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Abstract
We propose a minimal scenario for light thermal dark matter (DM) in sub-GeV to GeV ball-

park by incorporating a scalar singlet DM in a type-I seesaw scenario extended by an additional

Higgs doublet ϕ2. The latter permits efficient annihilation of light scalar DM into leptonic final

states including right-handed neutrinos (RHN) .While DM annihilation into charged lepton final

states is kept either suppressed or in a kinematically forbidden ballpark to avoid cosmic microwave

background (CMB) bounds, the RHN, active neutrino final states remain safe from such bounds

even if they are allowed kinematically. We discuss the interplay of forbidden and non-forbidden

channels in generating light thermal DM relic while incorporating constraints from cosmology as

well as laboratory experiments. The model can also explain the anomalous magnetic moment of

muon, W-mass anomaly and saturate experimental bounds on charged lepton flavour violation and

DM direct detection while offering tantalising detection prospects of the lightest RHN, the mass of

which is kept in the same ballpark as DM.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The matter component in the present Universe is dominated by a non-luminous, non-

baryonic form of matter, popularly known as dark matter (DM). This has been supported

by various astrophysical observations at different scales [1–3] together with cosmological

experiments like PLANCK, WMAP predicting around 26.8% of the present Universe to be

made up of DM [4, 5]. In terms of density parameter ΩDM and reduced Hubble parameter

h = Hubble Parameter/(100 km s−1Mpc−1), the observed DM abundance in the present

epoch at 68% CL is [5]

ΩDMh
2 = 0.120± 0.001 . (1)

Given DM has a particle origin, none of the standard model (SM) particles can satisfy the

required criteria of a particle DM. This has led to several beyond the standard model (BSM)

proposals for DM out of which the weakly interacting massive particle (WIMP) has been

the most popular one. In the WIMP paradigm, a DM particle having mass and interactions

similar to those around the electroweak scale gives rise to the observed relic after thermal

freeze-out, a remarkable coincidence often referred to as the WIMP Miracle [6]. A recent

review of such models can be found in [7]. Typically, the interactions leading to thermal

freeze-out of WIMP also give rise to sizeable DM-nucleon scattering which has been searched

for at several direct detection experiments. However, no such scattering has been observed

yet leading to stringent constraints on WIMP DM parameter space [8].

In view of this, light thermal DM with mass (MDM ≲ O(10GeV)) has received lots

of attention in recent times, particularly due to weaker constraints from direct detection

experiments like LZ [8]. However, it is difficult to achieve the WIMP Miracle in such a

low mass regime typically due to insufficient annihilation rate of DM leading to thermal

overproduction. For fermionic DM, the criteria of thermal DM not overclosing the Universe

leads to a lower bound on its mass, around a few GeV [9, 10]. Related discussions and

exceptions for scalar DM can be found in [11]. In the presence of light mediators between

DM and SM sectors, however, one can achieve the correct relic abundance as pointed out in

several works [12–17]1. However, such light DM with a large annihilation rate to SM often

1 See also Refs [18–26] where a large annihilation cross-section is achieved due to a light mediator introduced
to explain DM self-interactions.
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faces tight constraints from cosmic microwave background (CMB) observations [5, 27, 28].

Such constraints can be evaded if DM is kept in the kinematically forbidden regime [13, 15,

29].

Motivated by this, we consider a simple realisation of light thermal DM in a type-I seesaw

framework extended by a second Higgs doublet. DM annihilates dominantly via the light

neutral component of this additional Higgs doublet into light neutrinos and the lightest

right-handed neutrino (RHN) of mass ranging from MeV to GeV. However, the second and

third generation of RHNs can be as heavy as O(100) GeV. Such RHNs can take part in type-I

seesaw mechanism [30–33], leading to the generation of light neutrino masses and mixing,

another observed phenomenon SM fails to address. Unlike in [16] where forbidden DM mass

was close to muon or tau lepton masses (also to other SM particles studied in [15]), here we

can have a wide range of DM masses due to the freedom in choosing lightest RHN mass.

While we keep the charged fermion final states suppressed or in kinematically forbidden

mode, we check the possibility of kinematically allowing the RHN-SM neutrino final state.

Due to the chosen mass of the lightest RHN in the sub-GeV to GeV ballpark, such final states

do not affect the CMB spectrum significantly due to the suppressed branching ratio into

charged fermions. In spite of satisfying CMB bounds on DM annihilations, the parameter

space remains within the sensitivities of several direct-detection experiments. While we

discuss the possibility of light scalar singlet DM in this work, it is also possible to study

fermion singlet DM by introducing dimension five operators leading to DM annihilation via

the neutral component of the second Higgs doublet.

Due to the existence of a light scalar component of the second Higgs doublet as well as

light RHN, the model remains verifiable via heavy neutral lepton (HNL) search experiments,

charged lepton flavour violation in addition to collider aspects of the second Higgs doublet.

The light CP-even scalar component of the second Higgs also gives rise to a positive contri-

bution to muon (g−2) while the negative contribution from the one-loop diagram mediated

by charged scalar and CP-odd scalar is tuned to be sub-dominant while being consistent

with the neutrino mass and lepton flavour violation (LFV) constraints. By properly choos-

ing the masses of the charged and CP-odd scalar while CP-even scalar is still light as per

the requirement of achieving correct relic density of DM, it is also possible to explain the

CDF-II W mass anomaly [34] by the self-energy correction of W-boson mass with the new

doublet scalars in the loop.
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This paper is organised as follows. In section II we briefly describe our model followed

by a discussion of neutrino mass in section III. In section IV, we discuss the details of muon

(g − 2) and charged lepton flavour violation followed by the discussion of CDF-II W-mass

anomaly in section V. In section VI, we present the results related to light thermal DM

followed by detection prospects of heavy neutral leptons in section VII. We finally conclude

in section VIII.

II. THE MODEL

As we are going to discuss the possibility of light scalar singlet DM in a type-I seesaw

scenario extended by a second Higgs doublet, we briefly comment upon the status of scalar

singlet DM extension of the SM. In Fig. 1, we showcase the parameter space for a singlet

scalar DM scenario in the plane of the singlet scalar DM coupling with SM Higgs (λS2(ϕ†
1ϕ1))

and DM mass. The red dot-dashed line shows the contour of correct relic density considering

the annihilation cross-section of S into SM fermions mediated via SM Higgs. Clearly it is

difficult to achieve correct relic density below a few GeV of DM mass while being consistent

with the perturbativity constraint on the coupling λ which is depicted by the purple shaded

region. We also show the parameter space consistent with the most stringent constraint

on DM-nucleon scattering from CRESST-III [35], DS-50 [36], XENON-nT [37] and LZ [8]

depending on the DM mass with the cyan shaded region. It is evident from Fig. 1 that

for DM mass below 50 GeV, there is no common parameter space that satisfies correct

relic density and direct detection constraints. The coupling required to achieve sufficient

annihilation cross-section so as to get the correct relic density are already ruled out by

direct search experiments.

