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Long-standing anomalous experimental results from short-baseline neutrino experiments have
persisted for decades. These results, when interpreted with one or more light sterile neutrinos,
are inconsistent with numerous null results experimentally. However, if the sterile neutrino decays
en route to the detector, this can mimic νµ → νe oscillation signals while avoiding many of these
external constraints. We revisit this solution to the MiniBooNE and LSND puzzles in view of
new data from the MicroBooNE experiment at Fermilab. Using MicroBooNE’s liquid-argon time-
projection chamber search for an excess of νe in the Booster beam, we derive new limits in two
models’ parameter spaces of interest: where the sterile neutrino decays (I) via mixing with the active
neutrinos, or (II) via higher-dimensional operators. We also provide an updated, comprehensive fit to
the MiniBooNE neutrino- and antineutrino-beam data, including appearance (νe) and disappearance
(νµ) channels. Despite alleviating the tension with muon neutrino disappearance experiments, we
find that the latest MicroBooNE analysis rules out the decaying sterile neutrino solution in a large
portion of the parameter space at more than 99% CL.

I. INTRODUCTION

The short-baseline neutrino anomalies present an un-
resolved puzzle in particle physics. In particular, the
MiniBooNE low-energy excess stands at a significance
of 4.8σ [1, 2] with no compelling explanation within
the Standard Model (SM). At face value, these results
are compatible with new oscillations driven by eV-scale
sterile neutrinos in a cohesive picture with the observed
LSND excess [3, 4]. In practice, however, the global pic-
ture remains inconclusive due to significant tension be-
tween appearance (νµ → νe) and disappearance (νe → νe
and νµ → νµ) experiments [5, 6]. Radioactive source
experiments show evidence for νe disappearance at the
level of 20%, an anomaly commonly referred to as the
Gallium anomaly [7] (see Refs. [8, 9]). However, such a
large effect is in direct contradiction with reactor [10–
12] and solar neutrino [13] experiments. Searches for νµ
disappearance have also been used to set strong limits
on oscillation models. MINOS/MINOS+, for instance, is
responsible for a significant1 amount of the internal ten-
sion [15]. IceCube has recently revealed a mild preference
for resonant eV-sterile neutrino νµ disappearance in mat-
ter at the 95% CL [16]. While neutrino data ultimately
disagree on the need for new physics, it is clear that min-
imal eV-scale sterile neutrino models are unlikely to be
the final answer. This is also strongly corroborated by
cosmology [17–19], which rules out the new oscillation
picture at a high significance. In view of that, we turn to
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1 The limits, however, appear to be too strong and have been
debated in the literature [6, 14].

new potential resolutions2 to the short-baseline anoma-
lies and, in particular, to models where sterile neutrinos
induce flavor transitions not only through oscillation but
also through their decays.
Light sterile neutrinos that decay to (visible) electron-

neutrinos were first proposed as an explanation to the
LSND excess [21] and were later revisited after the Mini-
BooNE results [22–24]. The main difference with re-
spect to the oscillation-only scenario is the fact that
the νµ → νe appearance signal is generated by decays,
and therefore, it is only suppressed by the square as op-
posed to the fourth power of small mixing-matrix ele-
ments. This dependence accommodates the anomalies
with much smaller values of |Uµ4|, the mixing element
between the mostly-sterile neutrino and the muon fla-
vor, and effectively evades limits from νµ disappearance
searches. This is in contrast with invisible neutrino de-
cays [25], where the LSND and MiniBooNE results are
still explained by oscillations. The new force behind neu-
trino decay can also help reconcile light sterile neutrinos
with cosmology through the so-called secret-interaction
mechanism [26–29]. This resolution is based on the fact
that neutrino mixing can be strongly suppressed in the
early universe due to strong self-interactions between
sterile neutrinos. The same force that induced neutrino
decay could be responsible for such effects.
In this article, we revisit the MiniBooNE excess in view

of the MicroBooNE data in a few variations of decaying
sterile neutrino models. We perform a full fit to the Mini-
BooNE νe and νµ samples in neutrino and antineutrino
mode, building on previous literature by using the νe

2 For a more thorough discussion of these hints and tensions, as
well as other proposed solutions, we refer the interested reader
to Ref. [20].
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and νµ Monte-Carlo provided by the collaboration and
accounting for the kinematics of neutrino decay, the ef-
fect of neutrino disappearance, and of neutrino regen-
eration. For completeness, we also present fits to these
MiniBooNE data in the standard stable sterile neutrino
scenario. We then derive the MicroBooNE constraints
on the decaying-sterile neutrino hypothesis by adapting
MicroBooNE’s νe template search [30–33], extending the
work in Ref. [34]. These complement the existing studies
of sterile neutrinos at MicroBooNE performed by phe-
nomenologists [34, 35] as well as by the MicroBooNE col-
laboration [36]. We focus on decaying scenarios without
ν → ν transitions, evading strong constraints from solar
antineutrino searches [37].

This paper is organized as follows. In Section II, we
present the decaying-sterile neutrino models and discuss
the signal rate for effective flavor transitions at short-
baseline experiments. We then describe our MiniBooNE
and MicroBooNE fits in Section III, present our results
in Section IV, and conclude in Section V.

