
LECTURE II

• The standard 3n scenario and its unknowns: status and 
prospects

• Neutrinos and beyond the Standard Model physics
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Tunning to solar frequency
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FIG. 84. Electron neutrino survival probability as a function
of neutrino energy according to MSW–LMA model. The band
is the same as in Fig. 83, calculated for the production region
of 8B solar neutrinos which represents well also other species
of solar neutrinos. The points represent the solar neutrino
experimental data for 7Be and pep mono–energetic neutrinos
(Borexino data), for 8B neutrinos detected above 5000 keV
of scattered-electron energy T (SNO and Super-Kamiokande
data) and for T > 3000 keV (SNO LETA + Borexino data),
and for pp neutrinos considering all solar neutrino data, in-
cluding radiochemical experiments.

including both the experimental and theoretical (solar
model) uncertainties and P 3⌫

ee
(E⌫ = 1440 keV) = 0.62 ±

0.17. A combined analysis of the Borexino data together
with those of other solar experiments allows to obtain
also the values of survival probability for the pp and 8B
neutrinos. Figure 84 reports the results.

XXVIII. CONCLUSIONS AND PERSPECTIVES

The rich scientific harvest of the Borexino Phase-I was
made possible by the extreme radio–purity of the detec-
tor and of its liquid scintillator core in particular. Chal-
lenging design purity levels have been mostly met, and,

in some cases, surpassed by a few orders of magnitude.
The central physics goal was achieved with the 5%

measurement of the 7Be solar neutrino rate. Three more
measurements beyond the scope of the original proposal
were made as well: the first observation of the solar pep
neutrinos, the most stringent experimental constraint on
the flux of CNO neutrinos, and the low-threshold mea-
surement of the 8B solar neutrino interaction rate. The
latter measurement was possible thanks to the extremely
low background rate above natural radioactivity, while
the first two exploited the superior particle identifica-
tion capability of the scintillator and an e�cient cosmo-
genic background subtraction. All measurements benefit
from an extensive calibration campaign with radioactive
sources that preserved scintillator radio–purity.
In this paper we have described the sources of back-

ground and the data analysis methods that led to the
published solar neutrinos results. We also reported, for
the first time, the detection of the annual modulation of
the 7Be solar neutrino rate, consistent with their solar
origin. The implications of Borexino solar neutrino re-
sults for neutrino and solar physics were also discussed,
both stand–alone and in combination with other solar
neutrino data.
Additional important scientific results (not discussed

in this paper) were the detection of geo–neutrinos [56]
and state-of-the art upper limits on many rare and exotic
processes [99].
Borexino has performed several purification cycles in

2010 and 2011 by means of water extraction [26] in batch
mode, reducing even further several background com-
ponents, among which 85Kr, 210Bi, and the 238U and
232Th chains. After these purification cycles, the Borex-
ino Phase-II has started at the beginning of 2012, with
the goal of improving all solar neutrino measurements.
Borexino is also an ideal apparatus to look for short base-
line neutrino oscillations into sterile species using strong
artificial neutrino and anti–neutrino sources [100]. An
experimental program, called SOX (Source Oscillation
eXperiment), was approved and it is now in progress.
The Borexino program is made possible by funding

from INFN (Italy), NSF (USA), BMBF, DFG and MPG
(Germany), NRC Kurchatov Institute (Russia) and NCN
(Poland). We acknowledge the generous support of the
Laboratory Nazionali del Gran Sasso (Italy).
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Tunning to solar frequency
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KamLAND Experiment



Tunning to atmospheric frequency

Reines&Cowan experiment at 1km!

Lederman&co experiment  at 1000km!
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3n scenario
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According to the master formula all flavour oscilate to all flavour with all 
possible wavelengths…
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MINOS experiment (Fermilab-> Sudan)

⌫µ ! ⌫⌧ OPERA experiment (CERN -> Gran Sasso)

DAYA-Bay, RENO, DChooz experiments 
(reactors in China, Korea, France)

⌫µ ! ⌫e
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Tunning to atmospheric frequency
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Reactor n



Accelerator Neutrinos :T2K
Using the SuperKamiokande detector! 

@L=300km
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⌫µ ! ⌫e
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vs.
20Far detector samples

Data set

Mode Sample
δ=-π/2

MC
δ=0
MC

δ=π/2
MC

δ=π
MC

Data

ν

1Re 102.7 86.7 71.1 87.1 94

1Re 
CC1π+ 10.0 8.7 7.1 8.4 14

1Rμ 379.1 378.3 379.1 380.0 318

MRμ 
CC1π+ 116.5 116.0 116.5 117.0 134

ν
1Re 17.3 19.7 21.8 19.4 16

1Rμ 144.9 144.5 144.9 145.3 137

νe

νe

T2K preliminary➢ Numbers of observed e-like events indicate a 
preference for sin(δ)<0

➢ Less events than predicted for ν-mode 1Rμ sample
➢ Goodness of fit p-value for this sample of 0.04 (rate 

only) and 0.35 (rate+shape)
➢ Considering look-elsewhere-effect, above our 5% 

threshold

MC: sin2(θ23)=0.561, Δm232=2.494*10-3 eV2c-4, sin2(θ13)=0.0220, Normal ordering

7



Accelerator Neutrinos : NOnA
@ L=810km

|�m2
atmos| ⇥ 2.5� 10�3 eV 2

Far Detector 2020
!" and !̅" spectra

Jeff Hartnell, Neutrino 2022 NOvA 19

2020 data set: https://arxiv.org/abs/2108.08219

• Observe
§ 82 !" candidates (27 bkg)
§ 33 !̅" candidates (14 bkg)

⌫µ ! ⌫e
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vs.
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3n scenario

Solar and atmospheric osc. decouple as 2x2 mixing phenomena:
 
• hierarchy

• small    

0

@
⌫e
⌫µ
⌫⌧

1

A = U23(✓23)U13(✓13, �)U12(✓12)
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Accelerator Neutrinos 

1) Tunning to the large splitting and neglecting the small one:
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0

0

Accelerator Neutrinos (MINOS, OPERA)

1)Tunning to the large splitting and neglecting the small one:

Experiments in the atmospheric range are described approximately by 2x2 
mixing with 
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Reactor Neutrinos (Daya Bay, Dchooz, RENO)

The <10% effect implies that one of the angles is small 

1) Tunning to the large splitting and neglecting the small one:
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Reactor Neutrinos

2) Tunning to the small splitting and averaging large oscillations:

13



Reactor Neutrinos

2)Tunning to the small splitting and averaging large oscillations:

Experiments in the solar range are described approximately by 2x2 mixing with 

The measurement of                     implies that corrections to these approximations 
are  sizeable O(10%) and need to be included in all analyses 

✓13 ⇠ 9�

14



Esteban et al ’20; de Salas et al, ’21 and Capozzi et al ‘21

SM+3 massive neutrinos: Global Fits

�m2
13 > 0 �m2

13 < 0

p
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The big open questions 

What is the neutrino ordering normal or inverted ?

Is there leptonic CP violation ? 

Absolute mass scale:  minimum mn 

Are neutrinos Majorana and if so, what new physics lies 
behind this fact ?

16



Neutrino ordering from MSW

Solar resonance
Atmospheric resonance

�m2
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Earth density, Eres ~ few GeV ! Solar density, Eres ~ few MeV ! 
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Spectacular MSW effect at O(6GeV) and very long baselines

Hierarchy through MSW @Earth

1

0
Dig

ital
 m

eas
ure

ment
 !

Even if we don’t shoot so far away, relatively easy measurements for L >1000km

18
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Hierarchy from atmospherics ? the hard way… 

�e, �̄e, �µ, �̄µ

Atmospheric data contain the golden signal but hard to dig…
neutrino telescopes (ORCA/KM3NET, PINGU/ICECUBE) or improved 

atmospheric detectors (HyperK, INO)
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Hierarchy from reactor n’s : the hard way?

L = 50 km

JUNO experiment is planning to do this measurement

Neutrino Mass Ordering 16

Design Now 
Thermal Power 36 GWth 26.6 GWth (26%↓)

Signal rate 60 /day 47.1 /day (22%↓)

Overburden ~700 m ~ 650 m

Muon flux in LS 3 Hz 4 Hz (33%↑)

Muon veto efficiency 83% 91.6% (11%↑)

Backgrounds 3.75 /day 4.11 /day (10%↑)

Energy resolution 3.0% @ 1 MeV 2.95% @ 1 MeV (2%↑)

Shape uncertainty 1% JUNO+TAO
3𝜎 NMO sens. Exposure <6 yrs × 35.8 GWth ~6 yrs × 26.6 GWth

◆ JUNO NMO median sensitivity:   
3σ (reactors only) @ ~6 yrs * 26.6 GWth exposure

◆ Combined reactor and atmospheric neutrino analysis 
in progress:  further improve the NMO sensitivity 
(see next page→ )

ID#506, NMO sensitivity

Sensitivity mostly from 1.5-3 MeV

arXiv:2405.18008 (2024)

ID#335, IBD selection

21



Leptonic CP violation
CP violation shows up in a difference between

Golden channel:

P (⌫↵ ! ⌫�) 6= P (⌫̄↵ ! ⌫̄�)

simultaneous sensitivity to both splittings is needed 

⌫µ $ ⌫e
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Nova vs T2K 

Neutrino 2024

• NO: Tension between T2K and Nova data 
• IO: preference for CP violation 

23



Hierarchy + CP in one go…
             superbeams+superdectectors 

USA DUNE: 1300km

Japan Hyper-Kamiokande: 295km

19

FIG. 1. Illustration of the Hyper-Kamiokande first cylindrical tank in Japan.

and flux. The WAGASCI detector is a new concept under development that would have a larger

angular acceptance and a larger mass ratio of water (and thus making the properties more similar

to the Hyper-K detector) than the ND280 design. Intermediate detectors, placed 1-2 km from the

J-PARC beam line, would measure the beam properties directly on a water target. Details of the

beam, as well as the near and intermediate detectors, can be found in Section II.1.

Hyper-K is a truly international proto-collaboration with over 70 participating institutions

from Armenia, Brazil, Canada, France, Italy, Korea, Poland, Russia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland,

Ukraine, the United Kingdom and the United States, in addition to Japan.