We consider a type-I seesaw model extended by a Higgs doublet (ϕ2) and a real singlet

scalar (S) with the latter being odd under an unbroken Z2 symmetry. The singlet scalar,

being stable due to Z2 symmetry, acts like a DM candidate in the model. Thus, the scalar

sector consists of the SM Higgs doublet ϕ1, the second Higgs doublet ϕ2 and the Z2-odd

scalar singlet S. In order to keep Z2 symmetry unbroken, S does not acquire any vac-

uum expectation value (VEV). We consider the alignment limit of the two Higgs doublets,

where only one neutral Higgs (SM-like) acquires a non-zero VEV (v) such that they can be
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FIG. 1: Parameter space for singlet scalar DM extension of the SM in sub-GeV to GeV scale DM

mass window.

parameterised as

ϕ1 =

 G+

1√
2
(v + h1 + iG0)

 ϕ2 =

 H+

1√
2
(H2 + iA)

 (2)

The scalar potential of the model can be written as follows,

V = −µ2
ϕ1
ϕ†
1ϕ1 + µ2

ϕ2
ϕ†
2ϕ2 +

1

2
µ2
SS

2 +
1

2
λ1(ϕ

†
1ϕ1)

2 +
1

2
λ2(ϕ

†
2ϕ2)

2 +
1

4!
λ3S

4

+λ3(ϕ
†
1ϕ1)(ϕ

†
2ϕ2) + λ4(ϕ

†
1ϕ2)(ϕ

†
2ϕ1) +

1

2
λ5(ϕ

†
1ϕ2)(ϕ

†
1ϕ2) (3)

+
1

2
λS1(ϕ

†
1ϕ1)S

2 +
1

2
λS2(ϕ

†
2ϕ2)S

2 + λHS(ϕ
†
2ϕ1 + ϕ†

1ϕ2)S
2.

We work on the Higgs basis, where one of the neutral Higgs mass eigenstates is aligned

with the direction of the VEV of the scalar field. From previous studies [38–40], it is clear

that for two Higgs doublet cases, the alignment limit is independent of the choice of basis

and we have considered it to be exhibited in the Higgs basis itself. The scalar doublet ϕ1

has tree-level couplings to the SM particles. Therefore, if one of the CP-even neutral Higgs

mass eigenstates is SM-like, then it must be approximately aligned with the real part of

the neutral field h1. Hence, in the alignment limit2 [38] the SM Higgs (h1 ∼ h) decouples

2 We have considered zero mixing between these two doublets (in this case, the Z2 basis and Higgs basis
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from the new CP-even Higgs (H2) and the mass spectrum for the physical scalars, can be

obtained as follows,

M2
h = λ1v

2; M2
A = m2

H2
− λ5v

2; M2
S = µ2

S + λS1v
2; (4)

M2
H2

= µ2
ϕ2

+
v2

2
(λ3 + λ4 + λ5); M2

H± =M2
H2

− v2

2
(λ4 + λ5). (5)

From the above equations, it is evident that by considering λ4 and λ5 of order O(1), it

is possible to create a large mass difference between MH2 and MH±,A (in order to satisfy

electroweak precision bounds [42]) and we exploit this fact to realise light forbidden DM while

concurrently achieving required positive and negative contributions to anomalous magnetic

moment of muon and electron respectively which is discussed in subsequent sections.

With the inclusion of three right-handed neutrinos (all are Z2-even), the new terms in

the Yukawa Lagrangian for this model can be expressed as,

−L ⊃ yαk1 L̄αϕ̃1Nk + yαk2 L̄αϕ̃2Nk + Y α
2 L̄αϕ2lRα + h.c., (6)

where, α = e, µ, τ and k = 1, 2, 3.

The first term in the above Lagrangian gives rise to the neutrino mass generation through

the type-I seesaw mechanism whereas the second term is relevant for the forbidden DM

realisation with type-I seesaw portal. It is worth noting here that, this term also leads to

a one-loop contribution to neutrino mass similar to the scotogenic model [43, 44]. We also

consider the charged lepton Yukawa coupling with the second Higgs doublet ϕ2 to be of

diagonal type to avoid tree-level flavour changing neutral current. We are also assuming the

RHN mass matrix to be diagonal for simplicity.

Our study is divided into two categories depending upon whether the second Higgs dou-

blet ϕ2 is neutrinophilic or leptophilic. For neutrinophilic scalar doublet ϕ2, only the first

two terms of the interaction Lagrangian in Eq. (6) exist. In this case, the light neutrino

masses are obtained by the combined contribution from the tree-level as well as the one-

loop level. In the dark matter phenomenology, only the SS → N1ν̄α annihilation channels

mediated by light H2 dominate. However, if the ϕ2 is assumed to be leptophilic then it

can couple to charged leptons in addition to the neutrinos governed by the third term in

coincide and the quartic couplings for (ϕ†
iϕi)ϕ

†
jϕi) terms will be zero [39, 41]. The Z2-basis corresponds

to an approximate Z2 symmetry obeyed by the scalar potential only with ϕ2 being Z2-odd.
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Eq. (6). This facilitates the model to explain the muon (g − 2) anomaly and also enhances

the detection prospects at the LFV experiments like MEG, Mu3e etc. In the leptophilic

scenario, DM relic density is dominantly decided by the SS → ℓℓ̄ channels in the forbidden

ballpark. However, in the non-forbidden ballpark, SS → N1ν̄α will dominate, as we discuss

in upcoming sections. In both scenarios, we get a strong correlation between the neutrino

mass, DM phenomenology and the flavour observables.

III. NEUTRINO MASS

In this setup, the mass of the active neutrino is generated through both tree-level and

one-loop processes. At the tree-level, the active neutrino mass is generated through the type-

I seesaw mechanism following the breaking of electroweak symmetry. On the other hand,

at the one-loop level, the mass arises from the involvement of Ni and ϕ2 particles within

the loop, resembling the scotogenic origin [43, 44]. It is worth noting that, in this scenario,

neither of the particles within the loop are considered potential dark matter candidates due

to the absence of any exact symmetry ensuring their stability. The relevant Lagrangian for

neutrino mass is given by

L ⊃ −yαk1 L̄αϕ̃1Nk − yαk2 L̄αϕ̃2Nk −
1

2
(N̄ c

kMNk
Nk) + h.c. (7)

The type-I seesaw contribution to neutrino mass is given as,

(mαβ
ν )tree = −MDM

−1
N MT

D ≡ −1

2
yαk1 M−1

Nk
ykβ1 v2; (8)

with MD being the Dirac mass term, which can be parameterised as MD = y1
v√
2
. To ensure

the connection between light neutrino oscillation parameters and the active-sterile mixing

angle θ originating from type-I seesaw, we have adopted the Casas-Ibarra(CI) parameteri-

sation in type-I seesaw [45, 46]

θαk =

(
iUPMNS

√
mDiag

ν R
√
M−1

N

)
αk

(9)

where, UPMNS is the unitary Pontecorvo-Maki-Nakagawa-Sakata leptonic mixing matrix3,

mDiag
ν and MN are the 3 × 3 diagonal light neutrino and heavy neutrino mass matrices,

respectively. Here, R is an arbitrary complex orthogonal matrix, with RRT = 1.