II. DECAYING STERILES

In this section, we present the decaying-sterile neutrino
models. We analyze sterile neutrino decays to scalar par-
ticles φ, although phenomenologically, decays to vector
particles are analogous. We consider two cases: (I) the
scalar particle couples exclusively to the singlet νs flavor,
where the decay is induced exclusively by flavor mixing
(analogous to the model in Ref. [24]), and (II) the scalar
couples to neutrinos exclusively via a dimension-five op-
erator involving the electron neutrino flavor (analogous
to the models in Refs. [21, 23]). In scenario (II), the mass
eigenstate ν4 mixes only with the muon flavor but decays
to νe states due to the higher-dimensional operator. We
also assume neutrinos to be Dirac and φ to be stable,
avoiding ν → ν transitions at short baselines and from
the Sun.

A. Model-I: mixing with all flavors

We introduce a Dirac sterile neutrino νs and a light
scalar φ. The Lagrangian is given by

−L ⊃ gφνsνsφ+
∑
α,β

mαβνανβ , (1)

where gφ is the coupling constant and mαβ the mass ma-
trix for neutral leptons. Upon diagonalization of mαβ ,
the physical neutrino mass states νi = U∗

αiνα interact
with the scalar particle via gφU

∗
siUsjνiνj + h.c. In this

model, the fourth mass eigenstate can lead to two new
effects at accelerator neutrino experiments. The first
is the usual oscillation induced by the mass splitting
∆m2

41 = m2
4 −m2

1 ≃ m2
4. This leads to νµ → νe appear-

ance at the level of |Ue4|2|Uµ4|2 in much the same way

νe

φ

ν4
×

|Uμ4 |2

νμ

ge

νs

×
|Uμ4 |2

×

φ

νμ

gφ|Us4 |2

×
ν4

(1 − |Us4 |2 )
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Model II

FIG. 1. A depiction of the effective νµ → νe transition in-
duced by the two sterile neutrino decay models considered in
this work. Top: a sterile neutrino mixed with electron and
muon flavors – Eq. (1). Bottom: a sterile neutrino mixed
only with muon flavor that decays via a higher-dimensional
operator – Eq. (4).

as the minimal eV-sterile neutrino models albeit with an
imaginary phase induced by the finite lifetime of the neu-
trinos. The second comes from the decay of the fourth
mass eigenstate, ν4 → ν̂sφ, where ν̂s is a linear combi-
nation of the three lighter mass eigenstates. This can
also lead to an apparent νµ → νe appearance, now at the
level of |Uµ4|2, provided ν̂s has a large overlap with the
νe flavor state. The top diagram of Fig. 1 demonstrates
this process.

Neutrinos (antineutrinos) in the accelerator experi-
ments are, to a good approximation, left-handed (right-
handed) chiral states, i.e., eigenstates of the Weak in-
teraction. The same is true for the decaying steriles,
which are mostly of left-handed (right-handed) type ν−4
(ν+4 ) in neutrino (antineutrino) modes. Its decays may
be helicity-conserving (ν−4 → ν−φ) or helicity-flipping
(ν−4 → ν+φ). In the latter case, the daughter neutri-
nos are invisible as they do not interact through the
Weak force. Therefore, we will only be interested in the
helicity-conserving decays. We further assume that this
is the only type of decay allowed in the model.3 As it
turns out, these decays tend to produce higher energy
daughter neutrinos than their helicity-flipping counter-
parts. We return to this point in Section IIC and Ap-
pendix A.

The width of the fourth mass eigenstate in the labora-

3 This is easily achieved in parity-violating scenarios. For instance,
if only left-handed mass eigenstates mix with the sterile flavor,
then ν+1,2,3 cannot be produced in the decays of ν−4 .
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FIG. 2. Excess of electron-like events at MiniBooNE(left) and MicroBooNE(right) in neutrino mode. The intrinsic νe contri-
bution to the background is shown as a salmon color and differs from the baseline MiniBooNE expectation (dashed black) due
to νe disappearance. The green-filled histograms represent the predicted νe appearance from oscillation, while the blue ones
show the contribution from decay (Model-I).

tory frame is given by

Γ(I)
ν4

= Γν4→ν̂sφ = |Us4|2(1− |Us4|2)
αφ

4

m2
4

E4
, (2)

where αφ = g2φ/4π. We neglected the mass of the daugh-
ter neutrinos and defined the low-energy flavor state

|ν̂s⟩ =
1(∑3

k=1 |Usk|2
)1/2

3∑
i=1

U∗
si |νi⟩ , (3)

which is normalized according to the unitary mixing ma-
trix U .

At the expense of fine-tuning, we assume the scalar
particle to be lighter than the three lightest neutrinos.
In other words, mφ ≤ mlightest with mνlightest

the mass
of the lightest neutrino eigenstate. This choice forbids
φ → νν decays. We also note that limits from lepton-
number-violating processes like neutrino-less double beta
decay do not apply as lepton number is conserved. Meson
decays like π+,K+ → ℓ+νsφ are suppressed as the scalar
interaction conserves flavor and the mixing matrix U is
unitary.

B. Model-II: No electron flavor mixing

Now we turn to the effective model in Refs. [21, 23]. At
low energies, the particle content is identical to the one
above, but the scalar interactions with νs are replaced by
the following higher-dimensional operator,

−L ⊃ Ce

Λ
LeH̃φν4 + h.c.