Hyper-K will be a multipurpose neutrino detector with a rich physics program that aims to

address some of the most significant questions facing particle physicists today. Oscillation studies

from accelerator, atmospheric and solar neutrinos will refine the neutrino mixing angles and mass

squared di↵erence parameters and will aim to make the first observation of asymmetries in neutrino

and antineutrino oscillations arising from a CP-violating phase, shedding light on one of the most

promising explanations for the matter-antimatter asymmetry in the Universe. The search for

24



Hyper Kamiokande  

Hierarchy

DUNE28

Fig. 18 Asimov sensitivity to the neutrino mass ordering, as
a function of the true value of �CP, for ten years of exposure.
Curves are shown for variations in the true values of ✓23 (top),
✓13 (middle) and �m2

32
(bottom), which correspond to their

3� NuFIT 4.0 range of values, as well as the NuFIT 4.0 central
value. and maximal mixing.

Fig. 19 Significance of the DUNE determination of the neu-
trino mass ordering for the case when �CP =�⇡/2, and for
100% of possible true �CP values, as a function of exposure
in kt-MW-years. Top: The width of the band shows the im-
pact of applying an external constraint on ✓13. Bottom: The
width of the band shows the impact of varying the true value
of sin2 ✓23 within the NuFIT 4.0 90% C.L. region.

eters that govern neutrino oscillations, including �CP,
sin2 2✓13, �m2

31
, and sin2 ✓23.

Figure 21 shows the resolution, in degrees, of
DUNE’s measurement of �CP, as a function of the true
value of �CP, for true NH. The resolution on a parame-
ter is produced from the central 68% of post-fit param-
eter values using many throws of the systematic and re-
maining oscillation parameters, and statistical throws.
The resolution of this measurement is significantly bet-
ter near CP-conserving values of �CP, compared to max-
imally CP-violating values. For fifteen years of expo-
sure, resolutions between 5�–15� are possible, depend-

230 III.1 NEUTRINO OSCILLATION
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FIG. 149. Neutrino mass hierarchy sensitivity (left) and octant sensitivity (right) as a function of the true

value of sin2✓23 for a single detector after 10 years. (a 1.9 Mton·year exposure). In both figures the blue

(red) band denotes the normal (inverted) hierarchy and the uncertainty from �CP is shown by the width of

the band.

ability to resolve the ✓23 octant improves with the combination as shown in Figure 151. While

atmospheric neutrinos alone can resolve the octant at 3 � if |✓23�45| > 4�, in the combined analysis

it can be resolved when this di↵erence is only 2.3� in ten years.

Running Time (Years)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

 W
ro

ng
 H

ie
ra

rc
hy

 R
ej

ec
tio

n
2 χ

Δ

0

1

2

3

4

5

6
=0.423θ2Atm + Beam (True Normal) sin

=0.523θ2Atm + Beam (True Normal) sin

=0.623θ2Atm + Beam (True Normal) sin

=0.423θ2Atm + Beam (True Inverted) sin

=0.523θ2Atm + Beam (True Inverted) sin

=0.623θ2Atm + Beam (True Inverted) sin

FIG. 150. Expected sensitivity to the mass hierarchy as a function of time assuming sin2 ✓23 = 0.4

(triangle), 0.5 (circle), and 0.6 (square) from a combined analysis of atmospheric and accelerator neutrinos

data at Hyper-K. Blue (red) colors denote the normal (inverted) hierarchy.

However, it is not just the atmospheric neutrinos that benefit from combined measurements.

(Using atmospheric neutrinos)
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Hyper Kamiokande (10y)

CP violation

26

Fig. 15 Asimov sensitivity to CP violation, as a function
of the true value of �CP, for ten years of exposure. Curves
are shown for variations in the true values of ✓23 (top), ✓13
(middle) and �m2

32
(bottom), which correspond to their 3�

NuFIT 4.0 range of values, as well as the NuFIT 4.0 central
value, and maximal mixing.

Fig. 16 Significance of the DUNE determination of CP-
violation (�CP 6= [0,⇡]) for the case when �CP =�⇡/2, and
for 50% and 75% of possible true �CP values, as a function of
exposure in kt-MW-years. Top: The width of the band shows
the impact of applying an external constraint on ✓13. Bottom:
The width of the band shows the impact of varying the true
value of sin2 ✓23 within the NuFIT 4.0 90% C.L. region.

�CP = �⇡/2, as a function of exposure in kt-MW-years,
which can be converted to years using the staging sce-
nario described in Section 6. The width of the bands
show the impact of applying an external constraint on
✓13. CP violation can be observed with 5� significance
after about seven years (336 kt-MW-years) if �CP =
�⇡/2 and after about ten years (624 kt-MW-years) for
50% of �CP values. CP violation can be observed with
3� significance for 75% of �CP values after about 13
years of running. In the bottom plot of Figure 16, the
width of the bands shows the impact of applying an
external constraint on ✓13, while in the bottom plot,

DUNE(10y)

Long Baseline Physics - !!"
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Neutrino Anomalies
(LSND, MiniBOONE, Reactor,..)

Still there, likely non-under-full-control systematics, no BSM explanations
provide good fits to data…

27



The other big open questions 

Absolute mass scale:  minimum mn 

Are neutrinos Majorana and if so, what new physics lies 
behind this fact ?

28
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n

Absolute n mass scale
Best constraints at present from cosmology

Planck ‘18
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Cosmological neutrinos

Neutrinos have left many traces in the history of the Universe

Galaxy distribution (LSS)
Nucleosynthesis

CMB

-> Turok’s lectures

N⌫
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Neutrinos as light as 0.1-1eV modify the large scale structure and CMB

IO

NO

X
m⌫

0.1eV

Absolute n mass scale

m� =

sX

i

|Uei|2m2
i
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Cosmological neutrinos
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Cosmological neutrinos

•  2-6-2.8s tension between L CDM with physical neutrino masses 

•  No tension with physical neutrino masses time-evolving dark energy 

33



Majorana nature: bb0n
Plethora of experiments with different techniques/systematics: EXO,
KAMLAND-ZEN, GERDA, CUORE, NEXT…

34



Majorana nature: bb0n
Plethora of experiments with different techniques/systematics: EXO,
KAMLAND-ZEN, GERDA, CUORE, NEXT …

If L > 100MeV

Capo

2s

Next generation of experiments @Ton scale to cover the IO region (eg. LEGEND) 35



New era of n physics:
neutrino astronomy…

Understand Astrophysical sources

36

Just as neutrino allowed us to understand the processes in the stars, they might help
us to understand the most powerful sources in the Universe



Icecube col. 2211.09972

directions, but without these new methods. This difference is expected and can be reproduced

in Monte Carlo studies, see (27). Incrementally removing the most significant events from the

hot spot reveals that the excess persists, which demonstrates that the hot spot is not dominated

by one or a few single events but is the result of an accumulation of neutrinos from this partic-

ular direction (27). The neutrino events contributing to the excess from NGC 1068 have been

visually inspected, and show well-reconstructed horizontal ⇠TeV energy track events with no

sign of unexpected contamination or anomalies (27). Out of the 20 events contributing most to

the results presented here, 19 were included in the previous analysis (25). Although the hot spot

is thus dominated by the same neutrinos, the new data reprocessing and improved modeling of

the likelihood function slightly change the precise evaluation of the events’ characteristics and

therefore their contribution to the likelihood function. These small but consistent recalibrations

and the effects of the refined reconstructions align the events more precisely with the direction

of NGC 1068, thus significantly strengthening the neutrino association (27).

NGC 1068 as a neutrino source

The signal identified during the 3186 days period of IceCube data taking in the complete con-

figuration consists of an estimated 79+22
�20 muon-neutrino events that are present in addition to

the expected background. Scaling the 1 TeV muon neutrino flux normalization �1TeV
⌫µ+⌫̄µ = (5.0±

1.5stat) ⇥ 10�11 TeV�1 cm�2 s�1 by a factor of 3 we obtain the all-flavor neutrino flux, as-

suming equal contributions from all flavors, e.g. from pion decay dominated sources and neu-

trino oscillations over cosmic distances (36, 37). In the following we adopt a distance of 14.4

Mpc for NGC 1068 (38), as most commonly used in the literature, but note that there is some

uncertainty with values ranging between 10.3 ± 3Mpc (from the NASA/IPAC Extragalactic

Database) using the Tully-Fisher relation and 16.5 Mpc (39). The resulting redshift-corrected

isotropic equivalent neutrino luminosity in the neutrino energy range from 1.5 TeV to 15 TeV

13

4.2s

Figure 1: Skymap of the scan for point sources in the Northern Hemisphere. The color scale
represents the local p-value obtained from the maximum likelihood analysis evaluated (with the
spectral index as free fit parameter) at each location in the sky, shown in Equatorial coordinates
with Hammer-Aitoff projection. The black circles indicate the three most significant objects in
the source list search. The circle of NGC 1068 also coincides with the overall hottest spot in the
Northern Sky.

scanning many independent positions in the sky under the three spectral index hypotheses, the

global p-value corresponds (27) to a significance of 2.0� and therefore is not significant when

the entire Northern Sky is scanned without additional prior information. A high-resolution scan

around the best-fit position of the hottest spot is shown in Fig. 2.

As part of the various inspections to be carried out a posteriori, we also searched for astro-

physical counterparts in close proximity with the direction of the five locally most significant

spots in each of the three skymaps (reported in Tab. 2 (27)). We note that the nearby Seyfert I

galaxy NGC 4151 (11) is located at ⇠0.18 degrees distance from the fourth-hottest spot in the

map obtained with �=2.5. Because possible neutrino emission from NGC 4151 is not one of

the hypotheses that were formulated for this work, we cannot estimate a global p-value for this

coincidence.

Searching the entire Northern Hemisphere entails a strong penalty due to testing multiple

7

Icecube started mapping the most powerful cosmic accelerators

37
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Naoko Kurahashi Neilson (Drexel University)
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IceCubeIceCube-Gen2

HUNT

(Optical HE) Neutrino Telescopes
Mapping the Universe with HE n

Naoko Kurahashi Neilson (Drexel University)
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Complementary Peak Sensitivity
→ Important for Transients 

Courtesy: P-ONE, L. Schumacher (Erlangen), S. Sclafani (Univ of Maryland)N. Kurahashi Neilson Neutrino ‘24



New era of n physics:CnB?

Figure 2: (Left) The two competing processes, which share the same invariant
amplitude, where the out-coming neutrino in the beta decay process is considered
as incoming particle in the case of neutrino capture. (Right) The expected decay
spectrum are depicted in the case of beta decay and neutrino capture.

Thus, if a detector is capable to exploit enough target material and has the

required energy resolution few events per year of relic neutrino interactions

are expected. It is worth pointing out, as also underlined in 2), that the

best target elements for this measurement are those with the largest value of

⌧� · (�capturev⌫), so tritium comes out to be the most suitable when used in

quantity on the mass scale of grams.