3 We assume the individual seesaw mass matrices to be diagonalized by the leptonic mixing matrix for
simplicity. The charged lepton mass matrix is considered to be diagonal.
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We also get a one-loop contribution to neutrino mass with ϕ2 and N in the loop which

is given by [44, 47]:

(mαβ
ν )loop =

∑ yαk2 ykβ2 MNk

32π2

[
fk(M

2
H2
)− fk(M

2
A)
]
, (10)

where, MNk
is the mass eigenvalue of the RHN mass eigenstate Nk and the loop function is

defined as, fk(M2
x) =

M2
x

M2
x−M2

Nk

ln M2
x

M2
Nk

. Therefore the total neutrino mass will be the sum of

both tree-level and loop-level contributions, i.e.,

mαβ
ν = (mαβ

ν )tree + (mαβ
ν )loop =

∑[
− yαk1 ykβ1 v2

2MNk

+
yαk2 ykβ2 MNk

32π2

[
fk(M

2
H2
)− fk(M

2
A)
]]
. (11)

In our analysis, we assume equal weightage of the two contributions to the neutrino mass,

i.e., both the tree-level and loop-level contributions collectively account for approximately

50% of the total active light neutrino mass. We adopt a bottom-up approach in determining

the neutrino mass to keep the whole analysis consistent. Initially, we use the most recent

best-fit values for the neutrino parameters as per [48] to formulate the total light neutrino

mass matrix. Subsequently, employing the CI parameterisation within the framework of the

type-I seesaw (with a consideration of 50% contribution from tree-level neutrino masses), we

derive the Yukawa couplings (y2) governing the one-loop contribution. A more general pa-

rameterisation of the individual seesaw contributions will not drastically change the generic

conclusions arrived at in our work.

IV. MUON (g − 2) AND LFV

FIG. 2: One-loop diagrams contributing to the magnetic moment of leptons.

In this model, the presence of the second Higgs doublet offers the possibility to account for

the anomalous magnetic moment of the muon aµ = (g−2)µ/2 by virtue of the loop diagrams
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shown in Fig. 2. The Muon g-2 collaboration at the Fermilab has recently reported[49]

∆aµ = aexpµ − aSMµ = 249(48)× 10−11, a discrepancy of 5.1σ CL. While recent lattice results

[50] can alleviate this discrepancy to some extent, there still remains scope for BSM physics

to play the leading role in explaining this discrepancy [51–53].

The new contributions to (g − 2)µ with the neutral scalars in the loop is given by[52]

∆aµ(H2) =
1

8π2

m2
µ

M2
H2

∫ 1

0

dx
(Y µ

2 )
2 x2(2− x)

(1− x)(1− x
(

mµ

MH2

)2

) + x
(

mµ

MH2

)2 (12a)

∆aµ(A) = − 1

8π2

m2
µ

M2
A

∫ 1

0

dx
(Y µ

2 )
2 (x3)

(1− x)(1− x
(

mµ

MA

)2

) + x
(

mµ

MA

)2 (12b)

and the contribution from the charged scalar and RHN loop is given by

∆aµ
(
H+

)
= − 1

8π2

m2
µ

M2
H+

∫ 1

0

dx
∑
k

∣∣∣yµk2 ∣∣∣2 2x2(1− x)(
M2

Nk

M2
H+

)
(1− x)

(
1−

(
m2

µ

M2
Nk

)
x

)
+ x

. (13)

Here, we observe three novel contributions from BSM physics affecting the muon anoma-

lous magnetic moment, stemming from one-loop diagrams involving H2, A, and H+ particles

in the loop. The contribution originating from the H2 loop yields a positive contribution,

whereas those involving A and H+ yield negative impacts. Given the muon anomalous

magnetic moment being reportedly positive, precise tuning of the masses of H2, A, and H+

and their corresponding couplings is required to yield an overall positive ∆aµ. Clearly, to

achieve the accurate ∆aµ, it is imperative for the contribution from H2 to surpass that of A

and H+.

The same particles in the loop can also contribute to LFV decays like µ→ eγ. Since we

have assumed charged lepton coupling with ϕ2 to be diagonal, we get the significant new

physics contributions only from the charged scalar and RHN loop. The branching ratio for

the µ→ eγ process mediated via the charged scalar can be estimated as [52]

BR(µ→ eγ) ≈ 3(4π)3αem

4G2
F

(
|AM

eµ|2 + |AE
eµ|2

)
, (14)

where the form factors are defined as follows

AM
eµ =

−1

(4π)2

∑
k

[
yke2

∗
ykµ2 (G+ +G−)

]
, (15a)

AE
eµ =

i

(4π)2

∑
k

[
yke2

∗
ykµ2 (G+ +G−)

]
, (15b)

9



with the loop function being

G± ≃ 1

M2
H+

∫ 1

0

dx

∫ 1

0

dy x(1− x)
xy ±

(
MNk

mµ

)
(

M2
Nk

M2
H+

)
(1− x)

(
1−

(
m2

µ

M2
Nk

)
xy

)
+ x

. (16)

FIG. 3: Parameter space giving rise to correct ∆aµ consistent with the most recent constraint on

BR(µ → eγ) from MEG-II [54]

In Eq. (14), GF is the Fermi constant and αem is the fine-structure constant. From

the experimental point of view, the current upper limits on the µ → eγ branching ratio

from MEG-2016 result is BR(µ → eγ) < 4.2 × 10−13 [55], with future sensitivity being

BR(µ → eγ) < 6 × 10−14 [56]. Fig. 3 shows the parameter space in terms of Yukawa

couplings of the muon with ϕ2 and light neutral CP-even scalar mass which can explain the

anomalous muon (g − 2) while being consistent with the MEG upper limits on µ → eγ.

The Yukawa coupling of the muon with the charged scalar and RHN is shown in the colour

code. Since H2 mass is smaller as compared to A and H+, it is possible to achieve correct

∆aµ through the one-loop diagram involving H2 while the negative contribution from H+

and A loop remains suppressed. In the numerical scan, we randomly vary MH2 within the
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range of [0.2, 30] GeV, and set MA to be approximately equal to MH+ within the interval

of [100, 200] GeV, while ensuring the perturbativity of the scalar couplings. The mass of

RHNs is varied such that MN1 > 2MDM . (i.e. MN1 = 2MDM(1 + ∆) with ∆ ∈ [0.001, 1])

and MN2 =MN3 =MN1 + 100 GeV. The reason behind such a choice will be clear when we

discuss the forbidden DM scenario in subsequent sections.

