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Abstract. Core-collapse supernovae (CCSNe) offer extremely valuable insights into the dy-
namics of galaxies. Neutrino time profiles from CCSNe, in particular, could reveal unique
details about collapsing stars and particle behavior in dense environments. However, CCSNe
in our galaxy and the Large Magellanic Cloud are rare and only one supernova neutrino
observation has been made so far. To maximize the information obtained from the next
Galactic CCSN, it is essential to combine analyses from multiple neutrino experiments in
real time and transmit any relevant information to electromagnetic facilities within minutes.
Locating the CCSN, in particular, is challenging, requiring disentangling CCSN localization
information from observational features associated with the properties of the supernova pro-
genitor and the physics of the neutrinos. Yet, being able to estimate the progenitor distance
from the neutrino signal would be of great help for the optimisation of the electromagnetic
follow-up campaign that will start soon after the propagation of the neutrino alert. Existing
CCSN distance measurement algorithms based on neutrino observations hence rely on the
assumption that neutrino properties can be described by the Standard Model. This paper
presents a swift and robust approach to extract CCSN and neutrino physics information,
leveraging diverse next-generation neutrino detectors to counteract potential measurement
biases from Beyond the Standard Model effects.
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1 Introduction

Core-collapse supernovae (CCSNe) play a pivotal role in shaping the dynamics and compo-
sition of galaxies [1–3]. These cataclysmic events not only result in spectacular explosions
but also give rise to essential cosmic phenomena such as the production of heavy elements
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through explosive nucleosynthesis and the formation of neutron stars and stellar black holes.
These compact objects, in turn, may serve as the seeds for extremely powerful cosmic phe-
nomena like Active Galactic Nuclei and Gamma-Ray Bursts. Understanding the underlying
mechanism of CCSN explosions and the link between their outcomes and the properties of
their progenitors is thus of paramount importance.

Despite their profound implications, CCSNe are not fully understood yet [4–6], as their
onset takes place deep inside the star’s core, a region concealed beneath opaque layers, where
matter is subjected to extreme conditions. In addition to hosting the key processes trig-
gering the CCSN, this core region provides a unique laboratory for probing high-density,
high-magnetic-field, high-temperature environments and the possibility of exploring physics
beyond the Standard Model (SM). However, the explosion mechanism is also extremely dif-
ficult to model. Although numerical simulations have made substantial progress in modeling
the core of massive stars, accurately replicating the conditions required for a successful CCSN
explosion remains a formidable computational challenge. Consequently, there is an impera-
tive need for direct observational insights.

During a CCSN, the star’s core emits an intense burst of neutrinos over a short but
critical timespan. These neutrinos are generated through nuclear reactions triggered by the
collapse and the shockwave’s formation and propagation. Due to their feeble interactions with
matter, neutrinos preserve most of their initial information during their journey to Earth,
offering a unique window into various phases of the CCSN, with millisecond-level precision.
Moreover, neutrinos are expected to exit the star minutes to hours before the CCSN becomes
visible electromagnetically. The detection of the O(10 MeV) thermal neutrinos emitted by a
CCSN would hence considerably narrow the search time window for gravitational wave de-
tectors and provide an early warning for optical telescopes. However, the detection of CCSN
neutrinos is challenging and limited to nearby supernovae in the Milky Way or the Large
Magellanic Cloud. Not only these supernovae are extremely rare, with about two expected
per century [7], but they can also elude optical telescopes if they are located behind the
Galactic Center [8]. If a CCSN occurs, it is therefore imperative to maximize the amount
of information collected in real time by combining observations from all sensitive neutrino
experiments. The Supernova Early Warning System (SNEWS) serves this purpose [9, 10].
This alert system currently receives data from ten neutrino experiments, extracts informa-
tion about the CCSN progenitor, and sends it to telescopes. It notably deploys algorithms to
determine the CCSN’s angular position (and the associated error box) and its distance from
Earth within minutes after the reception of neutrino data. The CCSN’s angular position and
distance estimates based on neutrino observations, if estimated quickly enough, will play a
major role in optimizing the electromagnetic follow-up campaigns that will start immediately
after the neutrino alert, in order to locate and study the supernova’s electromagnetic coun-
terpart. In particular, depending on the size of the error box, the search for the counterpart
will be performed either using large field-of-view / lower sensitivity instruments or smaller
field-of-view facilities which are generally more sensitive (see e.g. [8]). Similarly, estimating
the distance to the source will constrain whether the supernova exploded in the foreground
or behind the Galactic Center. Such information is fundamental in favouring infrared rather
than optical observations, due to the extinction in the Galactic plane [8, 11].

A critical challenge for CCSN alert systems, like SNEWS, is disentangling within min-
utes three categories of information imprinted in neutrino observations: CCSN localization
(angular position and distance), CCSN properties (e.g., neutron star Equation of State,
progenitor mass, density profile), and neutrino properties (e.g., mass ordering, interaction
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nature). While only the first is time-sensitive, neglecting new physics phenomena such as
neutrino two-body decays, if they are present, or making wrong assumptions about the or-
dering of neutrino masses could affect the estimations of the properties and the location of
the CCSN progenitor.

In particular, the detected neutrino signal’s intensity, crucial for CCSN distance mea-
surements, depends significantly on both CCSN and neutrino properties. The degeneracy
between CCSN distance and CCSN progenitor type has been extensively studied [12, 13],
revealing that the flux of neutrinos during the first tens of milliseconds of a CCSN exhibits
weak dependence on the CCSN progenitor’s properties. These studies demonstrated that the
electron neutrino emission peak during the supernova neutronization phase, often referred to
as a “standard candle”, offers the potential for CCSN distance measurements with sub-10%
precision. However, within the time frames considered in distance measurement algorithms,
the neutrino fluxes highly depend on the neutrino’s intrinsic properties, primarily their mass
ordering (MO) in the Standard Model [14]. Additionally, several new physics scenarios can
significantly distort CCSN neutrino fluxes while still evading constraints from beam, solar,
and atmospheric neutrino measurements [15–19]. Since current distance measurement tech-
niques [12, 20] always assume the SM, the existence of new physics mechanisms could lead to
significant biases, as will be shown in this work. While methods to constrain neutrino prop-
erties have been proposed for several Beyond the Standard Model (BSM) scenarios, these
methods either consider specific CCSN progenitors [17], assume that the CCSN distance is
known [21], or use neutrino energy measurements [19, 22] which are not possible with every
detector. One generic characteristic signature of these new physics phenomena, however, is
that their effect on neutrino observations depends on the neutrino type and flavor. The next
generation of neutrino and dark matter experiments will be particularly suited to exploit this
feature.

In the next decade, the landscape of neutrino experiments will be radically transformed:
large-scale Water Cherenkov (WC) detectors such as Hyper-Kamiokande (HK), IceCube,
and KM3NeT, sensitive to electron antineutrinos, will be complemented by the DUNE ex-
periment, sensitive to electron neutrinos, and by large-scale detectors sensitive to Coherent
Elastic Neutrino-Nucleus scattering (CEνNS) such as DarkSide-20k and, later, ARGO. Once
completed, this panel of experiments will be sensitive to three different flavor combinations
of supernova neutrinos. Combining these different detector types will provide a unique sensi-
tivity to flavor-dependent phenomena over a wide range of supernova models and distances.

In this paper, we present a methodology to combine data from diverse neutrino exper-
iments and concurrently extract information regarding CCSN progenitors, CCSN locations,
and neutrino properties, relying solely on measured neutrino rates. We demonstrate this
methodology using a new physics scenario involving neutrino two-body decays [19] and il-
lustrate how new physics mechanisms can bias CCSN distance measurements if only SM
neutrino interactions are assumed. We also propose techniques to identify deviations from
the Standard Model and characterize new physics scenarios, capitalizing on the comple-
mentarity between different types of neutrino experiments. These algorithms offer realtime
analysis capabilities, making them suitable for alert systems and adaptable to a range of
representative new physics models.

This article proceeds as follows. In Section 2, we discuss the neutrino experiments,
CCSN progenitor models, and neutrino flavor conversion processes considered in our analyses.
For the latter, we present both the current SM flavor-conversion scenario and an overview of
possible new physics processes susceptible to affect the flavor composition of CCSN neutrinos,
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with an emphasis on neutrino two-body decays, which will be used as a case study of the
impact of BSM interactions throughout this work. In Section 3, we propose a likelihood-based
approach, inspired by previous studies of the time-dependence of CCSN neutrino luminosity
spectra, to simultaneously constrain CCSN and neutrino parameters. We apply this approach
to the determination of the neutrino MO and to CCSN distance measurements in Sections 4
and 5, respectively. Then, Section 6 presents a model-dependent and a model-independent
approach to identify and characterize the effects of physics beyond the SM on neutrino
observations. We conclude in Section 7.

2 Methodology

To evaluate the impact of the CCSN progenitor characteristics, the CCSN localization, and
the progenitor properties on observations, we simulate the neutrino rates expected at large-
scale next-generation neutrino experiments for a wide range of CCSN models. Our simula-
tions incorporate the dominant neutrino flavor conversion mechanisms expected in the SM as
well as an example of a new physics scenario that may affect the flux and flavor composition
of the neutrinos arriving on Earth. In what follows, we describe our choice of models and
experiments.

2.1 CCSN models

This analysis focuses on a comprehensive set of 149 progenitor models, originally devised
and introduced by Segerlund et al [23]. These models are the product of one-dimensional
simulations modelling the evolution of isolated massive stars with solar metallicity. Their
zero-age main sequence (ZAMS) masses span a broad spectrum, ranging from 9 to 120 solar
masses. The neutrino signal was computed by Segerlund et al [20] with 1D core-collapse sim-
ulations using an energy-dependent neutrino transport scheme, state-of-the-art microphysical
electron capture rates and neutrino-matter interactions. These models were designed to en-
compass a wide range of pre-supernova structures typically found in CCSNe with iron cores.
In Segerlund et al [20], they were used to identify observables whose values have a weak de-
pendence on the CCSN model or can be easily parameterized. Consequently, they constitute
an ideal dataset for our analysis.