/EW−−→ geνeφν4 + h.c., (4)

where we have defined ge = Cev/
√
2Λ as the low-energy

coupling, Le is the SU(2)L electron doublet, and H̃ is

the charge-conjugate Higgs field. Because the operator
above leads to ν4 → νeφ decays, it replaces the need for a
non-zero mixing between the fourth mass eigenstate and
the electron flavor. Therefore, in the current scenario, it
is possible to set |Ue4| = 0 and to decouple the decaying
sterile explanation of the νµ → νe anomalies from νe →
νe disappearance experiments. In addition, |Ue4| = 0
also shuts off νµ → νe oscillations, implying that the
MiniBooNE signal is exclusively due to the decays of ν4.
Neglecting contributions from the mixing, the sterile

decay width is given by

Γ(II)
ν4

= Γν4→νeφ =
αe

4

m2
4

E4
, (5)

where αe = g2e/4π. We will be particularly interested
in the value of the range ge ∼ 10−3, implying a new
physics scale of about Λ/Ce ∼ 102 TeV. In this model,
when |Ue4| = |Uτ4| = 0, the low-energy states ν̂e and
ν̂τ are, in fact, identical to the full flavor states νe and
ντ . Similarly to before, we assume that only helicity-
conserving decays are allowed, thereby fixing the chiral
structure of the scalar interaction.
The interaction in Eq. (4) violates flavor and is conse-

quently constrained by rare processes at low energies. In
particular, the most direct limits are given by

π+,K+ → νe+φ → g2e < 1.9× 10−6, (6)

π+,K+ → νeµ
+φ → g2e |Uµ4|2 < 1.9× 10−7 (7)

at the 90% CL [38]. The mixing |Ue4|2 is also constrained
by kink searches in beta decay [39–43]. As before, other
stringent limits from cosmology will apply, constraining
both the mixings |Ue4|, |Uµ4| and the scalar-neutrino cou-
pling ge. In this model, the secret-interaction mechanism
is not immediately applicable. Evading thermalization
of ν4 or ensuring that neutrinos free stream at late times
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will require further model building on the particle physics
and/or cosmology side.

C. Short-Baseline Event Rates

We now discuss our treatment of να → νβ flavor tran-
sitions. We start with the flux of νβ neutrinos at the de-
tector location as a function of the true neutrino energy,
Φβ(L,Eν). Neglecting the mass of ν4 in the kinematics,

Φβ(L,Eν) =
∑
α

∫ ∞

Eν

dE4Pαβ(L,E4, Eν)Φα(L,E4), (8)

where Pαβ(L,E4, Eν) is an effective flavor transition
probability and Φα(L,E4) is the flux of να neutrinos eval-

uated at the ν4 energy. Since the flavor evolution of de-
cay products does not interfere with that of the parent
neutrinos, we can treat the two components separately,

Pαβ(L,E4, Eν) = P dec
αβ (L,E4, Eν)S

dec
αβ (E4, Eν) (9)

+ P osc
αβ (L,Eν)δ(E4 − Eν).

For oscillations, the delta function ensures energy conser-
vation, while for decays, the parent and daughter energy
will differ. The energy-migration factor Sdec

αβ (E4, Eν) ac-
counts for the effect of energy degradation on the detec-
tion rate.

By explicitly time-evolving the neutrino states with
real and imaginary phases and neglecting phase differ-
ences between light mass eigenstates, we find

P osc
αβ (L,Eν) = δαβ − 2δαβ |Uα4Uβ4|

[
1− e

− L
2Ldec cos

(
π

L

Losc

)]
+ |Uα4Uβ4|2

[
1− 2e

− L
2Ldec cos

(
π

L

Losc

)
+ e

− L
Ldec

]
,

(10)

where Losc = 2πEν/∆m2
41 and Ldec = 1/Γν4

. Note that
for L = 0, no flavor conversion is possible, Pαβ(L =
0, Eν) = δαβ . In the fast oscillation regime, the probabil-
ity simplifies to P osc

αβ (L ≫ Losc, Eν) = (δαβ−|Uα4Uβ4|)2+
|Uα4Uβ4|2e−

L
Ldec . Physically, the two terms correspond

to the decoherence of |να⟩ state into a low-energy |ν̂α⟩ =∑
i=1,2,3 U

∗
αi |νi⟩ flavor state and a massive ν4 eigenstate.

The former is independent of the properties of ν4 while
the latter is appropriately suppressed by the probability
of ν4 to decay between the source and the detector.
We now turn to the decay term that accounts for the

visible decay products of ν4 decays. For a fixed ν4 energy,
the probability of detecting a neutrino of flavor νβ and
of energy Eν in the detector is

P dec
αβ (L,E4, Eν) = |Uα4|2

| ⟨ν̂s|νβ⟩ |2
| ⟨ν̂s|ν̂s⟩ |2

(1− e
− L

Ldec ), (11)

where the flavor projection is given by ⟨ν̂s|να⟩ =
|Us4|2|Uα4|4
1−|Us4|2 . The energy migration of neutrinos is ac-

counted for by

Sdec
αβ (E4, Eν) =

(
1

Γν4

dΓν4→νφ

dEν

)
, (12)

where the last factor above depends on the dynamics of
the decay. For models I and II, for helicity-conserving
decays4, we have

1

Γν4

dΓν4→νφ

dEν
=

2Eν

E2
4

. (13)

4 For completeness, we briefly explore the helicity-flipping case –
where dΓ/dEν ∝ 1− Eν/E4 – in Appendix A.

Note that we implicitly assumed that the geometric
acceptance of the detector to the daughter neutrinos
is 100%, which holds to a very good approximation
for light ν4. The typical opening angle between a
daughter particle and its parent P in a two-body de-
cay is θν∼1/γ = mP /EP , which is kept far below
∼ (300 keV)/(300 MeV) = 10−3 in our analysis, to be
compared with the detector solid-angle θMB ∼ 10 m/500
m = 2× 10−2.
In practice, Eq. (8) can be discretized as a migration

matrix: for every Eν , the rate depends on a probabil-
ity distribution of E4 values, rendering the integral in
Eq. (8) to a sum over E4 bins. This is the procedure
we adopt in our analysis. To obtain the spectrum in
reconstructed energy, then, one need only convolve the
true event rate spectrum R(Eν) with the experiment’s
smearing matrix M(Ereco

ν , Eν), that is, R(Ereco
ν ) =∫

dEνM(Ereco
ν , Eν)R(Eν).