V. W-MASS ANOMALY

In our scenario, a positive contribution to the ρ parameter can come from the self-energy

correction of the W-boson with the new doublet scalar. This additional contribution to

self-energy correction ∆ρ and hence the T - parameter (= ∆ρ/αem) is given by [57, 58]:

T =
Θ(M2

H+ ,M2
H2
) + Θ(M2

H+ ,M2
A)−Θ(M2

H2
,M2

A)

16π2αem(MZ)v2
,

(17)

with the loop function Θ given by:

Θ(x, y) ≡ 1

2
(x+ y)− xy

x− y
ln

(
x

y

)
. (18)

In addition to the T -parameter contribution, the S-parameter can also modify the W -

boson mass slightly. The S parameter is given as,

S =
1

12π
log

[
M2

H2
+M2

A

2M2
H+

]
. (19)

The modified W -boson mass considering both these contributions is given by [59, 60]

MW ≃MSM
W

[
1− αem(MZ)(S − 2 cos2 θW T )

4(cos2 θW − sin2 θW )

]
. (20)

We observe that the alteration in the W-boson mass caused by the S parameter is gen-

erally negligible, with the primary correction arising dominantly from the T parameter.

In Fig. 4, we showcase the parameter space in the plane of MA and (MH+ − MA) with

(MA −MH2) depicted in the color code. Note that all these points also satisfy the correct

muon (g−2) as well as is consistent with the constraints from LFV experiments as discussed

in the section IV. Clearly it is possible to explain the CDF-II W-mass anomaly [34] with

MH2 ∈ [0.2, 30] GeV and MA ∈ [100, 200] GeV while MH+ ∈MA + [40, 70] GeV.
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FIG. 4: Parameter space in the plane of doublet scalar masses that can explain CDF-II W-mass

anomaly while being consistent with the muon (g − 2) and LFV constraints.

VI. LIGHT THERMAL DARK MATTER

While the WIMP paradigm is straightforward [6], in kinematically forbidden DM scenar-

ios [13, 15, 29], the mass of the final-state particles to which DM annihilates into in the early

Universe exceeds that of the initial state or DM particles. This is made feasible by fixing a

small mass difference between the initial and final-state particles, thereby introducing the

essential Boltzmann suppression factor required to achieve the appropriate dark matter relic

abundance. Such forbidden DM freezes out earlier compared to standard thermal WIMP

DM due to Boltzmann suppression associated with heavier final states at lower temperatures.

One can still satisfy the correct relic by resonantly enhancing the annihilation channels in

the forbidden regime. We consider this possibility in our model where light-forbidden DM

S, annihilates via light mediator (a neutral component of second scalar doublet ϕ2) into

different final states depending upon neutrinophilic or leptophilic nature of ϕ2. We discuss

these two sub-cases separately in this section.
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A. The neutrinophilic ϕ2

The forbidden channels governing the relic abundance of dark matter in this scenario

involve the process SS → N1ν̄α mediated by H2 where N1 is the lightest RHN. Given the

negligible mass of the SM neutrinos (να) in comparison to both S and N1, the relative

mass difference between the initial and final state particles can be parameterised as ∆ =

(MN1 − 2MDM)/2MDM. We explore the light mass region of dark matter ranging from 50

MeV to 5 GeV where either getting the correct relic of thermal WIMP is difficult or CMB

bounds exclude such light DM annihilating into SM charged fermions during recombination.

Since DM annihilates primarily into N1 and neutrinos, one can keep DM in a kinematically

forbidden ballpark by suitably adjusting the mass ofN1. However, we can not take arbitrarily

light N1 as its late decay into SM particles may be in conflict with cosmology. In fact,

there exists a lower limit on the HNL mass, derived from big bang nucleosynthesis, which

stipulates that if the HNL mass falls below 100 MeV, it can potentially disrupt the successful

predictions of BBN [61, 62]. This lower bound on HNL mass justifies the choice of the lower

bound on DM mass considered in our analysis.

The evolution of DM number density (nDM) in the early Universe is obtained by solving

the Boltzmann equation incorporating the number-changing processes as,

dnDM

dt
= −3HnDM − ⟨σv⟩SS→N1ν̄α(n

2
DM − (neq

DM)
2), (21)

where, H is the Hubble expansion rate of the Universe and neq
DM is the equilibrium DM

number density. One can also express the same equation in terms of the co-moving number

density (YDM) by diving the DM number density with the entropy density (s), i.e., YDM =

nDM/s. The cross-section for the SS → N1ν̄α process is

σ(SS → N1ν̄α) =
v2y22λ

2
HS(s−M2

N1
)

32π(s−M2
H2
)(s− 4M2

S)

√
s− 4M2

S

s3
, (22)

where, y2 =
√∑

α|yα12 |2.

The standard approach to solving the Boltzmann equation (BE) involves calculating the

annihilation cross-section for the process SS → N1ν̄α and solving it numerically. However, in

the case of forbidden dark matter, where the final state particles are slightly heavier than the

initial states, these forward cross-sections are kinematically disallowed. For the annihilation

process in thermal equilibrium, we have (neq
DM)

2⟨σv⟩SS→N1ν̄α = (neq
N1
)2⟨σv⟩N1ν̄α→SS, leading to
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FIG. 5: Evolution of comoving abundance of DM for different benchmark choices of couplings and

mass differences, showing the difference between forbidden DM and usual thermal DM freeze-out.

⟨σv⟩SS→N1ν̄α ≃ ⟨σv⟩N1ν̄α→SS×e−2∆x where x =MDM/T . Using this approach, we develop our

own Mathematica v13.1 code while also verifying the results using micrOmegas v5.3.35

[63].

We selected specific benchmark values for the free parameters in the analysis of dark

matter. The mass of H2 is chosen between 5 GeV and 30 GeV. We also choose the charged

scalar (H+) and pseudoscalar (A) masses asMA =MH± = 150 GeV, which remain consistent

with collider bounds. The other two neutral lepton masses are assumed to be much heavier

than N1 (i.e. MN2 = MN3 = MN1 + 100 GeV) and hence they remain decoupled from

generating DM relic. Fig. 5 shows the evolution of the comoving number density of DM

(YDM = nDM/s). Clearly, the freeze-out occurs earlier for a larger ∆ due to the Boltzmann

suppression at lower temperatures. For comparison, we also show the evolution with ∆ < 0,

which corresponds to ordinary thermal DM where annihilation to final states is kinematically

allowed. Fig. 6 shows the DM relic satisfied contours with Ωh2 = 0.12 in y2 and MDM plane.

The dip in the values of Yukawa coupling around certain DM mass is due to the resonance

14



FIG. 6: Contour lines stand for Ωh2 = 0.12 in the Yukawa (y2) vs. dark matter mass with two

benchmark mediator values MH2 , two mass splitting with fixed Higgs portal coupling. Tiny Yukawa

pulls the allowed parameter space towards the s-channel resonance region for a smaller mediator

mass.

effect where MDM ∼ MH2/2. The upper pink and green contours correspond to larger

mediator mass (MH2 = 30 GeV), whereas the red and blue contours correspond to smaller

mediator mass (MH2 = 5 GeV). The dashed contours stand for ∆ = 0.01 while the solid

contours stand for ∆ = 0.001.