Tritium brings to our mind the KATRIN experiment 7) devoted to the

direct neutrino mass measurement. Unfortunately, it exploits an amount of tri-

tium, 100 µg, which results in a negligible number of expected relic neutrino

interactions. The KATRIN detector is based on the technique of electrostatic

filter, where electrons follow the field lines of a static B field with large gra-

dient. This imposes that to increase the amount of tritium ( i,e, grams), the

volume must be increased proportionally, thus few 104 times larger volume

which makes the KATRIN’s technology not suitable for relic neutrino detec-

tion. The increase in volume is need not only to prevent inelastic scattering of

tritium molecules, the pressure can not be as high as we like, but also by the

fact that the electrons follow an adiabatic motion across field lines where the

B flux must be conserved, i.e. B · S = const. Thus if B decrees across particle

289
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amplitude, where the out-coming neutrino in the beta decay process is considered
as incoming particle in the case of neutrino capture. (Right) The expected decay
spectrum are depicted in the case of beta decay and neutrino capture.
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are expected. It is worth pointing out, as also underlined in 2), that the

best target elements for this measurement are those with the largest value of

⌧� · (�capturev⌫), so tritium comes out to be the most suitable when used in

quantity on the mass scale of grams.

Tritium brings to our mind the KATRIN experiment 7) devoted to the

direct neutrino mass measurement. Unfortunately, it exploits an amount of tri-

tium, 100 µg, which results in a negligible number of expected relic neutrino

interactions. The KATRIN detector is based on the technique of electrostatic

filter, where electrons follow the field lines of a static B field with large gra-

dient. This imposes that to increase the amount of tritium ( i,e, grams), the

volume must be increased proportionally, thus few 104 times larger volume

which makes the KATRIN’s technology not suitable for relic neutrino detec-

tion. The increase in volume is need not only to prevent inelastic scattering of

tritium molecules, the pressure can not be as high as we like, but also by the

fact that the electrons follow an adiabatic motion across field lines where the

B flux must be conserved, i.e. B · S = const. Thus if B decrees across particle
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M. Messina ‘18

PTOLEMY experiment

n⌫ = 336⌫/cm3(1/6 ⌫e)
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New era of n physics:
Neutrino interactions in new regimes

A. Di Crescenzo 
CERN, Università Federico II and INFN 

On behalf of SND@LHC and FASER Collaborations

NEUTRINO 2022 - May 30 - June 4, 2022

NEUTRINO PHYSICS AT LHC: 
CURRENT EXPERIMENTS

The FASER neutrino program is supported 
by Heising-Simons Foundation, Simons 

Foundation, ERC, and JSPS KAKENHI 

Neutrino physics at the LHC
‣Klaus Winter, 1990, observing tau neutrinos at the LHC
‣A. De Rùjula, E. Fernandez and J. J. Gòmez-Cadenas, 1993,  Neutrino fluxes at LHC
‣F. Vannucci, 1993, neutrino physics at the LHC
‣http://arxiv.org/abs/1804.04413 April 12th 2018

LHC is an intense source of TeV scale neutrinos !

16s evidence for LHC neutrinos
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New era of n physics:
Neutrino interactions in new regimes

A. Di Crescenzo 
CERN, Università Federico II and INFN 

On behalf of SND@LHC and FASER Collaborations

NEUTRINO 2022 - May 30 - June 4, 2022

NEUTRINO PHYSICS AT LHC: 
CURRENT EXPERIMENTS

The FASER neutrino program is supported 
by Heising-Simons Foundation, Simons 

Foundation, ERC, and JSPS KAKENHI 

LHC is in intense source of TeV scale neutrinos !
‣ Neutrino cross-section measurement of three flavors at TeV energies 

‣ Neutrino CC interactions with charm production ( ): 
- study strange quark content  
- probe inconsistency between predictions and LHC data 

‣ Neutrino NC measurements could constraint non-standard 
interactions 

‣ High energy electron neutrinos (E>500 GeV) mainly produced in 
charmed hadron decays: 
- measurement of forward charm production  

νs → lc
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New era of n physics:
Neutrino interactions in new regimes
Coherent Neutrino Scattering

SM and BSM CE⌫NS Neutrino Interactions

Standard Model NC Electromagnetic Interactions

Z

να να

N (A,Z) N (A,Z)

γ

να νβ

N (A,Z) N (A,Z)

BSM Vector Mediator BSM Scalar Mediator

Z ′

να νβ

N (A,Z) N (A,Z)

Φ

να νβ

N (A,Z) N (A,Z)

C. Giunti � New Physics Searches with CEvNS (Theory) � Neutrino 2022 � 4 June 2022 � 4/29

D. Freedman ‘74

First measured in 2017 by COHERENT experiment! 

What is 
CE!NS?

Coherent Elastic 
Neutrino-Nucleus Scattering

is	a	process	in	which	neutrinos	scatter	off	a	nucleus	
acting	as	a	single	particle

	Predicted in 1974 by Freedman 

 Measured for the first time in 2017 by COHERENT 

 Dominant process for E! ≲ 50 MeV 

 Cross section increases as N2

Raimund Strauss – Magnificent CEvNS 2018 

A

A

A

A

�SM ⇠ G2
F

4⇡
N2E2

⌫
<latexit sha1_base64="gl4FNuTpDDKlQshgAaMT2k8hL0A="></latexit>

7

D. Akimov et al, Science 357 (2017) 

D. Freedman, Phys.Rev. D 9 1389  (1974)

D. Pershey New results from COHERENT

❑ The process is coherent, which gives a large cross section, roughly scaling with 
the square of the number of neutrons

σ ≈
𝐺𝐹2

4π
𝑁 − 1 − 4 sin2 θ𝑊 𝑍 2𝐸ν2

❑ Very large cross section, compared to low-energy neutrino processes
• Measurements within reach of kg-scale detectors with 10t-scale detectors capable of 

precision BSM tests   

5

CEvNS

Coherent Elastic Neutrino Nucleus Scattering (CEvNS)
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New era of n physics:
Neutrino interactions in new regimes
Coherent Neutrino Scattering

Coherent CAPTAIN-Mills 
(CCM)

LANSCE Lujan

Experiments

Nuclear reactors

Stopped-pion beams 

2023

vIOLETA

GaNESS

Future/Planned

NCC-1701
RED-100

CHILLAX

SBC

CEvNS experiments

Bonifazi ‘22
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New era of n physics:
Neutrino interactions in new regimes
Coherent Neutrino Scattering

• Test neutrino properties and light BSM connected to neutrinos

• Understand background to DM searches (neutrino floor: CNS of solar neutrinos)

• Nuclear physics: new probe of nuclear properties

• Monitoring reactor fluxes (for physics and non proliferation)
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Neutrinos and BSM
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CKM

PMNS 3s

Why do they mix so differently ? 
Massive neutrinos: a new flavour perspective

16 12. CKM quark-mixing matrix

and the Jarlskog invariant is J = (3.18 ± 0.15) × 10−5.

Figure 12.2 illustrates the constraints on the ρ̄, η̄ plane from various measurements
and the global fit result. The shaded 95% CL regions all overlap consistently around the
global fit region.

12.5. Implications beyond the SM

The effects in B, Bs, K, and D decays and mixings due to high-scale physics
(W , Z, t, H in the SM, and unknown heavier particles) can be parameterized by
operators composed of SM fields, obeying the SU(3) × SU(2) × U(1) gauge symmetry.
Flavor-changing neutral currents, suppressed in the SM, are especially sensitive to beyond
SM (BSM) contributions. Processes studied in great detail, both experimentally and
theoretically, include neutral meson mixings, B(s) → Xγ, X$+$−, $+$−, K → πνν̄,
etc. The BSM contributions to these operators are suppressed by powers of the scale
of new physics. Already at lowest order, there are many dimension-6 operators, and
the observable effects of BSM interactions are encoded in their coefficients. In the SM,
these coefficients are determined by just the four CKM parameters, and the W , Z, and
quark masses. For example, ∆md, Γ(B → ργ), Γ(B → π$+$−), and Γ(B → $+$−) are all
proportional to |VtdVtb|2 in the SM, however, they may receive unrelated contributions
from new physics. The new physics contributions may or may not obey the SM relations.
(For example, the flavor sector of the MSSM contains 69 CP -conserving parameters and
41 CP -violating phases, i.e., 40 new ones [129]). Thus, similar to the measurements of
sin 2β in tree- and loop-dominated decay modes, overconstraining measurements of the
magnitudes and phases of flavor-changing neutral-current amplitudes give good sensitivity
to new physics.

To illustrate the level of suppression required for BSM contributions, consider a
class of models in which the unitarity of the CKM matrix is maintained, and the
dominant effect of new physics is to modify the neutral meson mixing amplitudes [130] by
(zij/Λ2)(qiγ

µPLqj)
2 (see [131,132]). It is only known since the measurements of γ and

α that the SM gives the leading contribution to B0 –B0 mixing [6,133]. Nevertheless,
new physics with a generic weak phase may still contribute to neutral meson mixings at
a significant fraction of the SM [134,135,127]. The existing data imply that Λ/|zij |1/2

has to exceed about 104 TeV for K0 –K0 mixing, 103 TeV for D0 –D0 mixing, 500 TeV
for B0 –B0 mixing, and 100TeV for B0

s –B0
s mixing [127,132]. (Some other operators

are even better constrained [127].) The constraints are the strongest in the kaon sector,
because the CKM suppression is the most severe. Thus, if there is new physics at the TeV
scale, |zij | # 1 is required. Even if |zij | are suppressed by a loop factor and |V ∗

tiVtj |2 (in
the down quark sector), similar to the SM, one expects percent-level effects, which may
be observable in forthcoming flavor physics experiments. To constrain such extensions of
the SM, many measurements irrelevant for the SM-CKM fit, such as the CP asymmetry

in semileptonic B0
d,s decays, Ad,s

SL , are important [136]. The current world averages [21]
are consistent with the SM, with experimental uncertainties far greater than those of the
theory predictions.

Many key measurements which are sensitive to BSM flavor physics are not useful

June 5, 2018 19:49
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Figure 12.2: Constraints on the ρ̄, η̄ plane. The shaded areas have 95% CL.

unitarity). The fit must also use theory predictions for hadronic matrix elements, which
sometimes have significant uncertainties. There are several approaches to combining
the experimental data. CKMfitter [6,109] and Ref. [124] (which develops [125,126]
further) use frequentist statistics, while UTfit [110,127] uses a Bayesian approach. These
approaches provide similar results.