III. MINIBOONE AND MICROBOONE FITS

Equipped with the flavor conversion rate calculation
above, we performed a comprehensive fit to the Mini-
BooNE low-energy excess in the parameter space of
Model-I and Model-II. The fit was performed using the
publicly-available MiniBooNE νµ → νe Monte-Carlo
events and covariance matrices. We follow the fitting
procedure adopted by the collaboration, including both
appearance and disappearance effects [54]. We show
the combined fit of neutrino-enhanced and antineutrino-
enhanced modes from the 2020 MiniBooNE results [2],
fitting the νeCC and νµCC rate simultaneously. The
νeCC rate contains νµ → νe oscillation and decay events
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FIG. 3. The parameter space of Model (I) for specific choices of |Ue4|2 and gφ. On the left, we set |Ue4|2 = 0.05, corresponding
approximately to the 90% C.L constraint on this parameter from solar neutrino experiments, and gφ = 2.5. On the right, we
set |Ue4|2 = 0.1, corresponding approximately to the best fit of the BEST experiment, and the same gφ. The MicroBooNE
constraints are shown as black solid(dashed) lines at 2σ(3σ). The Asimov sensitivity expectation of MicroBooNE at 3σ
CL is shown for comparison as a dashed orange line. The green line shows the 99% CL IceCube exclusion region [44],
neglecting νµ regeneration effects. The grey and light-grey regions show the 90% CL excluded by Super-Kamikande [45] and
MINOS/MINOS+ [15].

New Physics Model |Ue4|2 |Uµ4|2 gφ or ge ∆m2
41 χ2

MB − χ2
MB,Null χ2

µB − χ2
µB,Null

Oscillations App only sin2 2θeµ = 0.42 — 6.6× 10−2 eV2 −32 21

Oscillations Full 3.1× 10−2 4.2× 10−1 — 0.18 eV2 −33 24

Decay model (I)

2.0× 10−2 1.1× 10−2 3.0 19 eV2 −33 24

2.1× 10−2 9.8× 10−3 2.5 (fixed) 29 eV2 −33 22

1.3× 10−2 1.2× 10−2 1.0 (fixed) 2.4× 102 eV2 −33 23

Decay model (II)
0 (fixed) 1.2× 10−2 1× 10−3 (fixed) 2.7 keV2 −35 20

0.1 (fixed) 4.5× 10−3 1× 10−3 (fixed) 8.9 keV2 −30 21

TABLE I. The model parameters of our MiniBooNE (ν + ν) best-fit points in 3 + 1 oscillation and decaying sterile neutrino
models (I) and (II), imposing the constraint |Uµ4|2 < 0.1. In Model-I, the MicroBooNE best fit is given by gφ = 3.0,
∆m2

41 = 1.1 eV2, |Ue4|2 = 0.086, and |Uµ4|2 = 1.3 × 10−4, with χ2
µB − χ2

µB,Null = −2.8. The null hypotheses have χ2
MB = 69

and χ2
µB = 93.

(neutrinos associated with the νµ flux) as well as an in-
trinsic νe that can undergo νe → νe disappearance. For
νµCC, we neglect eventual νe → νµ oscillations as the
intrinsic νe flux is far smaller than the νµ one. We also
neglect wrong-sign neutrinos in a given mode, which is
expected to be subdominant, especially for the neutrino-
enhanced mode, which has the most statistically signifi-
cant excess.

The energy degradation procedure for the MiniBooNE
appearance channel goes as follows. For each parent neu-
trino from the MC record, we create a subset of possi-
ble daughter neutrinos with energy distribution accord-
ing to Eq. (13). Next, we calculate the flavor transi-

tion probabilities according to each daughter neutrino’s
baseline and energy, accounting for the shift in the total
neutrino-nucleus cross-section and energy-dependent effi-
ciency. We then bin the extended Monte-Carlo events in
true daughter neutrino energy and migrate this true en-
ergy distribution to MiniBooNE’s official reconstructed
energy bins using the migration matrix extracted from
the Monte-Carlo events. In the case of disappearance
channels, we follow a similar approach. For νe disappear-
ance, we reweight the νµ → νe transmutation events by
the flux ratio Φνe

(Eν)/Φνµ
(Eν), while for νµ disappear-

ance, we make use of a set of νµ Monte-Carlo events [54].
We first bin the events by true energy and then degrade
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2σ (95.4% CL) and 3σ (99.7% CL) MicroBooNE constraints
are shown in black solid and dashed lines, respectively.

the decayed events to lower energy bins, reweighting
them with degraded efficiency and cross-section. Finally,
we perform a similar migration of the true energy distri-
bution to the reconstructed energy distribution as in the
appearance channel. The procedure for antineutrinos is
analogous.

In the left panel of Fig. 2, we demonstrate the re-
sults of this procedure for a particular parameter point in
Model-I and the resulting event rate predicted for Mini-
BooNE. We choose the parameters gφ = 1.0,m4 = 1 keV,
|Ue4|2 = 0.10, and |Uµ4|2 = 3×10−3 to highlight the con-
tribution from sterile neutrino decay in this appearance
channel (highlighted in blue). The oscillation piece of
the signal is shown in green. In salmon, we show the ex-
pected νe disappearance contribution to this event rate
(the disappearance/decay of the intrinsic νe background),
compared against the expected background in the pres-
ence of no new physics shown as a dotted histogram.
The upturn of new νe events, especially at low energies
compared to the oscillation-only sterile scenario, demon-
strates how Model I improves the fit to the MiniBooNE
low-energy excess relative to the scenario without decays.