Fig. 7 shows the parameter space in y2 and λHS plane satisfying DM relic for different

combinations of ∆ and MDM. We can see that larger values of ∆, with other parameters

fixed, require larger Yukawa coupling to get the correct relic. This is needed in order

to overcome the strong Boltzmann suppression brought in by a larger value of ∆. The

correlation between λHS and y2 in Fig. 7 can be understood as ⟨σv⟩ ∝ λ2HSy
2
2. For a fixed

DM mass and mass-splitting, as we decrease |λHS|, ⟨σv⟩ decreases which overproduce the

DM and hence y2 has to be increased to achieve the correct relic density. It should be

noted that, while DM annihilation to N1ν̄α can be kept in kinematically forbidden mode
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FIG. 7: Allowed parameter space in Higgs portal coupling (λHS) with the singlet scalar vs. the

Yukawa coupling (y2) associated with the second Higgs doublet satisfying the correct relic abun-

dance of DM in the forbidden scenario. The colour bar indicated the dark matter mass in GeV.

by suitably adjusting N1 mass, DM can also annihilate into νν̄ final states due to mixing

of N1 with active neutrinos by virtue of type-I seesaw. However, due to the chosen values

of DM and N1 mass, such active-sterile mixing remains suppressed leading to negligible

contribution from non-forbidden annihilation into light neutrinos. We show this comparison

in appendix B.

We also compare the parameter space for forbidden and usual thermal (non-forbidden)
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FIG. 8: Comparison between forbidden and non-forbidden allowed parameter space with Yukawa

coupling for a fixed Higgs portal coupling λHS . Correlation with MH2 masses with ∆ = 0.01(∆ =

0.001) are shown in the x-axis and the colour bar stands for the dark matter mass in the left (right)

panel. All the points satisfy relic abundance of dark matter at 3σ C.L.

DM from relic abundance criteria. Fig. 8 shows the comparison where the parameter

space in y2 and MH2 plane satisfies the correct DM relic. Clearly, the forbidden scenario

corresponds to larger Yukawa couplings in order to get the correct relic. We can see from

Fig. 8 that the separation between the allowed parameter space for forbidden DM and

non-forbidden DM shrinks for smaller ∆. This is expected as smaller ∆ values lead to a

smaller Boltzmann suppression, resulting in a larger cross-section. Therefore, to bring the

relic density of the DM to the correct ballpark, we need a smaller Yukawa coupling. The

circular colour markers represent the forbidden case while the coloured plus shaped markers

represent the non-forbidden case in both figures. The variations with MDM in each case are

shown in the colour bar.

B. The leptophilic ϕ2

When we opt for the leptophilic scalar doublet ϕ2, it brings about substantial changes in

the dark matter parameter space compared to the neutrinophilic scenario. This is due to the

fact that the final state masses can not be chosen arbitrarily to keep DM in the forbidden
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FIG. 9: DM relic satisfied points for the leptophilic case with forbidden (left panel) and non-

forbidden (right panel) final states. We show the Higgs portal coupling as the continuous colour

spectrum here. As we are concerned with the (g − 2)µ, therefore, in the leptophilic case, we have

scanned up to the mass ∼ 105 MeV.

ballpark. The significance of the neutrino Yukawa coupling (y2) diminishes, while the charged

lepton Yukawa coupling (Y2) takes on a more or equally dominant role in determining the relic

density. As we consider DM mass range from 50 MeV to a few GeV, we can not keep the e+e−

final states forbidden, however, we make it suppressed by choosing electron coupling with ϕ2

to be negligible. We keep a sizeable coupling of the muon with ϕ2 motivated from (g−2)µ and

accordingly, keep the µ+µ− final states in the forbidden ballpark. While our primary goal is

to study the forbidden DM case with both N1ν̄α and µ+µ− final states in the kinematically

forbidden ballpark, we also check the corresponding results for the non-forbidden case as a

comparison. While we still keep the charged lepton final states suppressed or kinematically

forbidden, we kinematically allow the N1ν̄α to go to the non-forbidden regime while still

explaining (g − 2)µ and satisfying CMB bounds on DM annihilation into charged fermion

states during recombination.

Fig. 9 shows the parameter space in MH2 −MDM plane and scalar portal coupling λHS

in colour code, for both forbidden and non-forbidden DM with leptophilic ϕ2 as mediator.

The Yukawa coupling Y µ
2 is varied in the ballpark consistent with (g− 2)µ while Y e

2 , Y
τ
2 are
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negligible. The choice of y2 is kept within the interval [10−3, 10−2]. As the left panel of Fig.

9 shows, there is an abrupt surge in the required values of MH2 , particularly starting from

around MDM ∼ 90 MeV. This is because, as DM mass becomes closer to muon mass, the

relative mass splitting ∆ decreases leading to reduced Boltzmann suppression. If we keep

the scalar portal and Yukawa couplings fixed, we need to increase the mass of mediator

MH2 to get the correct relic abundance while compensating for the decrease in Boltzmann

suppression of final states. Similarly, in the right panel for the non-forbidden case, we

observe a push for a larger mediator mass to satisfy the relic density constraint while keeping

all other parameters fixed. This is once again due to the requirement of reducing the

annihilation cross-section to get the correct relic abundance after Boltzmann suppression in

final states disappears. As expected, the non-forbidden process SS → N1ν̄α dominates over

the forbidden process SS → µ+µ− in controlling the relic of the non-forbidden scenario.

FIG. 10: Relic density as a function of DM mass for the points satisfying constraints from ∆aµ and

MEG-I.

Fig. 10 shows DM relic versus DM mass in the leptophilic ϕ2 case with colour code

denoting H2 mass. The points shown in this figure satisfy the criteria of (g − 2)µ and LFV
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constraints, discussed in section IV. Since the parameters influencing ∆aµ and BR(µ→ eγ)

are already restricted due to experimental bounds, the other relevant parameter is varied

randomly as λHS ∈ [0.001, 0.01]. Evidently, there exists a common parameter space that

not only complies with the correct relic density of dark matter but also aligns with the

constraints arising from the muon anomalous magnetic moment and LFV.

C. CMB constraints

DM annihilating into charged fermions or photons during the recombination epoch can

cause noticeable distortions in the CMB anisotropy spectrum and hence there exist stringent

constraints [5, 27, 28], particularly for light thermal DM of the mass range discussed in this

work. Kinematically forbidden DM remains safe from such bounds as DM annihilation to

charged fermion states are Boltzmann suppressed at low temperatures.

The neutrinophilic scenario discussed here remains completely safe from such CMB

bounds as DM annihilates only into forbidden final states N1ν̄α and even at one-loop level

there is no DM annihilation process into photons. However, in the leptophilic case, loop-level

annihilation of DM into two photons is still viable and thus imposes a stringent constraint on

this annihilation rate during the recombination epoch. Although there is a loop suppression,

the final states (photons) are in non-forbidden mode and hence can face tight constraints

from CMB.