The constraints implied by the unitarity of the three generation CKM matrix
significantly reduce the allowed range of some of the CKM elements. The fit for the
Wolfenstein parameters defined in Eq. (12.4) gives

λ = 0.22453 ± 0.00044 , A = 0.836 ± 0.015 ,

ρ̄ = 0.122+0.018
−0.017 , η̄ = 0.355+0.012

−0.011 . (12.26)

These values are obtained using the method of Refs. [6,109]. Using the prescription
of Refs. [110,127] gives λ = 0.22465 ± 0.00039, A = 0.832 ± 0.009, ρ̄ = 0.139 ± 0.016,
η̄ = 0.346 ± 0.010 [128]. The fit results for the magnitudes of all nine CKM elements are

VCKM =




0.97446 ± 0.00010 0.22452± 0.00044 0.00365 ± 0.00012
0.22438 ± 0.00044 0.97359+0.00010

−0.00011 0.04214 ± 0.00076

0.00896+0.00024
−0.00023 0.04133± 0.00074 0.999105 ± 0.000032



 , (12.27)
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NuFIT 5.0 (2020)

|U |w/o SK-atm
3� =

0

B@
0.801 ! 0.845 0.513 ! 0.579 0.143 ! 0.156

0.233 ! 0.507 0.461 ! 0.694 0.631 ! 0.778

0.261 ! 0.526 0.471 ! 0.701 0.611 ! 0.761

1

CA

|U |with SK-atm
3� =

0

B@
0.801 ! 0.845 0.513 ! 0.579 0.143 ! 0.155

0.234 ! 0.500 0.471 ! 0.689 0.637 ! 0.776

0.271 ! 0.525 0.477 ! 0.694 0.613 ! 0.756

1

CA
J ' 0.033 sin �
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CKM

PMNS

Why so different mixing ?
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Where the large mixing comes from ?

Discrete or continuous symmetries 
Anarchy for leptons  

Lepton-quark flavour connection in GUTs ?
48



mH

Massive neutrinos: a new flavour perspective

Why are neutrinos so much lighter ? 

They get their masses differently!
49



?nSM

Neutrinos have tiny masses -> a new physics scale, what ?

m⌫ = �
v2

⇤

Scale at which new
 particles will show up
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What originates the neutrino mass ?

Could be  L >> v… the standard lore (theoretical prejudice ?)

� ⇠ O(1)
m⌫

p⇤ = MGUT

Hierarchy problem m2
H

/ ⇤2

not natural in the absence of SUSY/other solution to the hierarchy problem

Vissani
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mH

The Standard Model  is healthy as far as we can see…

Could be naturally  L ~ v ? 

Yes ! l in front of neutrino mass operator must be small…
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Type II see-saw:
a heavy triplet scalar

Konetschny, Kummer; 
Cheng, Li;
Lazarides, Shafi, Wetterich…

Resolving the neutrino mass operator at tree level

Type III see-saw:
a heavy triplet fermion

Foot et al; Ma; 
Bajc, Senjanovic…

Type I see-saw:
a heavy singlet scalar

Minkowski; 
Yanagida; Glashow; 
Gell-Mann, Ramond Slansky; 
Mohapatra, Senjanovic…

E. Ma

l ~ O(Y2) l ~ O(Y2)l ~ O(Y µ/MD)

l l l
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MN = GUT

MN~ v
n

Yukawa

Yukawa

MN~ GUT
n

Type I and III

54



eV keV MeV GeV TeV MPlanck
MN

Where is the new scale ?

Generic predictions 

Ø     there is neutrinoless double beta decay at some level (M > 100MeV) 

          model independent contribution from the neutrino mass 😊

bb0n
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Where is the new scale ?

GeVMeVkeVeV TeVeV keV MeV GeV TeV MPlanck
MN

Leptogenesis

Generic predictions:
          
Ø     a matter-antimatter asymmetry if there is CP violation in the 
lepton sector via leptogenesis 

                             model dependent…      😪

             
56



eV keV MeV GeV TeV MPlanck
MN

Generic predictions:

Ø     there are other states out there: new physics beyond 
neutrino masses 

         potential impact in cosmology, EW precision tests, collider, 
rare searches, bb0n, …

                                   model dependent…   😪

Where is the new scale ?

new states accessible

57



eV keV MeV GeV TeV MPlanck
MN

Where is the new scale ?

bb0n

new states accessible
Leptogenesis

The EW scale is an interesting region: new physics underlying the 
                                                                      matter-antimatter asymmetry  
                                                                      could be predicted & tested !
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The matter-antimatter asymmetry
The Universe seems to be made of matter
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The matter-antimatter asymmetry
The Universe seems to be made of matter
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A. Sakharov

Baryon asymmetry of the universe
A. D. Sakharov

P.N. Lebedev Physics Institute, Academy of Sciences of the USSR

Usp. Fiz. Nauk 161,110-120 (May 1991)

(Review paper presented at the A. A. Friedmann Centenary Conference, Leningrad, 22-26 June,
1988)1'

The concept of a nonstationary Universe whose founda-
tion was laid by Friedmann is of a vast scientific and philo-
sophical significance.

Among the problems, whose very formulation was im-
possible in the pre-Friedmann time there is the problem of
baryon asymmetry of the Universe. How can one explain
why there are only baryons in the observable part of the
Universe, and not antibaryons? What determines quantita-
tively the magnitude of the baryonic asymmetry (the latter is
conventionally characterized by the ratio

(BAU) = — ~  √9;

where Ô
‚
 is the mean density of baryons in the Universe, n

Y

is the relic photon density, in the order of magnitude equal to
the density of entropy). The value of BAU is known but
approximately because of: (1) the inaccuracy in the knowl-
edge of the Hubble constant; (2) the value of fi = p/p

ci
 < 1 is

uncertain, we assume that fix 1, although this needs to be
checked; (3) the nature of the hidden mass remains un-
known (most likely, it is mainly of nonbaryonic nature, and
hence is not essential here).

Certainly there should also exist some lepton asymme-
try, although no experimental data about it are available,
since most of the leptons and antileptons exist in the form of
the up to now unobservable relic neutrinos and antineu-
trinos. Within a wide class of theories the relation Ë‚ = Î¸

holds true; however, some scenarios exist wherein nL and Ë‚

have different signs and magnitudes.
Numerous attempts are known to solve the problem of

BAU without abandoning the conservation law of the bar-

yonic number (items 1,2).
1. It is assumed (Alfven [ 1 ] and other authors) that at

an early stage there existed a plasma that was primarily bar-
yonic-neutral (hot Universe with a temperature T^>M

B
)

but later underwent the spatial separation of the baryonic
charges

FIG. l.

However, nobody succeeded in inventing a sufficiently effec-
tive separation mechanism. A shadow of hope is provided by
a hypothesis concerning the role which may be played by the
primordial black holes (Hawking [2], Zel'dovichefa/. [3])

FIG. 2.

If, due to some reasons, the capture of antibaryons is more
intensive, the excess baryonic charge arises outside the black
holes.

2. Another hypothesis admits that the primordial mat-
ter was cold and contained positive baryonic charge (bar-
yons or, more likely quarks). The primary entropy was ei-
ther S = 0, or S~B (S is the entropy, ¬ the number of
baryons in some region of the Universe). It grows in the
irreversible processes in the course of expansion of the Uni-
verse, and the entropy increases to a value ~ 109.

fi=const

grows

FIG. 3.

Hypotheses of this sort are completely ruled out within the
scenarios of an inflationary Universe.

Inflation

5=const,
ng decreasing

FIG. 4.

3. The third approach to the BAU problem abandons

the baryonic charge conservation (S. Weinberg, 1964 [4]; A.
D. Sakharov, 1967 [5]; V. A. Kuz'min, 1970 [6]).

Three basic conditions for cosmological formation of
baryonic asymmetry

I. Absence of baryonic charge conservation.
II. Difference between particles and antiparticles, man-

ifesting itself in the violation of CP-invariance.
III. Nonstationarity. Formation of BA is only possible

under nonstationary conditions in the absence of local ther-
modynamic equilibrium.

Let us discuss these conditions.
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Violation of CP in variance, — asymmetry, and baryon asymmetry of the universe
A. D. Sakharov

(Submitted 23 September 1966)
Pis'maZh. Eksp.Teor. Fiz. 5,32-35 (1967) [JETPLett. 5,24-27 (1967).
Also S7, pp. 85-88]

Usp. Fiz. Nauk 161,61-64 (May 1991)

C^TTML-

Literal translation: Out ofS. Okubo's effect

At high temperature

A fur coat is sewed for the Universe

Shaped for its crooked figure.

The theory of the expanding universe, which presup-
poses a superdense initial state of matter, apparently ex-
cludes the possibility of macroscopic separation of matter
from antimatter; it must therefore be assumed that there are
no antimatter bodies in nature, i.e., the universe is asymmet-
rical with respect to the number of particles and antiparticles
(— asymmetry). In particular, the absence of antibaryons
and the proposed absence of baryonic neutrinos implies a
nonzero baryon charge (baryonic asymmetry). We wish to
point out a possible explanation of — asymmetry in the hot
model of the expanding universe (see Ref. 1) by making use
of effects of CPinvariance violation (see Ref. 2). To explain
baryon asymmetry, we propose in addition an approximate
character for the baryon conservation law.

We assume that the baryon and muon conservation
laws are not absolute and should be unified into a "com-
bined" baryon-muon charge n

c
 = 3n

B
 — n^. We put

forantimuons/^+ and v^ =
0
'Ô^ = — 1, /IK = +1.

formuons/i. and V
M
 = ̂

‡
'.Ô = +1, Ô

Í
 = -I.

for baryons P and TV: Ô
‚
 = +1, Ô

Í
= +3.

for antibaryons P and N: «B = — 1, Ô
Í
 = —3.

This form of notation is connected with the quark concept;
we ascribe to the/?, n, and À quarks n

c
 = + I, and to anti-

quarks, Ë,. = — 1. The theory proposes that under laborato-
ry conditions processes involving violation of Ô

‚
 and Ë‰ play

a negligible role, but they were very important during the
earlier stage of the expansion of the universe.

We assume that the universe is neutral with respect to
the conserved charges (lepton, electric, and combined), but
— asymmetrical during the given instant of its development
(the positive lepton charge is concentrated in the electrons
and the negative lepton charge in the excess of antineutrinos
over the neutrinos; the positive electric charge is concentrat-
ed in the protons and the negative in the electrons; the posi-
tive combined charge is concentrated in the baryons, and the

negative in the excess of fi neutrinos over/z antineutrinos).
According to our hypothesis, the occurrence of — asym-

metry is the consequence of violation of CP in variance in the
nonstationary expansion of the hot universe during the su-
perdense stage, as manifest in the difference between the par-
tial probabilities of the charge-conjugate reactions. This ef-
fect has not yet been observed experimentally, but its
existence is theoretically undisputed (the first concrete ex-
ample, I,

 +
 and 2 _ decay, was pointed out by S. Okubo as

early as 1958) and should, in our opinion, have much cosmo-
logical significance.