Given a signal prediction in MiniBooNE, we can unfold
the event rate excess into an excess of νe in the beam.
Our methodology follows the approach of the first Micro-
BooNE search for an excess of electron-like events com-
patible with the MiniBooNE excess [30] and is discussed
in greater detail in Ref. [34]. Our own implementation of
the unfolding procedure is able to reproduce the results
of the MicroBooNE collaboration with good accuracy. In
this work, we generalize the unfolding procedure in order
to test the most recent MiniBooNE excess reported in

[2] (see also [55]). The intrinsic νµ and νe backgrounds
are modified to account for oscillation/decay events using
binned, expected truth-level event rates, then migrated
to their expected reconstructed-energy event rates using
the MicroBooNE data release associated with [31].
Similar to MiniBooNE, we show the predicted signal

rate of fully-contained νe events at MicroBooNE (in com-
parison with the analysis in Ref. [31]) in the right panel
of Fig. 2 for the same new-physics parameters adopted in
the left panel. Again, the relative contributions from νµ
appearance are divided into the oscillation piece (green)
and the decay one (blue). The dotted histogram shows
the expected event rate under the null hypothesis, and
the salmon histogram (below the dotted one) demon-
strates the disappearance of the intrinsic νe background
under this model hypothesis. The partially-contained
events and νµ sidebands are also modified in an anal-
ogous way (except the neutral-current π0 sample, which
is not oscillated), and are included in the fit.

IV. DISCUSSION

a. MicroBooNE vs. MiniBooNE First, we discuss
the results for Model (I). We start with Fig. 3, where
steriles decay purely via mixing. The two panels of
Fig. 3 correspond to two separate values for the electron
mixing parameter |Ue4|2: the first corresponding to ap-
proximately the 90% CL upper limit from solar neutrino
disappearance (|Ue4|2 = 0.05) [13, 56] and the second
to approximately the best-fit value of the BEST exper-
iment (|Ue4|2 = 0.1) [7]. We also fix gφ = 2.5. In gen-
eral, we find that MiniBooNE strongly prefers nonzero
mixing over the null hypothesis, whereas MicroBooNE
prefers the null hypothesis – both qualitatively similar
to the results of the “stable” 3+1 sterile neutrino anal-
yses. Their preferred region (MiniBooNE) and exclu-
sion contours (MicroBooNE) are separated into regions
of parameter space dominated by oscillation effects only
(∆m2

41 ≲ 1 eV2) and those dominated by the decays of
ν4 (larger ∆m2

41), where the boundary depends on the
chosen value of gφ. The shape of these contours is easy
to understand, as in the oscillation-only regime, the νe
appearance rate is proportional |Ue4|2|Uµ4|2 while in the
decay regime, it is approximately only proportional to
|Uµ4|2.
The values of gφ and ∆m2

41 help determine the ν4 life-
time, but once the lifetime is sufficiently smaller than
the baseline of the experiment, our fits are independent
of their specific values. This explains the flattening of the
MiniBooNE regions at large mass splitting. The choice
of |Ue4|2 is still significant: when |Ue4|2 ≫ |Uµ4|2, almost
every sterile neutrino produced will decay to a slightly
lower energy neutrino state that has large overlap the νe
flavor, leading to an effective νµ → νe appearance effect,
but also νe regeneration for those intrinsic νe in the beam
that have disappeared into ν4.
We repeat a similar exercise for Model II in Fig. 4, fix-
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correspond to the local and global best-fit of points of MiniBooNE.

ing ge = 10−3 and |Ue4|2 = 0. Again, we find that the
parameter space disfavored by MicroBooNE at 3σ CL
significantly disfavors the preferred parameter space by
MiniBooNE. The interplay between the low- and high-
∆m2

41 regions in this parameter space is similar to that
of Model I with the caveat that, since |Ue4|2 is set to
zero, there is no predicted νµ → νe or νe → νe oscillation
signature. In the low-∆m2

41 region, the constraints from
MicroBooNE are driven solely by the predicted disap-
pearance of νµ events. At large ∆m2

41, there is an inter-
play between νµ disappearance and νµ → νe appearance
via sterile decay.

For both models, generically, we find that the parame-
ter regions that MiniBooNE prefers are significantly dis-
favored by the current MicroBooNE data. Projecting to

the inclusion of future data is challenging – as evident in
both panels of Fig. 3, the constraints derived for Micro-
BooNE significantly exceed those of the Asimov sensitiv-
ity expectation, likely due to the downward fluctuation
of the data relative to the expectation. Nevertheless, we
summarize the results of these two models, as well as
the oscillations-only model (see Appendix C for further
discussion) in Table I. We provide the best-fit points in
each model scenario to our MiniBooNE analysis, as well
as the improvement of the MiniBooNE χ2 at this best-fit
point relative to the null hypothesis. Finally, we show the
strength with which MicroBooNE disfavors each of these
best-fit points relative to the expectation of the null hy-
pothesis. We see that while these scenarios improve the
MiniBooNE test statistic by O(30) units, MicroBooNE
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experiments [10, 46–52], in green the 95% CL exclusion set by the KATRIN experiment [42, 43, 53], and in grey from other
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disfavors these with similar strength, O(20). By näıve
comparison, we can also see that a combined analysis of
MiniBooNE and MicroBooNE to these decaying sterile
neutrino scenarios would be dominated by MiniBooNE
as in the 3 + 1 scenario analyzed in Ref. [54].