It is worth noting that the CCSN progenitors represented in these models exhibit highly
mass-dependent occurrence rates in the Universe, with lighter stars significantly outnumber-
ing their heavier counterparts. To account for this mass dependence in our work, we attribute
prior probabilities to the different CCSN models. These prior probabilities are taken to be
proportional to the Salpeter Initial Mass Function (IMF), which characterizes the distribution
of stars according to their ZAMS masses [24]:

p(M) ∝M−2.35. (2.1)

2.2 Neutrino experiments

For this analysis, we consider a set of large-scale experiments sensitive to CCSN neutrinos
which are expected to be fully built and to start collecting data within the next decades.
In order to lift the degeneracies between CCSN localization, CCSN properties, and neutrino
properties, we consider not only WC detectors, which have been prominent actors in the
search for CCSNe since the observation of SN1987A, but also experiments sensitive to dif-
ferent neutrino flavors. Since we want to emulate detector performances as realistically as
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possible, we consider only experiments whose detection efficiencies have been made public, ei-
ther in the SnowGLoBES software [25] or in publications by the respective collaborations [26].
The experiments we have selected for this analysis are projected to be sensitive to three dis-
tinct neutrino flavor combinations: ν̄e, νe, and the sum of all neutrino flavors. The detectors
and their properties are summarized in table 1.

Experiment Detected
ν flavor

Total mass
(kT)

Efficiency at
20 MeV (%)

Background
rate (Hz)

Hyper-Kamiokande ν̄e 260 100 0
IceCube ν̄e 106 4.8 1.5 × 106

KM3NeT ν̄e 2.1 × 105 0.07 4.5 × 106

DUNE νe 40 100 0
DarkSide-20k all 0.05 95 0

ARGO all 0.35 95 0

Table 1. Summary of the properties of the detectors considered in this work. The detected neutrino
flavor is the flavor associated with the with the dominant interaction for O(10 MeV) neutrinos at each
experiment. The efficiency at 20 MeV is the average fraction of interactions detected for a 20 MeV
neutrino. Finally, background rates due to PMT noise and radioactivity are taken into account for
IceCube and KM3NeT and neglected for all other experiments. The CCSN event selection cuts are
harsher at KM3NeT than at IceCube due to the higher rates of radioactive decays in seawater.

2.2.1 Water Cherenkov detectors: KM3NeT, IceCube, Hyper-Kamiokande

Water Cherenkov detectors are primarily sensitive to CCSN electron antineutrinos. Current
and upcoming experiments have large instrumented volumes and hence would detect par-
ticularly high numbers of events if a Galactic CCSN occurred –e.g. O(50000) events at the
Galactic Center for Hyper-Kamiokande. However, detectors located in natural environments,
such as IceCube and KM3NeT, also suffer from sizable, megahertz-scale, backgrounds from
ambient radioactivity and PMT noise.

KM3NeT: Currently under construction and taking data in the Mediterranean Sea, KM3NeT [27]
is composed of two large arrays of detection modules. When completed, in 2028, the detector
will survey a volume of 1.5 km3 of seawater. While KM3NeT has been originally designed
to detect GeV to PeV neutrinos, it is also expected to be sensitive to more than 95% of
Galactic CCSNe [28]. KM3NeT therefore runs a CCSN realtime analysis system and is part
of SNEWS [9]. However, in spite of its large instrumented volume, the sensitivity of the
experiment is limited by important backgrounds from bioluminescence and 40K decays in
seawater. For this study, we consider KM3NeT’s expected final configuration. We use the
detection efficiencies estimated for KM3NeT’s current CCSN analysis; the background rate
after the CCSN event selection if of 4.5×106 events per second. Additionally, event-by-event
reconstruction of the CCSN neutrino energies is not possible and only global properties of
the time-integrated spectrum can be constrained [28].

IceCube: Located at the South Pole, IceCube [29] is a cubic-kilometer neutrino detector
consisting of over 5000 detection modules located deep within the Antarctic ice sheet. Opera-
tional since 2010, it focuses on high-energy neutrino detection, particularly from astrophysical
sources like cosmic rays interacting with the atmosphere. IceCube’s extensive detection vol-
ume of 1 km3 also makes it highly sensitive to low-energy neutrinos from Galactic CCSNe. In
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particular, the large detection rates expected then would make IceCube uniquely positioned
to determine the neutrino mass ordering and characterize the signatures of hydrodynami-
cal instabilities inside the collapsing star [30]. Consequently, IceCube is a major member of
SNEWS [9]. Like KM3NeT, however, IceCube suffers from large backgrounds due to radioac-
tive activity and PMT noise and event-by-event energy reconstruction is not possible [30].
In what follows, we take IceCube’s CCSN neutrino detection efficiencies from SnowGLoBES.
The background rate after the CCSN event selection is of 1.5 × 106 events per second. [31].

Hyper-Kamiokande: The Hyper-Kamiokande neutrino detector [32], currently under con-
struction at Mount Ikeno in Japan, will be a large-scale WC detector surveying a volume of
260 kT of ultra-pure water. Aimed at the detection of MeV to GeV-scale neutrinos, this ex-
periment is expected to play a leading role in CCSN neutrino searches. For a CCSN located
at the Galactic Center, for example, HK is expected to detect O(50000) events [33]. With
a low energy threshold of around 4 MeV, HK will trigger on most CCSN neutrinos, with
an efficiency larger than 99% and extremely low backgrounds. In this analysis, we consider
HK’s backgrounds for CCSN neutrino detection to be negligible.

2.2.2 νe detection experiments: Deep Underground Neutrino Experiment

The Deep Underground Neutrino Experiment (DUNE) [34], based at the Fermi National
Accelerator Laboratory and at the Sanford Underground Research Facility, will be a neutrino
beam experiment which primarily aims at measuring the neutrino mass ordering and the CP
phase in the lepton sector. However, its far detector, a liquid argon time projection chamber
(LArTPC), comprising four 10 kton modules, can also be used to detect atmospheric and
cosmic neutrinos. In the CCSN neutrino energy regime, DUNE would be primarily sensitive
to electron neutrinos and is expected to detect O(1000) events for a CCSN at the Galactic
Center, with negligible backgrounds [35]. DUNE is expected to be completed at the end
of the 2020s and its large scale, low background, and sensitivity to νe will make it play a
key role in Galactic supernova searches. In this work, we consider DUNE’s backgrounds for
CCSN neutrino detection to be negligible.

2.2.3 Coherent elastic neutrino-nucleus scattering experiments: DarkSide-20k
and ARGO

DarkSide-20k [36], located at the Gran Sasso National Laboratory, is designed for the detec-
tion of dark matter particle candidates. The detector utilizes a liquid argon time projection
chamber (TPC) technology, which detects the ionization electrons and scintillation light gen-
erated by the interaction of dark matter particles with argon nuclei. Beyond dark matter
searches, DarkSide-20k is sensitive to coherent elastic neutrino-nucleus scattering (CEνNS)
and would detect O(100) events for a CCSN at the Galactic Center, with negligible back-
grounds [26]. Its precursor, DarkSide-50 is part of SNEWS [9]. Since CEνNS treats all fla-
vors equally, DarkSide could provide unique information on the total flux of active neutrinos
emitted by a CCSN, although, like IceCube and KM3NeT, it cannot perform event-by-event
energy reconstruction. Its main limitation is its small instrumented volume, leading to par-
ticularly low detection rates in the first tens of milliseconds of the CCSN. We therefore also
consider a similar, next-generation, experimental project, ARGO [26], which will be 7 times
larger than DarkSide-20k. In what follows, we will assume ARGO to differ from DarkSide
only by its size. Moreover, we will neglect the backgrounds associated with CCSN neu-
trino detection for both experiments, as these background were estimated to be more than
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two orders of magnitude lower than the expected CCSN signal from a 11 M⊙ progenitor at
10 kpc [26].

Spanning a diverse range of capabilities and encompassing all the detectable flavor
combinations expected in future-generation experiments, this selection of detectors, while
comprehensive, is not exhaustive. In particular, we considered Hyper-Kamiokande rather
than Super-Kamiokande as the former is more likely to operate when DUNE and ARGO
are also active. Another key experiment for CCSN investigations in the coming decades is
the Jiangmen Underground Neutrino Observatory (JUNO). JUNO can indeed measure both
electron antineutrinos and the collective sum of all neutrino flavors, effectively serving as
two complementary detectors simultaneously [37, 38]. While efficiency curves for JUNO’s
CCSN detection channels are not currently publicly available, JUNO, once built, is poised
to significantly enhance the study of the flavor-dependent behaviors of CCSN neutrinos.

2.3 Neutrino flavor conversion

The initial tens of milliseconds following the core bounce are characterized by an intense
emission of electron neutrinos, a period known as “neutronization”. This phenomenon is
associated with the initial propagation of the shock wave through the protoneutron star (PNS)
(for a detailed review, see [4–6]). At the same time, the accretion of matter onto the PNS leads
to the production of a large number of both electron neutrinos and antineutrinos by charged-
current processes in the PNS hot mantle. This phase, known as “accretion phase”, can last
for a few hundreds milliseconds. Neutrino emission profiles for both phases are depicted in
Figure 1 for different supernova models. In contrast, muon and tau neutrinos are produced
solely by the cooling of the deepest core regions and their emission flux increases at a much
slower rate. Therefore, during the first hundreds of milliseconds of a core-collapse supernova,
there is a significant disparity in the fluxes of electron neutrinos, electron antineutrinos, and
other neutrino types (see Fig. 1). The observed CCSN neutrino rates on Earth hence strongly
depend on the evolution of neutrino flavor composition, both within the star and along their
journey to Earth. In this section, we discuss the dominant flavor conversion process in the
SM, i.e. the adiabatic Mikheyev-Smirnov-Wolfenstein (MSW) [14] transitions, and provide an
overview of new physics processes susceptible to modify neutrino rates in the neutronization
phase. We focus particularly on neutrino two-body decays, which will be used as a case study
for our analysis.

2.3.1 Adiabatic MSW effect

In the first O(100 ms) of the CCSN, the dominant neutrino flavor conversion process inside the
collapsing star is adiabatic MSW transitions [14]. These transitions convert electron neutrinos
(antineutrinos) into the heaviest (intermediate) neutrino (antineutrino) mass eigenstate νh
(ν̄m), while muon and tau neutrinos become combinations of the other two eigenstates. The
flavor composition of the neutrino fluxes arriving on Earth can hence be expressed as a
function of the electron flavor survival probability p:

ΦEarth
e = pΦ(0)

e + (1 − p)Φ(0)
x (2.2)

ΦEarth
x =

1 − p

2
Φ(0)
e +

1 + p

2
Φ(0)
x (2.3)
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Figure 1. Neutrino luminosities as a function of time for the 9 M⊙ and 15 M⊙ models from [20]. The
solid lines correspond to electron neutrinos, the dashed lines to electron antineutrinos and the dash-
dotted lines to a species representative of heavy-lepton neutrinos and antineutrinos νx. The emission
peak for νe during the first 30 ms corresponds to the neutronization phase. After this period, the
fluxes for the electron neutrinos and antineutrinos become comparable as the star enters the accretion
phase.

where Φ(0) is the initially produced neutrino flux and x refers to the µ and τ flavors. A
similar formula holds for antineutrinos using the probability p̄. For neutrinos, p ≈ 0.30
in the inverted mass ordering (IMO) and 0.02 in the normal mass ordering (NMO). For
antineutrinos, p̄ ≈ 0.02 in the IMO and 0.70 in the NMO [14].