We assume that the asymmetry has occurred in an ear-
lier stage of the expansion, in which the particle, energy, and
entropy densities, the Hubble constant, and the tempera-
tures were of the order of unity in gravitational units (in
conventional units the particle and energy densities were
n~ 1098 cm"3 and e~ 10114 erg/cm3).

M. A. Markov (see Ref. 3) proposed that during the
early stages there existed particles with maximum mass of
the order of one gravitational unit (M

0
 = 2 x l O ~ 5 g i n ordi-

nary units), and called them maximons. The presence of
such particles leads unavoidably to strong violation of ther-
modynamic equilibrium. We can visualize that neutral spin-
less maximons (or photons) are produced at t < 0 from con-
tracting matter having an excess of antiquarks, that they
pass "one through the other" at the instant t = 0 when the
density is infinite, and decay with an excess of quarks when
t >0, realizing total CPT symmetry of the universe. All the
phenomena at t < 0 are assumed in this hypothesis to be CPT

reflections of the phenomena at t > 0. We note that in the
cold model CPT reflection is impossible and only T and TP

reflections are kinematically possible. TP reflection was con-
sidered by Milne, and T reflection by the author; according
to modern notions, such a reflection is dynamically impossi-
ble because of violation of TP and T invariance.

We regard maximons as particles whose energy per par-
ticle E/n depends implicitly on the average particle density n.

If we assume that e/n~n ~~
1/3, then e/n is proportional to

the interaction energy of two "neighboring" maximons
(£/n)V/3 (cf. the arguments in Ref. 4). Then £~n2/3 and
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The Standard Model (subtly) complies   
I. Baryon Number non-conservation

Symmetry is broken by quantum vacuum effects: anomaly

W W

t’Hooft ‘76, Klinkhammer, Manton ’84;  

Only B-L is conserved in the SM !
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FIG. 2: The Higgs expectation value as a function of tem-
perature, compared with the perturbative result [2].

sphaleron barrier (∼ sphaleron energy), and special real-
time runs are performed to calculate the dynamical pref-
actors of the tunneling process. The physical rate is then
obtained by reweighting the measurements. For details
of this intricate technique, we refer to [12, 27]. As we will
observe, in the temperature range where both methods
work, these overlap smoothly.
Simulation results: We perform the simulations using lat-
tice spacing a = 4/(9g23) (i.e. βG = 4/(g23a) = 9 in
conventional lattice units), and volume V = 323a3. In
ref. [12] we observed that the rate measured with this
lattice spacing in the symmetric phase is in practice in-
distinguishable from the continuum rate, and deep in the
broken phase it is within a factor of two of our estimate
for the continuum value, well within our accuracy goals.
In fact, algorithmic inefficiencies in multicanonical simu-
lations become severe at significantly smaller lattice spac-
ing, making simulations there very costly in the broken
phase. The simulation volume is large enough for the
finite-volume effects to be negligible [12].
The expectation value of the square of the Higgs field,

v2/T 2 = 2〈φ†φ〉/T (here φ is in 3d units), measures the
“turning on” of the Higgs mechanism, see Fig. 2. As
mentioned above, there is no proper phase transition and
v2(T ) behaves smoothly as a function of the tempera-
ture. Nevertheless, the cross-over is rather sharp, and
the pseudocritical temperature can be estimated to be
Tc = 159± 1GeV. If the temperature is below Tc, v2(T )
is approximately linear in T , and at T > Tc, it is close to
zero. The observable 〈φ†φ〉 is ultraviolet divergent and
is additively renormalized; because of additive renormal-
ization, v2(T ) can become negative.
We also show the two-loop RG-improved perturbative
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FIG. 3: The measured sphaleron rate and the fit to the broken
phase rate, Eq. (7), shown with a shaded error band. The
perturbative result is from Burnier et al. [11] with the non-
perturbative correction used there removed; see main text.
Pure gauge refers to the rate in hot SU(2) gauge theory [19].
The freeze-out temperature T∗ is solved from the crossing of
Γ and the appropriately scaled Hubble rate, shown with the
almost horizontal line.

result [2] for v2(T ) in the broken phase. Perturbation
theory reproduces Tc perfectly, and v2 is slightly larger
than the lattice measurement. In the continuum limit we
expect this difference to decrease for this observable; in
ref. [12] we extrapolated v2(T ) to the continuum at a few
temperature values and with Higgs mass 115GeV. The
continuum limit in the broken phase was observed to be
about 6% larger than the result at βG = 9. Thus, for
v2(T ) perturbation theory and lattice results match very
well.
Finally, in Fig. 3 we show the sphaleron rate as a func-

tion of temperature. The straightforward Langevin re-
sults cover the high-temperature phase, where the rate
is not too strongly suppressed by the sphaleron barrier.
In fact, we were able to extend the range of the method
through the cross-over and into the broken phase, down
to relative suppression of 10−3.
Using the multicanonical simulation methods we are

able to compute the rate 4 orders of magnitude further
down into the broken low-temperature phase. The results
nicely interpolate with the canonical simulations in the
range where both exist. In the interval 140<∼T<∼155GeV
the broken phase rate is very close to a pure exponential,
and can be parametrized as

log
ΓBroken

T 4
= (0.83± 0.01)

T

GeV
− (147.7± 1.9). (7)

The error in the second constant is completely dominated

D’Onofrio, Rummukainen, Trangberg 2014
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II. Difference between particles-antiparticles: CP violation

     It is a subtle phenomenon that depends on many flavour parameters 
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But the Standard Model fails

• Polynomial in Yu, Yd
• Has an imaginary part
• It is flavour-basis invariant
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But the Standard Model fails

III   Non stationarity (T> TEW)

First order phase transitions  (EW symmetry is restored at high enough T)

It is a smooth crossover in the SM  (too heavy higgs)
Kajantie, Laine, Rummukainen,Shaposhnikov ‘96
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But the Standard Model fails

III  Non stationarity

    
Expansion of the Universe:  when �(T )  H(T )
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scattering rate < Hubble expansion 

All particles in the SM (even neutrinos) satisfy 

�SM (T ) � H(T ), T � TEW
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No out-of-equilibrium in the minimal SM when sphalerons are still active !
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SM +Ln vs Baryon Asymmetry  

Not a model independent answer …
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Table 1: Irreducible fermionic representations in the Standard Model: (dSU(3), dSU(2))Y

2 Neutrinos in the Standard Model
The Standard Model (SM) is a gauge theory based on the gauge group SU(3) ⇥ SU(2) ⇥ UY (1). All
elementary particles arrange in irreducible representations of this gauge group. The quantum numbers
of the fermions (dSU(3), dSU(2))Y are listed in table 1.

Under gauge transformations neutrinos transform as doublets of SU(2), they are singlets under
SU(3) and their hypercharge is �1/2. The electric charge, given by Q = T3 + Y , vanishes. They are
therefore the only particles in the SM that carry no conserved charge.

The two most intriguing features of table 1 are its left-right or chiral asymmetry, and the three-fold
repetition of family structures. Neutrinos have been essential in establishing both features.

2.1 Chiral structure of the weak interactions
The left and right entries in table 1 have well defined chirality, negative and positive respectively.
They are two-component spinors or Weyl fermions, that is the smallest irreducible representation of
the Lorentz group representing spin 1/2 particles. Only fields with negative chirality (i.e. eigenvalue of
�5 minus one) carry the SU(2) charge. For free fermions moving at the speed of light (i.e., massless), it
is easy to see that the chiral projectors are equivalent to the projectors on helicity components:

PR,L ⌘ 1 ± �5

2
=

1

2

✓
1 ± s · p

|p|

◆
+ O

⇣mi

E

⌘
, (6)

where the helicity operator ⌃ =
s·p
|p| measures the component of the spin in the direction of the momen-

tum. Therefore for massless fermions only the left-handed states (with the spin pointing in the opposite
direction to the momentum) carry SU(2) charge. This is not inconsistent with Lorentz invariance, since
for a fermion travelling at the speed of light, the helicity is the same in any reference frame. In other
words, the helicity operator commutes with the Hamiltonian for a massless fermion and is thus a good
quantum number.

The discrete symmetry under CPT (charge conjugation, parity, and time reversal), which is a basic
building block of any Lorentz invariant and unitary quantum field theory (QFT), requires that for any
left-handed particle, there exists a right-handed antiparticle, with opposite charge, but the right-handed
particle state may not exist. A Weyl fermion field represents therefore a particle of negative helicity and
an antiparticle with positive one.

Parity however transforms left and right fields into each other, thus the left-handedness of the weak
interactions implies that parity is maximally broken in the SM. The breaking is nowhere more obvious

4

(1,1)0
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Simplest neutrino mass mediator: Type I seesaw 
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Simplest neutrino mass mediator: Type I seesaw 
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nR =3 : + 18 free parameters (6 masses+6 angles+6 phases) 
nR=2: +11 free parameters (4 masses+4 angles+3 phases)

(out of which we have measured 2n masses and 3 angles…)
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Heavy Neutral Leptons
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nR=2: the flavour of HNL mixings fixed by UPMNS(d,a)  and hierarchy
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Figure 1. Present constraints on heavy neutrino mixing at 90% C.L., as a function of the HNL
mass. The bounds set by the different experiments are displayed separately, but we only show those
more relevant in each mass window. Single flavour dominance is assumed, with the limits on |UeN |

2,
|UµN |

2, and |U⌧N |
2 depicted on the upper, middle, and lower panels, respectively.

– 7 –

Fernández-Martínez et al ‘23

Heavy Neutral Leptons
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Heavy Neutral Leptons
Good prospects in D, B meson decay searches: SHIP approved by CERN, 
ProtoDUNE can improve present bounds for free !

P. Coloma et al ‘23 74



FCC

Heavy Neutral Leptons

Within naive see-saw scaling   

Larger mixings can be achieved via an approximate Lepton Number symmetry!  

                                              


U2 ∼ mν

M

7
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Future experimental sensitivity  
               SHiP & FCC-ee

ΔM = 2μ

U2 ≃ y2 v2

M2

mν = f (y′ /y, μ /Λ)
y′ ≪ y, μ ≪ Λ

M = (0 Λ
Λ 0) + diag(μ)

Y = (y, 0) + (0, y′ )

Wyler, Wolfenstein ’83; Mohapatra, Valle ’86 

Prerequisite II
Displaced vertex searches

n masses 
not explained 

U2 =
X

↵

|(Uhl)↵1|
2
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Impressive sensitivity from FCCee at the Z-pole !
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Sakharov conditions revisited 

Ø CP violation in the lepton sector potentially larger if M ≠ 0: 
new invariants!