Throughout Figs. 3 and 4, we have fixed the two un-
seen parameters in demonstrating the measurements as
a function of the other two – we provide more slices of
the four-dimensional parameter space of Model I in Ap-
pendix B.

b. MiniBooNE and MicroBooNE compatibility In
order to measure the compatibility of MiniBooNE and
MicroBooNE, we adopt the parameter goodness-of-fit
(PGOF) test [57]. It is obtained by taking the difference
between the χ2 value at the global best-fit from both
datasets and the minimum χ2 values from MiniBooNE
and MicroBooNE,

χ2
PGOF ≡ (χ2

MB+χ2
µB)

∣∣
min

−(χ2
MB)

∣∣
min

−(χ2
µB)

∣∣
min

. (14)

Allowing gφ to be non-zero, we observe an improvement
in the PGOF from χ2

PGOF = 17.7 to χ2
PGOF = 17.4,

although the best-fit still corresponds to an oscillation-
dominated scenario. This corresponds to p-values of
4.9 × 10−4 and 1.6 × 10−3, under the assumption of
Wilks’ theorem. This marginal improvement in compat-
ibility is largely due to the additional degree of freedom
introduced by the decay model. When forcing the so-
lution to be a decay-dominated one, |Uµ4|2 < 0.02, we
find χ2

PGOF = 17.59, which corresponds to a p-value of
1.5× 10−3 under Wilks’ theorem, suggesting that decays
do not improve the compatibility.

c. IceCube The IceCube collaboration has also
searched for decaying sterile neutrinos via νµ+νµ dis-
appearance of atmospheric neutrinos [44, 58]. While a
mild preference for sterile neutrinos with large couplings
was found in [58], the best-fit in the latest analysis [44]
is, in fact gφ = 0, sin2 2θ24 ≃ 4|Uµ4|2 = 0.16, and
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∆m2
41 = 3.5 eV2. While the search focused on decays

to invisible particles, thereby neglecting the regeneration
of neutrinos after decay, their results are still relevant for
the visible-decay models considered here. This is due
to two reasons: i) ν4 → ν̂sφ decays degrade the en-
ergy of the daughter neutrino, making them harder to
see under the steeply rising atmospheric neutrino back-
ground at low energies, and ii) because in model-II (and
in model-I when |Ue4|2 > |Uµ4|) the daughter neutrino
is predominantly of the electron type, effectively disap-
pearing from the νµ+νµ sample targeted by IceCube.
Therefore, under the justified assumption of negligible
νµ regeneration at IceCube, we can compare our fits and
constraints with those of IceCube as illustrated in Fig. 3
and Fig. 4. We also present a comparison between Mini-
BooNE, MicroBooNE and IceCube 99% CL limits with
various couplings in Fig. 5. It demonstrates that IceCube
is able to effectively exclude all of the early-oscillation
region of the model, where the oscillation probabilities
are proportional to (L/E)2. However, it is not sensi-
tive to ∆m2

41 values where the visible decay effect is the
dominant source of νµ → νe appearance events at Mini-
BooNE. We see overall that IceCube and MicroBooNE
are highly complementary in their ability to test this
decaying-sterile solution to the MiniBooNE low-energy
excess.

d. MINOS/MINOS+ Another constraint on νµ dis-
appearance is set by MINOS/MINOS+ [15]. It ex-
cludes mixing angles as small as |Uµ4|2 ≲ 1.5 × 10−2

at 90% CL in the large ∆m2
41 regime, which corresponds

to a neutrino disappearance probability of 1 − Pµµ →
1 − (1 − |Uµ4|2)2 ≃ 0.03 after all oscillation and de-
cay phase differences have fully developed. This ex-
clusion seems surprisingly strong compared to the flux
and cross-section uncertainties of typical neutrino exper-
iments, which range between 8% and 15% [6, 14]. For
that reason, we show them as dashed gray lines in our
parameter space. To obtain the limits in the decay mod-
els, we follow the data release of Ref. [15] and mod-
ify the oscillation probabilities according to Eq. (10),
neglecting νµ regeneration effects, which are subdom-
inant for the disappearance channel. For simplicity,
when deriving the limits we allow θ23 to vary but fix
∆m2

23 = 2.50 × 10−3 eV2, ∆m2
21 = 7.54 × 10−3 eV2,

sin2 θ12 = 0.277, sin2 θ13 = 0.022, sin2 θ34 = 0, and
sin2 θ14 = 0. The resulting 90% CL constraints are shown
in Figs. 3 and 4, while the 99% CL is shown in Fig. 5.

e. Compatibility with BEST and kink searches in β
decay We can test the compatibility with our Mini-
BooNE and MicroBooNE fits to the parameter space pre-
ferred by the BEST experiment, and find significant ten-
sion. We exemplify this tension in Fig. 6 assuming the
Model-I scenario. Here, we show constraints/preferred
parameter space as a function of the new sterile mass m4

and the mixing with electron flavor |Ue4|2. Constraints
from β decay, reactor antineutrino experiments, and so-
lar neutrino observations (all of which are independent
of |Uµ4|2) as presented in various colors, and the pre-

ferred parameter space by the Gallium anomaly (which is
mostly independent of the decay coupling gφ and |Uµ4|2)
is presented in orange.
Sterile neutrinos produced in beta decay can leave a

visible kink in the beta electron/positron. This effect
has been searched for in many isotopes [40, 41]. More
recently, KATRIN has searched this effect with Tritium,
setting leading limits at about 20 eV and around 100 −
700 eV [42, 43, 53].
The preferred parameter space for explaining the Mini-

