nE

)
,

(B6)
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where

GpE = GD

GnE = 0

Gp,nM = µp,nGD

GD =

(
1 +

Q2

0.71GeV2

)−2

,

(B7)

and µp = 2.793, µn = -1.913 and Q2 = t.
In our routine, while we use Eq. (B2) and Eq. (B4) for

finding the transferred momentum, we do not know if the
true scattering is coherent or incoherent (Eq. (B1) says
that we have components of both). Therefore, we let the
energy of the propagating HNL be Eν .

When implementing the full cross section, we find that
the coherent part still dominates, so most of our phe-
nomenology can be explained by considering the coherent
case.

2. Mass Mixing Routine

In the mass-mixing portal, we must consider coherent
elastic scattering, incoherent scattering on nucleons, and
deep-inelastic scattering (DIS). Unlike the dipole portal,
where nearly all scattering is coherent, the mass-mixing
model has significant contributions from incoherent scat-
tering. Since different forms of scattering leads to differ-
ent HNL energies (and therefore different observed ener-
gies), we run the simulations independently for each type
of scattering, and then sum together the rates to get the
total contribution.

For coherent scattering, we have

dσcoh

dt
=
|UαN |2G2

FQ
2
w

2π

(
1− m

2
N

4E2
ν

+
t

4E2
ν

)
|F (−t)|2 (B8)

In Eq. (B8), GF is the Fermi coupling constant and
Qw is the weak charge of the nucleus.

Incoherent scattering is modelled by treating nuclei as
collections of free nucleons and using standard hadronic
form factors for the nuclei. We take dipole parameter-
izations of the vector, magnetic, and axial form factors
and rely on a partially conserved axial current ansatz for
the pseudoscalar form factor; explicit expressions can be
found in [94, 95].

For DIS, we consider scattering off of individual
quarks. To find the cross section, we first find cross sec-
tion for scattering off of quarks σf as a function of the
momentum carried by the quark. This is parameterized
by x, the fraction of the total longitudinal nucleon mo-
mentum carried by the quark. Finally, we have,

σDIS =

∫ 1

0

(∑
f

σf (x)ff (x)

)
dx, (B9)

where ff (x) is the parton distribution function (PDF)
for the particular quark.

We numerically performed the integral in Eq. (B9),
using PDFs from [96] and treating the HNL as massless,
since the masses we are sensitive to are far below the GeV
energy scale where DIS becomes important. Although
the cross section for DIS is scales linearly with neutrino
energy the DIS scattering only contributes on the order
of a few percent in the region of parameter space that is
not covered by existing searches. Therefore, in our code,
we use a simple form for DIS with the leading coefficient
determined by Eq. (B9),

dσDIS

d cos Θ
=
|UαN |2Eν

2

√
1−

m2
N

s

× (1− |F (−t)|2)× 3× 10−39cm2 .

(B10)

From these scattering channels, we can determine the
number of visible decays (in this case, N → νe+e−) ex-
pected for Super-K. We assume that Super-Kamiokande
will be unable to resolve both the e+ and the e−, so the
decay will appear as a sub-GeV 0 decay-e event. We
calculate the energy of the e+e− pair by using the invari-
ant mass distribution in [97], and require that the energy
be between 30 MeV and 1.33 GeV. We see the resulting
bounds in Fig. 2d.

3. Form Factor Fitting

We can see that for Eq. (B1), we need a way to cal-
culate the nuclear form factor. The Helm form factor
allows us to accomplish this

FHelm(Q2) =

(
3j1(QR1)

QR1

)1/2

× e−(sQ)2/2 , (B11)

where j1 is a spherical Bessel function of the first kind
and

R1 =

√
R2
A +

7π2

3
r2
0 − 5s2 . (B12)

Rather than using default parameters as a global de-
scription of all nuclei, we fit the values of RA, r0, and s in-
dependently for each nucleus, and then store these values
for later calculation. We begin by taking the 2-parameter
Fermi distribution for the radial nuclear charge distribu-
tion from [74]. Taking the 3D Fourier transform of this
charge distribution gives us the charge form factor. Us-
ing initial values of RA, r0, and s, we define the difference
between the Fermi and Helm form factors as

S =
∑
i

(
F 2

Helm(Q2
i , RA, r0, s)− F 2

Fermi(Q
2
i )
)2
. (B13)

We then use gradient ascent to iteratively improve our
fit (i.e. R1 → R1 − (dS/dR1)δR1 where δR1 is some
predetermined constant).
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Element Crust % Mantle % Core %

O 46.6 44 0

Si 27.72 21 6

Al 8.13 2.35 0

Fe 5.05 6.26 85.5

Ca 3.65 2.5 0

Na 2.75 0 0

K 2.58 0 0

Mg 2.08 22.8 0

S 0 0 1.9

Ni 0 0 5.2

Total 98.56 98.91 98.6

TABLE I. Fractional weights for elements in each layer of the
Earth

Appendix C: Earth Model

To find the local density of the the Earth, ρ(X), at the
location of neutrino interaction, we use the Preliminary
Reference Earth Model, specifically Table IV of [89].

We need to determine the number density of each el-
ement at the interaction location. To do this, we obtain
the elemental weight fraction of the core and mantle from
[90], and the crust weight fractions from [91]. The results
are summarized in Table I

We can now calculate the number density of each ele-
ment ni by

ni(X) =
ρ(X)fi
mi

×NA, (C1)

where NA is Avagadro’s number, and fi and mi are
the fractional weight and molar mass of the element in
question, respectively.
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