In Fig. 11, we scrutinize the points satisfying correct relic density as well as (g − 2)µ

and LFV constraints against the constraint on DM annihilation to photons during the CMB

decoupling [28]. The circular colour-coded points, with the colour bar indicating the mass of

MH2 , correspond to those depicted in Fig. 9 meeting the correct relic density constraint for

DM. The dark cyan star-shaped points align with the correct relic density satisfying points

from Fig.10. Consequently, these points collectively fulfil (g − 2)µ, LFV constraints, and

correct relic density simultaneously. Clearly, there is a viable parameter space that meets

all these criteria while remaining consistent with the CMB constraints.

Interestingly, even the non-forbidden DM scenario of the model can be saved from the

CMB bounds by appropriately choosing the final states. For example, if DM annihilates

dominantly into N1ν̄α, the CMB constraints can be made weaker. At first glance, one might

assume that this situation is immune to constraints from CMB considerations. However,
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FIG. 11: Points satisfying correct relic density, (g − 2)µ and LFV constraints, against the CMB

constraints on ⟨σv⟩DMDM→γγ . The circular colour-coded points satisfy the correct relic density,

while the dark cyan star-shaped points fulfil (g − 2)µ, LFV constraints, and correct relic density

simultaneously.

the accessibility of decay channels for N1, leading to νe+e−, introduces potential issues,

subjecting it to significant constraints imposed by CMB anisotropy bounds. In our specific

configuration, the presence of a light scalar H2 results in N1 primarily decaying into 3ν, with

its decay into νe+e− being effectively suppressed. This suppression arises due to the chosen

tiny value of H2-electron Yukawa coupling Y e
2 and heavy mediator (SM gauge and Higgs

bosons) suppression of N1 → νe+e− decay channel. Consequently, the entire parameter

space manages to evade constraints imposed by CMB considerations in the non-forbidden

case.
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FIG. 12: DM-electron scattering cross-section as a function of DM mass for the points satisfying

correct relic density. The colour code depicts the value of Y e
2 coupling. The grey points are ruled

out by the CMB constraint on DM annihilation into electrons [5, 28].

D. Direct Detection of DM

In our setup, DM can interact with both nucleons and electrons within terrestrial DM

detectors. DM-electron scattering occurs through the H2 scalar in the leptophilic scenario.

However, when the coupling betweenH2 and electrons is substantial, it may pose a challenge,

conflicting with constraints derived from CMB observations. This is because the same

coupling has the potential to enhance the DM annihilation cross-section into electrons.

In Fig. 12, we showcase the DM-electron scattering cross-section as a function of DM mass

for the points satisfying correct relic density as shown in Fig. 9. The colour code depicts the

value of the coupling Y e
2 which we vary in a range [10−6, 10−4]. The grey-coloured points

are ruled out by the constraint on DM annihilation to electrons from CMB [5, 28]. We also

showcase the most stringent constraints and the on DM-electron scattering cross-section from

XENON-1T [64] and the projected sensitivity of DS-LM [65]. The shaded regions depict

the constraint from XENON-1T and the dot-dashed lines depict the projected sensitivity of

DS-LM.

The DM-nucleon scattering can take place via the SM Higgs mediation. In Fig. 13,
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FIG. 13: Spin-independent DM-nucleon scattering as a function of DM with the λS1 coupling shown

in the colour code.

we showcase the spin-independent DM-nucleon scattering cross-section as a function of DM

mass by varying the coupling λS1 in a range [10−4, 10−2] which is depicted in the colour code.

We also project the constraints from XENON-1T [64], CRESST-III [35] and DS-50 [36] by

the shaded regions as well as the projected sensitivities of NEWS-G, Super-CDMS [66],

DAMIC-1k [67] and DS-LM [65] by the dot-dashed lines. We also check that the chosen

values of Y e
2 , λS1 in the direct-detection analysis do not affect the relic abundance of DM.

VII. DETECTION PROSPECTS OF HNL

HNL with masses in the MeV to GeV scale has compelling detection prospects in present

and future target experiments as they have been searched for via the signature of kinks in

the Kurie plots in nuclear beta decays, via anomalous peaks in the energy spectra of charged

leptons in two-body leptonic decays of pseudoscalar mesons and in the apparent deviation

of ratio of branching fraction of mesons to leptons from their SM values. For example, HNL

can lead to a deviation of the ratio BR(K+ → e+ + νe)/BR(K
+ → µ+ + νµ) as well as for

the decay of π+. Similarly, HNL can be probed in the apparent deviation of the spectral

parameters in µ and leptonic τ decay from their SM values. Here it is worth mentioning that
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the HNL masses and mixing with distinct neutrino flavours can be considered independent

free parameters from a model-independent standpoint. However, generating light neutrino

masses imposes theoretical restrictions, creating a link between the HNL and active neutrino

sectors that might be used as guidance for future experimental studies.

HNL production and decay in minimal scenarios are governed by SM interactions and the

mixing of HNL with the active neutrino, resulting in relatively long lifetimes if the masses

are in the MeV-GeV range. This is the foundation of searches, such as those conducted

at colliders and beam dump experiments. HNL have new sources of production and decay

channels in models with more interactions. If the extra interactions associated with dark

matter become stronger, it may increase scattering cross sections and quick decays, funda-

mentally altering the HNL phenomenology. If it decays promptly into neutrinos or other

unseen particles, for example, it can weaken collider and beam dump limitations since the

HNL would not have reached the detector, and other signals would have been reduced by

the branching ratio into invisible channels. In our scenario, though HNL has additional

interaction, if H2 is heavier then the standard searches for HNL remain valid. However, if

H2 is lighter than HNL, then N1 will dominantly decay to ν and H2 and hence all these

constraints become irrelevant in that scenario.

In peak search experiments, the best constraints on HNL are from τ lepton and meson

decays. Some of the considered meson decays for HNL searches are π± → ℓ±N1, K± → ℓ±N1,

K± → π0ℓ±N1,D± → ℓ±N1,D±
s → ℓ±N1, D+ → ℓ+K0N1 and its conjugate decay and τ

lepton decays τ → πN1, τ → ρN1 and τ → ℓ ν̄lN1. Even higher masses can be probed via

B meson decays B → XN1, where X are mesons. Similarly, a light HNL can be regarded

as a long-lived particle (LLP) in beam dump experiments. Mesons produced during particle

accelerator beam collision events can decay to HNL and SM particles. The long-lived HNL

can then travel away from the beam collision zone without being affected and decay elsewhere

in the detector. At the LHC, HNL can be produced in the GeV mass range through heavy

meson decays, τ leptons, W and Z bosons, Higgs bosons, and even top quarks. Above B

meson mass, HNL can be investigated in high luminosity LHC (HL-LHC) by searching for

displaced vertices. Also, the HNL being lighter than Z boson mass can also be produced by

Z → νN1. This can be probed via a proposed FCC-ee experiment[68].