2.3.2 New physics scenarios: a case study with neutrino two-body decays

At first glance, the possibilities of BSM scenarios altering the neutronization flux seem lim-
itless. However, BSM physics in the neutrino sector is already tightly constrained by beam,
solar, and atmospheric neutrino measurements. In order to distort the neutrino flux suf-
ficiently to mislead CCSN alert systems while still being allowed by current observations,
a new physics process needs to be tied to conditions specific to CCSN measurements: the
high density of the CCSN core, the possible presence of large magnetic fields with a com-
plex structure, and the particularly long neutrino travel path from the CCSN to the Earth.
To date, three types of processes susceptible to substantially modify CCSN neutrino fluxes
have been proposed: non-standard neutrino self-interactions [15], the conversion of active
neutrinos into sterile neutrinos [16, 17, 21], and neutrino two-body decays [18, 19]. While the
corresponding new physics models are associated with a wide parameter space, past studies
considered simplified frameworks efficiently modelling entire classes of BSM scenarios with
only two or three parameters. Since the number of these simplified frameworks is limited
by the tight existing constraints on neutrino properties, it is feasible for an alert system to
consider several representative new physics models to check for possible departures from the
SM. In this work, we assess the impact of such a study using the example of neutrino two-
body decays, which allows studying a highly diverse landscape of possible CCSN neutrino
signal distortions.

In the SM, heavy neutrinos species can decay into lighter species only through a loop-
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level process, with a lifetime larger than the age of the Universe. However, this lifetime
can be considerably shortened in simple extensions of the SM where a heavy neutrino mass
eigenstate can undergo a two-body decay into a lighter neutrino and a new scalar field. These
BSM scenarios have been the focus of thorough investigation and have been constrained
by a wide range of measurements, as extensively described in [19] and [39]; the latter, in
particular, derived new stringent constraints on certain classes of neutrino decay models.
Overall, models where at least two neutrino species decay with similar rates have therefore
been already strongly constrained up to distance scales of the order of 10 kpc. However,
models featuring significant discrepancies in the lifetimes of neutrino species, particularly
with one species having a notably shorter lifetime, remain an intriguing realm of exploration.

In this study, we focus on a scenario discussed in [19], where the heaviest neutrino or
antineutrino mass eigenstate νh decays into the lightest mass eigenstate νℓ and an invisible
scalar ϕ:

νh,L → νℓ,L/R + ϕ (2.4)

where L and R represent the neutrino helicity. We consider the ϕ0 model of [19], where
neutrinos are Dirac particles and lepton number is conserved. In this model, active CCSN
(anti)neutrinos decay into either active or sterile (anti)neutrinos, depending on whether the
interaction conserves or flips helicity. We parameterize this model using two quantities. First,
we define the normalized supernova distance as r̄ = d/r0, where d is the supernova distance
to Earth and r0 is the characteristic decay length for 10 MeV neutrinos, defined as

r0 = cτ

(
10 MeV

m

)
, (2.5)

with τ and m being the lifetime and the mass of the heavy neutrino eigenstate, respectively.
In the SM, the r̄ parameter is equal to 0. Second, we introduce the branching ratio of visible
decays, ζ, which represents the fraction of helicity-conserving neutrino decays [19]. For ζ = 1,
all heavy CCSN neutrinos decay into light active neutrinos, while for ζ = 0 all decay products
are undetectable.

When travelling through the collapsing star, as discussed in Section 2.3.1, adiabatic
MSW conversions turn electron neutrinos into the heaviest mass eigenstate νh. On their
way to Earth, νh (ν̄h) will partially decay into the lightest active neutrino νℓ (ν̄ℓ), or into
sterile neutrinos. The impact of these decays on the neutrino rates during the first tens
of milliseconds of the CCSN have been extensively described in [19]. The variations of the
expected neutrino signal time profiles as a function of r̄ and ζ are shown in Figure 2 for
different experiments. In what follows, we provide a concise recap of the most significant
effects of neutrino decays in the ϕ0 model:

• Appearance/disappearance of the νe neutronization peak : in the NMO, the νe emission
peak associated with the neutronization phase is not expected to be visible in νe detec-
tion experiments such as DUNE. However, if heavy neutrinos decay into light visible
neutrinos, which have a 70% probability of being seen as νe, this peak can reappear.
Conversely, in the IMO, neutrino decays will cause the neutronization peak expected
at DUNE to disappear since the electron neutrino component of the lightest species is
of only 2%. These effects can be seen in the left panels of Figure 2.

• Increase/decrease of the ν̄e rate: in the NMO, the ν̄e rate expected at WC detectors
will receive contributions from the visible decays of heavy antineutrinos, driven by the
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higher likelihood of the lightest neutrino species being identified as ν̄e. Conversely, the
electron antineutrino rate would decrease by up to 30% in the IMO when r̄ increases.
These effects are illustrated in the middle panel of Figure 2.

• Decrease of the total neutrino rates: in the Dirac ϕ0 scenario considered here, active
neutrinos could decay into sterile neutrinos which would escape detection. Moreover,
even for visible decays, the produced neutrinos will be softer and hence less likely to
interact. For experiments sensitive to the sum of all neutrino flavors, such as DarkSide-
20k or ARGO, the neutrino rate is expected to fall short of the SM predictions. Decays
into sterile neutrinos could also lead to a decrease of the νe and ν̄e rates expected at
DUNE and at WC detectors, regardless of the mass ordering. These effects are shown
in Figure 2 for the different detector types. Note that for DUNE and WC detectors,
ζ variations either have a weak impact on detection rates or can lead to degeneracies
with the SM. These degeneracies, however, can be lifted by considering experiments
sensitive to all neutrino flavors such as DarkSide-20k and ARGO.

For sufficiently short neutrino lifetimes, as shown in Figure 2, the aforementioned effects could
potentially alter the expected neutrino rates by several tens of percents, thus substantially
impacting CCSN distance measurements. In the NMO and for ζ close to one, rate increases
at DUNE and in WC detectors might lead to an underestimation of the CCSN distance.
Nevertheless, this bias could potentially be mitigated by the observation of a neutrino deficit
at DarkSide-20k or ARGO. Conversely, within the IMO or for small values of ζ, the decrease
of the neutrino rates across all experiments could lead to overestimating the CCSN distance,
although the size of this decrease depends on the type of experiment considered. Note that
the flux suppression induced by neutrino decays can mimic the one observed in other new
physics scenarios such as the ones involving active-sterile neutrino conversions. In either case,
a meticulous comparison of neutrino rates among different detector types is imperative to
identify deviations from the SM and to make necessary corrections to distance measurements.

2.4 Analysis pipeline

We generate neutrino fluxes and compute the expected neutrino detection rates using SNEWPY
v1.3b1 [40]. Interaction cross-sections, as well as the detection efficiencies and energy recon-
struction effects, are modelled using the SnowGLoBEs software [25]. For DarkSide-20k and
ARGO, which have not been included in SnowGLoBEs yet, we use the detection efficiencies
from [26]. For IceCube and KM3NeT, where radioactivity and PMT noise cannot be ne-
glected, we add Poissonian backgrounds to the signal, with constant rates of 1.5 MHz [31]
and 3 MHz [28], respectively. Finally, we modified the SNEWPY public version to include the
neutrino decay model discussed in Section 2.3. Semi-analytical expressions for the neutrino
fluxes expected on Earth for these models are given in Appendix A.

For each CCSN model and neutrino detector considered, expected neutrino rates are
evaluated both in the NMO and the IMO, for the following (r̄, ζ) values:

r̄ =

{
0.1k for k ∈ J0 ; 9K
k for k ∈ J1 ; 10K

(2.6)

ζ = 0.1k for k ∈ J0 ; 10K

For r̄ = 10 all heavy neutrinos and antineutrinos will have decayed before reaching Earth,
and therefore we do not study models with larger r̄ values. To evaluate the neutrino rates
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Figure 2. Expected neutrino rates for a 11 M⊙ progenitor [23] at 10 kpc at DUNE (left), HK
(middle), and ARGO (right), for the normal (top) and inverted (bottom) mass orderings, and for
different values of r̄ and ζ. The SM case (r̄ = 0) is shown in blue, and decay scenarios with r̄ = 1
and 5 are shown in orange and green, respectively. Solid (dashed) lines represent models with ζ = 1
(ζ = 0).

for any value of r̄ and ζ, we then approximate the (r̄, ζ) dependence of the CCSN rate by a
polynomial function, as described in Appendix B.

3 Constrain all CCSN properties at once

In this section, we present a likelihood-based analysis framework which could be used by a
CCSN alert system to simultaneously estimate the CCSN distance and the properties of the
neutrinos, by fitting the neutrino event counts in suitably chosen time windows for multiple
experiments.

3.1 Choosing time windows

We base the choice of time windows for this study on two categories of observables, which
have been shown in the literature to either have a weak dependence on the CCSN model, or
to be easily parameterizable as a function of the supernova progenitor properties.

Neutrino rates in the neutronization phase: the neutrino rates measured during the
first tens of milliseconds postbounce have been shown to only weakly depend on the stellar
progenitor properties [12, 13]. This model dependence is expected to be minimal when
considering the first 10 ms after the onset of the CCSN neutrino signal, a time region which
contains the bulk of the νe neutronization peak. However, for most experiments, the number
of events expected in this narrow window is particularly small for most Galactic supernovae
and, hence, to reduce statistical uncertainties, longer time periods should be considered.
Using the fluxes measured up to 18 ms postbounce, Kachelriess et al [12] showed that the
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Figure 3. Left: CCSN neutrino event counts in the Hyper-Kamiokande detector for a CCSN at
10 kpc as a function of progenitor masses, for the first 10 ms (green), 20 ms (blue), and 50 ms
(purple) postbounce. Right: f∆ as a function of the number of CCSN neutrino events within the first
50 ms after bounce. For both panels, the light and dark shades represent the NMO and the IMO,
respectively. Note that, for the first 20 ms postbounce, the NMO and IMO predictions do not overlap,
even when no assumption is made about the CCSN model. For the first 50 ms, however, the IMO
and NMO scenarios can be distinguished only if the range of possible CCSN models is constrained.