Ø HNLs might exit early/never reach thermal equilibrium at T>TEW 

Im
�
Tr[Y †YM†MM⇤(Y †Y )⇤M ]
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�Ni(T )  H(T ), T � TEW
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(Scattering rate < Hubble expansion rate)

Branco et al; Jenkins, Manohar;Wang, Yu Zhou… 
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The Standard Model+massive n  

eV keV MeV GeV TeV MPlanck
MN

Baryogenesis is a robust prediction: 
generation of a baryon asymmetry via leptogenesis for a wide range of M

@EW scale leptogenesis
via neutrino oscillations

@leptogenesis from
out-of-equilibrium decay

Fukugita, Yanagida; Abada et al;..Pilaftsis…; Ahkmedov,Rubakov, Smirnov; Asaka, Shaposhnikov…

Can we test this scenario ? Can we predict YB ?
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Quantum kinetic equations describe the evolution of the N density matrix 
and the B/3-La chemical potentials

• Fermi-Dirac or Bose-Einstein statistics is kept throughout

• Collision terms include 2 $ 2 scatterings at tree level with top quarks and gauge

bosons, as well as 1 $ 2 scatterings including the resummation of scatterings medi-

ated by soft gauge bosons as obtained in refs. [16–18]

• Leptonic chemical potentials are kept in all collision terms to linear order

• Include spectator processes

As usual we assume that all the spectator particles are in kinetic equilibrium. On the other

hand, we neglect the e↵ects of the top quark and Higgs chemical potentials. These e↵ects

are expected to be smaller than the e↵ect of thermal masses in 2 $ 2 processes that we

are neglecting. Note that, in contrast with the e↵ects of the lepton chemical potential, the

former do not bring in any new flavour structure.

The starting point to derive the equations is the Ra↵elt-Sigl formalism [20], where the

sterile neutrino density satisfies the equation:

d⇢N (k)

dt
= �i[H, ⇢N (k)] �

1

2
{�a

N , ⇢N} +
1

2

�
�p

N
, 1 � ⇢N

 
, (2.6)

where

H ⌘
M2

2k0
+ VN (k), VN (k) ⌘

T 2

8k0
Y †Y, (2.7)

and �a

N
(k) and �p

N
(k) are the annihilation and production rates of the sterile neutrinos.

The result can be written as

�p

Nij
= Y †

i↵
⇢F

✓
k0

T
� µ↵

◆
�N (k, µ↵)Y↵j ,

�a

Nij = Y †
i↵

✓
1 � ⇢F

✓
k0

T
� µ↵

◆◆
�N (k, µ↵)Y↵j , (2.8)

where ⇢F (y) = (exp y+1)�1 is the Fermi-Dirac distribution and µ↵ is the leptonic chemical

potential normalised by the temperature. �N contain the contributions from all 2 ! 2

processes that produce an N :

Q̄t ! l̄N ; tl ! QN ; Q̄l ! t̄N ; Wl ! �̄N ; l� ! WN ; W� ! l̄N, (2.9)

and 1 $ 2 processes: � ! l̄N including resummed soft-gauge interactions. All these

contributions have been computed for vanishing leptonic chemical potential in [10, 17, 18].

We have followed their methods including the e↵ects of a lepton chemical potential to linear

order.

Defining

�N (k, µ↵) ' �(0)
N

(k) + �(2)
N

(k)µ↵, (2.10)

and

�(1)
N

⌘ �(2)
N

�
⇢0
F

⇢F
�(0)
N

, (2.11)
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Oscillations Scattering

⇢̄N (H ! H
⇤)
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Raffelt-Sigl ‘93

dµB/3�L↵

dt
= f(⇢N , ⇢N̄ , µB/3�L↵

)
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…Ghiglieri,Laine ‘17

SM +Ln & Baryon Asymmetry  

Stiff differential  equations, challenging to solve numerically
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The wisdom of CP invariants

• Identify the different non-thermal modes and their characteristic time-scales

• Solve the equations perturbatively exploiting these weakly coupled modes 

• Identify the CP invariants that control the flavour parameter dependencies of YB

PH, Lopez-Pavon, Rius, Sandner, arxiv: 2207.01651

I0 = Im
⇣
Tr[Y †YM†MY †YlY

†
l Y ]

⌘
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I1 = Im
�
Tr[Y †YM†MM⇤(Y †Y )⇤M ]

�
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Figure 1. The two di↵erent weak washout regimes as discussed in the main text on the plane
(M, U2) for NH (IH) in the left (right) panel. Coloured regiones are excluded by either direct and
indirect probes. White regions fulfil all three Sakharov conditions and a baryon asymmetry can
survive until today. For reference, the region enclosed by the black dotted line marks the sensitivity
region of SHiP [48, 49], MATHUSLA [50] and FCC-ee [51–53].

which the charged lepton Yukawas Yl are diagonal, a non-vanishing contribution at leading

order is

Ĩ0 ⌘ Im
⇣
Tr

h
Y †Y M⇤

RY TY ⇤MRY †YlY
†
l
Y
i⌘

⌘

X

↵

y2
l↵

�↵, (2.23)

where

�↵ = Im
h⇣

Y Y †Y M⇤
RY TY ⇤MRY †

⌘

↵↵

i
. (2.24)

Since
P

↵
�↵ = 0, additional flavour e↵ects are necessary to get a baryon asymmetry at this

order. The baryon asymmetry generated in the two washout regimes will be proportional

to di↵erent combinations of �↵.

Regime 1 – Flavoured with wHC. If we assume that there is one weakly coupled flavour,

↵, and the others are strongly coupled � 6= ↵, we expect a contribution to the asymmetry

of the former proportional to �↵ and a contribution from the latter weighted by ��1

�
(see

[33]), so the net CP asymmetry will be a combination of two contributions, �fw
↵ and �M

�
:

�fw

↵ =
1

Tr (Y†Y)2
�↵ , (2.25)

X

� 6=↵

�M

�
=

X

� 6=↵

1

Tr (Y†Y)2
��

(Y Y †)
��

, (2.26)

where the matching to the analytical solution fixes the normalization factors, as we will

see in Sec. 4.5.

Regime 2 – Flavoured with sHC. In this flavoured case we expect the asymmetry to

receive contributions only from the slow flavour, �fw
↵ , in Eq. (2.25).

– 8 –
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Figure 7. Comparison of the asymptotic analytical result (black dashed) to i) the numerical
result with the same settings (blue) and ii) the full non-linear numerical solution (red) in the four
scenarios (a)-(d) as described in the main text. In the top left we show the scenario (a), in the top
right the scenario (b), in the bottom left the scenario (c) and in the bottom right the scenario (d).
The vertical dashed lines indicate projection times used for the analytical derivation.

of parameters allow us to exemplify the di↵erent regimes that are relevant in di↵erent

regions of the parameter space, namely

(a) Overdamped regime with weak LNV as given by eq. (4.51),

(b) Overdamped regime with strong LNV as given by eq. (4.52),

(c) Intermediate regime with slow flavour ↵ and strong LNV as given by eq. (4.56),

(d) Fast oscillation regime with slow flavour ↵ and strong LNV as given by eq. (4.58).

Our results are shown in Fig. 7. The comparison of the analytical result, indicated by the

dashed line, with the numerical solution obtained in the same approximations used in the

analytical analysis, shown in blue, is very good in all cases. The exact numerical result

(red) including non-linear terms, the C matrix of eq. (4.5) and temperature dependent

rates di↵er within a factor of two at most with the analytical estimate. This is mainly due

to the di↵erence in the rates considered.

6.2 Parameter scan of testable baryogenesis

We have performed a numerical scan of the parameter space compatible with successful

baryogenesis for HNL masses in the range 0.1  M  100 GeV. In this range, the best

– 33 –

Analytical vs numerical solution

4.3.1 Overdamped regime

The overdamped regime is defined by the condition

⇤ov(xEW)  1 , (4.48)

where ⇤ov is defined in eq. (4.33). This condition can be satisfied in the region of interest

for su�ciently small �M/M , as shown in Fig. 1.

There are LNC and LNV contributions to the asymmetry. The former is O(y0
↵) and

can be obtained from the adiabatic solution in eq. (4.22) and eq. (4.26), which is a good

approximation at all times. When M/T terms are included in the rates, there are addi-

tional O(y0
↵(M/T )2) contributions to the asymmetry. These LNV contribuions depend on

whether the rate ⇤M (xEW) is smaller or larger than one. The former case (⇤M (xEW) < 1)

corresponds to the weak LNV regime (wLNV), while the latter (⇤M (xEW) > 1) is the

strong LNV regime (sLNV). Let us denote by xov

M
as the time at which ⇤M (xov

M
) = 1.

Using eq. (4.37), we find

xov

M =

✓
3T 2

EW

M2s0y2

◆1/3

. (4.49)

Within the wLNV regime, i.e. xov

M
� 1, we get
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, (4.50)

that can be written in terms of the CP invariants
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. (4.51)

When xov

M
 1, the asymmetry stops growing at xov

M
and a quasi-stationary solution is

found , as long as ⇤ov(x)  1. The asymmetry can be obtained by the projection method,

that is projecting the wLNV solution at xov

M
on the slow mode direction. The result is

 
X

↵

µB/3�L↵

!
ov�sLNV

' �
24

5

s2

0
(xov

M
)5
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�2

0

�2

0
+ 4!2

cHM⇤
P

T 5

EW

�ov

LNV . (4.52)

Note that only the LNV invariant appears in the sLNV regime: the LNC contributions

do not generate any asymmetry in the direction of the slow mode in this regime as it is

connected to LN.

4.3.2 Intermediate regime

In the intermediate regime, ✏(xosc) ⌧ 1, but at some point, x0, before the EW phase tran-

sition, the slow oscillation modes thermalize roughly when ⇤ov(x0) = 1, which according

– 22 –

Overdamped regime

The asymmetry in the overdamped regime is expected to be proportional to the full

invariant up to a normalization:

�ov

LNV =
1

[Tr (Y †Y )]2
X

↵

�M

↵ (2.33)

=
1

[Tr (Y †Y )]2
X

↵

X

i<j
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M2

j � M2

i

�
MiMjIm


Y↵jY

⇤
↵i

⇣
Y †Y

⌘

ij

�
.

Again, the extra normalization factor is introduced to match the analytical result to be

shown in sec. 4.3.