In Fig. 14, the values of active neutrino-HNL mixing angle θe4 calculated using Casas-

Ibarra parameterization in the type-I seesaw scenario (given in Eq. (9)) are shown via
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FIG. 14: |θe4|2 as a function of MN1 in our setup is shown by the cyan-coloured points. The

shaded regions depict the existing constraints and the dot-dashed, dashed lines depict the projected

sensitivities of various experiments.

the cyan points where we have imposed the upper limit on absolute neutrino mass from

the KATRIN experiment [69]. Existing limits from PS191 [70], CHARM [71], PIENU[72]),

NA62[73], T2K[74], Belle[75], DELPHI[76], ATLAS[77], and CMS [78] are shown by differ-

ently shaded regions and the projected sensitivities from the NA62- dump[79], NA62 K+

decays[73], SHADOWS[80], SHiP[81], DUNE near detector[82]),Hyper-K[74], FASER[83],

Codex-b[84] and MATHUSLA[85] are shown by the dot dashed or dotted lines, as indicated

by the labels. The BBN lower limit on the mixing parameter (or upper limit on HNL life-

time) ensures that HNL decay does not affect the successful BBN predictions. We have

considered a viable parameter space for the HNL mass from 100 MeV to 10 GeV from the

requirement of achieving correct relic density. Discussions on even lower HNL mass can be

found in [61, 62]. To be consistent with the constraints from BBN, we restrict the HNL life-

time to be less than 0.1 s. For this, we take into account all the decay channels of RHN and

calculate its total decay width. With an increasing mass of the RHN, new decay channels
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open up. Depending on the final state particles, these decay channels can be divided into

semileptonic (hadronic) and purely leptonic processes. The details of the lifetime calculation

are given in appendix A. We consider MH2 = 30 GeV, λHS = 0.1 and yα12 = 10−3 considering

ϕ2 to be neutrinophilic in these calculations. The type-I seesaw is assumed to contribute

approximately 50% to light neutrino mass throughout our analysis.

Fig. 15 shows the active neutrino-HNL mixing angle as a function of the lightest active

neutrino mass, with the colour code depicting the HNL mass. This is generated by randomly

varying the complex orthogonal matrix angles zij, used in Casas-Ibarra parameterisation

(Eq. (9)) in (0 − 2π) range for both real and imaginary parts. In addition to cosmolog-

ical constraints on HNL mentioned above, the light neutrino mass is also constrained by

cosmology as well as terrestrial experiments. In addition to existing PLANCK constraints

on sum of absolute neutrino mass
∑

imi < 0.12 eV [5], near future CMB experiments like

CMB-S4 [86], galaxy surveys like DESI [87] or Euclid [88] can do further scrutiny. While we

show the terrestrial experiment KATRIN bound [69] by the shaded region in Fig. 15, future

sensitivity of other laboratory experiments Project 8 [89] is shown as the pink dashed line.

FIG. 15: HNL-SM neutrino mixing angle θe4 as a function of lightest neutrino mass.
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VIII. CONCLUSION

We have studied the possibility of light thermal dark matter from sub-GeV to GeV scale by

considering a type-I seesaw scenario extended with a second Higgs doublet ϕ2. Light DM,

assumed to be a real scalar singlet, can have efficient annihilation rates mediated by the

neutral component of ϕ2, denoted by H2. While ϕ2 does not couple to quarks, it can couple

to RHN and SM leptons. We consider the alignment limit where the neutral component of

ϕ2 does not acquire any VEV. However, ϕ2 coupling with RHN and SM leptons can still give

rise to a sizeable contribution to light neutrino masses via the one-loop effect. Depending

upon its neutrinophilic or leptophilic nature of H2, we study the DM phenomenology by

considering equal contribution from tree-level and one-loop seesaw to light neutrino mass.

We study the possibility of kinematically forbidden final states which help in avoiding

stringent CMB bounds on light DM annihilation to charged fermion states or photons during

recombination. The neutrinophilic scenario is found to be safe from such bounds in both for-

bidden and non-forbidden modes. The leptophilic scenario, disfavoured in the non-forbidden

mode, faces tight constraints in the forbidden mode as well due to the one-loop annihilation

rate into photons. Motivated by explaining the anomalous magnetic moment of the muon,

we consider muon final states in kinematically forbidden regime in the leptophilic scenario

while other charged fermion final states do not arise due to suppressed couplings with ϕ2. In

the leptophilic scenario, we also show the distinct features in terms of parameter space if we

keep the muon final states in the forbidden ballpark while kinematically allowing RHN and

SM neutrino final states. The model not only explains muon anomalous magnetic moment

and CDF-II W-mass anomaly but can also saturate the charged lepton flavour violation

limits. Opening up SM Higgs portal coupling of DM or allowing ϕ2 coupling to electrons,

without contributing significantly to relic while being safe from CMB bounds, can give rise

to tree-level direct-detection prospects for DM. This keeps the parameter space within the

reach of several direct detection experiments sensitive to light DM. We also discuss the tan-

talising detection prospects of RHN whose mass remains in the same ballpark as DM mass

in order to appear in final states, either in forbidden or non-forbidden mode.
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Appendix A: Decay modes of HNL
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FIG. 16: Two-body and three-body decay modes of HNL, N1.

1. Decay into hadrons

In this section, we briefly discuss the decay modes of the heavy Majorana neutrino N1,

with mass MN1 , much smaller than the mass of the W boson, MW . The charged current

and neutral current vertices of N1 with the mixing elements are given in Fig. 16 . The
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decay width scales as the third and the fifth power of the mass(MN1) for two and three-body

decays, respectively.

In this section, we consider hadronic final states for MN1 both below and above ΛQCD

scale. The quark pair predominantly binds into a single meson at MN1 ≲ ΛQCD. There

are charged current and neutral current mediated processes with a meson in the final state:

N → ℓαh
+
P/V and N → ναh

0
P/V , where h+P (h0P ) are charged (neutral) pseudoscalar mesons

and h+V (h0V ) are charged (neutral) vector mesons. In formulas below xi ≡ mi/MN1 (with

i being the respective particle) , fh and gh are the corresponding meson decay constants

(see [90] for all the numerical values), θW is the Weinberg angle. We have considered only

those final state particles whose masses are below 10 GeV, such that N1 decay to them is

kinematically allowed. The details of the calculations can be found in [90, 91].