CCSN distance could be measured with a precision of 6% in a hypothetical megaton-scale
WC detector. For smaller detectors, enlarging this window up to 50 ms has been proposed by
Segerlund et al [20] in the context of analyses at SNEWS. The expected signal in this larger
window, however, would significantly depend on the CCSN type, as illustrated in Figure 3
(left) for the case of Hyper-Kamiokande.

Neutrino rate ratio f∆: in [20], a new observable, f∆, was defined to mitigate the residual
model dependence of theN(0−50 ms) rates. This observable is defined as the ratio of neutrino
rates between the accretion and the neutronization phases:

f∆ =
N(100 − 150 ms)

N(0 − 50 ms)
(3.1)

and its dependence on N(0−50 ms) is close to linear, as shown in Figure 3 (right). Exploiting
this quasi-linear dependence, Segerlund et al [20] proposed an algorithm to infer the CCSN
distance from a (f∆, N(0 − 50 ms)) measurement at a single detector. Accounting for both
variations between CCSN models and the CCSN distance distribution in the galaxy, the
associated distance measurement uncertainties are of around 5% at HK and IceCube and
around 8% at DUNE.

Based on the observables and studies described above, we selected four time windows
as follows. First, exploiting the results from [12], we split the 50 ms postbounce time in-
terval into three windows: [0, 10], [10, 20], and [20, 50] ms. As a fourth window, following
the methodology detailed in [20], we choose the [100, 150] ms time interval. This choice
of time windows allows considering the whole 50 ms neutronization period while resolving
the neutronization peak, for experiments sensitive to νe, and mitigating the CCSN model
dependence.
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3.2 Likelihood analysis

For a given set of neutrino detectors taking data at the time of the CCSN, we define the
following likelihood function:

logL({Oobs}|d,M, r̄, ζ,MO) =
∑
i

logP [Ni(10ms)] + logP [Ni(10 − 20ms)] (3.2)

+ logP [Ni(20 − 50ms)] + logP [Ni(100 − 150ms)] (3.3)

where the index i refers to each neutrino detector, d and M are the supernova distance and
progenitor mass, respectively, and (r̄, ζ) are the neutrino decay parameters. P is the Poisson
probability distribution to observe a given number of events:

P (Ni) =
λNi
i e−λi

Ni!
, (3.4)

with λi(d,M, r̄, ζ,MO) being the expected value of Ni for the CCSN and neutrino properties
considered. {Oobs} represents the set of measurements performed at the different detectors.
When constraining a given parameter θ, e.g. the CCSN distance, we treat the others as
nuisance parameters Ξ, and define a profile likelihood:

Lprof({Oi}|θ) = maxΞL({Oi}|θ,Ξ) (3.5)

which can be used for either parameter fitting or hypothesis testing. Depending on the
parameter of interest, the nuisance parameters can be any subset of (d,M, r̄, ζ). Since we are
considering a discrete, finite, set of CCSN models, the likelihood optimization over M can
be performed by testing each model individually. To optimize the likelihood over (r̄, ζ) we
use a regular grid with ∆r̄ = 0.05 and ∆ζ = 0.1. We will confirm in Section 6 that this grid
spacing is far below the resolution of the best-performing detectors considered in this study,
and therefore this grid search is exhaustive. Finally, to optimize over the CCSN distance,
we exploit the dependence of the number of signal events in the inverse CCSN distance
squared, computing the optimal distance either analytically or numerically as described in
Appendix C.

In the rest of this paper, we will describe how to exploit this profile likelihood method to
constrain the CCSN distance, the CCSN models, and the neutrino properties. To investigate
the performances of the different detectors, we will evaluate the likelihood L either for a
large number of pseudo-experiments or for a “typical” measurement for which the Poisson
probabilities P are maximal. In the latter case, we take each observed number of events
Ni to the equal to the integer part of the expectation value λi of its underlying Poisson
distribution. For non-integer expectation values, ⌊λi⌋ indeed corresponds to the mode of the
associated Poisson distribution.

4 Breaking degeneracies: neutrino mass ordering

In this section, we evaluate the rejection p-value of the IMO (NMO) case assuming the
real mass ordering is the NMO (IMO). For this study, we will first consider the SM, then
investigate the impact of new physics processes on the detectors’ performances using an
example BSM scenario. This time, in order to account for uncertainties on the CCSN distance
and progenitor properties, we perform hypothesis testing using the likelihood function from
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equation 3.3. For a given set of observations {Oobs}, we optimize the likelihood over the
nuisance parameters for each ordering hypothesis and use the ratio of the resulting likelihoods
as a test statistic. This test statistic will be defined as:

t({Oobs}) =
maxd,M,r̄,ζ [L({Oobs}|d,M, r̄, ζ,NMO)]

maxd,M,r̄,ζ [L({Oobs}|d,M, r̄, ζ, IMO)]
(4.1)

where the likelihoods are optimized over the CCSN distance and the CCSN models, setting
r̄ = 0 and ζ = 1 if only SM neutrino interactions are assumed. If the possibility of neutrino
decays is accounted for, the likelihoods will be also optimized over the r̄ and ζ parameters.

To evaluate the significance associated with a given observation, we use a hybrid Bayesian-
Frequentist method which has been introduced by Highland and Cousins [41] and used in the
context of LHC studies [42, 43]. Specifically, to evaluate the probability distribution of t for
a given mass ordering hypothesis, we sample possible observations from a prior probability
distribution defined as:

π(Oobs,MO) =

∫
L({Oobs}|d′,M ′, r̄′, ζ ′,MO)πd(d′)πM (M ′)πr̄(r̄

′)πζ(ζ
′) dd′ dM ′ dr̄′ dζ ′

(4.2)

where the π functions represent the prior probabilities of the different parameters. The use
of priors allows estimating the distribution of the test statistics t before an observation is
made. Since this step can be particularly computationally intensive, the use of the hybrid
Bayesian-Frequentist method could allow an alert system to get a quick first estimate of the
neutrino mass ordering less than a few seconds after a CCSN observation.

For the CCSN distance, we take a uniform prior in [0.5, 60] kpc –thus accounting for
CCSNe both in the Milky Way and in the Large Magellanic Cloud. Since the CCSN distance
distribution is expected to peak near the Galactic Center [11] and no supernova is expected
between the Milky Way and the LMC, the results presented here are expected to be con-
servative, with the experiments’ reach being underestimated. For the CCSN model, we take
a prior proportional to the Salpeter initial mass function π(M) ∝ M−2.35, as discussed in
Section 2.1. If only SM processes are assumed, we set r̄ and ζ to 0 and 1, respectively. Con-
versely, when accounting for neutrino decays we choose flat priors on r̄ and ζ with r̄ ∈ [0, 10]
and ζ ∈ [0, 1] —these priors could later be updated by alert systems in collaboration with
theorists.

To assess the performance of various detectors or combinations of experiments, we
determine the CCSN distance at which the median p-value under the IMO hypothesis exceeds
3σ when the null hypothesis is the NMO, and vice versa. Here, in order to obtain conservative
estimates of this 3σ distance horizon, we consider a 9 M⊙ progenitor. Indeed, this progenitor
type is associated with both the highest prior probability and the lowest neutrino fluxes in
our study.

4.1 Standard Model case

Figure 4 shows the 3σ distance horizon for rejecting the IMO hypothesis for individual
experiments and for pairs of detectors. We see that pairing Hyper-Kamiokande and IceCube,
two large-scale WC detectors, increases this horizon from 20 kpc (at HK alone) to 23 kpc.
However, the largest increase is obtained when pairing HK with DUNE, with a 27 kpc horizon
covering the whole galaxy. Similarly, the IMO 3σ distance horizon increases from 11 to 18 kpc
and 14 to 19 kpc when pairing DUNE with ARGO and IceCube, respectively. Finally, note
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Figure 4. 3σ distance horizon (in kpc) for rejecting the IMO when the NMO is the true mass
ordering. The diagonal represents individual detectors while off-diagonal elements show detector
pairs. The hatched regions show experiments or pairs of experiments with no sensitivity to the mass
ordering, such as DUNE in the presence of neutrino decays and experiments targeting CEνNS such
as DarkSide-20k and ARGO. Left: SM scenario with a SM likelihood. Right: BSM scenario with
r̄ = 5, ζ = 1, optimizing over r̄ and ζ in the likelihood.

that combining KM3NeT or DarkSide-20k with another detector leads to no increase of the
horizon. Indeed, due to the small size of DarkSide-20k, only a few events are expected in
each bin for CCSNe beyond 10 kpc at this experiment [26], while the high KM3NeT noise
rates hinder signal characterization beyond a few kpc [28].

The 3σ distance horizons for NMO rejection are shown in Figure 5. Here, similarly to
the IMO rejection case, combining DUNE and HK leads to the highest significances, with
a distance horizon extending up to the LMC. Combining DUNE with IceCube also leads
to a mild improvement of the distance horizon, from 31 to 35 kpc. Note that, while these
results demonstrate the advantage of combining flavor-complementary neutrino experiments
for mass ordering studies, the distance horizons obtained for the NMO rejection scenario will
likely shrink when considering more realistic detector models, with non-negligible background
rates. Such a study, however, is beyond the scope of this paper since searches for distant
supernovae require dedicated analyses (see for example [44] at Super-Kamiokande) which
have not been designed yet for the experiments we consider.