Flavoured weak washout

The asymmetry is that obtained in flavour ↵ and the expected invariant is thus given

by:

�int (↵)

LNV
=

�M
↵

[Tr (Y †Y )]2

=
1

[Tr (Y †Y )]2
X

i<j

�
M2
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i

�
MiMjIm
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Y↵jY

⇤
↵i

⇣
Y †Y

⌘

ij

�
, (2.34)

for the intermediate regime, where we introduce the same normalization factor as in the

previous case, eq. (2.33).

In the fast oscillation region we expect:

�osc

LNV =
1

Tr (Y †Y )

X

↵

X

i<j

Im


Y↵jY

⇤
↵i

⇣
Y †Y

⌘

ij

�
gM (Mi, Mj) , (2.35)

where the antisymmetric function gM (Mi, Mj) will be determined after matching to the

analytical solution.

3 CP invariants versus neutrino masses

Let us first show the expressions for the CP invariants presented in the previous section

considering the parameterization given in eq. (2.4), and expanding in the small symmetry

breaking parameters y0
�

and µ2.
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Overdamped regime

The asymmetry in the overdamped regime is expected to be proportional to the full

invariant up to a normalization:
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⇣
Y †Y

⌘

ij

�
.

Again, the extra normalization factor is introduced to match the analytical result to be

shown in sec. 4.3.

Flavoured weak washout

The asymmetry is that obtained in flavour ↵ and the expected invariant is thus given
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Note that X

↵

�↵ = Im (Tr [h HMh ]) = 0 , (2.27)

because the matrix in the trace is hermitian and therefore its trace is real.

At the temperatures we are interested in, the plasma can distinguish the charged lepton

flavours. The lepton CP asymmetry generated in the neutral lepton sector in flavour ↵ is

proportional to the basic quantity �↵, and the net lepton asymmetry is given by a weighted

combination of �↵, with di↵erent weights in di↵erent regimes.

Overdamped regime

Since �↵ / �M ⇠ �osc, and the coherent oscillation is cut o↵ by ��1
↵ we expect

�ov

LNC /

X

↵

�↵

�↵

. (2.28)

Including an extra invariant normalization to match the analytical result in sec. 4.3, the

full flavour-dependence of the asymmetry in this regime will be proportional to:
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⇣
Y †Y

⌘

ij

�
. (2.29)

Flavoured weak washout

There must be a weakly coupled flavour, ↵, for the asymmetry to survive. In the

intermediate region, eq. (2.21), the net asymmetry is simply the one obtained in flavour ↵:

�int(↵)

LNC
= �↵ . (2.30)

In the fast oscillation region, eq. (2.22), the invariant that controls the production of

asymmetry is not simply proportional to �osc since this rate is large. A more general

dependence on the masses is expected, but in any case it should be of the form

�osc (↵)

LNC
=

X

i<j

g(Mi, Mj)Im


Y ⇤
↵jY↵i

⇣
Y †Y

⌘

ij

�
, (2.31)

where g(Mi, Mj) is an antisymmetric function of the two arguments. The precise form of

this function will be fixed after matching to the analytical solution.

2.2.2 LNV invariants

When M/T corrections to the rates cannot be neglected, additional invariants become

relevant, that are sensitive to the Majorana character of the HNLs.

The simplest non-vanishing invariant of this type is given by

I1 = Im {Tr [h HMM⇤h⇤M ]} =
X

i<j

�
M2

j � M2

i

�
MiMjIm

h
(hij)

2

i
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X

↵

X
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�
M2
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�
MiMjIm
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Y↵jY

⇤
↵i

⇣
Y †Y

⌘

ij

�
⌘

X

↵

�M

↵ . (2.32)

Note that it does not involve the charged lepton Yukawa.
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Figure 7. Comparison of the asymptotic analytical result (black dashed) to i) the numerical
result with the same settings (blue) and ii) the full non-linear numerical solution (red) in the four
scenarios (a)-(d) as described in the main text. In the top left we show the scenario (a), in the top
right the scenario (b), in the bottom left the scenario (c) and in the bottom right the scenario (d).
The vertical dashed lines indicate projection times used for the analytical derivation.

of parameters allow us to exemplify the di↵erent regimes that are relevant in di↵erent

regions of the parameter space, namely

(a) Overdamped regime with weak LNV as given by eq. (4.51),

(b) Overdamped regime with strong LNV as given by eq. (4.52),

(c) Intermediate regime with slow flavour ↵ and strong LNV as given by eq. (4.56),

(d) Fast oscillation regime with slow flavour ↵ and strong LNV as given by eq. (4.58).

Our results are shown in Fig. 7. The comparison of the analytical result, indicated by the

dashed line, with the numerical solution obtained in the same approximations used in the

analytical analysis, shown in blue, is very good in all cases. The exact numerical result

(red) including non-linear terms, the C matrix of eq. (4.5) and temperature dependent

rates di↵er within a factor of two at most with the analytical estimate. This is mainly due

to the di↵erence in the rates considered.

6.2 Parameter scan of testable baryogenesis

We have performed a numerical scan of the parameter space compatible with successful

baryogenesis for HNL masses in the range 0.1  M  100 GeV. In this range, the best
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PH, Lopez-Pavon, Rius, Sandner, arxiv: 2207.01651
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YB: Upper bound on the HNL mixingAdiabatic perturbation around slow oscillation mode => Analytical solution of BAU 

=> Leptogenesis is possible for mixings far larger than naively expected! 

Leptogenesis via oscillations I
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YB: Upper bound on the HNL mixing

Numerical scan within the sensitivity region of SHIP and FCCee
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Predicting YB    from lab measurements ?

In general very difficult, even for the simplest case nR=2:

83

The measurement of the masses and mixings of the HNL and the CP phase
in neutrino oscillations allows us to constrain in principle 10 out 11 parameters !

The remaining one can be tuned to set YB=0… 😪



Predicting YB    from lab measurements
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For nR=2 and degenerate HNLs:

The measurement of the masses and mixings of the HNL and the CP phase
in neutrino oscillations we can predict the baryon asymmetry !
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Figure 8. Result of a numerical likelihood inference in the case of a measurement of (M, U2

e , U2

µ)
(top), (M, U2
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µ, U2

⌧ ) (middle) and (M, U2

e , U2

µ, U2

⌧ , �) (bottom), with the true values and errors
given in Tab. 4. All plots show the correlation between � (left panel) and m�� (right panel) with the
baryon asymmetry. The blue regions represent the NH case and the red regions the IH. The green
vertical line represents the observed value of the asymmetry. The red and blue dashed horizontal
lines in the right panel indicate the range of m�� predicted by the model with current neutrino
oscillations data.

✓ outside of this range will lead to a wrong sign in the baryon asymmetry, see Ref. [33].

Finally, for mass splittings in between these two limits, the asymmetry can be generated
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✓ outside of this range will lead to a wrong sign in the baryon asymmetry, see Ref. [33].

Finally, for mass splittings in between these two limits, the asymmetry can be generated
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Beyond the minimal model

Many possibilities:

   Examples:   type I +  extra Z’, extra scalars
                         type II, III 
                         left-right symmetric models
                         GUTs, etc

Keung, Senjanovic; Pati, Salam, Mohapatra, Pati; Mohapatra, Senjanovic; 
Ferrari et al + many recent refs ... And many LHC analyses

Ø Generically new gauge interactions can enhance the production in 
colliders: richer phenomenology

Ø But also make leptogenesis more challenging (out-of-equilibrium 
condition harder to meet)
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• The results of many beautiful experiments have demonstrated that n are 
(for the time-being) the less standard of the SM particles

• Many fundamental questions remain to be answered however: 
Majorana nature of neutrinos and scale of new physics? CP violation in 
the lepton sector? Source of the matter-antimatter asymmetry ? 
Lepton vs quark flavour ?

• A new scale L could explain the smallness of neutrino and other mysteries such
as the matter-antimatter asymmetry, DM, etc

• Complementarity of different experimental approaches: bb0n,  CP violation in 
neutrino oscillations, direct searches in meson decays, collider searches of 
displaced vertices, etc…holds in well motivated models with a low scale L (GeV
scale very interesting)

Conclusions 
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These tiny pieces of reality have brought many (lucky) surprises, maybe 
they will continue with their tradition…
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Neutrino Anomalies
(LSND, MiniBOONE, Reactor,..)

Still there, likely non-under-full-control systematics, no BSM explanations
provide good fits to data…
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Outliers: LSND anomaly 

-
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SBL anomalies: 4th neutrino ?

-

P(ne -> ne) = O(|Ue4|2)

eV-scale sterile neutrino oscillations

Hints for sterile neutrinos at the eV scale?

I Reactor anomaly (‹̄e disappearance)
I predicted vs measured rate
I distance dependent spectral distortions

I Gallium anomaly (‹e disappearance)

I LSND (‹̄µ æ ‹̄e appearance)

I MiniBooNE (‹µ æ ‹e , ‹̄µ æ ‹̄e appearance)
�m2

21

�m2
31

�m2
41

�e

�µ

��

�s

‹e disappearance: depends on |Ue4| æ ◊ee

T. Schwetz (KIT) 2

P(nµ ->ne ) = O(|Ue4|2 |Uµ4|2)

Oscillations at @meters for MeV neutrinos: short baseline reactor experiment

P(nµ -> nµ) = O(|Uµ4|2)

91



MiniBooNE

-

FIG. 21: A comparison between the L/EQE
⌫ distributions for the MiniBooNE data excesses in neu-

trino mode (18.75⇥1020 POT) and antineutrino mode (11.27⇥1020 POT) to the L/E distribution

from LSND [1]. The error bars show statistical uncertainties only. The curves show fits to the

MiniBooNE data, assuming two-neutrino oscillations, while the shaded area is the MiniBooNE 1�

allowed band. The best-fit curve corresponds to (sin2 2✓, �m2) = (0.807, 0.043 eV2), while the

dashed curve corresponds to a 1� fit point at (sin2 2✓, �m2) = (0.01, 0.4 eV2).

similar to the reconstruction in reference [24], but with a di↵erent time o↵set applied.

The � ! N + � background is determined from the NC ⇡0 event sample [29], which

has contributions from � production in 12C (52.2%), � production in H2 (15.1%), coherent

scattering on 12C (12.5%), coherent scattering on H2 (3.1%), higher-mass resonances (12.9%),

and non-resonant background (4.2%). The fraction of� decays to ⇡0 is 2/3 from the Clebsch-

Gordon coe�cients, and the probability of pion escape from the 12C nucleus is estimated

to be 62.5%. The � radiative branching fraction is 0.60% for 12C and 0.68% for H2 after

integration over all the invariant mass range, where the single gamma production branching

ratio increases below the pion production threshold. With these values, the ratio of single

gamma events to NC ⇡0 events, R, can be estimated to be

R = 0.151⇥ 0.0068⇥ 1.5 + 0.522⇥ 0.0060⇥ 1.5/0.625 = 0.0091.