• The decay width to the charged pseudo-scalar (CPS) mesons (P+ =

π±, K±, D±, Ds, B
±, Bc) is given by

ΓCPS ≡ Γ(N → ℓ−αP
+) =

G2
Ff

2
p |VUD|2|θα4|2M3

N1

16π

[(
1− x2ℓ

)2 − x2P (1 + x2ℓ)
]√

λ(1, x2P , x
2
ℓ),

(A1)

Here λ being the Kallen function [92], defined as:

λ(x, y, z) = x2 + y2 + z2 − 2xy − 2yz − 2zx. (A2)

• The decay width to the neutral pseudo-scalar (NPS) meson (P 0 = π0, η, η′, ηc) is given

by

ΓNPS ≡ Γ(N → ναP
0) =

G2
Ff

2
PM

3
N1

32π
|θα4|2

(
1− x2P

)2 (A3)

• The HNL decay width into charged vector mesons (CVM) (V + = ρ±, a±1 , D±∗, D±∗
s )

is given by

ΓCVM ≡ Γ(N1 → ℓ−αV
+) =

G2
Fg

2
V |VUD|2|θα4|2M3

N1

16πm2
V

((
1− x2ℓ

)2
+ x2V

(
1 + x2ℓ

)
− 2x4V

)
×
√
λ(1, x2V , x

2
ℓ) (A4)

• For the decay into neutral vector meson (NVM) (V 0 = ρ0, a01, ω, ϕ, J/ψ) we found that

the result depends on the quark content of the meson. To consider it, a dimensionless
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parameter κh is introduced, factor to the meson decay constant [90]. The decay width

is given by

ΓNVM ≡ Γ(N1 → ναV
0) =

G2
Fκ

2
hg

2
h|θα4|2M3

N1

32πm2
V

(
1 + 2x2V

) (
1− x2V

)2
. (A5)

• N1 → ℓ−1 ℓ
+
2 νℓ2 where ℓ1, ℓ2 = e, µ, τ with ℓ1 ̸= ℓ2. This decay mode has charged current

interactions only and the decay width is given by

Γℓ1ℓ2νℓ2 ≡ Γ(N4 → ℓ−1 ℓ
+
2 νℓ2) =

G2
F

192π3
M5

N1
|θα4|2 I1(xℓ1 , xνℓ2 , xℓ2), (A6)

with I1(x, y, z) = 12

(1−z)2∫
(x+y)2

ds

s
(s− x2 − y2)(1 + z2 − s)λ

1
2 (s, x2, y2)λ

1
2 (1, s, z2),

where I1(0, 0, 0) = 1. We have set the mass of the light neutrino to zero with a very

good approximation in the expression for the width above and henceforth.

• N1 → νℓ1ℓ
−
2 ℓ

+
2 where ℓ1, ℓ2 = e, µ, τ . Both charged current and neutral current inter-

actions are relevant for this mode and the decay width is given by

Γνℓ1ℓ2ℓ2 ≡ Γ(N4 → νℓ1ℓ
−
2 ℓ

+
2 ) =

G2
F

96π3
|θα4|2 M5

N1
×
[(
gℓLg

ℓ
R + δℓ1ℓ2g

ℓ
R

)
I2(xνℓ1 , xℓ2 , xℓ2)

+
(
(gℓL)

2
+ (gℓR)

2
+ δℓ1ℓ2(1 + 2gℓL)

)
I1(xνℓ1 , xℓ2 , xℓ2)

]
, (A7)

with, I2(x, y, z) = 24yz

(1−x)2∫
(y+z)2

ds

s
(1 + x2 − s)λ

1
2 (s, y2, z2)λ

1
2 (1, s, x2),

where I2(0, 0, 0) = 1, gℓL = −1
2
+ xw, gℓR = xw and xw = sin2 θw = 0.231, where θW is

the Weinberg angle.

• N1 → νℓ1νν where νℓ1 = νe, νµ, ντ . This decay mode has a neutral current interactions

only. Using the massless approximation for the neutrinos as described above the decay

width has a simple form given by

Γ3ν ≡
τ∑

ℓ2=e

Γ(N1 → νℓ1νℓ2νℓ2) =
G2

F

96π3
|θα4|2 M5

N1
. (A8)
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FIG. 17: Branching ratio for various decay modes of HNL (N1) as a function of N1 mass are shown

for a particular benchmark point.

• H2 Scalar mediated processes: N1 → H2ν. The decay width of this tree level decay

process, when MN1 > MH2 is given by:

ΓH2ν =
1

8π
y22MN1 . (A9)

The second Higgs-mediated N1 → 3ν process decay width is given by,

Γ3ν
H2

=
y22M

5
N1

64π3M4
H2

, (A10)

and for the N1 → eν2ν2 decay, the decay width is,

Γeνν̄
H2

=
y22(Y

e1
2 )2M5

N1

64π3M4
H2

. (A11)

• N1 → νlSS mediated via H2, when MN1 < MH2 .

ΓνlSS
H2

=
τ∑

l=e

Γ(N1 → νlSS) =
y22λ

2
HSv

2

64π3M4
H2

|θl4|2M5
N1
[I2(0, xS, xS) + 2I1(0, xS, xS)](A12)

All the decay modes listed above contribute to the total decay width of the heavy Majo-

rana neutrino which is given by:

ΓTotal
N1

=
∑
ℓ,P

ΓCPS +
∑
ℓ,V

ΓNPS +
∑
ℓ,P

2ΓCVM +
∑
ℓ,V

2ΓNVM +
∑

ℓ1,ℓ2(ℓ1 ̸=ℓ2)

2Γℓ1ℓ2νℓ2

+
∑
ℓ1,ℓ2

Γνℓ1ℓ2ℓ2 +
∑
νℓ1

Γ3ν +
∑

Γ3ν
H2

+
∑

Γeνν̄
H2

+
∑

ΓνlSS
H2

, (A13)
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where ℓ, ℓ1, ℓ2 = e, µ, τ . For a Majorana neutrino, the ∆L = 0 process N1 → ℓ−P+ as well

as its charge conjugate |∆L| = 2 process N1 → ℓ+P− are possible and have the same width.

Hence the factor of 2 associated with the decay width of this mode in Eq. (A13). Similarly,

the ∆L = 0 and its charge conjugate |∆L| = 2 process are possible for the decay modes

N1 → ℓ−V + and N1 → ℓ−1 ℓ
+
2 νℓ2 and hence have a factor of 2 associated with their width in

Eq. (A13). The branching ratios for different decay modes, for a set of chosen benchmark

values, are shown in Fig. 17. Clearly we can see that the N1 → 3ν decay mode dominates

over all other modes. This consequently ensures that our scenario remains safe from CMB

constraints.

Appendix B: Comparison of DM annihilation rates

FIG. 18: Comparison of the DM annihilation cross-section with an RH neutrino and an active

neutrino in the final state (red) and two neutrinos in the final state (blue). The blue line is

heavily suppressed due to the active-sterile mixing element, and thus will not contribute to the DM

abundances.

Light thermal DM in the GeV scale keeps annihilating into different final states even

after electroweak symmetry breaking (EWSB). Below EWSB, the SM Higgs acquires a VEV

leading to mixing between HNL and SM neutrinos. Therefore, even though DM annihilation

32



intoN1ν̄α remains in the forbidden regime, DM annihilation into νν̄ is always allowed and can

occur due to N1− ν mixing. Fig. 18 shows the comparison of DM annihilation cross-section

to these two final states. As can be seen from the figure, the non-forbidden annihilation into

νν̄ final states remains suppressed and negligible compared to that of the forbidden channel.

This is due to tiny N1 − ν mixing for the chosen N1 masses required for GeV and sub-GeV

scale forbidden DM.
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