4.2 Impact of neutrino decays on mass ordering determination

To assess the impact of the presence of neutrino decays on the determination of the mass
ordering, we consider a CCSN with a 9 M⊙ progenitor and a neutrino decay scenario with
r̄ = 5 and ζ = 1. Here again, to evaluate the rejection significance of the NMO (IMO)
hypothesis, we consider the median p-value of possible IMO (NMO) measurements. We
first consider a situation where, in spite of the presence of neutrino decays, we optimize
the likelihoods from equation 4.1 assuming the SM. Due to this (wrong) SM assumption,
the distance horizons at the best-performing experiments shrink significantly. For individual
WC detectors, the distance horizons for IMO rejection shrink down to ∼ 10 kpc for HK and
IceCube and 2 kpc for KM3NeT. Combining HK and IceCube leads to a horizon of 17 kpc,
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Figure 5. 3σ distance horizon (in kpc) for rejecting the NMO when the IMO is the true mass
ordering. The diagonal represents individual detectors while off-diagonal elements show detector
pairs. The hatched regions show experiments or pairs of experiments with no sensitivity to the mass
ordering, such as DUNE in the presence of neutrino decays and experiments targeting CEνNS such
as DarkSide-20k and ARGO. Left: SM scenario with a SM likelihood. Right: BSM scenario with
r̄ = 5, ζ = 1, optimizing over r̄ and ζ in the likelihood.

while, in the SM, the reach of this detector pair extended to 23 kpc. A similar behavior is
observed for NMO rejection. WC detectors retain partial discriminating power, with horizons
of 36 kpc and 16 kpc at HK and IceCube, respectively. HK therefore retains its ability to
probe the mass ordering for any CCSN in the Milky Way. On the other hand, DUNE’s
capability to reject either mass ordering is completely lost regardless of the mass ordering
hypothesis. DUNE’s poor performance in this context arises from significant distortions in
the expected electron neutrino rates due to neutrino decays. These distortions can lead to
observations in the NMO that resemble a Standard Model IMO scenario, and vice versa.

We now evaluate the capability of neutrino experiments to distinguish the NMO and
IMO scenarios in the presence of neutrino decays when the likelihoods in Equation 4.1 are
optimized over r̄ and ζ in addition to the other parameters. The right panels of Figures 4
and 5 show the associated distance horizons for rejecting the SM IMO and NMO hypotheses,
respectively. Here again, we consider a measurement corresponding to a neutrino decay
scenario with r̄ = 5, ζ = 1 but we now allow r̄ and ζ to vary when optimizing likelihoods.
For NMO rejection, no sizable increase of the distance horizons are obtained for pairs of
experiments compared to single detectors. The slight shrinking of the horizon observed for
HK+DUNE compared to HK alone is due to our choice of priors1, which does not affect the
interpretation of the results since no CCSN is expected in the 25−50 kpc region. Conversely,
for IMO rejection the highest distance horizons are obtained by pairing DUNE with HK
(22 kpc) and HK with ARGO (21 kpc). These distance horizons include more than 99% of
the CCSN candidates in the Milky Way [11].

1In DUNE, when only event counts are considered, the IMO and NMO cannot be distinguished if r̄ and
ζ are unknown. Due to this degeneracy and to our choice of priors, DUNE’s test-statistics distribution for
NMO measurements is slightly biased towards “IMO-like” (larger than 1) values. HK observations are not
sufficient to correct this bias.
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The results obtained in this section demonstrate the capability of most future experi-
ments to discriminate neutrino mass ordering hypotheses for more than 99% of the CCSN
candidates in the Milky Way, even when new degrees of freedom allowing departures from
SM physics are introduced. Moreover, several of the experiments considered in this analysis,
such as DUNE, KM3NeT, and HK, also aim at measuring the neutrino mass ordering using
neutrino beams or atmospheric neutrinos [27, 32, 34]. In the rest of this paper, when esti-
mating other parameters, we assume the mass ordering to be known unless stated otherwise.
Additionally, due to the limited performance of KM3NeT and DarkSide-20k, in the following
sections we will focus on the DUNE, HK, IceCube, and ARGO experiments.

5 Supernova distance measurement

If a nearby CCSN occurs, the neutrino burst will be detected minutes to hours before the
electromagnetic emission [45]. It is therefore essential for neutrino detectors to accurately
locate the CCSN in real time and transmit this information to telescopes. Estimating the
CCSN distance is all the more necessary when the supernova takes place in the Galactic plane,
where dust can hinder optical measurements [8]. However, distance measurement algorithms
proposed in the literature assume that neutrino properties are given by the SM [12, 20]. In
this section, we evaluate the bias in CCSN distance estimates introduced by ignoring neutrino
decays for the ϕ0 scenario introduced in de Gouvêa et al [19] and discussed in Section 2.3.

Up to now, the methods proposed in the literature [12, 20], and considered by SNEWS [9],
to evaluate the CCSN distance make use of the measured CCSN neutrino rates during the
first 50 ms following the supernova observation at a given detector. One approach also in-
corporates information from the early accretion phase –the first 100 to 150 ms after the
CCSN trigger– to reduce the dependence in the progenitor properties [20]. Here, to estimate
the CCSN distance and the associated uncertainties, we maximize the likelihood shown in
equation 3.3 over the CCSN and neutrino model parameters –assuming the mass ordering is
known– and study its variations as a function of the CCSN distance.

5.1 Methodology: distance fit and uncertainty evaluation

We consider two possible assumptions for the likelihood optimization: the SM assumption,
where r̄ is set to 0 and ζ to 1, and the BSM assumption where r̄ and ζ are allowed to vary.
These scenarios are described by the following likelihood profiles:

LBSM(d,MO) = maxr̄,ζ,ML(d,M, r̄, ζ,MO) (5.1)

LSM(d,MO) = maxML(d,M, r̄ = 0, ζ = 1,MO) (5.2)

For either assumption, we consider a typical measurement, as defined in Section 3.2 for a
given set of CCSN and neutrino parameters and evaluate the corresponding likelihood profile
for different CCSN distances. We then evaluate the confidence interval on the CCSN distance
using Wilks’ theorem.

5.2 Results

We first evaluate the impact of the CCSN model choice on distance measurements by esti-
mating the CCSN distance for four progenitors with 9M⊙, 11M⊙, 20M⊙, and 40M⊙. The
first two models feature typical, light, progenitors while the last two involve heavier progen-
itors with neutrino fluxes up to ∼ 100% larger. Figure 6 shows the 90% and 68% confidence
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intervals normalized by the true distance for these progenitors at 10 kpc, for measurements
made at DUNE and HK. The size and location of the confidence interval vary significantly
between models. In particular, the confidence intervals are skewed towards higher distances
for the lighter models, associated with lower rates, and towards lower distances for the heav-
ier models. However, the 68% confidence intervals always contain the true distance value,
thus demonstrating the robustness of our fit. This robustness has also been verified for other
detector pairs and for individual experiments. In what follows, we will hence focus on a single
model, the 11 M⊙ progenitor, which is associated with both a high probability and a small
bias.

We first consider SM measurements under the SM-only assumption. Figure 7 shows
the median value and the 90% confidence interval for the measured distance as a function of
the true CCSN distance for the four best-performing experiments from Section 4, under the
NMO. At 10 kpc, the width of the 90% confidence interval ranges from about 1.5 kpc at HK
and IceCube to 3.5 kpc at ARGO. At 25 kpc, the furthest edge of the galaxy, this width ranges
from 6 kpc at HK to more than 15 kpc at ARGO. For the latter, however, distance estimates
are biased towards larger values; hence, setting an upper bound of 25 kpc on the CCSN
distance would significantly shrink the confidence range. For a CCSN at 10 kpc, we then
study the impact of combining flavor-complementary detectors on the distance measurement
precision. Figure 8 shows the confidence bands for a 9M⊙ progenitor in the SM, under
both the NMO and the IMO, for both individual experiments and detector pairs. Similarly
to [20], we find that the IMO is associated with the smallest uncertainties. When considering
detector pairs, the largest precision increase on the CCSN distance is observed in the IMO
for the HK+IceCube combination. However, combining flavor-complementary experiments
does not lead to a significant precision increase.

To study the impact of neutrino decays on CCSN distance measurements we consider
a typical measurement for a 11 M⊙ progenitor and for an example neutrino decay scenario
with r̄ = 5 and ζ = 1, under which a large fraction of heavy neutrinos and antineutrinos will
have decayed before reaching Earth. This model is associated with a sizable enhancement
(reduction) of the νe and ν̄e rates in the NMO (IMO), and with a reduction of the total
rate expected at DarkSide-20k or ARGO. As discussed in Section 2.3, the case of neutrino
decays in the IMO illustrates particularly well the range of possible outcomes for new physics
models, as a wide range of new physics scenarios, such as active-sterile neutrino conversions,
are also associated with a flavor-dependent flux suppression [16, 17, 21]. In what follows,
we hence focus on neutrino decay scenarios occurring in the IMO. The NMO case, which,
for the time windows considered, leads to significantly milder flux distortions compared to
the SM, is discussed in Appendix D. In this scenario, when considering neutrino decays,
the size of the 90% C.I. on the CCSN distance can be reduced by up to 60% by combining
HK or IceCube with either DUNE or ARGO. The superior performance of the HK+ARGO
and IceCube+ARGO pairs in the NMO can be explained by the opposite evolution of the
total CCSN rates with r̄ in WC and CEνNS detectors, which allow breaking the degeneracy
between r̄ and the CCSN distance. These results therefore highlight the synergy potential of
the three types of detectors considered in this paper.

Figure 9 shows the measured CCSN distance measured and the 90% confidence interval
as a function of the true distance for the IMO (r̄ = 5, ζ = 1) scenario described above, for
the DUNE and HK detectors as well as for their combination. In this Figure, the distance
estimated using the SM-only likelihood is compared to the distance obtained by allowing r̄
and ζ to vary. For DUNE and HK, a clear bias in the distance measurement is observed
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under the SM assumption. This bias can be at least partially corrected by including r̄ and
ζ in the CCSN distance fit. However, for individual detectors, the addition of these extra
degrees of freedom leads to factors of 2 to 3 increases of the uncertainties compared to the
SM measurements shown in Figure 7. This uncertainty, however, can be significantly reduced
by combining DUNE and HK. To assess the universality of this behavior, we study how the
size of the 90% C.I. varies with r̄ for DUNE, HK, and DUNE+HK. Here, we keep ζ = 1 as,
in the IMO, the influence of this parameter on neutrino rates is expected to be negligible for
both DUNE and HK. The dependence of the CCSN distance measurement precision in r̄ is
shown in Figure 10. For HK, we observe a continuous increase in the size of the confidence
interval as r̄ grows. This increase can be attributed to the fact that the neutrino decays under
consideration primarily affect the normalization of the time-dependent rate observed at HK,
without significantly altering its shape, as can be seen in Figure 2. In the case of DUNE,
where decay-induced flux distortions are more pronounced than at HK but the total event
count is lower, the uncertainty size initially grows more rapidly compared to HK before
decreasing for large r̄ values. Interestingly, when we combine data from both DUNE and
HK, we maintain distance measurement uncertainties below 25%. This combination results
in a substantial improvement over using HK alone, with the size of the confidence interval
shrinking by 40% to 100%. This notable behavior underscores how the synergy between
these two experiments enables our analysis to capture the most significant characteristics of
neutrino decay models.