BooNE low-energy excess is shown at 1, 2, and 3σ CL
in closed blue contours in each panel, where we have
chosen two representative values of |Uµ4|2 – 2.5 × 10−3

(top) and 1.0× 10−2 (bottom). Finally, we demonstrate
the power of MicroBooNE in testing these hypotheses.
For these two representative |Uµ4|2 values, we find that
MicroBooNE can robustly exclude (at 3σ significance or
greater) the strongest-preferred parameter space accord-
ing to MiniBooNE, and especially its overlap with solu-
tions to the Gallium anomaly.
f. Cosmology The new scalar modifies the behavior

of the sterile neutrino in the early universe. The secret
interaction mechanism is automatically triggered by the
interaction in Eq. (1) and, depending on the size of the
couplings and masses, the mixing angles in the early uni-
verse could be significantly suppressed. However, the
same interactions can suppress neutrino free streaming
during structure formation, leading to a late-time con-
straint on the model. While there have been extensive
studies on the impact of the new mediator on sterile neu-
trinos [59–66], the robust predictions that can be made in
the context of these short-baseline anomaly solutions is
unclear. Given the strong constraint from MicroBooNE
presented here, there is no pressing motivation to deter-
mine the mechanisms by which cosmological observations
may be brought into consistency with these sterile neu-
trino scenarios. For this reason, we leave cosmological
model-building to future work in the event that terres-
trial results change to exhibit a strong preference for such
decaying sterile neutrinos.

V. CONCLUSION

We presented a new comprehensive MiniBooNE fit and
derived new constraints from MicroBooNE on the (visi-
bly) decaying sterile neutrino explanation of the short-
baseline anomalies. We focused on models that can
successfully avoid solar antineutrino searches, consider-
ing Model-I, a fully sterile-philic scalar particle, and
Model-II, a scalar that couples exclusively to electron
and sterile neutrinos via higher-dimensional operators.
In both cases, we find regions where the MiniBooNE ex-
cess can be explained with the same or greater goodness-
of-fit than the minimal sterile neutrino oscillation sce-
nario. The main differences arise from the neutrino en-
ergy degradation in the decay process, which biases the νe
signal rate towards lower energies, and from the smaller
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correlation between νµ → νe appearance and νe and νµ
disappearance. More importantly, however, we find that
there are regions of parameter space where constraints
from νµ disappearance do not exclude the MiniBooNE
solution.

Using the MicroBooNE νe-template search, we derive
new constraints on Model-I and Model-II, showing that
under decaying-sterile neutrino interpretations, the Mi-
croBooNE data constrains this hypothesis at more than
99% CL. This limit is typically comparable to or stronger
than the one posed in the oscillation-only hypothesis. In
decaying-sterile neutrino solutions, νµ and νe disappear-
ance effects can be negligible thanks to the smallness of
the mixing angles. This increases the background con-
straining power of the sideband samples and results in
slightly stronger limits.

In principle, the νe disappearance claimed by the
BEST experiment can be explained in Model-I, albeit
not without significant tension with solar νe disappear-
ance data. At higher mass splitting, there is tension with
direct searches for sterile neutrinos in the β spectrum of
tritium and other isotopes. The IceCube experiment has
also searched for decaying-sterile neutrinos, setting con-
straints on the |Uµ4|2 parameter by looking for sterile-
driven resonances as well as vacuum oscillations in atmo-
spheric νµ + νµ disappearance. These complement exist-
ing constraints from the MINOS/MINOS+. Where de-
cay is the dominant effect in MiniBooNE, searches for νµ
disappearance are not sensitive to the model and the Mi-
croBooNE limits become the strongest laboratory-based
constraints on the model in a large region of the param-
eter space.

Finally, we emphasize that the decaying-sterile neu-
trino scenario is still subject to significant constraints
from cosmology and astrophysical observations such as
supernovae. The short-baseline flavor transition we stud-
ied complements these probes, providing a direct search
for the decay products of the new sterile neutrino. Fu-
ture data from the short-baseline program at Fermi-
lab [67], including SBND [68] and ICARUS [69], as well
as from JSNS2 in Japan [70], will help clarify the sta-
tus of the MiniBooNE low energy excess. Dedicated
νe-disappearance experiments also play an important
role in scenarios like those of Model-I as they can di-
rectly constrain |Ue4|2, which may be much larger than
|Uµ4|2 in these models. Future experiments like Iso-
DAR [71, 72] and reactor experiments like DANSS (up-
grade) [10] and PROSPECT-II [73] will provide impor-
tant insight into the decaying sterile solution and com-
plement direct searches for sterile neutrinos with masses
above 10 eV at the KATRIN experiment [42, 43].
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Appendix A: Impact of increased energy degradation

In this appendix, we comment on the impact of the
daughter neutrino energy on MiniBooNE and Micro-
BooNE fits. While the decay model we study throughout
the main text does degrade the daughter energy some-
what, the daughter neutrino in helicity-conserving (visi-
ble) decays involving scalars are emitted preferentially in
the direction of the parent particle, leading to a pref-
erence for high energy daughters, cf. Eq. (13). The
opposite is true in vector mediator models. Daughter
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FIG. 8. The parameter space of Model (I) for helicity-flipping
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ter neutrinos are detectable. We use the same parameters
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shown as black solid(dashed) lines at 2σ(3σ). The green line
shows the 99% CL IceCube exclusion region [44], neglect-
ing νµ regeneration effects. The grey and light-grey regions
show the 90% CL excluded by Super-Kamiokande [45] and
MINOS/MINOS+ [15].