Note that single gamma events are assumed to come entirely from � radiative decay. The

total uncertainty on this ratio is 14.0% (15.6%) in neutrino (antineutrino) mode. This

estimate of R = 0.0091± 0.0013 agrees fairly well with theoretical calculations of the single

gamma event rate [31].
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FIG. 20: MiniBooNE allowed regions for combined neutrino mode (18.75 ⇥ 1020 POT) and an-

tineutrino mode (11.27 ⇥ 1020 POT) data sets for events with 200 < EQE
⌫ < 3000 MeV within

a two-neutrino oscillation model. The shaded areas show the 90% and 99% C.L. LSND ⌫̄µ ! ⌫̄e

allowed regions. The black point shows the MiniBooNE best fit point. Also shown are 90% C.L.

limits from the KARMEN [26] and OPERA [27] experiments.

Single-gamma backgrounds from external neutrino interactions (“dirt” backgrounds) are

estimated using topological and spatial cuts to isolate the events whose vertices are near the

edge of the detector and point towards the detector center [30]. The external event back-

ground estimate has been confirmed by measuring the absolute time of signal events relative

to the proton beam microstructure (52.81 MHz extraction frequency), which corresponds to

buckets of beam approximately every 18.9 ns. Fig. 24 shows that the event excess peaks

in the 8 ns window associated with beam bunch time, as expected from neutrino events in

the detector, and is inconsistent with external neutrino events or beam-o↵ events, which

would be approximately flat in time. Also, the observed background level outside of the

beam agrees well with the predicted background estimate. In addition, good agreement is

obtained for the event excess with cos ✓ > 0.9. The timing reconstruction performed here is

20
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MicroBooNE

Does not confirm  the MiniBooNE excess
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Reactor 

Outliers: SBL reactor anomalies

Re-evaluation of the predicted fluxes in ‘11 indicates an L-independent deficit 
(~2.5s)

Mueller et al ‘11
Huber ‘11
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Outliers: SBL reactor anomalies
New re-evaluation…

Estienne, Fallot et al, ‘19; Hayen et al ’19; Kopeikin et al ’21, Perisse et al ‘23

LORENZO PÉRISSÉ et al. PHYSICAL REVIEW C 108, 055501 (2023)

FIG. 13. Comparison of the IBD yields as obtained with BESTIOLE in the present work to a selection of state-of-the-art predictions and
measurements. (a) Comparison of the isotopic IBD yields for 235U, 239Pu, and the combination of 235U, 238U, 239Pu, and 241Pu as measured at
LEU commercial reactors. The shaded areas correspond to the 1σ uncertainty band estimated from the present summation calculations. The
EF IBD yield predictions miss an uncertainty, because those were not evaluated in [41,42]. (b) Comparison of IBD yields expressed relatively
to the HM prediction in the (235U, 239Pu) plane. The HM conversion prediction is pictured by the blue cross. The green dot and red inverted
pyramid respectively correspond to the present summation calculations from BESTIOLE and from the EF prediction. The dark (light) shades
are the 68% CL (95% CL) contours for the BESTIOLE summation calculations (green) and the HM prediction (blue). The latest STEREO
measurement of the 235U IBD yield [135] is pictured by the orange vertical line. The light and dark shaded bands are respectively the 68% CL
and 95% CL associated uncertainties. The solid line (dotted line) ellipses correspond to 95% CL (99% CL) contours from a global analysis
using fuel evolution and absolute rate measurements at LEU and HEU reactors [30]. The dashed blue line corresponds to the (S5/S9) aggregate
β spectrum ratio measured at the Kurchatov Institute. The blue triangle lying on this line corresponds to the KI prediction. The corresponding
68% and 95% CL contours are not displayed to avoid overloading the figure. They are exactly the same than those of the HM prediction.

theory of β decay, which gives smaller ν̄e fluxes at high energy
than the pool modeling proposed in the present work (see
Fig. 11). Last but not least, using FY evaluation from the
JEFF-3.1.1 library as in the original EF prediction has been
found to significantly improve the agreement between the
corresponding actinide fission ν̄e spectra, especially for the
plutonium isotopes. This last point again demonstrates the

importance of a robust evaluation of the fission fragment
yields for more accurate summation calculations.

The last point of comparison focuses on the shape of
the predicted fission ν̄e spectra. IBD spectrum measurements
extracted from the combination of the PROSPECT data to-
gether with either the STEREO [137] (here denoted SP) or
the Daya Bay [138] data (here denoted DBP) are here used

055501-24

Perisse et al ‘23 95
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New SBL reactor strategies: L-dep of signal

Stereo

SBL reactor anomalynewsDisposition : Titre et contenu
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Conclusion

Ø Accurate measurements : 
§ Background rejection at Earth surface -breakthrough of 

the Li-liquid technology.
§ State-of-art simulations demonstrating a % level control 

of the detector response.
§ Feldman-Cousins statistical analyses.
§ Shared data and joint analyses.

Ø Sterile neutrino hypothesis disfavored with high CL 
§ High complementarity of commercial and reactor 

measurements.
§ Coverage of the RAA contour up to Dm2= 10 eV2.
§ The Neutrino-4 best fit is rejected by STEREO and 

PROSPECT with >5s CL. Strong tension remains with 
the Gallium results.

Disposition : Titre et contenu
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Perspectives

Ø Full coverage of the BEST and RAA contours, filling
the gap between the expected final sensitivity of
Katrin at high Dm2 and the coverage at low Dm2 by
the commercial reactors.

Ø Combination of several independent and accurate
neutrino fission spectra, superseding the accuracy
of the predictions!

Ø Ultimate background rejection from anti-matter
signature of neutrinos…?

Snowmass 2021

Present
Future
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O(eV) sterile neutrinos ?
Neutrino muons must disappear also but they don’t
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Figure 4. The MINOS and MINOS+ 90% Feldman-Cousins
exclusion limit compared to the previous MINOS result [17]
and results from other experiments [20, 43–46]. The Gariazzo
et al. region is the result of a global fit to neutrino oscillation
data [47].

all values of �m2
41 above 10�2 eV2. The low sensitivity

in the region �m2
41 < 10�2 eV2 arises from degeneracies

with the atmospheric mass-splitting�m2
31. The upper is-

land occurs at �m2
41 = 2�m2

31, and the dip below occurs
at �m2

41 = �m2
31. The MINOS/MINOS+ result is com-

pared to results from other experiments in Fig. 4, showing
it to be the leading limit over the majority of the range of
�m2

41. At fixed values of �m2
41 the data provide limits

on the mixing angles ✓24 and ✓34. At �m2
41 = 0.5 eV2,

we find sin2 ✓24 < [0.006 (90% C.L.), 0.008 (95% C.L.)]
and sin2 ✓34 < [0.41 (90% C.L.), 0.49 (95% C.L.)].

In conclusion, the joint analysis of data from the MI-
NOS and MINOS+ experiments sets leading and strin-
gent limits on mixing with sterile neutrinos in the 3+1
model for values of �m2

41 > 10�2 eV2 through the study
of ⌫µ disappearance. The final year of MINOS+ data,
corresponding to 40% of the total MINOS+ exposure,
combined with ongoing analysis improvements, will in-
crease the sensitivity of future analyses even further.

This document was prepared by the MINOS/MINOS+
Collaboration using the resources of the Fermi National
Accelerator Laboratory (Fermilab), a U.S. Department of
Energy, O�ce of Science, HEP User Facility. Fermilab is
managed by Fermi Research Alliance, LLC (FRA), acting
under Contract No. DE-AC02-07CH11359. This work
was supported by the U.S. DOE; the United Kingdom
STFC; the U.S. NSF; the State and University of Min-
nesota; and Brazil’s FAPESP, CNPq and CAPES. We

thank the personnel of Fermilab’s Accelerator and Sci-
entific Computing Divisions and the crew of the Soudan
Underground Laboratory for their e↵ort and dedication.
We thank the Texas Advanced Computing Center at The
University of Texas at Austin for the provision of com-
puting resources. We acknowledge fruitful cooperation
with Minnesota DNR.
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Figure 2. Comparison of the MINOS and MINOS+ 90% C.L. exclu-
sion contour using the Feldman-Cousins method [52] and the CLs

method. The regions to the right of the curves are excluded at the
90% C.L. (CLs ). The 90% C.L. median sensitivity is shown in red
along with the 1� and 2� bands.

ders of magnitude in the sterile mass-squared splitting �m2

41
.

These limits are the world’s most stringent over 5 orders of
magnitude, for �m2

41
. 10 eV2.

The new constraints exclude the entire 90% C.L. allowed
regions from LSND and MiniBooNE for �m2

41
< 5 eV2,

with regions at higher values being excluded by NO-
MAD [54]. Further, the 99% C.L. allowed regions from
LSND and MiniBooNE are excluded for �m2

41
< 1.2 eV2.

The allowed region from a global fit to data from sterile
neutrino probes, intentionally excluding MINOS, MINOS+,
Daya Bay, and Bugey-3 contributions, computed by the
authors of Refs. [55, 56], is fully excluded at the 99% C.L.
The allowed region resulting from a fit to all appearance
data, updated by the authors of Ref. [57] to include the
MiniBooNE 2018 results [21], is equally strongly excluded.
The new limits presented here thus significantly increase the
tension between pure sterile neutrino mixing explanations
of appearance-based indications and the null results from
disappearance searches. The sole consideration of additional
sterile neutrino states cannot resolve this tension, which stems
from the non-observation of ⌫̄e and

(�)

⌫µ disappearance beyond
what is expected from the three-neutrino mixing model. This
inconsistency may be further quantified in additional detector
exposures in the process of being analyzed, specifically the
last year of MINOS+ data taking, representing an additional
sample of similar size to the one used here, as well as over
two more years of Daya Bay data.
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Figure 3. Comparison of the MINOS, MINOS+, Daya Bay, and
Bugey-3 combined 90% CLs limit on sin22✓µe to the LSND and
MiniBooNE 90% C.L. allowed regions. Regions of parameter space
to the right of the red contour are excluded. The regions excluded
at 90% C.L. by the KARMEN2 Collaboration [53] and the NOMAD
Collaboration [54] are also shown. The combined limit also excludes
the 90% C.L. region allowed by a fit to global data by Gariazzo et
al. where MINOS, MINOS+, Daya Bay, and Bugey-3 are not in-
cluded [55, 56], and the 90% C.L. region allowed by a fit to all avail-
able appearance data by Dentler et al. [57] updated with the 2018
MiniBooNE appearance results [21].
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Not everything is understood but a 4th neutrino is not a good fit to 
the data!
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