To investigate variations of the CCSN distance precision with the choice of experiment,
we compute the 90% C.I. on the CCSN distance for the same experiments as the ones con-
sidered in Figure 8 for the SM. In Figure 11, we compare these confidence intervals for a
SM measurement, both under the SM and BSM assumptions. We also revisit the scenario
discussed earlier, that is, neutrino decays with r̄ = 5 and ζ = 1, under the BSM assump-
tion. For each individual detector, we observe a consistent trend: the uncertainties grow as
r̄ increases. This trend aligns with our previous observations in the DUNE and HK cases.
As previously discussed, combining detectors that are sensitive to different neutrino flavors
proves effective in mitigating this uncertainty growth. Specifically, when r̄ = 5, we see that
combining HK or IceCube with DUNE reduces uncertainties by a factor of two. Finally, note
that the introduction of uniform priors on r̄ and ζ for the BSM likelihood causes the confi-
dence intervals to be tilted towards small distances, particularly towards smaller distances,
for HK and IceCube. Encouragingly, this bias towards small distances can be mitigated by
pairing either detector with DUNE or ARGO.

While the confidence limits discussed above have been obtained assuming the neutrino
mass ordering is known, we verified that relaxing this assumption does not change our con-
clusions. Specifically, when treating the mass ordering as another nuisance parameter, the
precision of the distance measurements does not change when considering Galactic CCSNe
and SM neutrino interactions. When neutrino decays are introduced, not knowing the mass
ordering leads to a significant loss of precision for DUNE but the confidence intervals for the
other experiments remain stable. Indeed, as discussed in Section 4, HK and IceCube can
discriminate between the IMO and NMO scenarios well beyond the Galactic Center, while
DUNE can distinguish the two mass orderings only in the SM.

In the context of neutrino decays, we demonstrated that the presence of new physics
in the neutrino sector can significantly bias CCSN distance estimates, even for models al-
lowed by current neutrino observations. In particular, new physics scenarios leading to a
neutrino flux suppression, such as neutrino decays in the IMO but also active-sterile neutrino
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Figure 6. 90% and 68% confidence interval on the measured CCSN distance, normalized by the true
distance, for a supernova at 10 kpc. The measurement is made by combining DUNE and Hyper-
Kamiokande. Here, CCSN models with progenitor masses of 9, 11, 20, and 40 solar masses are
considered. The black lines show the median distances. The confidence interval always contains the
true CCSN distance. Neutrino properties are described by the SM.

conversions [16, 17, 21], can lead to overestimating the CCSN distance by up to 70% for a
CCSN in the Galactic bulge. Such an estimate would place the CCSN in a region obscured
by dust, accessible only by telescopes with a deep but narrow field of view like the Vera
Rubin Observatory [8]. This result underscores the necessity for all types of telescopes to
investigate CCSN alerts, even when they initially appear beyond their observational reach.
Additionally, when we introduce new physics parameters for combinations like DUNE+HK
and DUNE+IceCube, we observe limited growth in uncertainties. This suggests that with the
next generation of neutrino experiments, SNEWS could contemplate incorporating a range
of BSM scenarios into its CCSN parameter fits. Importantly, our algorithm’s efficiency, with
runtimes of under 10 seconds for detector pairs in a Jupyter notebook, allows for parallel
testing of multiple models without compromising the alert system’s performance. Finally,
we note that this testing procedure would greatly benefit from preliminary analyses capable
of identifying and characterizing deviations from the SM before conducting the distance fits.
We present examples of such analyses in the next section.

6 Neutrino decay characterization

We now describe how to constrain neutrino decay parameters using the likelihood function
introduced in equation 3.3. Since neutrino decay signatures can be similar to SM scenarios
with a wrong mass ordering or CCSN distance [19], we propose algorithms to either identify
deviations from the SM without making assumptions about the possible BSM processes, or
directly constrain new physics parameters when considering a specific model. Here again, we
assume that the neutrino mass ordering is known.

6.1 Identifying beyond-the-SM phenomena

Since accounting for new physics scenarios when locating CCSNe can be a computationally
intensive procedure, we propose to first search for the presence of neutrino two-body decays
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Figure 7. Median value and 90% confidence interval for the measured CCSN distance at DUNE (top
left), IceCube (top right), Hyper-Kamiokande (bottom left), and ARGO (bottom right), using the SM
likelihood from equation 5.2, assuming the mass ordering is known to be the NMO and considering a
11 M⊙ progenitor. The dashed line represents the true CCSN distance.

using hypothesis testing. For a given set of measurements {Oobs}, we take the optimized SM
likelihood LSM as a test statistic:

LSM = maxd,M [L({Oobs}|d,M, r̄ = 0, ζ = 1)] (6.1)

Similarly to the procedure described in Section 4, we generate pseudo-experiments under the
SM hypothesis to evaluate the probability distribution of LSM. Here again, we randomly
select CCSN models from [23] with probability w(M). Since we expect this search to be
sensitive only to CCSNe in the Milky Way, we only consider CCSN distances in the 0.5 −
25 kpc range. For each set of decay parameters (r̄, ζ), we then compute the p-value associated
with the typical measurement defined in Section 3.2.

Figures 12 and 13 show the CCSN distance corresponding to a 3σ exclusion of the
SM as a function of r̄ and ζ, in the NMO and the IMO respectively, for different combina-
tions of measurements at DUNE, HK, and ARGO. Here, we showcase the performance of
our approach and the impact of combining experiments by selecting the detector (or set of
detectors) with the highest reach over most of the parameter space for each combination of 1,
2, and 3 experiments. For both mass orderings, DUNE is the individual detector associated
with the largest 3σ distance horizons over a large fraction of the (r̄, ζ) space. In the NMO,
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Figure 8. 90% confidence interval on the measured CCSN distance, normalized by the true distance,
for a supernova with a 11M⊙ progenitor at 10 kpc. Here, the performances of individual experiments
and of pairs of detectors are compared. Neutrino properties are described by the SM.

Figure 9. Median values and 90% confidence intervals for the measured CCSN distance, as a function
of the true distance for a 11M⊙ progenitor and for a neutrino decay model with r̄ = 5, ζ = 1. The IMO
is assumed. The grey band shows the results of the fit under the SM hypothesis (LSM in equation 5.2)
and the orange band shows a fit where r̄, ζ are optimized along with the other parameters (LSM in
equation 5.2). The experiments considered are DUNE (left), HK (middle), and DUNE+HK (right).
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Figure 10. Size of the 90% confidence interval on the measured CCSN distance as a function of r̄
for ζ = 1, normalized by the true distance, for a supernova at 10 kpc with a 11 M⊙ progenitor. The
experiments shown here are DUNE (dash-dotted orange), Hyper-Kamiokande (dashed green), and
the combination of the two detectors (solid blue).

Figure 11. 90% confidence intervals on the measured CCSN distance, normalized by the true dis-
tance, for a supernova at 10 kpc, for a 11M⊙ progenitor and different detector combinations. The
hollow rectangles with a dashed border show the confidence intervals for the SM under the SM hy-
pothesis. The light and dark orange rectangles show the confidence intervals for the SM and for a
neutrino decay model with r̄ = 5, ζ = 1, respectively, under the BSM assumption: both measurements
are fitted by optimizing the CCSN progenitor mass and location, and the r̄, ζ parameters. The IMO
is assumed in both situations. Different detectors and pairs of detectors are considered.
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in particular, models with large r̄ and ζ can be distinguished from the SM due to the partial
reappearance of the neutronization peak, as discussed in Section 2.3. For lower values of ζ,
however, this neutronization peak is suppressed again, resulting in a near-degeneracy with
the SM, particularly around ζ = 0.25. This degeneracy, also present at HK, can be effectively
resolved by combining DUNE with ARGO. ARGO’s sensitivity to the sum of all neutrino
flavors allows it to discriminate between active neutrino oscillations and decays into sterile
neutrinos. Finally, a combined measurement using DUNE, ARGO, and HK, leads to an
extended horizon at small ζ but slightly reduces the horizon at large ζ. For r̄ ≳ 3, distance
horizons exceeding 5 kpc can be achieved regardless of ζ. Conversely, in the IMO, there is
no degeneracy region with the SM at large r̄ for DUNE as the primary signature of neutrino
decays is the suppression of the neutronization peak, which affects different time windows
unequally. While combining DUNE with Hyper-Kamiokande increases the distance horizon
for all ζ values, the inclusion of ARGO results in a decreased horizon, especially for large
ζ. Nonetheless, the final reach with the 3-detector combination remains larger than that of
DUNE alone for all ζ values.

The (r̄, ζ) dependence of the 3σ horizons shown in Figures 13 and 12, and the depen-
dency of these horizons in the types of detectors considered, reveal several noteworthy aspects.
First, combining multiple detectors can sometimes lead to a reduction in the search’s reach.
Indeed, in our analysis, we exclusively examine deviations from the SM rather than fitting
neutrino decay parameters. Assuming that we lack prior knowledge of the CCSN progenitor
and its location, adding a new detector could potentially make observations more similar to
an SM scenario. However, note that this reduction in performance remains limited for the
models we have considered. Second, while combining experiments does not always result in
a performance boost, it allows to identify new physics scenarios which, for individual exper-
iments, could be completely degenerate with the SM. By combining DUNE, a WC detector,
and ARGO, we ensure that we can identify all flavor-dependent distortions in the neutrino
flux if the event counts are high enough. Third, the method we propose here stands out
for its speed and simplicity, taking less than a second to execute. It provides a single easily
interpretable output: the p-value of the measurement within the SM framework. This metric
can be assessed not only by organizations like SNEWS but also by individual experiments.
Lastly, although our approach is straightforward, rapid, and does not rely on assumptions
about the possible BSM processes, it is most suitable for nearby CCSNe. While the choice
of a 3σ criterion can be adjusted based on the requirements of alert systems and telescopes,
exploring regions like the Galactic Center and beyond may necessitate the consideration of
specific BSM scenarios.