neutrinos in a helicity-conserving decay (visible) with a
vector mediator are emitted preferentially backward with
respect to the parent neutrino and so are less boosted in
the lab frame. Neglecting the mass of the mediator in the
kinematics, those scenarios lead to a decay distribution
that is approximately

1

Γν4

dΓν4→νφ

dEν
≃ 2

E4

(
1− Eν

E4

)
. (A1)

An even stronger preference for lower energy daughter
particles can be achieved in scenarios where the boson is
close in mass to the parent particle, mφ ≲ m4.
To understand the impact of the decrease in daugh-

ter energy on our study, we perform a fit to the Mini-
BooNE excess and the MicroBooNE data in the scalar
model, artificially imposing the decay probability to fol-
low Eq. (A1). The resulting energy spectrum in the two
experiments can be seen in Fig. 7. It prefers noticeably
lower energies than in Fig. 2. This would correspond
to helicity-flipping decays in Model-I, which leads to in-
visible right-handed neutrinos in the final state. While
clearly unphysical, performing the MiniBooNE and Mi-
croBooNE fit with this choice helps to quantify the im-
pact of greater energy degradation on our conclusions.
As Fig. 8 demonstrates, there is an even stronger pref-
erence for the decay solution due to the low-energy na-
ture of the MiniBooNE excess, but the MicroBooNE lim-
its remain strong and still exclude the model at greater

than 99% CL. In the plane of Fig. 8, we find χ2
PGOF =

14.16, suggesting that greater daughter energy degrada-
tion does not substantially improve the compatibility be-
tween MiniBooNE and MicroBooNE.

Appendix B: Additional slices of Model-I and
Model-II

This appendix shows additional regions of the decay-
ing sterile neutrino parameter space in Model-I. Fig. 9
shows the results of the MiniBooNE and MicroBooNE fits
in slices of |Ue4|2 and |Uµ4|2 of the parameter space for
gφ = 1. The local best-fit points are shown as open stars
and the global best-fit point as a black closed star. The
decay-dominant solution is clearly visible for mass split-
ting greater than ∆m2

41 > 20 eV2. We also show slices of
|Uµ4|2 and ∆m2

41 for various values of |Ue4|2 in Fig. 10.
Larger values of |Ue4|2 help reduce the ν4 lifetime as well
as increase the overlap between the daughter neutrino ν̂s
and νe.

Appendix C: Validation and 3+1 oscillations

In this appendix, we show our fits in a model without
sterile neutrino decay, i.e., the standard 3+1-sterile neu-
trino model. We aim to reproduce and further explore
the results of the full-oscillation fit performed by the col-
laboration in [54] using only publicly available data. A
similar study was performed in [24] using only FHC mode
data and approximating Etrue

ν ≃ Ereco
ν for the νµ sample,

an assumption that is dropped in our analysis thanks to
the full νµ Monte Carlo made available by the collabo-
ration [54]. In addition, our approach differs from [24]
as we do not divide the muon sample by the νµ disap-
pearance probability. The justification for doing so in
Ref. [24] was that the prediction for νµ events was con-
strained by νµ data itself. However, this constraint was
applied to the number of pions that decay with a neu-
trino in the MiniBooNE detector acceptance, increasing
it by an overall factor of fπ = 1.22± 0.27 [74]. Not only
does this affect both νµ and νe samples in similar ways,5

but it also increases the prediction, as opposed to de-
creasing it as oscillations would. This normalization con-
straint, therefore, cannot be undone by dividing by the
oscillation probability. We opt instead to perform the fit
by ignoring this normalization constraint, which in prac-
tice means that the constraining power of the νµ sample

5 The difference stems from the fact that the νµ and νe fluxes have
similar, but not identical meson parentage. A larger fraction of
intrinsic νe flux comes from µ+, K+, and K0 decays, in that or-
der of importance, when compared to the νµ flux. While the µ+

component is presumably also subject to the fπ normalization,
the kaon ones would not be. This effect is small as the total kaon
component is less than half of all the events.
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FIG. 9. Slices of three-dimensional parameter space of Model-I, fixing gφ = 1. Each panel corresponds to a fixed ∆m2
41

value and shows the slice in the (|Ue4|2, |Uµ4|2, ∆m2
41) space. Contours are drawn with respect to the global minimum in the

three-dimensional space (ndof = 3). Open and closed stars correspond to the local and global best-fit of points of MiniBooNE,
respectively.
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is exacerbated in our fit. We believe this procedure is
consistent with the fit performed by the collaboration in
Ref. [54]. Our results are demonstrated in Fig. 11, which
validates the appearance-only scenario (left), where dis-
appearance of intrinsic νµ and νe is artificially set to zero

and in the full 3+1 scenario (right). In both cases we
find good, albeit not perfect, agreement with the results
of the MiniBooNE collaboration [54]. We then present
these results for different slices of |Ue4|2 (left) and |Uµ4|2
(right) in Fig. 12.
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FIG. 11. The MiniBooNE preferred regions at 3 and 4σ obtained with our fit (orange colors) and by the collaboration (orange
lines). On the left, we show the fit to 3+1 oscillations using only appearance, and on the right, we show a fit to full oscillations,
including νe and νµ disappearance, profiling over other parameters.
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FIG. 12. The MiniBooNE preferred regions at 1, 2, 3σ (orange colors) and exclusion limits by MicroBooNE at the 2σ and 3σ
levels (black lines) in the 3+1 oscillation model without decay. Each panel on the left (right) corresponds to a different slice in
fixed values of |Uµ4|2 (|Ue4|2) as indicated within the axes.
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