6.2 Fitting neutrino decay parameters

In addition to searching for deviations from the SM without assuming a specific new physics
scenario, we investigate the impact of combining flavor-complementary detectors when fitting
the parameters of a given BSM scenario, again focusing on neutrino two-body decays. As
discussed above, this model-dependent approach could allow identifying deviations from for
the SM for CCSNe beyond a few kiloparsecs. To evaluate the (r̄, ζ) parameters, we maximize
the likelihood from equation 3.3 over d and M , assuming that the neutrino mass ordering is
known.

To assess the capability of our approach to identify BSM scenarios, we consider a model
with r̄ = 2.5 and ζ = 0.5. With the generic approach described in Section 6.1, this model
could be distinguished from the SM at 3σ only for CCSNe closer than 4− 5 kpc. Here, simi-
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Figure 12. Distance at which a “typical“ observation would correspond to a 3σ deviation from the
SM, using the test statistic defined in equation 6.1, as a function of r̄, ζ for a 11M⊙ progenitor under
the NMO. The distance horizons are shown for DUNE alone (left), DUNE+ARGO (middle), and
DUNE+ARGO+HK (right).

Figure 13. Distance at which a “typical“ observation would correspond to a 3σ deviation from
the SM, using the test statistic defined in equation 6.1, as a function of r̄, ζ for a 11M⊙ progenitor
under the IMO. The distance horizons are shown for DUNE alone (left), DUNE+ARGO (middle),
and DUNE+ARGO+HK (right).

larly to the SM scenario discussed above, we show the best-fit point and the −2 logLmax+2.3,
4.6, 6.2, and 11.8 contours (which would have corresponded to the 1σ, 90% confidence level,
2σ and 3σ values if Wilks’ theorem were applicable) for the NMO and the IMO in Figures 14
and 15, respectively, for a 11 M⊙ progenitor. Here again, combining flavor-complementary
experiments significantly increases the precision on r̄ and ζ and breaks the degeneracies
observed for DUNE and HK in the NMO. For both mass orderings, including ARGO size-
ably increases the sensitivity in ζ. Moreover, for the DUNE+HK+ARGO combination, the
likelihood for r̄ = 0 lies outside the −2 logLmax + 11.8 contour, revealing a considerable
performance increase compared to the generic approach from Section 6.1. Hence, for a wide
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Figure 14. Best-fit point and isolikelihood contours corresponding to Lmax + 2.3, 4.6, 6.2, and 11.8
(from light to dark) in the (r̄, ζ) space for a 11M⊙ progenitor and a neutrino decay scenario with
r̄ = 2.5, ζ = 0.5, assuming the NMO. The contours are shown for DUNE alone (left), DUNE+ARGO
(middle), and DUNE+ARGO+HK (right). The white dot and white cross show the best-fit and the
true values of r̄ and ζ, respectively.

Figure 15. Best-fit point and isolikelihood contours corresponding to Lmax + 2.3, 4.6, 6.2, and 11.8
(from light to dark) in the (r̄, ζ) space for a 9M⊙ progenitor and a neutrino decay scenario with
r̄ = 2.5, ζ = 0.5, assuming the IMO. The contours are shown for DUNE alone (left), DUNE+HK
(middle), and DUNE+HK+ARGO (right).The white dot and white cross show the best-fit and the
true values of r̄ and ζ, respectively.

range of neutrino decay models, evidence for BSM phenomena could be detected for CCSNe
as far as the Galactic bulge. Finally, note that one possible caveat of this approach is its
runtime: in Python, generating the contours shown in Figures 14 and 15 for a combination
of 3 detectors takes ∼ 100 s. However, for these Figures, a particularly fine (r̄, ζ) grid was
used, with steps of 0.05 for both parameters. Simply dividing the size of this grid by 4 would
bring the runtime of this algorithm under one minute with minimal loss of information.
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7 Discussion

With a minimal set of observables, we have demonstrated that harnessing the capabilities
of the next generation of neutrino experiments can enable CCSN alert systems to derive
meaningful constraints on CCSN properties without the need for event-by-event energy re-
construction. Taking neutrino decays as an example, we have illustrated how the presence
of new physics in the neutrino sector can introduce significant biases into CCSN distance es-
timates. Such biases could have consequences for electromagnetic follow-ups. In particular,
if the source is estimated to be in the foreground of the Galactic Center, optical telescopes
could be the first to try to identify it, but might fail to do so because of the significant
absorption on the line of sight (see e.g. [8]). However, we have also shown that when new
physics affects neutrino fluxes in a flavor-dependent manner, it is possible to correct distance
estimates while keeping uncertainties under control. This correction can be achieved by com-
bining data from WC detectors like HK and IceCube with data from DUNE. Furthermore, we
have highlighted that deviations from the SM can be efficiently characterized by combining
information from WC detectors, DUNE, and ARGO. While a generic search for anomalies
would only detect these deviations for CCSNe within a few kiloparsecs, tailored fits targeting
new physics models could potentially extend our reach to CCSNe in the Galactic bulge. The
findings presented here also point to several promising avenues for future exploration, aimed
at optimizing realtime CCSN identification.

CCSN model dependence of early neutrino rates Because of the need to compute
a large number of progenitors, the supernova modelling used for our study is restricted
to a one-dimensional treatment and is therefore approximate in several aspects. Multi-
dimensional hydrodynamic instabilities such as PNS convection, neutrino-driven convection
and the Standing Accretion Shock Instability (SASI) [6] are missing from this modelling.
Note, however, that the instabilities do not grow immediately after bounce: PNS convection
starts ∼ 50 ms after bounce [46], prompt post-shock convection starts ∼ 50 − 100 ms after
bounce [6] and SASI reaches significant amplitudes at still later times of O(100 ms) [6, 47].
As a consequence, the early-time dynamics and neutrino rates during the neutronization
phase should not be affected by the restriction to one dimension. On the other hand, the
later accretion could be impacted by the multidimensional dynamics, and its impact on our
results would deserve to be addressed in future studies.
Another important assumption of the supernova modelling is the neglect of rotation and
magnetic fields, which are not expected to play a dominant role in the explosion dynamics
for most stellar progenitors [4]. However, it has been shown that neutrino-driven post-shock
convection [48] and moderate rotation rates [49] can amplify weak magnetic field seeds up to
the point where they can assist the neutrino-heating mechanism and quantitatively affect the
supernova explosion. Since these results have to rely on computationally expensive three-
dimensional CCSN models, more studies are still needed in order to accurately assess the
impact of rotation and magnetic fields on the neutrino emission from stellar explosions.

Parameterization of new physics effects As discussed in Section 2.3, new physics sce-
narios with the potential to impact early CCSN neutrino rates can be currently classified
into three broad categories. Each of these categories has been studied using simplified frame-
works involving only two or three new parameters [15–19, 39]. Consequently, incorporating
the effects of new physics into realtime CCSN analyses necessitates the establishment of a
strategy for exploring these diverse frameworks. One approach could involve an alert system
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simultaneously fitting several representative BSM scenarios. However, considering the limited
information employed by our algorithm, as well as the current approaches for CCSN distance
measurements [20], it is likely that multiple new physics models will yield similar predictions.
Therefore, the development of a generic parameterization capable of encompassing multiple
classes of BSM scenarios would greatly enhance the analytical capabilities of alert systems.
It is also worth noting that our analysis exclusively considered flat prior probabilities for
new physics parameters. While transitioning to other realistic prior distributions is unlikely
to qualitatively alter our results, determining the optimal prior choices at alert systems, in
collaboration with theorists, will be essential for implementing the final analysis.

Neutrino energies While the approach discussed here used only the timing information of
neutrino events, it could be extended to include neutrino energy information. The inclusion
of this energy information, however, would need to be done on an experiment-by-experiment
basis since detectors such as IceCube, KM3NeT, DarkSide-20k, and ARGO, could only con-
strain global properties of CCSN neutrino spectra.

Large-scale CEνNS detectors In this study, we have demonstrated the potential of
experiments sensitive to the sum of all neutrino flavors (through CEνNS) for CCSN studies,
focusing on DarkSide-20k and ARGO. While DarkSide-20k may lack the capacity to constrain
CCSN and neutrino properties effectively, ARGO, when combined with other experiments,
could significantly enhance the sensitivity to mass ordering and the investigation of active
neutrino decays into sterile neutrinos. It is important to note, however, that ARGO is
currently in its early planning stages, and its commissioning date remains uncertain. An
alternative option worth considering is the JUNO experiment, which possesses sensitivity to
both ν̄e and CEνNS interactions. Specifically, for a CCSN located at the Galactic Center,
we anticipate approximately 2000 CEνNS interactions at JUNO [37, 38]. Depending on
its detection efficiency, JUNO has the potential to achieve a sensitivity level comparable
to, or even surpassing, that of ARGO. To facilitate realistic performance forecasts for alert
systems, it is essential for the JUNO collaboration to release detailed, energy-dependent
detection efficiency curves for CEνNS. This data would enable accurate assessments of the
experiment’s capabilities.

A unified strategy at alert systems In this study, we have presented various appli-
cations of the analysis method detailed in Section 3. For an alert system like SNEWS,
consolidating these diverse applications into a cohesive procedure is of utmost importance.
Our proposed approach begins by searching for and characterizing deviations from the SM
using the methodologies outlined in Section 6. Furthermore, if measurements allow for the
existence of BSM scenarios capable of significantly distorting CCSN neutrino fluxes, we can
implement dedicated CCSN distance fits. These fits can follow a similar framework to the
one described in Section 7 for neutrino decays. Additionally, the neutrino MO can be deter-
mined separately using the approach discussed in Section 4, if this MO has not been already
measured by experiments targeting neutrino oscillations. This step, which takes less than a
second, would allow verifying the validity of the constraints on BSM neutrino interactions de-
rived earlier and would yield a key result for a wide variety of neutrino searches. The layered
approach proposed here is facilitated by the efficiency of the algorithms involved, with each
step requiring less than a minute of computation using the current Python implementation.
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By conducting a straightforward likelihood analysis, our research underscores the capa-
bility of upcoming experiments to bolster the effectiveness of CCSN alert systems. Our study
notably evaluates the impact of new physics on CCSN distance estimations and highlights
the importance of combining data from various detectors in order to simultaneously constrain
supernova properties and the physics of the neutrino sector. Consequently, our research sets
the stage for a more accurate realtime CCSN identification process.
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A Impact of neutrino two-body decays on detected rates

We follow the approach described in [19] and consider only decays of the heaviest (active)
neutrino species νh into the lightest (active or sterile) νℓ. We consider the following processes:

νh,L → νℓ,L/R + ϕ (A.1)

νh,L → ν̄ℓ,L/R + ϕ (A.2)

where ϕ is a scalar field and the helicities of the final-state neutrinos and antineutrinos depend
on the model considered. In the Dirac case, if the neutrinos (antineutrinos) are left-handed
(right-handed), they will be visible in neutrino experiments. Otherwise, they will be sterile
and will escape detection. In the case of Majorana neutrinos all final-state neutrinos will be
visible.

In the analysis shown in this paper, we consider the Dirac ϕ0 model introduced in [19],
where the neutrinos are Dirac and lepton number is conserved. In this case, a heavy active
(anti)neutrino can decay to either another active (anti)neutrino via a helicity-conserving
interaction or to a sterile (anti)neutrino via a helicity-flipping interaction. While the products
of the latter will not be detectable at current and upcoming experiments, helicity-conserving
decays lead to an increase in the flux of light active neutrinos. The fluxes of the heaviest and
lightest active neutrinos as a function of the distance travelled can be expressed as [18, 19, 39]:

Φh(r̄, Eν , t) =e−r̄
E0
Eν Φ

(0)
h (Eν , t) (A.3)

Φℓ(r̄, Eν , t) =ζ

∫ ∞

Eν

(
1 − e−r̄

E0
E′
)
ψ(E′, Eν)Φ

(0)
h (E′, t) dE′

+ Φ
(0)
ℓ (Eν , t)

where ζ is the branching ratio associated with the helicity-conserving decays of νℓ and Φ(0)

represents the neutrino flux right outside the star. Neglecting the masses of νℓ and ϕ, the
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kinematic factor ψ(Eh, Eℓ) associated with helicity-conserving decays is:

ψ(Eh, Eℓ) =
2Eℓ

E2
h

. (A.4)

Injecting the expression for ψ into equation A.4 and performing the variable change y =
E′

Eν
,

the lightest neutrino flux can be rewritten as

Φℓ(r̄, Eν , t) =2ζ

∫ ∞

1

1 − e
−r̄

E0
yEν

y2
Φ
(0)
h (yEν , t) dy (A.5)

+ Φ
(0)
ℓ (Eν , t).

When traveling through the star, neutrinos undergo adiabatic MSW flavor transitions which
turn electron neutrinos (antineutrinos) into νh (νℓ) states and turn muon and tau neutrinos
and antineutrinos into the other mass eigenstates. Since the muon and tau emissions during
the first O(100 ms) of the CCSN can safely be assumed to be the same, once outside the
star we can model the energy spectra of the different neutrino mass eigenstates using pinched
Fermi-Dirac distributions [50]:

Φi(E, t) =
(α+ 1)α+1

⟨E⟩2Γ(α+ 1)
L(t)

(
E

⟨E⟩

)α

e
−(α+1) E

⟨E⟩ (A.6)

where L(t) is the luminosity, ⟨E⟩ is the mean energy, and α is a dimensionless parameter.
The lightest neutrino flux can therefore be expressed as:

Φℓ(r̄, Eν , t) =2ζ
(α+ 1)α+1

⟨E⟩2Γ(α+ 1)
L(t)

(
Eν

⟨E⟩

)α

(A.7)

×
∫ ∞

1

(
1 − e

−r̄
E0
yEν

)
yα−2e

−(α+1) yEν
⟨E⟩ dy

+ Φ
(0)
ℓ (Eν , t).

B Analytical approximation for likelihoods

To compute the likelihood shown in equation 3.3 we evaluate the detection rates Ni for
each detector, for all the models described in Section 2.1, and for the (r̄, ζ) values given by
Equation 2.6. To interpolate between the values from the grid, we fit the number of neutrino
events in each time bin by a fifth-degree polynomial in r̄ whose coefficients depend linearly
on ζ:

N(r̄, ζ) =

5∑
i=0

Ci(ζ)r̄i (B.1)

Ci(ζ) = Aiζ +Bi. (B.2)

Each CCSN model, detector, mass ordering, and time window will be associated to
a set of polynomial coefficients (Ai, Bi). An example of this polynomial fit is shown in
Figure 16 for the number of events expected within the first 10 ms after the detection of a
CCSN with a 9 M⊙ progenitor at the DUNE detector, in the NMO. In the case of DUNE,
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Figure 16. Interpolation of the number of events expected at DUNE in the NMO for a 9 M⊙
progenitor model, within the first 10 ms after the beginning of the CCSN. Left: expected number
of events as a function of r̄ with a 5-degree polynomial fit. Right: Ci coefficients of the 5-degree
polynomial fit of r̄ as a function of ζ.

discrepancies between the analytical model and the exact rate values are below 1%. The
largest discrepancies have been observed for event rate predictions at DarkSide-20k and
ARGO within the first 10 ms of the CCSN and remain below 5%. We therefore neglect the
associated errors in our subsequent analyses.

C Likelihood optimization over the supernova distance

To optimize the likelihood over the CCSN distance, we use the fact that the expected number
of signal events at a given experiment is proportional to the inverse of the CCSN distance
squared. We can therefore rewrite the expectation values λi in equation 3.4 as:

λi = Si

(
d0
d

)2

+Bi (C.1)

where Bi is the expected number of background events and Si is the expected number of
signal events at d0 = 10 kpc. Optimizing the likelihood from equation 3.4 then amounts to
solving the following equation:

d logL({Oobs}|d,M, r̄, ζ,MO)

dX
=

∑
i

Si

(
Ni

SiX +Bi
− 1

)
= 0 (C.2)

where X =

(
d0
d

)2

and the i index runs over all time bins and detectors considered. If all

the backgrounds are negligible, this equation can be solved analytically, giving:

X =

∑
iNi∑
i Si

. (C.3)

If not all backgrounds can be neglected, we solve equation C.2 numerically. Since the left-
hand side of the equation decreases monotonically for X ≥ 0, we use Newton’s method with
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the following initial guess:

Xinit = max

{∑
iNi −Bi∑

i Si
, Xmin + 1

}
(C.4)

where Xmin =
(

d0
dmax

)
and dmax is the maximal CCSN distance considered for a given analysis

(we define Xmin only when we use priors on CCSN distances, in Sections 4 and 6.1). Addi-
tionally, the left-hand side of equation C.2 can diverge for X → 0. In these cases, if Newton’s

method converges towards X ≪ mini
Bi

Si
, for Bi > 0, we perform a first-order expansion of

equation C.2 in X:

d logL({Oobs}|d,M, r̄, ζ,MO)

dX
≈ −X

∑
i

NiS
2
i

B2
i

+

∑
i

Si
Ni

Bi
−
∑
i

Si −
∑
j

Sj

+

∑
j Nj

X
= 0

(C.5)
where the indices i and j run over observables at experiments with non-zero and negligible
backgrounds, respectively. We then turn this equation into a degree 2 polynomial and solve
it analytically. Finally, independently of the distance optimization method, we set

Xoptimal = max {Xsol, Xmin} (C.6)

where Xsol is the numerical solution found by our algorithm.

D CCSN distance measurements: neutrino decays in the NMO

Section 7 presented CCSN distance measurements in the presence of neutrino decays in the
IMO. In this appendix, we present results obtained by applying the same approach for decay
scenarios in the NMO.

Figure 17 shows the median measured CCSN distance and the 90% confidence interval
as a function of the true distance for the (r̄ = 5, ζ = 1) scenario considered in Section 7, in
the NMO, for the DUNE and HK detectors as well as for their combination. In this Figure,
the distance estimated using the SM-only likelihood is compared to the distance obtained by
allowing r̄ and ζ to vary. For all detectors, a bias towards distances smaller than the true
value is observed for the SM-only likelihood. However, this bias is milder than for the IMO,
with a measured distance of 9 kpc found for a CCSN located at 10 kpc. As in Section 5,
we then study how the size of the 90% C.I. varies with r̄ for DUNE, HK, and DUNE+HK.
Again, here, we keep ζ fixed to one as, for lower values of ζ, the CCSN neutrino flux will
be suppressed leading to effects similar to the ones observed in the IMO. The dependence
of the CCSN distance measurement precision in r̄ is shown in Figure 18. For both HK and
DUNE, we now observe a continuous decrease in the size of the uncertainty as r̄ grows. As
with the IMO, combining data from both DUNE and HK, stabilizes distance measurement
uncertainties, maintaining them below ∼ 20% and reducing their size by up to 60%.

To investigate variations of the CCSN distance precision with the choice of experiment,
we compute the 90% C.I. on the CCSN distance for the individual experiments and detector
pairs considered in Figure 11. In Figure 19, we compare these confidence intervals for a
SM measurement, both under the SM and BSM assumptions. We also revisit the scenario
discussed earlier, r̄ = 5 and ζ = 1, under the BSM assumption. For DUNE, HK, and IceCube,
we observe again that the uncertainties decrease as r̄ increases. Conversely, for ARGO, as
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Figure 17. Median values and 90% confidence intervals for the measured CCSN distance, as a
function of the true distance for a 11M⊙ progenitor and for a neutrino decay model with r̄ = 5, ζ = 1.
The NMO is assumed. The grey band shows the results of the fit under the SM hypothesis (LSM in
equation 5.2) and the orange band shows a fit where r̄, ζ are optimized along with the other parameters
(LSM in equation 5.2). The experiments considered are DUNE (left), HK (middle), and DUNE+HK
(right).

in the IMO case, the uncertainties grow as r̄ increases. This difference in behaviors can be
explained by the fact that, in the NMO, neutrino fluxes increase with r̄ at WC detectors and
decrease at ARGO, as can be seen in Figure 2. Here, combining detectors that are sensitive
to different neutrino flavors proves effective in mitigating the growth of uncertainties at low
r̄, with reductions of up to 60% with all combinations for r̄ = 0. For all detector pairs
considered, the resulting uncertainty bands are now comparable to the ones expected in the
SM with the SM-only likelihood, for both high and low r̄. A notable finding for this ordering is
the importance of ARGO. While the role of this detector was limited in the IMO, its effect on
mitigating measurement uncertainties in the NMO is now similar to the one of DUNE. This
improved performance can be explained by the opposite evolution of the neutrino fluxes with
r̄ at ARGO compared to the other detectors. Indeed, since the neutrino flux normalization is
strongly correlated with the CCSN distance, this opposite evolution can significantly narrow
down the range of possible CCSN locations.
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